
 

 

STATE OF CONNECTICUT  

PUBLIC UTILITIES REGULATORY AUTHORITY 
TEN FRANKLIN SQUARE 
NEW BRITAIN, CT 06051 

 
 
 

DOCKET NO. 20-08-03 INVESTIGATION INTO ELECTRIC DISTRIBUTION 
COMPANIES’ PREPARATION FOR AND RESPONSE TO 
TROPICAL STORM ISAIAS 

 
 
 

 
March 19, 2021 

 
By the following Commissioners: 

 
 

 
Marissa P. Gillett 
John W. Betkoski, III 
Michael A Caron 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

PROPOSED FINAL DECISION 
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proposed Decision is not final.  The Authority will consider the parties’ arguments and exceptions before 

reaching a final Decision, which may differ from the proposed Decision.  Therefore, this proposed 

Decision does not establish any precedent and does not necessarily represent the Authority’s final 
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PROPOSED FINAL DECISION 
 
 
I. INTRODUCTION 
 
A. SUMMARY  
 

The Public Utilities Regulatory Authority (Authority or PURA) concludes that The 
Connecticut Light and Power Company d/b/a Eversource Energy (Eversource) failed to 
comply with applicable performance standards and the prudence standard for public 
service companies in its preparation for and response to Tropical Storm Isaias.  
Specifically, Eversource was not reasonable or prudent in managing its municipal 
liaison program, executing its Make Safe responsibilities, communicating critical 
information to its customers, or meeting its obligation to secure adequate resources in a 
timely manner to protect the public safety and to provide for the overall public interest. 

 
While underwhelming in specific instances, The United Illuminating Company’s 

(UI) preparation for and response to Tropical Storm Isaias was markedly better than that 
of Eversource, leading the Authority to conclude that UI generally met the standards of 
acceptable performance and prudency, with certain exceptions noted herein.  This 
conclusion notwithstanding, neither Eversource nor UI fully met the Authority’s or their 
respective customers’ reasonable expectations for managing a major storm event.  
Notably, the Authority’s investigation identified a substantial number of areas requiring 
correction or improvement by Eversource and UI.  Ratepayers across the State should 
expect, and are entitled to, a more transparent and solutions-oriented storm preparation 
and restoration response when such an event occurs again. 
 

Therefore, through the Orders in this Decision, the Authority will require various 
enhancements to emergency response programs of the electric distribution companies 
(EDCs) so that both companies and the ratepayers of Connecticut are better situated to 
face future climate events similar to or more intense than Tropical Storm Isaias.  
Further, the Authority reiterates previous orders for the EDCs to develop a heightened 
state of readiness, and to ensure that adequate field and support resources are 
available to support emergency response actions by the onset of the storm and within 
the first 48 hours of a storm event to ensure the public safety. 

 
Further, the Authority will consider and levy any appropriate fines and other 

penalties in Docket No. 20-08-03RE01, PURA Consideration of Civil Penalty and 
Enforcement Action Against the Electric Distribution Companies After Storm Isaias 
Investigation, including, but not limited to:  return on equity (“ROE”) penalties, the 
appropriateness of EDC storm cost recovery disallowances,1 civil penalties in 
accordance with the General Statutes of Connecticut (Conn. Gen. Stat.) §§ 16-32i and 
16-41, and further remedial or enforcement orders. 

                                            
1 Such disallowances, or incremental disallowances, may also be determined during a subsequent 

contested rate proceeding.  The EDCs have not sought cost recovery for expenses related to Tropical 
Storm Isaias through the instant proceeding, and the Authority is not granting any through this 
Decision. 
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B. BACKGROUND OF THE PROCEEDING 
 

The Authority initiated this docket pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat. §§ 16-9, 16-11, 
16-19, 16-19e, 16-32e, 16-32h, 16-32i, 16-41, 16-244, and 4-177 et seq., and at the 
request of Governor Lamont, to investigate the electric distribution companies’ 
preparation for and response to Tropical Storm Isaias, which hit Connecticut on August 
4, 2020. 

 
Upon initiating the investigation, the Authority ordered each electric distribution 

company (EDC) to undertake a number of steps as the response and restoration 
activities unfolded, including to immediately inform the Authority of any significant 
changes or delays to restoration times announced to customers, and to continue 
updating the Authority on restoration activities.  Further, the Authority required each 
EDC to maintain and preserve detailed records of its preparation and response efforts, 
including all communications.  Additionally, in accordance with Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-
32h(h), each EDC was directed to submit a supplemental emergency response report to 
the Authority within thirty (30) days of the emergency event that described the EDC’s 
preparation for and response to Tropical Storm Isaias, as well as any proposed 
corrective actions or improvements to the emergency response plan.  
 

Subsequently and in furtherance of its investigation, the Authority reviewed the 
EDCs’ implementation of their respective emergency response plans filed in accordance 
with Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-32e and also assessed whether the EDCs complied with the 
standards for emergency preparation and restoration of service established in 
accordance with Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-32h.  The investigation further encompassed an 
assessment of each company’s outage/damage prediction efforts, storm preparedness, 
adequacy of staffing and equipment, communications, outage/damage assessment 
activities, restoration management, and after action reporting.   
 

In addition, the proceeding comprised evidence gathering to support 
determinations on the prudency and reasonableness of the EDCs’ storm preparation, 
response, and recovery activities, as well as considerations regarding whether (or not) 
the EDCs employed prudent management and operating procedures in incurring storm-
related costs or prudently or imprudently avoided any operational costs that could have 
mitigated restoration timelines or overall expenses. 
 
 
C. CONDUCT OF THE PROCEEDING 
 

The Authority issued a Notice Regarding Investigation Timeline and Process on 
August 14, 2020.  By Notice of Procedural Conference dated October 2, 2020, the 
Authority held a procedural conference remotely on October 15, 2020, to discuss 
scheduling and other procedural matters.  
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By Notice of Hearing dated October 5, 2020, the Authority conducted public 
comment hearings on October 21 - 23, 2020.2  By Notice of Hearings dated November 
24, 2020, and December 16, 2020, the Authority conducted evidentiary hearings on 
December 14 - 16, 2020, December 18, 2020, December 21 - 23, 2020, and January 6 - 
7, 2021.  By Notice of Hearing dated December 23, 2020, the Authority conducted late 
file exhibit hearings on January 20 - 22, 2021. 
 

Pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-18a, the Authority retained a consultant to 
assist in this proceeding.  Pursuant to a Notice of Opportunity to Comment dated 
September 3, 2020, Parties and Intervenors were invited to submit comments on the 
Authority’s retention of a consultant by September 10, 2020.  The Authority did not 
receive any comments in response to the Notice.  The Authority retained The Liberty 
Consulting Group as its consultant. 
 

The Authority and its consultant Liberty Consulting Group issued more than 700 
interrogatories in this proceeding.  Hundreds of additional interrogatories were issued by 
other Parties to the proceeding, including by the Office of Consumer Counsel (OCC) 
and the Office of the Attorney General. 
 

The Authority issued a proposed final Decision in this matter on March 19, 2021.  
All Parties and Intervenors were provided the opportunity to submit Written Exceptions 
and present Oral Argument on the proposed final Decision. 

 
 

D. PARTIES AND INTERVENORS 
 

The Authority recognized the following as Parties to this proceeding: the OCC, 
Ten Franklin Square, New Britain, CT 06051; the Commissioner of the Department of 
Energy and Environmental Protection, 79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106; Connecticut 
Office of the Attorney General, 10 Franklin Square, New Britain, CT 06051; Eversource 
Energy Services Company, 107 Selden Street, Berlin, CT 06037; and The United 
Illuminating Holdings Corporation, 180 Marsh Hill Road, MS AD-2A, Orange, CT 06477.  

 
The Authority granted Intervenor status to the following:  Utility Workers Union of 

America, Local 470-1; City of Bridgeport; City of Danbury; City of Milford; City of 
Norwalk; Connecticut Conference of Municipalities; Connecticut Council of Small 
Towns; Town of Bethel; Town of Brookfield; Town of Easton; Town of Monroe; Town of 
New Canaan; Town of New Fairfield; Town of Newtown; Town of Ridgefield; Town of 
Redding; Town of Seymour; Town of Vernon; Town of Weston; Town of Westport; and 
Town of Wilton.  
  

                                            
2 The Authority also received hundreds of written public comments into the record from elected officials 

and ratepayers, posted publicly as correspondence in the Docket.  See infra Section I.E. 
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E. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
The Authority conducted public hearings for the purpose of receiving comments 

from the general public concerning the investigation.  A total of three public hearings 
were conducted remotely:  October 21, 2020, October 22, 2020, and October 23, 2020.  
A total of 16 persons provided testimony regarding the Authority’s investigation at the 
three public hearings.  

 
State Senator Paul Formica (20th Senate District, and Ranking Member, Energy 

and Technology Committee) provided testimony on the need for better communication 
from Eversource to its municipalities, tree removal crews, and ratepayers.  The Senator 
also commented on the number of out-of-state contractors brought in for the restoration 
process, as well as regarding customers concerned about high bills. Tr. 10/22/20 pp. 2-
5.  State Representative Stephen Harding (107th House District) commented on 
Eversource’s restoration efforts following the tropical storm.  The Representative 
remarked about significant delays in power restoration, including a lack of crews or 
general response in Bethel and Danbury for several days.  Representative Harding 
asked that PURA take the necessary steps to ensure problems with restoration efforts 
be addressed, particularly the management of out-of-state crews. Tr. 10/21/20 pp. 5-9.  
State Representative Tom Delnicki (14th House District) also highlighted his concern 
with respect to the contrast of the response to Tropical Storm Isaias and Superstorm 
Sandy in 2012.  In particular, the Representative noted the large number of out-of-state 
contractors that were brought in, which resulted in a lack of familiarity on the part of the 
crews with their assigned towns.  Representative Delnicki also commented on his 
concern regarding recent rate increases, and emphasized the need for severe 
accountability for the inadequate response to the storm. Tr. 10/22/20 pp. 5-9. 

 
Mayor David Martin provided testimony on the lack of communication from 

Eversource to the city of Stamford’s emergency management team, as well as the lack 
of initial Make Safe crews in the days after Tropical Storm Isaias.  In particular, Mayor 
Martin testified that while Make Safe crews were not assigned to Stamford, there was 
also no effective way to communicate priorities to Eversource. Tr. 10/21/20 pp. 1-5. 
Stamford Fire Chief and Emergency Management Director Trevor Roach reiterated the 
lack of communication from Eversource regarding Make Safe crews.  Besides noting 
the unavailability of Make Safe crews in the days after Tropical Storm Isaias, Chief 
Roach elaborated on the ineffectiveness of communicating priorities through municipal 
liaisons. Tr. 10/22/20 pp. 9-11.  Fire Chief John Oates from the Joint Council of 
Connecticut Fire Services also provided testimony.  In his testimony, Chief Oates 
detailed the lack of a reliable system for emergency responders to receive accurate 
data from Eversource on the number and location of outages. Tr. 10/22/20 pp. 15-18.  
Chief Oates went on to testify that the incident management coordination was “absent” 
during the response to Tropical Storm Isaias; Eversource was neither able to inform 
communities of the location of their staff and vehicles nor able to provide an accurate 
estimate on outage restoration. Tr. 10/22/20 pp. 15-18. 
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Several residents provided testimony at the public hearings as well; although, the 
majority of ratepayer comments were submitted to the Authority in writing.  Customers 
highlighted the need to stop rate increases, especially because customers were not 
being reimbursed for food and medication that spoiled during the sustained outages. Tr. 
10/22/20 pp. 12-14. There were numerous comments that detailed the lack of running 
water faced by residents who rely on well water, exacerbated by long power restoration 
times. Tr. 10/21/20 pp. 10-14. There were also numerous grievances from residents 
regarding poor communication from Eversource, not only with its customers but also 
with its field staff and out-of-state contractors. Tr. 10/22/20 pp. 19-23. 

 
Additionally, the Authority received more than 511 written comments from the 

public expressing frustration with the EDCs’ response to Tropical Storm Isaias, including 
48 sets of written comments from public officials (See, Attachment 1).  The vast majority 
of these comments mentioned the monetary losses incurred from refrigerated items 
spoiling and due to the acquisition of fuel needed for back-up generators.  Comments 
also indicated frustration with the EDCs’ communications ahead of and subsequent to 
the Tropical Storm, primarily evidenced by the inability to contact Eversource and, to a 
lesser extent, UI, to report outages and other problems – including life safety issues 
such as downed wires.  Other common concerns raised regarding Eversource’s and, to 
some extent UI’s, storm response through the written comments included: long wait 
times on the phone, the lack of available call center representatives, lack of useful 
information, inaccurate or outdated outage reporting on the EDC website, the provision 
of inaccurate restoration times, and failure of the two-way texting system.  

 
 

F. SUMMARY OF TROPICAL STORM ISAIAS 
 
Tropical Storm Isaias originated south of Puerto Rico and followed a path 

northward along the east coast of the United States for 10 days.  Eversource 30-Day 
Event Report, p. 27.  On August 4, 2020, the eastern part of the storm hit Connecticut, 
causing extensive damage across the entire state, affecting all 149 communities served 
by Eversource and all 17 communities served by UI.  Eversource 30-Day Event Report, 
pp. 32 and 62; UI 30-Day Storm Report, p. 1.  The brunt of the storm was felt between 
2:00 p.m. and 8:00 p.m. on August 4, 2020; however, the storm did not completely pass 
until approximately 2:00 a.m. on August 5, 2020.  Eversource 30-Day Event Report, 
pp. 3 and 57.  

 
Most of the state experienced sustained wind speeds over 30 miles per hour 

(mph), with some areas experiencing wind speeds over 50 mph. Eversource 30-Day 
Event Report, p. 3; UI 30-Day Storm Report, p. 2.  Peak wind gusts reached 67 mph 
and several tornado warnings were issued for the afternoon of August 4, 2020.  
Eversource 30-Day Event Report, p. 3.  The strong winds damaged and uprooted trees 
across the state, causing blocked roads and significant damage to power lines, utility 
poles, transformers, and other equipment.  Eversource 30-Day Event Report, p. 4; UI 
30-Day Storm Report, p. 1  

 
For Eversource, the storm resulted in more power outages than attributable to 

Superstorm Sandy.  Eversource 30-Day Event Report, pp. 61 and 76.  A total of 21,669 
damage locations in the Eversource service territory resulted in 632,632 peak outages, 
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or 50% of its customer base, and 1,152,038 total outages for Eversource customers.  
Id., pp. 75 and 76.  Eversource’s restoration effort included replacing 1,924 utility poles 
and 1,161 transformers, and repairing over 500 miles of downed wire.  Response to 
Interrogatory LCG-3, Attachment 1; Eversource 30 Day Report, p. 3.  Power was 
restored to 99% of customers by 6:00 p.m. Tuesday, August 11, 2020, and full 
restoration was completed on Thursday, August 13, 2020.  Id., p. 75; Response to 
Interrogatory AG-033, Attachment 3.   

 
UI experienced over 1,700 outage-causing events in in its service territory.  UI’s 

system documented 113,433 peak outages, or 33% of its customer base, and 157,300 
total outages for its customers.  UI 30-Day Storm Report, p. 10.  UI’s restoration effort 
included replacing 206 broken utility poles and 268 transformers, and repairing over 
1,000 miles of downed wire.  Id., p. 1.  UI completed restoration to 99% of its customers 
by 7:00 p.m. on August 10, 2020, and completed full restoration at 1:19 a.m. on August 
12, 2020.  Id., p. 2; Response to Interrogatory LCG-245.  

 
Tropical Storm Isaias occurred in the midst of the global COVID-19 pandemic, 

which began to significantly impact the State of Connecticut and its residents in March 
2020.  In response to the COVID-19 pandemic, the Governor of the State of 
Connecticut declared a public health emergency and a civil preparedness emergency 
on March 10, 2020, which was in effect and ongoing throughout August 2020.  Notably, 
however, the public health emergency was declared almost a full five months before the 
storm emergency event discussed herein. 
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II. APPLICABLE STANDARDS AND REVIEW FRAMEWORK 
 
A. STATUTORY AUTHORITY AND STANDARD OF REVIEW 
 

After an emergency event such as Tropical Storm Isaias in which more than ten 
percent of an EDC’s customers were without service for more than forty-eight 
consecutive hours, the Authority is required to review the performance of the EDC to 
determine whether the EDC complied with the standards of acceptable performance 
and with any order of the Authority.  Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-32i.3   

 
In addition to the specific oversight obligations set forth in Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-

32i, the Authority also exercises its general powers as enumerated throughout Title 16 
to regulate a utility’s conduct and operations, including broad regulatory authority over 
the EDCs’ storm preparedness and response efforts.  Specifically, Conn. Gen. Stat. § 
16-11 empowers the Authority to “order such reasonable improvements, repairs or 
alterations in such plant or equipment, or such changes in the manner of operation, as 
may be reasonably necessary in the public interest.”  Similarly, Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-
19e states “(3) . . . all public service companies shall perform all of their respective 
public responsibilities with economy, efficiency and care for public safety . . . ; [and] (5) 
that the level and structure of rates charged customers shall reflect prudent and efficient 
management of the franchise operation.”  Under these general powers, the Authority will 
review an EDC’s compliance with Title 16, Authority regulations and orders, and other 
applicable statutory requirements.4 
 

In assessing a utility’s performance in preparing for and responding to an 
emergency5 event under either Conn. Gen. Stat. 16-32i or its general regulatory 
powers, the Authority applies the same prudency standard, which is the standard of 
care a reasonable person would exercise under the same circumstances confronting 
the management of the utility at the time of the decision to take such actions. See, e.g., 
Decision, Feb. 27, 2003, Docket No.  No. 99-09-12-RE02, In Re Connecticut Light & 
Power Co.; Decision, Aug. 6, 2008, Docket No. 08-02-06, DPUC Investigation into The 
Connecticut Light and Power Company's Billing Issues, p. 10.6 

 

                                            
3 As discussed in Section II.C., the standards of acceptable performance were adopted in accordance 

with Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-32h. 
4 For example, under Conn. Gen. Stat. § 28-5(b), an EDC must carry out the assigned duties and 

functions in the Department of Emergency Services and Public Protection’s comprehensive plan and 
program for the civil preparedness. 

5 “Emergency” is a defined term pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-32e(a). 
6 In certain circumstances, the Authority has employed a tri-partite methodology when disallowing specific 

costs for which utilities have sought recovery.  This methodology involves identifying any applicable 
utility performance standard, determining whether the utility conformed to the standard or otherwise 
acted imprudently, and then disallowing those costs causally connected to the nonconformance or 
imprudent action.  See Decision, Aug. 6, 2008, Docket No. 08-02-06, DPUC Investigation into the 
Connecticut Light and Power Company's Billing Issues, pp. 10-11.  However, this methodology is not 
applicable to the Authority’s performance review here because the Authority is not disallowing specific 
costs at this time.  The utilities will have the opportunity to present cost causation arguments related to 
any actions found imprudent in this proceeding when the utilities seek to recover specific storm-related 
costs in a future proceeding. 
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The Connecticut Supreme Court has affirmed this standard, stating that the 
“prudence of a management decision depends on good faith and reasonableness, 
judged at the time the decision is made.” Connecticut Light & Power Co. v. Dep't of Pub. 
Util. Control, 216 Conn. 627, 645 (1990) (citing Violet v. Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission, 800 F.2d 280, 282–83 (1st Cir.1986)); see, also, Decision June 6, 2012, 
Docket No. 11-12-02, Application of PSEG New Haven LLC for Establishment of 2012 
Revenue Requirements (finding the “prudency standard is applied based on information 
that was known, or should have been known, prior to any action or inaction by a person 
or company.” (emphasis added)).7 

 
Notably, a utility’s conformance with an industry standard is relevant to, but not 

dispositive of, whether a utility has acted prudently because an industry as a whole can 
lag behind the standard of reasonable care.  Decision, Aug. 1, 2012, Docket No. 11-09-
09, In Re Investigation of Pub. Serv. Companies Response to 2011 Storms, p. 17 
(finding that a prudence review “is not limited by industry norms, nor limited to the single 
issue of full restoration timing.”).  Specifically, industry norms may not insulate a public 
service company “in a moat of immunity as to whether it used and executed prudent 
and efficient management techniques in all aspects of its storm recovery activities.” Id. 
at 18.   

 
Procedurally and substantively, the utility has the burden of proving that its 

performance satisfied the prudency standard.  The General Assembly has placed 
squarely on regulated utilities the burden of demonstrating that a utility’s costs and 
associated rates are reasonable and prudent.  See Conn. Gen. § 16-22 (“At any hearing 
involving a rate . . . of a public service company, the burden of proving that said rate 
under consideration is just and reasonable . . . shall be on the public service 
company.”).  Moreover, this burden of proof is applicable not just to rates, but to the 
utility’s actions giving rise to such costs and rates.  Rates are mathematical 
determinations and, in isolation, are neither prudent nor imprudent.  It is the strategy, 
decisions, management, and execution by the utilities, which become manifest through 
rates, that are subject to the prudency standard.  See Decision, March 20, 1991, Docket 
No. 89-12-05, Re Southern New England Telephone Company (finding “that the 
Company has satisfied its burden of proof relative to its [financial] forecasts.”); 
Connecticut Light & Power Co. v. Dep't of Pub. Util. Control, No. CV 920703777, 1993 
WL 512427, at *7 (Conn. Super. Ct. Dec. 2, 1993) (citing the utility’s burden of proof and 
affirming the finding that the utility “was guilty of specific acts or omissions of 
imprudence that caused damage and prolonged the plant shutdown.”).8 

                                            
7 Eversource argues that the tri-partite methodology for the disallowance of costs arising from an 

imprudent action imposes a material limitation on the Authority’s prudency review.  In short, 
Eversource seeks to impose a new prudency standard in which all actions of a utility are de facto 
prudent absent a violation of a specific performance standard adopted under Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-
32h and substantial evidence that such violation caused a specific loss or damage.  Initial Brief, p. 16-
17.  This proposal would represent a stark departure from the universally accepted standard for 
prudency review and conflicts with the Authority’s express statutory powers.  The Authority declines to 
accept such a perversion of the prudency standard.   

8 Holding that the General Assembly imposed on public service companies the burden of proof for costs 
and rates but not for the public service companies’ actions that create such costs and rates would be 
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Particularly with respect to storm preparation and response, the utility retains the 
vast majority of information and documentation related to the reasonableness and 
prudency of its actions.  Therefore, the imposition of the burden of proof on the utility to 
demonstrate prudency promotes a policy of transparency and accountability essential 
for monopoly utility regulation. 

 

The EDCs must, however, be given adequate notice “of the claims to be 
defended against” and they must be able to “anticipate the possible effects of [this] 
proceeding.” See Rivera v. Liquor Control Commission, 53 Conn. App. 165, 173 (1999).  
The Authority notified the EDCs that this investigation would “encompass 
determinations on the prudency and reasonableness of the EDCs’ storm preparation, 
response, and recovery activities.” Notice of Proceeding at 1 (emphasis added). 
Accordingly, the Authority has established that it will make prudency and 
reasonableness findings in this proceeding. 
 
 

B. REMEDIES 
 
Under Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-32i and in accordance with Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-

41, the Authority may levy civil penalties against an EDC for noncompliance with 
applicable performance standards or with any order of the Authority.  The civil penalty 
imposed pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat. §§ 16-32i and 16-41 may not exceed a total four 
percent of the EDC’s annual distribution revenue.  Id.   

 

In addition to the remedies codified in Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-32i, the Authority 
exercises broad regulatory powers in order to protect the public interest and to ensure 
public service companies operate prudently, efficiently, and with care for public safety.  
See, e.g., Conn. Gen. Stat. §§ 16-11, 16-19, and 16-19e.  As such, if a utility is found to 
have acted imprudently, the Authority may implement a variety of remedies in addition 
to the assessment of civil penalties pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-41, such as 
disallowing the recovery of certain storm-related costs or imposing other financial 
penalties, including a reduction in the utility’s return on equity.  Additionally, the 
Authority may also issue remedial and enforcement orders based on the assessment of 
the EDC’s performance. See Revised Notice of Proceeding at 1.  
 

With respect to the instant proceeding, the Authority has bifurcated the 
investigation and the penalty phase of its review conducted pursuant to Conn. Gen. 
Stat. § 16-32i.  Therefore, the Authority will consider and assess civil and other financial 
penalties for any finding of noncompliance with performance standards, Authority 
orders, or the general prudence standard, in a subsequent contested proceeding.9  If 

                                                                                                                                             
“absurd or unworkable” and, as such, would be inconsistent with Conn. Gen. Stat. § 1-2z, the “plain 
meaning rule”.  

9 See Docket No. 20-80-03RE01, PURA Consideration of Civil Penalty and Enforcement Action Against 
the Electric Distribution Companies After Storm Isaias Investigation.  The Authority notified the Parties 
that it would “consider . . . return on equity penalties” in the course of this proceeding. See Revised 
Notice of Proceeding at 1. If found to be warranted during the first phase of this proceeding, penalties 
will be assessed in Docket No. 20-08-03RE01. See Notice Regarding Investigation Timeline and 
Process at 1. 
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the Authority finds that a utility has acted imprudently, the Authority may also impose 
financial penalties, including, but not limited to, the disallowance of certain storm-related 
costs, in a future rate or cost recovery proceeding. 
z 

C. BACKGROUND AND DEVELOPMENT OF STANDARDS OF ACCEPTABLE PERFORMANCE 
 

Pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat. §16-32i, the Authority can undertake the remedies 
identified supra, upon a finding that an EDC failed to comply with any standard of 
acceptable performance in emergency preparation or restoration of service in an 
emergency, adopted pursuant to section 16-32h, or with any order of the Authority.  The 
subsequent sections detail the development and evolution of the standards of 
acceptable performance against which the EDCs’ performance with respect to Tropical 
Storm Isaias must be judged.  Additionally, in accord with the Notices of Admitted 
Evidence, the Authority’s stated framework for review also included decisions from 
previous dockets, legislative reports, and the State of Connecticut Response 
Framework (“SRF”), among other documents. See Notice of Admitted Evidence (Nov. 
30, 2020); Notice of Admitted Evidence (Dec. 11, 2020). 

 

1. 2011 Storms 
 

In 2011, the Authority initiated a proceeding to investigate the preparedness, 
service response, and communications of Eversource and UI following the service 
outages attributable to Tropical Storm Irene and the October Nor’easter (2011 Storms).  
Decision, Aug. 1, 2012, Docket No. 11-09-09, PURA Investigation of Public Service 
Companies’ Response to 2011 Storms (2011 Storms Decision).   

 

As a result of the investigation, the Authority found that Eversource’s 
performance in the aftermath of the 2011 Storms was deficient in the areas of:  outage 
and service restoration; preparation of personnel; support of its municipal liaison 
program; development and communication of restoration times to customers; and 
overall communication to customers, other service providers, and municipalities.  2011 
Storms Decision, p. 1.  Specifically, Eversource failed to obtain adequate assistance in 
advance of the October Nor’easter and thus failed to adequately fulfill its duties to 
provide for the overall public interest.  Id.  The Authority, therefore, required Eversource 
to develop a heightened state of readiness to ensure that necessary line workers are 
available during the first 48 hours of a major storm event10 to assist in efforts to ensure 
public safety.  Id. 

 

Specifically, the Authority issued Order No. 2, stating: 
 

CL&P shall formulate a plan to establish a heightened state of readiness 
in anticipation of a major storm.  Not later than July 1 of each year, CL&P 
shall report on its plan to establish the line worker resources that would be 
available to it in anticipation of a major storm during the upcoming July 1 
through March 31 time period, including its own lineworkers, lineworkers 
from sister companies and contractors.  In this report, CL&P shall both 

                                            
10 The Authority defines “major storm” herein as a storm classified by an EDC as an Event Level 5 or 

greater. 
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state the lineworker resources likely available during a storm primarily 
affecting only Connecticut and a regionwide storm.  CL&P shall also state 
the mutual assistance organizations to which it belongs, and state the 
likely resources those organizations are capable to deliver to CL&P to 
assist in storm recovery. CL&P shall place primary emphasis on 
demonstrating a lineworker workforce that would likely be available to 
CL&P during the first 48 hours of a regional event, so that it is able to 
establish a heightened state of readiness.  Due to the timing of this 
Decision, the first report is due no later than October 1, 2012.  

2011 Storms Decision, p. 116. 

The Authority also found that there were deficiencies in Eversource’s execution 
of its Town Liaison program during the 2011 Storms.  Id., p. 35.  Moreover, critical 
facility restorations, efforts to timely address municipal priorities, the establishment of 
relationships with municipal partners, and the provision of accurate restoration status 
information all were found deficient by the Authority and in need of improvement.  Id., 
pp. 34 and 35. 

 
The Authority also evaluated the performance of UI in the 2011 Storms and 

found no deficiencies. Id., pp. 53-71.  The Authority noted some areas in need of 
improvement by UI, however, including:  expanding access to mutual aid resources; 
improving town liaison programs and Make Safe work; and increasing the level of 
vegetation management.  Id., p. 56. 
 

2. 2012 Performance Standards 
 

As directed by Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-32h, the Authority established and adopted 
standards for acceptable performance applicable to the EDCs for emergencies.  
Decision, Nov. 1, 2012, Docket No. 12-06-09, PURA Establishment of Performance 
Standards for Electric and Gas Companies (Performance Standards Decision), p. 4 and 
Appendix A.  The Performance Standards Decision required that the EDCs incorporate 
the standards delineated in that decision into their emergency response plans (ERPs) 
filed biennially with the Authority pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat 16-32e(b).  Id., Appendix 
A, pp. 2 and 8.  The Performance Standards Decision further required that the EDCs 
follow their ERPs in response and recovery activities related to emergencies.  Id., 
Appendix A, p. 8.  Thus, the EDCs’ ERPs themselves became the main set of 
established standards for acceptable performance.  The overriding purpose of the 
standards, and thus the ERPs, is to: 

 
[E]nsure that the electric distribution companies (EDCs) are prepared for 
emergencies and disasters in order to minimize damage and 
inconvenience to the public which may occur as a result of electric system 
failures, major outages, or hazards posed by damage to electric 
distribution facilities….[The ERP] will help ensure that an EDC’s 
performance of its responsibilities in the ERP, in conjunction with 
responsibilities and work performed by State agencies, municipalities, 
other utility companies and the citizens of Connecticut, can collectively 
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help effectuate the State’s overriding goal to protect life and property 
during an emergency or major outage. 

 
Performance Standards Decision, Appendix A, p. 2. 

 
The Performance Standards Decision establishes an EDC’s ERP as its primary 

set of acceptable performance standards: 
 

Each EDC shall restore service to its customers in a safe and reasonable 
manner during all service interruptions and outages. During an Emergency 
Event, this shall include at a minimum implementing all applicable 
components of a utility's ERP related to restoration of service 

 
Performance Standard Decision, Appendix A, p. 8. 

 
 

In addition to establishing a Company’s ERP as the primary compilation of 
acceptable performance standards, the Authority delineated additional standards with 
which the EDCs must comply.  Notably, such standards include: 
 

 Performance Standard 2.a. Emergency Response Plan.  EDC will develop, 
implement, maintain and utilize an ERP so that the EDC is adequately and 
sufficiently prepared to restore service to its customers in a safe and reasonably 
prompt manner during an Emergency Event. 

 Performance Standard 2.a.vi. Mutual Assistance. Mutual assistance shall be 
requested when the EDC reasonably believes that local resources are 
inadequate to assure timely restoration of service or public safety, or if mutual 
assistance would substantially improve restoration times or mitigate safety 
hazards….[And the] ERP must stipulate at what level of outage or anticipated 
outage level the EDC will request mutual assistance, taking into account travel 
times from remote resources, so as to ensure sufficient resources to rapidly and 
efficiently provide restoration. 

 Performance Standard 2.b.ii. Local Agencies.  Each EDC shall establish 
written communication protocols for timely and accurate information exchange 
between the EDC and any pre-determined local agency such as public safety 
officials and agencies, local elected officials, and others the EDC deems 
appropriate during Emergency Events impacting multiple jurisdictions. 

 Performance Standards 2.c.ii. Large-scale/Regional Exercises. Every three 
calendar years, each EDC shall conduct or participate in a comprehensive 
emergency exercise to test and evaluate major components of its plan.  Large 
Scale exercises should include, a.m.ong other things, the highest level event 
covered in the ERP, for example, a Level 4 event, with up to 70% of its 
customers suffering an extended outage. 

Performance Standard Decision, Appendix, pp. 2 – 8. 
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3. Northeast Utilities Merger Settlement Agreement 
 

By Decision dated April 2, 2012 in Docket No. 12-01-07, Application for Approval 
of Holding Company Transaction Involving Northeast Utilities and NSTAR (Merger 
Decision), the Authority approved the merger of Northeast Utilities and NSTAR.  The 
approval was granted by the Authority after it found that the merger was in the public 
interest, subject to the terms of a settlement agreement reached in that proceeding.  
Merger Decision, pp. 47 and 48.  The settlement agreement had two provisions related 
to future Eversource storm responsibilities and standards. 
 

First, that Eversource committed to maintain parity of service for storm response 
between Connecticut and Massachusetts.  Id., p. 11.  Second, that Eversource 
committed to improve both non-storm and storm-related service quality performance.  
Id. 

 
Regarding parity of service, paragraph 4.2 of the settlement agreement stated,  
 
NU shall commit to maintain parity of service to each state within its 
service territory, such that allocation of resources for restoration efforts 
following major storms shall be made fairly and equitably based on 
operational needs, system requirements and relative number of outages.   

Merger Decision, Settlement Agreement, p. 5. 
 
Regarding improved storm-related service quality, section 4.4 of the settlement 

agreement stated, 
 
CL&P and Yankee Gas shall commit to improve non-storm and storm-
related service quality performance.  Failure to at least maintain service 
quality performance consistent with historical averages over the last 10 
years shall subject the companies to such penalties as may be within the 
Authority’s jurisdiction and as may be imposed by the Authority from time 
to time for failure to maintain service quality. 

Id., Settlement Agreement, p. 6. 
  
Based on these provisions, the Authority found that the settlement agreement was in 
the public interest.  Id., p. 12. 
 
 

4. 2012 Superstorm Sandy 
 

By Decision dated August 21, 2013, in Docket No. 12-11-07, PURA Investigation 
into the Performance of Connecticut’s Electric Distribution Companies and Gas 
Companies in Restoring Service Following Storm Sandy (Storm Sandy Decision), the 
Authority found that both Eversource and UI performed adequately in their respective 
storm preparedness and response activities during the 2012 superstorm.  Storm Sandy 
Decision, p. 1.  Nonetheless, the Authority directed the EDCs to make certain 
improvements to storm activities, including studying the accuracy of estimated 
restoration time figures.  Id., p. 55. 
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5. State Response Framework and Emergency Support Function 12 

 
Public service companies,11 including UI and Eversource, also have specific 

obligations with respect to civil preparedness and emergency response.  The 
Department of Emergency Services and Public Protection (DESPP) developed the 
Connecticut State Response Framework (SRF) in accordance with Conn. Gen. Stat. § 
28-5b, which states: 
 

The commissioner [of DESPP] shall direct the preparation of a 
comprehensive plan and program for the civil preparedness of the state 
and integrate and coordinate that plan and program to the fullest extent 
possible with the civil preparedness plans of the federal government and 
of other states. When the plan and program has been prepared, the 
commissioner shall present it to the Governor for his or her approval. 
When the Governor approves the plan, all government agencies, state or 
local, all civil preparedness forces in the state and all public service 
companies, as defined in section 16-1, shall carry out the duties and 
functions assigned by the plan and program as approved. (emphasis 
added). 

 
The SRF establishes the framework for the interaction of state government with 

local, federal, and tribal governments, non-governmental response organizations and 
other private sector partners, the media, and the public during emergency 
preparedness, response and recovery functions that require a statewide reponse effort.  
SRF, p. 1-1.  The purpose is to establish a process to support local governments and 
their residents in response to disasters and emergencies.  Id.   
 
 The SRF includes the All Hazards Energy and Utilities Annex Emergency 
Support Function 12 (ESF-12 Annex).  SRF, pp. 3-25 and A-5.  The Emergency Support 
Function (ESF) -12 focuses on coordination with public utilities for Make Safe activities 
and the repair and restoration of energy infrastructure. Id.  The ESF-12 Annex was 
developed by DESPP’s Division of Emergency Management and Homeland Security 
(DEMHS) under the direction of Governor Dannel Malloy following the two severe 
weather emergencies in 2011, which caused widespread and prolonged power outages.  
ESF-12 Annex, p. 5.  The purpose of the ESF-12 Annex is to formalize the operational 
processes used to coordinate utility-related responses to emergencies and to facilitate 
restoration of utility services.  Id.   
 

The ESF-12 Annex contemplates certain preparedness, response and recovery 
actions by different members.  Id., p. 10.  The ESF-12 Annex defines certain roles and 
responsibilities for the EDCs.  These include, inter alia, preparedness responsibilities 

                                            
11 Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-1 defines a “public service company” as including “electric distribution, gas, 

telephone, pipeline, sewage, water and community antenna television companies and holders of a 
certificate of cable franchise authority, owning, leasing, maintaining, operating, managing or controlling 
plants or parts of plants or equipment, but shall not include towns, cities, boroughs, any municipal 
corporation or department thereof, whether separately incorporated or not, a private power producer, 
as defined in section 16-243b, or an exempt wholesale generator, as defined in 15 USC 79z-5a.” 
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such as:  maintaining an ERP, participating in emergency exercises, establishing a 
communication/coordination process with state and local officials, and conducting 
training of municipal and state liaisons, among others.  Id., p. 19.  The ESF-12 Annex 
also includes a number of response standards, such as: establishing response and 
restoration priorities, defining communication requirements, and establishing a general 
framework for coordinating with state and local officials.  Id., p. 20-23. 

 
In addition, the ESF-12 Annex establishes the Make Safe Protocol for Clearing 

Blocked Roads (Make Safe or Protocol), which provides instructions for the EDCs, state 
agencies, and municipalities with respect to the clearing of blocked roads for emergency 
vehicle access following an emergency event.  ESF-12 Annex, p. 35.  The Protocol 
establishes a process for identifying, prioritizing and coordinating the clearing of blocked 
roads and other hazards to allow for emergency access. Id.   

 
Importantly, Eversource and UI are statutorily required to “carry out the duties 

and functions assigned by the [SRF] plan and program as approved [by the Governor].”  
Conn. Gen. Stat. 28-5b.  The specific preparedness, response and restoration 
standards, including the Make Safe protocol, are discussed in more detail in the 
relevant sections below. 
 

6. 2014 Eversource Rate Case 
 

In Eversource’s rate case subsequent to the 2011 Storms, the Authority found 
that Eversource’s preparation for and response to the 2011 Storms was inadequate and 
deficient.  Decision, Dec. 17, 2014, Docket No. 14-05-06, Application by The 
Connecticut Light and Power Company to Amend Rate Schedules (2014 Eversource 
Rate Case Decision), p. 151.  Consequently, the Authority imposed a financial penalty 
on Eversource’s return on equity as a means of incentivizing the company to improve its 
performance and ability to prepare and respond to future storms.  Id., p. 152.12 

 
In the 2014 Eversource Rate Case Decision, the Authority evaluated the 

information and findings compiled in the 2011 Storms Decision and specifically found 
that Eversource was imprudent in its 2011 Storms preparation and response in the 
following areas: 

 
1. Eversource inadequately prepared for major storms, and failed to exercise or 

drill its emergency response plans and evaluate the results for at least five 
years prior to the storms; 

2. Eversource failed to request the assistance of outside crews in a timely 
manner and failed to reasonably manage the crews that arrived;  

                                            
12 The Authority deferred the assessment of financial penalties for the 2011 storms until the 2014 

Eversource Rate Case Decision because the Authority had limited the scope of the 2011 storm 
investigation (and notice thereof) to identifying deficiencies and imposing corrective measures.  2011 
Storms Decision, pp. 15-16.  As noted above, the Authority did not similarly limit the scope of this 
proceeding.  See Notice of Proceeding, p. 1. 
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3. Eversource engaged in an unreasonable damage assessment process, 
including failure to transmit assessment information from the field to 
operations headquarters efficiently;  

4. Eversource failed to train and support municipal liaisons and defer to local 
restoration priorities; 

5. Eversource failed to reasonably develop estimated restoration times; and 
6. Eversource failed to reasonably manage communications with the public and 

public officials concerning restoration times.   
Id., p. 150. 

 
In addition to these specific findings of imprudence, the Authority further found a 

multitude of other deficiencies with respect to Eversource’s storm response, including 
that Eversource did not seek or obtain outside restoration crews in a timely manner.  Id., 
150.  Other findings of deficiency included that municipal liaisons were poorly prepared, 
poorly supported and ineffective.  Id., pp. 150-151.  The Authority found that the failure 
of the municipal liaison program, as well as the delay in restoration for many customers, 
caused the towns to incur significant additional costs.  Id., p. 151.  Eversource’s 
management deficiencies with respect to the October Nor’easter turned extended power 
outages into crisis situations, caused significant public anxiety and severely impacted 
residents’ and towns’ abilities to deal effectively with the outages.  Id., p. 151.   
 

Beyond imposing penalties, the 2014 Eversource Rate Case decision 
implemented other actions designed to incent improved storm preparation and response 
efforts moving forward, including the approval of funding through a storm reserve in 
rates designed specifically to fund pre-staging activities, such as acquiring outside line 
crews in advance of storms.  Id., p. 92.  In support of this approval, the Authority 
reiterated the findings from the 2011 Storm Decision.  The Authority made clear that 
Eversource should place higher priority on taking aggressive action in anticipation of 
uncertain but major weather events, including pre-staging resources and making earlier 
attempts to acquire resources so that such resources are available within the first 48 
hours following an emergency event.  Id.  The Decision also cited Eversource’s proper 
acquisition of supplemental crews in advance of Superstorm Sandy as an example of 
an appropriate application of such guidance.  Id.   

 
The Authority’s 2014 Eversource Rate Case decision further outlined how pre-

staging and pre-acquisition of supplemental crews is crucial for both outage restoration 
and public safety.  Id.  The Authority stressed the importance of erring on the side of 
caution in the face of unknown catastrophic storms. Id.  Accordingly, the Authority 
approved funding in Eversource’s base distribution rates of $2 million annually to create 
a pre-staging reserve, for the specific purpose of funding storm preparation activities for 
emergencies that do not actually materialize, as a way to further incent appropriate 
precautions.  Id.  In Eversource’s 2018 rate case settlement, the pre-staging reserve 
fund was increased to $3 million annually, which was in effect for both calendar years 
2019 and 2020.13 

 

                                            
13 See Decision, April 18, 2018, Docket No. 17-10-46, Application of The Connecticut Light and Power 

Company d/b/a Eversource Energy to Amend its Rate Schedules, Appendix A, Attachment 3. 
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7. UI 2016 Rate Case 
 

Similarly, the Authority encouraged UI to adequately prepare in advance for 
severe storms.  In UI’s most recent rate case, the Authority approved UI’s recovery of 
“lean-in” costs for major storm pre-staging activities through rates.  Decision, Dec. 14, 
2016, Docket No. 16-06-04, Application of The United Illuminating Company to Increase 
its Rates and Charges, p. 110.  The recovery mechanism for UI is different than 
Eversource’s, as the lean-in costs are recovered as one item within a general 
catastrophic storm reserve.  Id., pp. 111-112.  The total reserve is collected as an 
expense item at the rate of $2 million annually, the balance of which can carry-over 
across years.  Id. 
 

8. October 2017 Storm 
 

The Authority investigated Eversource’s performance with respect to a severe 
storm on October 30, 2017, in Docket No. 16-12-37, PURA Review of Electric 
Companies’ and Electric Distribution Companies’ Plans for Maintenance of 
Transmission and Distribution Overhead and Underground Lines.  In that proceeding, 
the Authority concluded that Eversource’s response to the storm was, on the whole, 
acceptable.  Letter to the Energy and Technology Committee of the Connecticut 
General Assembly, March 15, 2018, p. 2 (2017 Storm Letter 2017).  The Authority 
noted, however, that Eversource initially under-predicted the severity of the event.  Id.  
The Authority also highlighted three areas of concern with respect to the Company’s 
communications systems: 
 

1. Disruptions to customer digital and Interactive Voice Response (IVR) outage 
reporting channels; 

2. Intermittent disruptions to Priority 2 and 3 Fire, Police, and Safety (FPS) calls; 
and 

3. Erroneous outage restoration alerts being sent to customers due to 
undetected nested outages. 

 
2017 Storm Letter, pp. 3-6. 

 
In the 2017 Storm Letter, the Authority identified the critical role that 

communications systems play for the community during emergency events.  Id., p. 7.  
Accordingly, the Authority required that Eversource:  (1) perform additional testing and 
monitoring of its digital and IVR reporting channels; (2) develop a solution to FPS 
congestion issues; and (3) correct the nested outage scenarios sending erroneous 
restoration notifications to customers. Id.  
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III. AUTHORITY ANALYSIS 
 

A. STORM MONITORING AND INITIAL EVENT DECLARATION 
 

1. Standards of Acceptable Performance 
 

A utility’s initial responsibility in preparing for an emergency14 event is to track 
and monitor the incoming storm, synthesize information and data from available 
sources, and render and update its event level declaration.  The utility must act 
prudently and reasonably and make determinations on the information that is known or 
should have been known to the utility. 

 

The Performance Standards Decision provides specific “escalation levels” that 
are required to be incorporated into each EDC’s ERP. Performance Standards 
Decision, Appendix A, p. 3.  The escalation levels (designated Levels 1-5) define 
actions and trigger points based on the anticipated extent of customer outages.15 
  

 Eversource’s and UI’s Event Level Matrices are presented below, respectively. 
 

   Table 1. Eversource Event Level Classification 

 

Event 
Type  

Typical 
Number of 
Customers 
Out at 
Peak  

Typical Number 
of Trouble 
Spots  

Weather 
Type  

Typical Line  Typical 
Restoration 
Duration  

Typical 
Global 
ETR 
Availability 
Timeframe  

Typical Damage 
Assessment and 
Typical Restoration 
Strategy  

Resource 
Strategy  

5  
0% - 9% 
(<125K)  

< 2,000  

Warm 
Weather  

200-300  1-3 Days <36 hours Event/Hybrid 

Cold 
Weather  

250-350  
   

4  

10% - 
29% 
(125K – 
380K)  

1,500 – 10,000  

Warm 
Weather  

250-800  2-6 Days <36 hours Event/Hybrid/Circuit 

Cold 
Weather  

300-1000  
   

3  

30% - 
49% 
(375K – 
650K)  

8,000 – 25,000  

Warm 
Weather  

750-1250  

5-10 Days <48 hours Hybrid/Circuit 
Cold 
Weather  

800-1500  

2  

50% - 
69% 
(625K – 
870K)  

15,000 – 
48,000  

Warm 
Weather  

1000-1800  

8-21 Days <48 hours Hybrid/Circuit 
Cold 
Weather  

1250-2000  

1  
70% - 
100% 
(>870K)  

>35,000  

Warm 
Weather  

>1500  

> 18 Days <48 hours Circuit 
Cold 
Weather  

>1750  

 

Eversource ERP, p. 16. 

                                            
14 Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-32e(a) defines Emergency as any, “(1) hurricane, tornado, storm, flood, high 

water, wind-driven water, tidal wave, tsunami, earthquake, volcanic eruption, landslide, mudslide, 
snowstorm, drought or fire explosion, . . .” 

15 By Decision dated July 29, 2015, in Docket No. 12-06-09RE01, PURA Establishment of Industry 
Performance Standards for Electric and Gas Companies – Escalation Level Matrices Revisions, the 
Authority approved the reordering of the escalation level matrices established in the Performance 
Standards Decision for consistency with the Federal Emergency Management Agency National 
Incident Management System Incident Complexity Matrix (NIMS ICM), in which Level 1 is the most 
severe event. 
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Table 2. UI Event Level Classification 

 

PARAMETER  

EVENT LEVEL CLASSIFICATION  

5 MINOR  5 

MODERATE  
5  4  3  2  1A  1  

CUSTOMER 

OUTAGES  

≤5,000  >5,000 – 
≤10,000  

>10,000 – 
<31,356  

≥31,356 – 
<95,799  

≥95,800 – 
≤159,967  

>159,967-
 ≤223,549  

>223,549– 
287,421  

>287,421  

PERCENT OF 

CUSTOMERS 

AFFECTED  

Up to 
1.5%  

≥1.5% – <3%  ≥ 3% – 
<10%  

≥10% – 
<30%  

≥30% – 
<50%  

≥50% – 
<70%  

≥70% – 
<90%  

≥90% – 
<100%  

                  

FEEDER/ CIRCUIT 

LOCKOUTS  

–  Up to 5  >5  >10  >25  >50  >100  >200  

OMS OUTAGE 

ORDERS  

–  ≥25 – <50  ≥50 – <75  ≥75 – <400  ≥400 – 
<1,000  

≥1,000 – 
<2,000  

≥2,000 – 
<3,000  

≥3,000  

TROUBLE 

ORDERS 

(PARTIAL 

SERVICE/ NON-
OUTAGE 

ORDERS)  

–  ≥50  ≥75 – <100  ≥100 – 
<500  

≥500 – 
<1,000  

≥500 – 
<1,000  

≥1,000 – 
<2,500  

≥2,500  

WIRE DOWN 

ORDERS  

–  ≥25  ≥50 – <75  ≥75 – <100  ≥100 – 
<250  

≥250 – 
<700  

≥700 – 
<1,500  

≥1,500  

GLOBAL 

ESTIMATED 

RESTORATION 

TIME  

<12 hrs.  ≥12 hrs. – 
<24 hrs.  

≥24 hrs. – 
<48 hrs.  

>2 days – 
<5 days  

≥5 days – 
<7 days  

≥7 days – 
<9 days  

≥9 days – 
<14 days  

≥14 days  

SUBSTATION 

PROBLEMS  

–  1  1  2  3  ≥4 – <10  ≥10 – <14  ≥14  

 
UI ERP, p. 45. 

 
Weather is the primary driver from which all event level decisions are made.  Tr. 

12/16/20, p. 608; Tr. 12/21/20, p. 979.  The specific weather factors that go into the 
decision-making process include wind speed, wind direction, and geographic coverage, 
as well as the likelihood of those factors.  Tr. 12/21/20, pp. 980-981; Tr. 12/16/20, pp. 
608-610. Other weather-related factors include rainfall for flooding concerns, and 
ground and leaf saturation to assess tree failure.  Id.  Additional relevant factors include 
the potential for the event to affect the entire east coast, which would limit the 
availability of mutual aid crews.  Tr. 12/21/20, p. 981.   
 
The purpose of the escalation classification in the ERPs is to ensure that: 
 

1. The decision to activate the EDC’s Emergency Operations Center (EOC) 
follows a consistent level of emergency; 

2. Damage Assessment (DA) is expanded and enhanced in response to a pre-
determined level of customer outages; 

3. Estimated Restoration Times/Estimated Time to Restore (ETR) are suitably 
tailored, whether automated or manually-provided, to the level of outage and 
the accuracy of the data.  This is especially critical for automated feeds to 
local or cloud-based Interactive Voice Response (IVR) facilities;  

4. Staging areas for food, fuel, materials, field work force, and lodging and other 
decentralization efforts are optimized according to the level of outage; and 
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5. Adequate staffing is designated for communications during the Emergency 
Event, in particular assignment of staff to specific stakeholder categories, 
such as media, local officials, customers, etc. 

Performance Standards Decision, Appendix A, p. 3. 

The Authority has repeatedly stressed the importance of erring on the side of 
caution in the face of unknown catastrophic storms, and indeed has provided regulatory 
certainty to encourage such behavior.16  The Eversource ERP further memorializes the 
standard that major storm response planning is to err on the side of declaring a higher 
event level (i.e., more customer outages) in the face of uncertainty, such as when best 
estimates place the forthcoming emergency in between two event levels.  Eversource 
ERP, p. 18.  Consistent with this recognition that the event level declaration guides the 
planning and operation of internal organizations, individual employees, and other 
stakeholders, Eversource instructs the incident commander to err on the side of 
declaring a higher event level when it is close, even to the point of declaring a higher 
level event if the criteria are not met.  Id., p. 18.  In accordance with Eversource’s ERP, 
once an event level is declared by the incident commander, Eversource shares that 
information – as well as other information regarding event severity – with key 
stakeholders.  Id.  It is the responsibility of the incident commander to adjust the event 
level as the event is more clearly understood, or as conditions change.  Id., Tr. 
12/21/20, p. 987.   

 
UI provides a more detailed set of classifications for different event levels than 

Eversource, including guidelines to corresponding event levels with weather predictors.  
UI ERP, pp. 46-48.  UI’s ERP also establishes guidelines for field resources other than 
just line crews, such as damage assessors, tree crews, and service crews.  UI ERP, pp. 
46-48.  UI recognizes the need to prepare for emergency events so that sufficient 
resources are available from the outset to meet restoration goals and respond to 
municipal priorities.  Tr. 12/16/20, pp. 611-613 and 624-625.  According to UI, this 
understanding came out of the 2011 and 2012 storms.  Id., pp. 624-625. 

 

Collectively, Eversource and UI both recognize that effective communications 

with external stakeholders, such as regulatory agencies, state agencies, municipalities, 

and customers, are essential to guide stakeholders in their respective preparations for, 

and responses to, emergencies.  UI ERP, p. 12; Eversource ERP, p. 14.  Indeed, 

Eversource establishes a principle that it will share timely, accurate and consistent 

information with all stakeholders.  Id., p. 13.  Further, and specifically with respect to its 

Event Level Classification matrix, Eversource recognizes that its declaration of a 

particular event level is an important tool for both itself and stakeholders.  Id., p. 15.  

Eversource recognizes that stakeholders rely on its classification to determine an 

appropriate course of action for emergency response.  Id.   

 

                                            
16 As discussed supra Section II., both Eversource and UI are currently authorized to collect millions of 

dollars of ratepayer monies to fund a pre-staging storm reserve each year.  
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In short, the event level classifications are instrumental to guiding the planning 
and operation of resources across the EDCs and other stakeholders.  As such, both the 
UI and Eversource ERPs establish that planning and preparedness decisions must 
account for travel time of external resources to ensure that sufficient numbers are 
brought to bear in a timely manner so that the utilities may fulfill their response and 
restoration obligations.  Eversource ERP, p. 26; UI ERP, p. 12. 
 

Additionally, as directed by the Authority, the event level classifications 
embedded within each EDC’s ERP establish mutual assistance parameters and reflect 
the necessary outside resources (e.g., mutual aid and/or contractor) needed to restore 
customers within a prescribed time range.  Performance Standards Decision, Appendix 
A, p. 4.  Therefore, the declared event level classification should be used to assist the 
EDC in determining when internal resources are inadequate to assure restoration in a 
reasonable and timely manner and to protect the public in a reasonable and timely 
manner.  Id. 
 

2. Eversource 
 
With respect to its weather monitoring activities leading up to Tropical Storm 

Isaias, Eversource compiled and evaluated data and forecasts from a number of 
different weather information services.  Entities contracted with or relied upon included 
DTN, StormGeo, the National Weather Service, UtiliWeather, and the University of 
Connecticut.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-80.  Utiliweather was founded by a former 
Eversource employee, Dominic Scerbo, who retired on July 31, 2020.  Hallstrom, 
Hayhurst, Tobin, Scerbo Pre-Filed Testimony (PFT), October 23, 2020, p. 9.  When with 
the company, Mr. Scerbo provided meteorological support to the company's operations 
and emergency preparedness organizations when needed, as well as functioning as a 
Senior Strategic Account Executive.  Id., p. 9.   

 
The National Weather Service (NWS) is the primary source of weather data that 

commercial entities like DTN and StormGeo employ in their products and services, 
which are then customized by those entities. Response to Interrogatory LCG-78.  
Eversource contracts with DTN and StormGeo to provide weather information and 
forecasts 24/7/365. Id.  In addition, Eversource also sources data from the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), the National Hurricane Center 
(NHC), and from local media outlets and organizations. Id.   
 
 According to the company, Eversource received its first notification of the 
potential development of a tropical storm on July 26, 2020.  Response to Interrogatory 
LCG-192.  Eversource began receiving daily Isaias forecasts beginning on Wednesday 
July 29, 2020.  Response to Interrogatory AG-8, Attachments 1 through 4.  Eversource 
received an increasing number of notifications from its forecasting services leading up 
to Tropical Storm Isaias’ arrival on August 4, 2020.  Id.  The figure below shows the 
volume of notifications received by the company. 
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Figure 1. Number of Weather Notifications Received by Eversource 

 

 
 

Despite the increasing volume of notifications leading up to the emergency event, 
Eversource’s position is that the forecasts for the course and nature of the storm were 
highly variable in the days prior to reaching Connecticut and that all initial forecasts 
projected a storm with an easterly track, with a low-to-moderate probability for tropical 
force winds.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-78.  Eversource contends that only by late 
Sunday and into Monday did the storm forecasts shift to a more westerly path, and 
further alleges that the various forecasts only converged by the afternoon of Monday 
August 3, 2020.  Id.   

 
Notwithstanding the above assertions, Eversource concedes, that by Monday 

night, NHC was predicting a high probability of tropical storm winds in its service 
territory.  Eversource 30-Day Storm Report, pp. 31 and 32.  Eversource also was aware 
by Monday afternoon that Connecticut was exposed to the eastern side of the storm 
track, and thus exposed to higher wind potential than eastern Massachusetts.  Id.  
Eversource further concedes that it received weather alerts from the State Department 
of Emergency Management and Homeland Security (DEMHS) indicating the potential 
for Tropical Storm conditions in Connecticut as early as July 31, 2020.  Response to 
Interrogatory AG-8, Attachment 1, page 89.  Indeed, by 5:00 p.m. on August 2, 2020, 
DEMHS issued a weather alert noting that Isaias was gaining strength and taking a 
more westerly direction as compared to earlier predictions, and that tropical storm 
conditions were to be expected.  Response to Interrogatory AG-8, Attachment 2, p. 151.  
Further, as of 2:00 a.m. on Sunday August 2, 2020, the NWS released guidance that 
there was a five to 30% chance of tropical storm force winds in western New England 
and that the highest probability of these tropical storm conditions were focused in 
southern New England.  Id., p. 92.   
 

Notably, in the days leading up to the event, one of Eversource’s forecasting 
services, DTN, was reasonably accurate with its forecast of both the westerly track of 
the storm and the maximum wind gusts.  By Saturday, August 1, 2020, DTN’s forecast 
began to track westerly; in fact, DTN’s forecast accurately captured Isaias’ ultimate 
track by August 3, 2020.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-78, Attachment 1, p. 10.  As 
shown below in Table 3 excerpted from DTN’s storm report, the forecasted gusts 
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increased steadily and were reasonably consistent with verified peak gusts (except for 
Southeast CT). Id.  Eversource 30-Day Report, p. 6. 
 

Table 3. Forecasted Wind Gusts 

 

 
 

A further review of DTN’s report indicates that, more significant than even the 
shift in the track of the storm, was the resultant change in wind direction.  The shift in 
wind direction due to the storm’s more western track had important consequences, 
including many uprooted trees and resulting damage. Response to Interrogatory LCG-
78, p. 13.   
 
Eversource itself notes the significance of the wind direction: 
 

“Wind direction was a factor in the severity of the event because trees become 
“hardened” over the years to whatever the primary wind direction is for a given 
region…Connecticut was on the eastern side of the storm system, with 4 to 6 
hours of strong, sustained windspeeds coming from the 180-degree opposite 
direction; that is, from the SE-SSE (averaged) direction causing significantly 
greater stress on the tree stock than would normally occur.”i (emphasis added) 
 

Eversource 30-Day Event Report, p. 64. 
 

A review of another forecasting service relied on by Eversource also contradicts 
the company’s assertions.  Eversource argued that all forecasts it received depicted low 
confidence of tropical storm force winds until Monday August 3, 2020.  30 Day Report, 
p. 31.  In contrast, the forecasts received by the company from the NHC showed an 
overall increase in the likelihood of tropical storm force winds from Thursday, July 30, 
2020 onwards, as evidenced by the below figure.  Response to Interrogatory AG-33, 
Attachment 3, p. 2.   
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Figure 2. Forecasts by NWS of Probability for Tropical Storm Force Winds 

 

 
 

Eversource 30-Day Report, p. 33. 
 
While the likelihood of tropical storm force winds varied somewhat on Saturday 

and Sunday pre-storm, there was an overall increase in likelihood of tropical storm force 
winds as time went on.  By Monday, August 3, 2020, at 2:00 a.m., NHC was calling for a 
42.5% chance of tropical force winds.  That percentage increased further to a 57.5% 
chance on Monday at 8:00 a.m., 67.5% at 2:00 p.m., and 72.5% by 8:00 p.m. that same 
day.  Response to Interrogatory AG-33, Attachment 3, p. 2. 

 
Nonetheless, relying on weather and other inputs received by Friday, July 31, 

2020, Eversource declared an initial Event Level Classification Level 4, scheduled to be 
effective on August 4, 2020.17  Response to Interrogatory AG-33, Attachment 3, p. 3.  
Notably, even as predictions converged regarding the severity of the event, Eversource 
did not escalate its Event Level Classification until after the occurrence of the 
emergency event. 
 

Over the course of the emergency, Eversource made the following Event Level 
Declarations: 
 
  

                                            
17 Eversource declares event levels prior to storm arrival using an assessment of the broad dimensions of 

expected events and of potential damage and outage outcomes.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-72.  
These dimensions include: the expected number of customers affected, the expected number of 
damage locations, and the expected number of crews to address the damage locations within the time 
frame anticipated for the event.  Id.  Importantly, the acquisition of necessary resources follows after 
this process and is continually assessed and refined as the storm approaches.  Id.   
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Table 4. Eversource Event Declarations by Date and Time 

 

Event Level  Date Declared  Declaration 
Effective  

Declaration 
Announced Publicly 
in Preparedness 
Briefings 

4  Friday July 31, 
2020  

7:00 a.m. August 4, 
2020  

6:15 p.m. August 4, 
2020 

3  Tuesday August 4, 
2020  

8:00 p.m. August 4, 
2020  

9:30 a.m. August 5, 
2020 

2  Wednesday August 
5, 2020  

7:00 p.m. August 5, 
2020  

9:15 a.m. August 6, 
2020 

 
Response to Interrogatory AG-33, Attachment 3, p. 3; Response to Interrogatory AG-17, 

Attachment 3, pp. 3-11. 
 
 As evidenced in Table 4 above, while Eversource initially declared an Event 
Level 4 four days prior to the predicted storm onset, the declaration was not timely 
communicated to external stakeholders.  Eversource did not include this initial event 
level declaration in its public emergency preparedness briefing that it circulated to the 
Authority, DEMHS, and the municipalities on July 31, 2020.  Response to Interrogatory 
AG-17, Attachment 3, pp; 1 and 2.  For the first time, Eversource made the Event Level 
4 declaration public in its emergency preparedness briefings at 6:15 p.m. on August 4, 
2020, less than two hours before it changed its emergency declaration level internally to 
an Event Level 3.  Id., p. 3.  Eversource declared an Event Level 3 at 8:00 p.m. on 
August 4, 2020, but did not release this information in its public briefings until 9:30 a.m. 
on August 5, 2020, or 13.5 hours after the event escalation.  Id., p. 5.  Eversource yet 
again escalated its internal event level declaration from Event Level 3 to an Event Level 
2 at 7:00 p.m. on Wednesday August 5, 2020.  Eversource did not, however, include 
this information in its public emergency briefings until 9:15 a.m. on August 6, 2020, or 
14 hours after it made the change internally.  Id., p. 10 and 11.   
 

3. UI 
 

Similar to Eversource, UI maintains relationships with different forecasting 
entities to provide it with weather-related products and services.  It uses two commercial 
entities, DTN and Atmos, which provide daily and long-range forecasts, as well as 
special updates when severe weather is expected. Response to Interrogatory LCG-78.  
Additionally, UI maintains a contractual relationship with Western Connecticut State 
University (WCSU) to provide service territory specific forecasts twice daily. Id.  And, 
similar to Eversource, UI monitors the National Weather Service, the National Hurricane 
Center and local media outlets.  Id.   

 
As discussed previously, DTN is a well-respected provider of weather services 

and offers many weather-related services that UI uses. Response to Interrogatory LCG-
254.  DTN provides UI long- and short-term forecasts, as well asmore frequent updates 
when severe weather threatens; when requested, DTN representatives participate on 
Incident Management Team conference calls during pre-event planning.  Additionally, 
Atmos supplies weekly forecasts and alerts during severe weather periods. Id.  Further, 
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WCSU provides three-day weather look-aheads tailored to UI’s service territory, as well 
as a thunderstorm index used to predict the intensity of thunderstorms and a tidal 
forecast to help in the determination of whether coastal substations and other 
infrastructure will be affected by tidal surge.  Id. 
 

With respect to Tropical Storm Isaias, UI began monitoring the storm system on 
Monday, July 27, 2020.  By Friday, July 31, 2020, UI indicated that the “weather 
forecasts started to converge on the intensity of the storm with the track of the storm 
continuing to shift west.” Response to Interrogatory AG-38.  The forecasts showed 
sustained winds of 25 to 40 mph with average gusts of 35 to 45mph and peak wind 
gusts of 50 to 62 mph.  Id.   

 
According to company witnesses, a key component of classifying the appropriate 

Event Level in advance of storms is weather reports and wind speeds in particular.  Tr. 
12/16/20, p. 608.  Unlike Eversource, UI’s ERP contains a classification system that 
relates tyical weather predictors such as wind speed and storm type to Event Levels.  UI 
ERP, p. 46.  The below table illustrates how wind speeds with foliage, and wind speeds 
from tropical storms, are typically associated with Event Levels. 

  
Table 5. UI Event Levels by Weather Predictors 

 

Weather Predictors Event Level   
 5 4 3 

Rain and Wind With 
Foliage 

      

Sustained Winds (mph) 35-45 45-50 40-50 
Wind gusts (mph) >50 >50 >60 
Rain (in.) >1 >1 >1 

    
Tropical       
Sustained winds (mph) - - 39-49 
Wind gusts (mph) - - 45-55 
Rain (in.) - - 2  to 4 

 

Id. 
 

Based on the forecasts and information available to the company on Friday, July 
31, 2020, UI declared an Event Level 3, indicatingthe likelihood of potential customer 
outages between 95,000 and 160,000 attributable to the emergency event.  Response 
to Interrogatory AG-38. UI’s initial designation was consistent with their ERP 
classification charts shown in Table 5 above, where predicted tropical storm sustained 
winds approach 50 mph, and wind gusts are predicted to be in the 40 to 50 mph range.   

 
By 11:00 p.m. on Saturday August 1, 2020, UI recorded forecasts indicating that 

the storm track was shifting west, with the center of the track over New York City and 
western Connecticut; the revised forecasts indicated thatUI’s service territory would now 
likely fall in the upper right quadrant of the storm.  UI 30 Day Storm Report, p. 6.  This 
forecast called for relatively less rain than earlier reports, butstronger winds.  Id.  Prior to 
receipt of this forecast, UI had already declared an Event Level 3 on Friday July 31, 
2020, as noted above.  UI 30 Day Report, p. 6.  UI stated that the forecasts received by 
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the company on Saturday, August 1, and on Sunday, August 2, 2020, confirmed to 
decision-makers that there was a necessity to prepare in advance for an Event Level 3.  
Tr. 12/16/20, pp. 611-613.  

 
4. Analysis and Determination 

 
After reviewing the information available to the EDCs in advance of the tropical 

storm, the Authority reaches certain findings with respect to the reasonableness and 
prudence of each EDC’s initial storm monitoring and subsequent event level 
classification declarations.  Put simply, the record demonstrates that Eversource knew 
or should have known that the forecasts for the intensity and track of Tropical Storm 
Isaias were increasingly indicative of tropical storm conditions.  Further, even if its initial 
declaration of an Event Level 4 was appropriate, Eversource’s subsequent failure to 
timely revise (and to timely publicize) its declaration was neither reasonable nor 
prudent.  As a result, Eversource simply prepared for and reacted to the wrong storm 
while the real storm, Tropical Storm Isaias, was battering the state.   

 
Based on initial forecasts, Eversource declared an Event Level 4 on Friday, July 

31, 2020, roughly 96 hours before the storm was projected to impact Connecticut.  
Conversely, UI relied on sufficient weather information received by July 31, 2020, to 
consider the likelihood of a tropical storm great enough to support the declaration of an 
Event Level 3.  Tr. 12/16/20, p. 613.  Subsequent weather reports received on 
Saturday, August 1, and Sunday August 2, 2020, further confirmed UI’s designation of 
an Event Level 3. Id.    

 
Importantly, Eversource and UI received comparable information with initial 

forecasts, starting on July 31, 2020, predicting more rain, lower winds, and a storm that 
would track east of Connecticut.  These preliminary reports contained initial forecasts 
that reflected some degree of uncertainty regarding the projected intensity and track of 
the storm.  Response to Interrogatory AG-8, Attachment 1, pp. 42-44.  Nonetheless, UI 
deemed it sufficient information to plan and prepare for an Event Level 3, which is 
consistent with the Authority’s previous and oft-stated directives that the EDCs must 
undertake appropriate preparations even in the event of uncertain forecasts.  
Furthermore, there were credible indications that a tropical storm would impact 
Connecticut as reported by multiple outlets on July 31, 2020, including DEMHS 
advisories and others.   

  
Moreover, the record demonstrates that starting on Saturday, August 1, and 

continuing through Tuesday, August 4, weather forecasts identified two trends: (1) an 
increasing probability of tropical storm force winds; and (2) a westward track inland and 
to the west of Connecticut.  Response to Interrogatory AG-8, Attachment 2, pp. 22, 36, 
and 37. Forecasts also noted that the strongest winds and greatest potential for downed 
trees and tree limbs would be for areas on the eastern side of the storm.  Id., p. 37.  
Simply stated, forecasts identified an increased likelihood of tropical storm conditions 
over Connecticut.  These forecasts improved in confidence over the weekend, notably 
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increasing the likelihood for tropical storm conditions over the entire state of Connecticut 
starting in forecasts issued on Sunday, August 2, 2020.18  

 
Eversource contends that the forecasts were uncertain on Saturday, August 1, 

2020 and on Sunday, August 2, 2020, with the likelihoods for tropical storm conditions 
decreasing at two points over those days.  Tr. 12/21/20, pp. 969 and 1069.  However, 
the data shows that these temporary dips were part of an overall increasing probability 
of tropical storm conditions; even the second dip that occurred on Sunday evening, 
August 2, 2020, still called for a 25% chance for tropical storm force winds.  Further, the 
NWS’s predictions for a tropical storm event increased through Sunday, culminating to 
near certainty on Monday, August 3, 2020.  

 
Eversource focuses exclusively on the uncertainty of the forecasts that it 

received on Saturday and Sunday, August 1 and 2, 2020.  Tr. 12/21/20, pp. 969 and 
981-983.  Indeed, Eversource overlooks the sharply and consistently increasing 
probability predictions that it received by the early morning hours of Monday, August 3.  
By then, Eversource knew with relative certainty that the storm was on the more 
dangerous western track.  Tr. 12/21/20, p. 969-970.   

 
In the face of these weather predictions, Eversource chose not to escalate its 

event level classification above Event Level 4 at any point from Saturday, August 1, 
2020 through Tuesday, August 4, 2020, when the storm landed.  Not until the evening 
hours of Tuesday, August 4, after the storm had hit and widespread outages were 
reported, did Eversource finally escalate its declaration to an Event Level 3.  More than 
24 hours later, on the evening of Wednesday, August 5, 2020, Eversource again 
revised its declaration to an Event Level 2. 

 
 Based on prior Authority guidance and orders, a prudent utility would have 
modified its Event Level declaration and associated preparations on Saturday or 
Sunday, August 1 or August 2, given the increasing probability of tropical storm 
conditions and declining levels of uncertainty.  By the early morning hours of Monday, 
August 3 – more than a full day before the storm hit – Eversource knew with reasonable 
certainty that Storm Isaias would unleash tropical storm force winds across all of 
Connecticut, necessitating an Event Level 3 declaration.  Therefore, at the very least, 
Eversource should have adjusted its initial event level classification from an Event Level 
4 to an Event Level 3 no later than Monday, August 3.  Eversource failed to do so. 

 
By contrast, based on similar weather reports, UI took a more prudent approach, 

declaring an Event Level 3 and preparing accordingly four days ahead of the predicted 
storm impact.  At least with respect to the event level declarations, UI’s actions provide 
evidence of how a reasonable utility might have responded when confronting the same 
circumstances.    
 
  

                                            
18 See supra Figure 2. Forecasts by NWS of Probability for Tropical Storm Force Winds. 
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Again, the Authority reiterates its long-standing position that prudent utility 
practice requires EDCs, in preparing for and responding to uncertain weather events, to 
make event level declarations that err on the side of more profound system impact so 
that the EDCs may appropriately secure the corresponding resources to provide both 
for public safety and timely restoration of services.19  Eversource simply ignored this 
directive leading up to Tropical Storm Isaias, despite being financially incentivized to 
prepare.    
 

Eversource’s failure to properly and reasonably adjust its preparations resulted in 
the following consequences, which will be discussed in detail in later sections: (1) less 
line crews available and pre-staged before the storm and within 48 hours after the storm 
to respond to restoration and public safety events; (2) insufficient damage assessment 
personnel at the outset of the storm to identify storm damage and assist in other initial 
response actions; (3) inadequate preparation in the first 48 hours for the level and detail 
of communication to be received by customers and to be delivered to communities and 
their officials; and (4) lack of staffing to support municipalities in their public safety work 
regarding road clearing and communicating with residents.   

 
Eversource claims to have been prepared for a high-side level Event Level 4 and 

low-side Event Level 3, but the Authority finds that there is no small difference between 
these event levels, especially for event levels of greater magnitude than a Level 4.  30 
Day Report, p. 1.  An Event Level 5 declaration typically involves a small number and 
short duration of outages, limited/no threat to public safety, and limited impact on the 
company’s reputation. Eversource ERP, p. 18.  An Event Level 4 may involve an 
appreciable and broad impact on outages to customers and critical facilities, and 
introduce a threat to public safety and a potential moderate impact on the company’s 
reputation.  Id.  However, Event Levels 3 and 2 are recognized by the Company as 
having a “significant impact” on customers, the environment, and public safety.  Id.  
These events are anticipated to be system-wide, and to have significant adverse impact 
to public safety, a major customer impact, the need for outside resources, and may also 
potentially involve critical reputation damage to the company.  Id.  In sum, there is a 
categorical difference between the level of preparation and response applicable to each 
event level. 

 
Further, when Eversource did finally escalate its event level classification, it failed 

to share this information with external stakeholders in a timely or accurate manner.  In 
its initial preparedness briefings released on Friday, July 31, Eversource did not include 
a predicted event level classification.  Response to Interrogatory AG-17, Attachment 3, 
pp. 1 and 2.  Eversource released no additional emergency briefings until 6:15 p.m. on 
August 4, at which time it released its classficiation for Tropical Storm Isaias as Event 
Level 4.  Two hours later, Eversource changed its classification to Event Level 3, but did 
not share that information in its public briefings until nearly 14 hours later.  Id., p. 5.  
This pattern repeated when Eversource escalated its event classification to Event Level 
2 on the evening of August 5, and waited 14 hours to share this information in its 
emergency briefings.  The Authority has previously directed Eversource to establish 
these event level matrices to ensure that the EDC expands its overall emergency 

                                            
19 See, e.g., 2011 Storms Decision; 2014 Eversource Rate Case Decision. 
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response activities and staffing levels, and works from a common framework that 
identifies restoration goals.  Performance Standards Decision, Appendix A, p. 3.  
Communicating the scope and expected duration of a catastrophic outage event to 
stakeholders is imperative so that the state may realize its overarching goal to protect 
life and property during an emergency.  Id., p. 2.  For customers, town emergency 
officials, regulatory agencies and other stakeholders, timely sharing of this minimum set 
of information is crucial to achieve that goal.  The Authority finds that Eversource’s 
communications regarding the event level classification were wholly deficient and 
deprived the public, government officials, and other stakeholders of critical information. 

 
In summary, the Authority concludes that Eversource did not comply with 

acceptable performance and prudence standards in its monitoring of Tropical Storm 
Isaias and in its event level declarations.  Specifically, Eversource (1) failed to 
appropriately classify the emergency event, (2) neglected to update or revise its initial 
declaration notwithstanding the increasing certainty of a tropical storm level event, and 
(3) mismanaged its communications related to the storm event level classification with 
relevant stakeholders to those stakeholders’ express detriment. 
 

This inaction and imprudent management of storm preparedness resulted in 
significant public anxiety and severely impacted residents’ and towns’ abilities to deal 
with the scale and scope of outages and public safety hazards caused by damaged 
distribution facilities.  

 
Conversely, UI, from the initial weather forecasts, undertook a prudent, 

appropriate approach in issuing its event level declaration given the relative uncertainty 
in the forecasts.  UI declared an event level that would initiate the commensurate level 
of preparation required to meet public safety needs if the forecasts shifted toward the 
lower probability events.  Consequently, as Tropical Storm Isaias, and the forecasts, 
changed in terms of track and intensity, UI was well-positioned to respond because it 
had accounted for the possibility of more severe scenarios.  Therefore, the Authority 
finds that UI reasonably established its event level for Tropical Storm Isaias. 
 
 
B. OUTAGE PREDICTION MODELS 
 

Outage prediction models (OPM) combine historical weather data and local 
weather forecasts with historical outage data for a utility’s service territory in an effort to 
predict potential damage locations for a forthcoming emergency.  In the 2011 Storms 
Decision, the Authority noted that Eversource did not have an adequate pre-storm 
damage prediction model that could assist in the planning and acquisition of external 
resources.  2011 Storms Decision, p. 50.  Nevertheless, the Authority did not require 
that Eversource develop or use outage prediction models in its storm preperations, nor 
is the use of OPM contemplated in either company’s ERP.  See Performance Standards 
Decision, Appendix A; Eversource ERP. 
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In advance of Tropical Storm Isaias, Eversource and UI used outage prediction 
models from the University of Connecticut (UConn) and DTN.  Eversource received the 
first UConn OPM output on August 1, and the first DTN OPM output on August 2.  
Eversource 30-Day Report, p. 54.  Each source eventually produced five model runs by 
August 3 and 4, for DTN and UConn, respectively.  Id.  The table below summarizes the 
model results showing predicted numbers of damage locations. Id. 

 
Table 6. OPM Results for Tropical Storm Isaias 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Eversource 30-Day Report, p. 54. 

 
While the damage location predictions of the UConn OPM increased with time, 

no predictions came close to the more than 21,000 damage locations actually 
experienced by Eversource.  Further, the DTN predictions amounted to less than 8% of 
the actual realized damage locations during the Tropical Storm. 
 

The Authority finds that the two OPMs proved ineffective, and potentially even 
detrimental, to storm preparations.  OPMs require weather forecasts with a high degree 
of confidence in order to produce meaningful outage prediction reports.  Response to 
Interrogatory LCG-188.  Therefore, the EDCs must make decisions regarding triggering 
the ERP, procuring additional resources, and activating its EOC before reliable OPM 
results are even available. Id.  Consequently, at this time, OPMs are limited to 
confirming planning decisions, rather than being used as a planning tool themselves.  
Response to Interrogatory LCG-80.   

 
Moreover, the OPMs relied on in advance of Tropical Storm Isaias provided 

predictions that underestimated the actual outages by several orders of magnitude.  As 
shown in the table above, the final prediction from the UConn OPM on the morning of 
August 4, which ostensibly reflected the most up-to-date forecasts, nonetheless 
underestimated the number of outages by three to sevenfold.  Similarly, the final 
prediction from the DTN OPM underestimated the number of outages by thirteen to 
twentyfold. 

 
  

Date & 
Time Organization 

Predicted Damage 
Locations 

8/1 1600 UConn 500 to 1,000 

8/2 1600 UConn 1,000 to 2,000 

8/2 1600 DTN 931 to 1,552 

8/2 2200 DTN 781 to 1,301 

8/3 800 DTN 935 to 1,538 

8/3 1000 UConn 1,500 to 3,000 

8/3 1000 DTN 1,329 to 2,216 

8/3 1600 DTN 989 to 1,648 

8/3 2300 UConn 1,500 to 3,000 

8/4 1100 UConn 3,000 to 6,000 
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Even more troubling, the OPMs appear to have led to confirmation bias for 
Eversource by incorrectly validating its prior event level declaration, further hindering 
Eversource’s ability to adjust in real-time to the changing storm conditions.  By contrast, 
UI understood the limitations of the OPM results and used them more narrowly, 
including to determine whether coastal flooding was a risk.  Response to interrogatory 
LCG-80; UI Response to Interrogatory AG-2.  

 
 

C. FIELD RESPONSE AND RESTORATION CREWS 
 

1. Line Crews 
 

a. Standard of Acceptable Performance 
 

Another essential responsibility of the EDCs is to secure and deploy sufficient 
line crews prior to an emergency event to support restoration and recovery operations. 
See, e.g., Eversource ERP, p. 20.  Each EDC’s ERP, as well as the Authority’s storm 
response-related orders, provide a basis for the EDC’s applicable performance standard 
with respect to this core responsibility.  Importantly, the Event Level Classification 
discussed supra Section III.A. corresponds to a resource strategy for an emergency, 
which may be comprised of internal resources, resources from sister companies, 
contractors, and utility mutual assistance.  Eversource ERP, p. 16.  Further, 
Eversource’s ERP stresses that when the company develops its restoration and 
response strategy, it must err on the side of declaring a higher level event when it is a 
close determination; a higher event classification yields a greater number of line 
resources required for the event.  Id., pp. 16, 18.   

 
In accordance with its ERP, Eversource must assess as part of its pre-event 

preparedness activities the need for external line resources, vegetation management 
resources, service company resources, contact center staff, and support resources (i.e., 
damage appraisers, wire down guards, etc.).  Eversource ERP, p. 22.  Further, 
Eversource is to consider Edison Electric Institute, Regional Mutual Assistance Groups 
and North Atlantic Mutual Aid Group (NAMAG) if additional resources are necessary. 
Eversource ERP, p. 22.  Additionally, any request for mutual aid must account for travel 
time for optimal use of outside resources.  Eversource ERP, p. 27. 
 
 UI’s ERP similarly states that the company should begin to secure external 
contractor resources well in advance of a major event in order to ensure that estimated 
external resource needs can be met.  UI ERP, pp. 12, 41.  Event Levels 4 and greater 
typically require significant levels of outside assistance.  UI ERP, p. 41. 
 
 Further, through the 2011 Storms Decision, the 2014 Eversource Rate Case 
Decision, the 2016 UI Rate Case Decision, and the Performance Standards Decision, 
the Authority has provided direction to the EDCs regarding the procurement and pre-
staging of field restoration crews. First, the Authority has previously directed the EDCs 
to take sufficient actions in preparing for an emergency event to ensure adequate 
external crews are active (i.e., physically located within the EDC’s service territory and 
actively working on damage sites) for the first 48 hours after the onset of a storm.  2011 
Storms Decision, p. 116.  Second, the Authority has ordered the EDCs to take 
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appropriate measures in the face of unknown catastrophic storms and to aggressively 
pursue pre-staging resources to ensure that crews are available within the first 48 hours 
of a potential catastrophic storm.  2014 Eversource Rate Case Decision, p. 92; 2016 UI 
Rate Case Decision, p. 110.  Third, the Authority has impressed upon the EDCs the 
requirement to request mutual assistance crews when the EDC reasonably believes 
that local resources will not be adequate to mitigate potential safety hazards, as well as 
to improve restoration times.  Fourth, requests for assistance must take into account 
travel times to ensure resources are available to timely meet safety and restoration 
needs.  Performance Standards Decision, Appendix A, p. 4. 
  

Indeed, the Authority has consistently and repeatedly emphasized the 
importance of pre-staging activities prior to potentially severe emergencies.  Pre-staging 
activities include in large part securing external line and tree crews, in addition to 
securing food and accommodations for external resources well in advance of 
emergency events so that crews are in position to respond when the storm hits.  2011 
Storms Decision, p. 51; 2014 Eversource Rate Case Decision, pp. 91 and 92; UI 2016 
Rate Case, p. 65.  Pre-staging also includes ensuring that appropriate materials are 
available at field locations, such as at field crew staging areas and substations, as well 
as staffing those locations.  Id.  In short, pre-staging activities include addressing the 
need to ensure mutual assistance and contractor crews are staged prior to a storm.  Id.   
 

Given these requirements, pre-staging actions necessitate that the EDCs incur 
costs in advance of storms, especially when securing external resources far from 
Connecticut.  Securing crews sufficiently early so that they are on location and available 
when the storm hits requires making decisions well before the timing and severity of the 
storm itself is confirmed.  2014 Eversource Rate Case Decision, p. 92.  Therefore, this 
uncertainty regarding weather events introduces some degree of risk to the EDCs in the 
event storms do not materialize or prove as severe as earlier forecasts.  2014 
Eversource Rate Case Decision, p. 92; 2014 UI Rate Case Decision, p. 110.  The 
Authority recognized this risk, however, and, thus allowed both Companies an annual 
recovery in rates, as discussed supra Section II., to support and enforce the Authority’s 
directive that action be taken early on by the EDCs to secure external crews through 
aggressive pre-staging.  2014 Eversource Rate Case, p. 92 and UI 2016 Rate Case, pp. 
111-112.  

 
b. Available Eversource Resources 

 
As shown below, Eversource’s available, internal qualified line worker staffing 

has decreased approximately 6% since 2010.  Response to Interrogatory AG-26.   
 

Table 7. Qualified Line Workers 

 

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

509 494 493 514 461 420 407 436 464 445 478 

 
Id.  
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At the onset of Tropical Storm Isaias, Eversource had 330 combined line crews20 
available, comprising response specialist organization (RSO) troubleshooters, 
contractor crews, transmission crews, and line service crews.  Response to 
Interrogatory LCG-185.  Eversource claimed that, at the onset of Tropical Storm Isaias, 
it had an additional 590 internal and contractor crews stationed in Massachusetts and 
New Hampshire that were available to “pivot” to Connecticut.  Id.  Thus, Eversource 
asserted that, by July 31, 2020, Eversource had a total of 920 (330 + 590) crews 
available either already stationed in Connecticut or available to “pivot” to Connecticut 
from Massachusetts or New Hampshire.  Eversource 30-Day Report, p. 40.  Eversource 
insisted that when combined with the “pivot” crews, its 330 internal and local contractor 
crews were sufficient to deal with a high-side Level 4 Event and low-side Level 3 Event.  
Response to Interrogatory LCG-185.   
 
 The documented line resources Eversource had available in Connecticut on 
August 4, 2020 are presented below, a review of which does not indicate that any 
“pivot” crews had in actuality “pivoted” to the Connecticut service territory prior to the 
onset of the tropical storm. 
 
Table 8. Eversource Reported Line Resources in Connecticut on August 4, 2020 

 

Crew Resources Count 

Line 
Resources 

Transmission 41 

Internal Distribution 74 

Contract Distribution 72 

RSO Trouble shooters 116 

Service Crews 27 
Total Line Crew Resources 331 

 
Response to Interrogatory AG-3, Attachment 1. 

 
The figure below shows the number of line crews available, by day, during the 

restoration efforts in response to Tropical Storm Isaias. 
  

                                            
20 A crew may consist of 1, 2, or more line workers with a reasonable average being slightly higher than 

2.  See Response to Interrogatory AG-3, Attachment 1, and Response to Interrogatory AG-3SP02, 
Attachment 1. 
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Figure 3. Total Eversource field crews working at 3:00 p.m. each day 
(excluding service crews) 

 
 

 
 

Response to Interrogatory AG-3SP01 and AG-6, Attachments 1. 
 
The below table provides more granular detail about the available crews during 

the first 48 hours after the tropical storm onset. 
 

Table 9. Total Eversource Crews by Day (excluding service crews) 

 

Date 
Time 
(Approx.) 

Total crews  
(excluding service crews) 

8/4/2020 

7:00 297 

15:00 302 

23:00 351 

8/5/2020 

7:00 467 

15:00 484 

23:00 519 

8/6/2020 

7:00 699 

15:00 791 

23:00 810 

 
Response to Interrogatory AG-03, Attachment 1. 

 
The overall timeline with respect to the acquisition of both internal and external 

(i.e., contractor, affiliate, or mutual aid) line crews follows:  of the line crews that were in 
Connecticut and working on the distribution system on August 4, 2020, Eversource 
secured 324 on July 31, 2020 or on August 1, 2020.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-
43, Attachment 1.  Eversource secured no crews on August 2, 2020.  Id.  Eversource 
secured 12 external crews on August 3, 2020, of which 9 crews were working in 
Massachusetts until their arrival in Connecticut on August 6, 2020.  Id.  Eversource 
secured no other crews on August 3, 2020. Id.  Eversource secured 28 crews around 
10:00 a.m. on August, 4, 2020, from Pennsylvania, none of whom began working in 

#
 C

re
w

s
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Connecticut until August 7, 2020 at noon.  Id.  Eversource secured no other crews prior 
to the onset of the storm.  Id.  On August 4, shortly after the onset of the storm, 
Eversource secured an additional 53 crews, all of which began work in Connecticut on 
either August 7 or 8, 2020.  Id.  Eversource did not secure crews in force until August 5, 
2020, when it secured 805 external resources: 12 crews at 8:00 a.m. and the remaining 
793 crews after 1:00 p.m.  Id.   
 
 The more granular timeline that addresses the subset of “pivot” crews acquired 
for work within the Connecticut service territory follows.  As stated previously, 
Eversource claims that it had 590 line crews available to “pivot” to Connecticut from 
Massachusetts and New Hampshire.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-185.  By the 
morning of August 5, 2020, Eversource had received in Connecticut 173 crews from 
Massachusetts.  By 11:00 p.m. on August 6, Eversource had received an additional 175 
crews from Massachusetts.  Id.  Eversource does not appear to have received any pivot 
crews from New Hampshire as of 11:00 p.m. on August 6, 2020.  Id.  Thus, within 48 
hours of the tropical storm onset, Eversource had received less than 350 of the 
available 590 “pivot” crews.  Id. Eversource did not receive the bulk of pivot crews until 
around 8:00 a.m. on August 7, 2020, when it received another 160 “pivot” crews.  Id.  
Eversource appeared to receive the remaining pivot crews from New Hampshire and 
Massachusetts by 7:00 a.m. on August 8, 2020.  Id. 
 
 The companion granular timeline that addresses the subset of mutual aid crews21 
acquired for work within the Connecticut service territory follows:  on July 30, 2020, 
Eversource began participating in North American Mutual Aid Group (NAMAG) calls 
regarding Tropical Storm Isaias.  Eversource 30-Day Event Report, p. 37.  NAMAG 
member utilities were not releasing crews at that time due to the high uncertainty 
around the storm.  Id.  According to Eversource, the company continued to participate in 
NAMAG calls, yet the company did not request any line restoration or tree crews until 
August 4, 2020. Id.; Response to Interrogatory LCG-194; Response to Interrogatory 
AG-2.  On August 4, 2020, Eversource requested 800 restoration crews and 100 tree 
crews.  Tr. 12/21/20, p. 994.  That was the only request for resources made by 
Eversource through NAMAG.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-194. 
 
 Eversource stated that when securing mutual aid crews for storms generally – 
and for Tropical Storm Isaias in particular – the company avoids bringing in crews early 
on when weather forecasts are uncertain because it seeks to avoid incurring pre-staging 
costs.  Eversource 30-Day Event Report, p. 37.  Further, an Eversource witness argued 
that the line resource level listed in the Event Level Matrix is not the level of resources 
that should be expected to be standing on day one, but that they are what is needed to 
meet the typical restoration duration that is provided in the Event Level Matrix.  Tr. 
12/21/20, pp. 1065 and 1069.   
 
 

                                            
21 Eversource initially secured 120 non-affiliate mutual aid crews from Canada on July 31, 2020.  

However, those crews were considered part of the initial set of “pivot” crews and were pre-positioned 
in Massachusetts, not Connecticut.  Tr. 12/21/20, p. 950; Eversource 30-Day Report, p. 48.   
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In sum, Eversource had line crews in-state prior to the storm that were consistent 
with a low Level 4 Event and then, over a period of several days, obtained resources 
consistent with a Level 1 Event.  Therefore, although Eversource ultimately secured 
sufficient line crews after the occurrence of the emergency, the issue is whether 
Eversource adequately pre-staged a sufficient number of line crews – especially to 
provide assistance within the first 48 hours – and also whether Eversource augmented 
its initial acquisitions with reasonable expediency given the worsening and converging 
forecasts. 
 

c. Available UI Resources 
 

UI’s level of internal qualified lineworkers has remained steady or increased 
slightly in the last ten years.  Response to Interrogatory AG-26.   

 

Table 10. Qualified UI Line FTEs 

 

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020  

67 73 71 77 79 88 80 80 80 83 75 

 
Id. 

  
As discussed previously, UI rendered its Event Level 3 declaration on July 31, 2020.  

Response to Interrogatory LCG-233.  In accordance with the company’s ERP, that 
event level corresponds to approximately 95,000 to 160,000 customer outages and a 
five- to seven-day restoration duration.  Id.  As such, the ERP details a resource 
strategy that requires the company to supplement its available internal line crews with 
external resources. 

 
UI’s ERP Event Level Matrix guidelines specify the following resource range: 
 

Table 11. UI ERP Anticipated Outside FTEs by Event Level  

 

Type Level 3 Level 2 Level 1A 

Line Workers 100 to 150 150 to 300 300 to 450 

Tree Workers 90 to 170 170 to 320 320 to 470 

Low Voltage Service 20 to 30 30 to 100 100 to 200 

Damage Assessors22 50 to 100 100 to 150 150 to 200 

 
UI ERP, p. 48. 

 
 On August 4, 2020, UI had 163 (48 contractor lineworker FTEs + 115 mutual 
assistance lineworker FTEs) “outside” line worker FTEs deployed in its service territory, 
which is in line with a high Level 3 Event or a low Level 2 Event.  UI response to AG-6.  
UI confirmed that the “Outside FTE table” embedded in its ERP is intended to indicate 

                                            
22 This level of Damage Assessors is incorrectly listed as external only.  This amount is the total damage 

assessors (i.e. internal and mutual aid damage assessors) determined necessary by UI for the listed 
event levels. Tr. 12/18/20, pp. 828-829. 
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the number of outside FTEs that must be pre-staged (i.e., active and inside the service 
territory during or immediately following the storm event) so as to respond to an 
emergency of the indicated Event Level.  Tr. 12/16/20, pp. 610-612. 
 

In order to achieve the required staffing levels discussed above, UI made 
requests through NAMAG for 100 FTE line resources on the mornings of Sunday, 
August 2, Monday, August 3, and Tuesday, August 4, 2020.  UI 30-Day Report, pp. 6 
and 7.  UI also requested, on Monday August 3, 2020, and on Tuesday August 4, 2020, 
100 tree clearance crews from NAMAG.  Id.  NAMAG made no allocations to UI for any 
of those calls. Id.  On Monday afternoon, however, UI secured 100 FTE line resources 
from Avangrid affiliates.  Id., p. 7. 

 
UI continued to secure additional line restoration and field crews through the first 

several days of its response to Tropical Storm Isaias.  UI was eventually able to secure 
164 lineworkers and 83 line clearance workers from NAMAG.  UI 30-Day Report, p. 28.  
The table below shows available number of workers in the UI service territory by day. 

 
Table 12. Total UI Resources by Day 

 

Date 

UI 
Line 
FTEs 

Contractor 
Line FTEs 

Contractor 
Tree FTEs  

UI 
Service 
FTEs 

Contractor 
Service  

FTEs 
Total on 
Property 

8/4/20 99 150 136 15 0 400 

8/5/20 99 150 136 15 0 400 

8/6/20 99 165 164 14 16 458 

8/7/20 99 165 260 14 14 552 

8/8/20 99 317 389 14 16 835 

8/9/20 99 372 405 13 39 905 

8/10/20 99 372 405 14 39 929 

8/11/20 99 115 193 14 39 460 
 

UI 30-Day Report, p. 25. 
 

Over the course of the response effort, UI relied on a total (internal plus 
contractor/mutual aid) resource level of 471 lineworkers, 405 line clearance (tree) 
workers, and 53 low voltage service workers.  UI 30-Day Report, p. 2.  

 

Due to the sheer number of blocked roads being reported, and recognizing that 
its first priorities are life and safety issues, UI’s incident management team made a 
distinct choice to focus on clearing blocked roads, as well as cut and clear Make Safe 
activities.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-288.  Therefore, the company provided 
additional crews to towns for this purpose and had fewer crews to dedicate to outage 
restoration.  Id.  The company recognized that this decision may have slowed 
restoration; thus, UI asserts that it made a concerted effort to secure additional line 
restoration and clearance crews to meet global restoration times. Id.   
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d. Analysis and Determination 
 
The Authority has been clear, consistent, and accommodating with respect to its 

regulation of both EDCs so as to ensure that each EDC prepares aggressively in the 
face of uncertain weather events.   

 
In the 2011 Storms Decision, the Authority found that Eversource was not 

aggressive enough in seeking assistance from external line crews in preparation for the 
storm.  Decision, p. 50.  As a result, the Authority emphasized that one of the most 
important lessons to be learned from the October 2011 Nor’easter was that the EDCs’ 
decisionmaking must, necessarily, be conservative (i.e., assuming the strongest 
possible storm and aggressively procuring outside resources) when facing an event of 
unknown or potentially significant impact.  Id.  In that proceeding, the Authority found 
that Eversource’s performance was deficient, given that Eversource did not 
aggressively secure resources ahead of time; the company failed in making earlier 
attempts and pre-staging existing resources as well.  2011 Storms Decision, p. 51.  
Consequently, the Authority specifically required that Eversource take action to focus on 
obtaining resources to be “available during the first 48 hours of a major storm event to 
assist in efforts to assure public safety.”  Id., p. 51.  The Authority later repeated in that 
same Decision that its major concern was about the number and availability of line 
workers during the initial phases of a major storm event.  Id., p. 53. 

 
In contrast, with respect to Superstorm Sandy in 2012, in the Decision dated 

August 21, 2013, in Docket No. 12-11-07, PURA Investigation into the Performance of 
Connecticut’s Electric Distribution Companies and Gas Companies in Restoring Service 
Following Storm Sandy, the Authority acknowledged how Eversource effectively 
secured and pre-staged supplemental lineworkers.  Decision, pp. 16-19 and 54.   

 
In the 2014 Eversource Rate Case Decision, the Authority again reiterated the 

importance of taking aggressive action to prepare for storms, noting the major benefits 
of pre-staging resources both for storm restoration and public safety:  “…PURA has 
encouraged the EDCs to make conservative decisions to ensure the state is adequately 
prepared for a catastrophic storm.”  Eversource Rate Case Decision, p. 92.  Further, to 
mitigate the uncertainty of cost recovery and to eliminate any potential disincentive for 
the company to sufficiently pre-stage crews, the Authority authorized recovery of funds 
through a reserve specifically designed to support pre-staging of resources for storms 
that do not ultimately materialize.  Id., p. 92. 
 

In short, the Authority has made abundantly clear the importance of pre-staging 
crews for major storms, due to the important public safety and other benefits of such 
efforts; indeed, many of these benefits were realized in the EDCs’ response to 
Superstorm Sandy and again with respect to UI’s response, in most municipalities, to 
Tropical Storm Isaias.  These benefits were most assuredly not realized in the 
Eversource service territory given the myriad deficiencies with respect to the company’s 
pre-staging decisions, which trace back to Eversource’s failure to comply with 
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acceptable performance and prudence standards in its monitoring of Tropical Storm 
Isaias and in its initial and revised event level declarations.23 
 
 Eversource asserts that its initial event level declaration and subsequent external 
crew acquisition was reasonable since “Storm Isaias had a catastrophic impact beyond 
any expectations held prior to the event and beyond what was predicted by multiple 
weather forecasts and models.”  Reply Brief, p. 26.  The latter assertion is simply 
untrue.  As outlined supra in Section III.A., Eversource knew more than 24-hours ahead 
of the storm impact that Tropical Storm Isaias would more than likely hit its service 
territory with tropical storm-force winds that should have triggered, at minimum, an 
Event Level 3 classification.   
 

Even more troubling were the consequences of this failed event level escalation, 
as the company declined to revise or augment its pre-staging plans even as the 
forecasts converged.  As detailed above, Eversource procured the vast majority of its 
external crews on July 31, 2020, and on August 1, 2020, based on initial weather 
forecasts.  Subsequent to August 1, 2020, Eversource procured only an additional 9 
crews that arrived within two days of the storm, despite all weather forecasts steadily 
increasing the probability of a more severe storm.24   

 
As the record bears out, every hour in the days leading up to Tropical Storm 

Isaias mattered in terms of securing available external resources, especially in light of 
the regional nature of the weather event and the associated impacts on mutual aid 
availability.25  To illustrate this point, the Authority analyzed the crew arrival time for the 
more than 2,500 crews that Eversource secured on August 4, 2020 or later.  Response 
to Interrogatory LCG-43, Attachment 1.  The Average time it took for a crew to arrive in 
Connecticut once hired by Eversource was 24 hours.  Id.  The average time it took for a 
crew to begin work in Connecticut once hired was approximately 40.5 hours.  Id.  Thus, 
it is reasonable to conclude that had Eversource made a decision at any point on or 
before 2:00 p.m. on August 3, 2020, it could have had upwards of 1,250 crews stationed 
in Connecticut by the onset of the storm.  Figure 4 shows in more granular detail the 
travel times for various mutual aid crews.    

 
 
 
 
 
 

                                            
23 A key reason that event level classifications are so important for storm preparedness and response is 

that external crews need to be secured in advance of storms so that they are available in a timely 
manner.  This is understood by both Eversource and UI, as one of the key associations with Event 
Level is the ability to assess the needs for mutual aid crews.  See, e.g., Eversource ERP, p. 16. 

24 The Authority also notes that nearly half of the “available” 920 crews procured by Eversource did not 
begin work in Eversource’s Connecticut territory until more than 24 hours after the occurrence of the 
emergency. 

25 Both Eversource and UI were aware as early as July 31, 2020 that utilities along the eastern coast 
were not releasing crews for mutual aid work.  Tr. 12/21/20, p. 993 and Tr. 12/16/20, p. 650. 
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Figure 4. Time Delay for Various Crews from Time of Hiring to Time of Arrival in 
Connecticut (for crews hired on or after August 4) 

 

 
 

Response to Interrogatory LCG-43, Attachment 1. 
 
More will be discussed in later sections regarding the consequences of the 

failures of Eversource to meet its obligations to municipalities and customers by not 
having adequate crews available at the start of the storm and within the first 48 hours 
afterwards.   

 
Eversource made one attempt on August 4, 2020, to secure crews through its 

primary mutual aid group NAMAG; however, as demonstrated above, Eversource 
secured little to no crews from August 2, 2020 through August 4, 2020.  It was not until 
August 5, well into its response efforts, that Eversource was able to secure a significant 
amount of restoration crews (805), only 39 working sometime on August 5, 2020 and 
the majority not available in Connecticut until August 6, 2020 or later.  Response to 
LCG-43, Attachment 1.  Also, Eversource’s so-called “pivot” crews did not arrive in 
Connecticut fully until well after 48 hours following the storm onset.  Eversource simply 
did not have enough crews available in the crucial early stages of emergency response 
and restoration, despite substantial and consistent regulatory directives to the contrary.   

 
Figure 5 below shows Eversource crew numbers working per day, along with a 

graphical representation of its ERP resource strategy by event level.  The figure 
demonstrates that Eversource did not satisfy its own standards as established in its 
ERP for necessary crew numbers, and the result for towns and residents across its 
service territory was catastrophic, as discussed in detail in subsequent sections.  
Contrary to Eversource’s insistence that it had enough crews “available” to respond to a 
high-side Event Level 4 / low-side Event Level 3, the figure below demonstrates that its 
August 4, 2020 available resources were sufficient for only a low-side level 4 event.  It 
was not until August 6, 2020, that Eversource Connecticut was in physical possession 
of sufficient resources for a high-side 4/low side 3 event. 
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Figure 5. Daily Crews Compared to Eversource Event Level Resource Strategy 

 

 
 

Response to Interrogatory LCG-43, Attachment 1. 
 

Further, Eversource's assertion that its pivot crews were available to respond in 
Connecticut is not credible.  As noted above, most of the “available” 590 pivot crews 
remained in Massachusetts or New Hampshire through at least August 6, 2020.  The 
Authority finds that this is in violation of the Merger Decision settlement agreement, 
which required parity of resources across Eversource’s service territories for emergency 
response.  Table 13 below shows the level of damage and magnitude of outages in 
Eversource’s different service territories in Massachusetts, New Hampshire and 
Connecticut. 

 
Table 13. Comparison of Tropical Storm Isaias Damage Across Eversource 

Territories 

 

State Peak Outages  Total Outages  Trouble Spots  

CT 632,632 83% 1,152,046 78% 21,677 84% 

NH 70,669 9% 125,980 9% 1,853 7% 

MA 57,703 8% 200,278 14% 2,309 9% 

TOTAL 761,004   1,478,304   25,839   

              

  Damaged 
Poles 

 Primary and 
Secondary 

Wire 

 Transformer  

CT 2,302 92% 20,945 92% 1,158 91% 

NH 82 3% 702 3% 52 4% 

MA 129 5% 1,002 4% 63 5% 

TOTAL 2,513   22,649   1,273  

 
Response to Interrogatory AG-033, Attachment 3, p. 6. 
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As reflected above, in terms of outages and trouble locations, Connecticut 
represented approximately 80% of all outages and damage locations across 
Eversource’s three jurisdictions.  In terms of damaged infrastructure, Connecticut 
accounted for more than 90% of the total damage Eversource sustained across its three 
states.  Despite Connecticut suffering 80% of all service territory outages and damage 
locations, Eversource mobilized only 173 of the available 590 pivot crews, or less than 
thirty percent (30%), to Connecticut in the first 48 hours.  This is prima facie an unfair 
and unequal allocation of resources across Eversource’s three state operating regions.  

 
Furthermore, Eversource’s approach (or lack thereof) to securing adequate 

resources in advance of a storm event is in direct contravention of Authority directives, 
as well as its own ERP.  Due to stated cost concerns, Eversource has adopted a policy 
of not taking aggressive action to secure crews in advance of a storm event when the 
forecast is still uncertain.  Eversource 30-Day Report, p. 37.  This policy is news to the 
Authority.  It is not reflected in Eversource’s ERP nor, more importantly, was it 
articulated when Eversource requested and received specific funding from customers in 
rates for pre-staging in its last two rate cases.  The Authority finds that this policy is not 
prudent, nor is it consistent with acceptable performance standards. 

 
Further illustrating the point, and as discussed above, UI properly employed an 

aggressive approach to pre-staging in advance of the tropical storm, based on much of 
the same information and all of the same directives from the Authority and, as a result, 
was reasonably well prepared with adequate line resources to perform necessary 
restoration, response, and Make Safe duties. 
 

Eversource defends its pre-staging efforts by arguing that the line crew levels 
specified in its ERP Event Level classification indicate only the level of resources 
needed to enable timely restoration. Tr. 12/21/20, pp. 1065 and 1069.  In essence, 
Eversource takes the position that, as long as it eventually secures an adequate 
number of line crews and restores power in a reasonable time, it has met its public 
service obligation.  The Authority disagrees with this absurd interpretation.   

 
Timely restoration is critical to storm recovery; however, prudent and reasonable 

storm response efforts must also address the immediate public safety risks posed 
during and immediately following an emergency event.  The ERP provides line crew 
levels, but it does not (nor could it) dictate how and when an EDC should deploy the line 
crews.  The responsibility to make prudent decisions to adequately address both 
restoration and its Make Safe duties falls on the EDC.  The EDC must provide adequate 
and timely levels of line resources to respond to life safety and wire down calls to assist 
the municipalities and to protect the public safety. 

 
Eversource’s failure to pre-stage and have available sufficient resources to 

respond within 48 hours of Tropical Storm Isaias created a significant risk to public 
safety.  As further detailed herein, Eversource was not able to respond in a timely 
manner nor meet its public service obligations.  Eversource’s deficiencies impaired the 
ability of municipalities to address outages, blocked roads and other utility hazards.  A 
reasonably prudent storm responder would have pre-staged sufficient line resources to 
be available during the first 48 hours of a major storm to assure public safety.  The 
Authority finds that Eversource acted unreasonably and imprudently by failing to 
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adequately secure, pre-stage and deploy sufficient line crews during the first 48 hours of 
storm response. 
 

In certain instances, UI was also deficient in deploying enough line crews in the 
first 48 hours of storm response to address all of its Make Safe obligations.  As 
discussed infra in Section III.D.2. Experience of the Municipalities, the City of 
Bridgeport’s emergency management director noted that the line crew numbers were 
slightly too small for an ideal response in his town within the first 48 hours.   

 
However, the Authority finds that, on balance, UI secured and deployed 

adequate crews both in the pre-staging phase, as well as within the first 48 hours after 
the end of the storm, to perform its public safety functions and to perform timely 
restoration.  Thus, the Authority finds that UI acted prudently in securing and pre-
staging line resources for its storm response. 

 
In addition to revealing deficiencies in the EDCs’ responses, Tropical Storm 

Isaias has shown that the external crew number guidelines in the ERPs are not 
sufficient in light of the EDCs’ respective internal staffing trends.  Therefore, the 
Authority will direct UI and Eversource to increase its external crew number guidelines 
by at least 10% for Event Level 3 and higher class events. 
 

2. Damage Assessors and Estimated Restoration Times 
 

a. Standards of Acceptable Performance 
 

Assessing storm damage and communicating restoration times in a timely and 
accurate manner to stakeholders is a core responsibility of the EDCs in responding to 
storm events.  As such, the ERPs describe the process and standards for assessing 
damage and delivering damage assessments.  Performance Standards Decision, 
Appendix A, p. 3.  Each EDC must expediently assess damage and provide timely 
updates through its outage management system (OMS) in order to minimize the latency 
between damage assessment, restoration planning and estimates of restoration time. 
Id., p. 8.  Damage assessment is essential to ascertaining the significance of the storm 
event, identifying the locations of damage and related access restrictions, and 
determining other information needed to effectively choose a restoration strategy and 
develop restoration estimates.  Eversource ERP, p. 14; UI ERP, p. 12.   

 
The primary resources used to conduct damage assessment are the damage 

assessors or damage appraisers (DAs).  DAs are used during storm events to identify 
damage locations and the amount of physical damage inflicted by a storm event on a 
company’s system, such as number and location of broken poles, transformers, and 
conductors, and associated tree damage.  Khan, Kalbfleisch, & Gaylord PFT, p. 12.  
DAs also note the location of Make Safe blocked roads and evaluate reports of wires 
down.  Id.; Response to Interrogatory LCG-14.  DAs collect and report information that 
is recorded in an EDC’s OMS, which is then used to develop a restoration strategy, 
including an estimated time of restoration for customers.  Khan, Kalbfleisch, & Gaylord 
PFT, p. 12.   
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The ERPs establish certain standards and expectations, including: 
 

 Setting reasonable expectations for stakeholders and delivering on those 
expectations. 

 Providing communities with accurate, timely, and consistent information. 

 Completing an initial damage assessment and providing a global restoration 
projection within 48 hours after a storm has left our service territory. 

 Ensuring that sufficient numbers of qualified resources are secured in a timely 
manner to support an efficient restoration process. 

Eversource ERP, p. 13; UI ERP, p. 11, 12, 36, 46 and 48. 
 

Communications with the public, customers, media, regulatory agencies, and 
federal, state, and local governments must operate effectively in order to exchange 
accurate and timely information on system conditions and restoration activities.  UI 
ERP, p. 13.  Timely and accurate information for customers and stakeholders is equally 
as important as safe and prompt restoration of service.  Eversource ERP, p. 7. 
 

The ERPs also establish guidelines to ensure that enough qualified personnel 
are available to fulfill these assessment and communication obligations.  Id., p. 12.  UI’s 
ERP provides a range of the number of damage assessors that would typically be 
needed under varying emergency event levels.  Id., p. 48.   
 

b. Eversource Performance 
 

Eversource’s initial objectives of damage assessment are twofold:  (1) to assist in 
the triage of priority FPS26 calls; and (2) to evaluate the total number of events that need 
to be fixed to arrive at 99% restoration by town.  Late Filed Exhibit No. 20.  Eversource 
uses an algorithm to determine the number of Damage Assessors needed to identify all 
the outage events for accurate development of town-based ETRs.  Id.  Eversource 
continually evaluates the number of damage assessors that are needed based on the 
time remaining until town-level ETRs are due. 

 
To issue town-level ETRs, Eversource must identity approximately 80% of the 

events that have caused multiple outages.  Id.  About 50% of events involve more than 
one outage, so on average the company strives to have its damage assessors identify 
40% (.50 x .80 = .40) of trouble spots before determining town-specific ETRs.  Id.  
Eversource dispatches its DAs to the field based on outage locations identified by its 
OMS.  Khan, Kalbfleisch, & Gaylord PFT, p. 14.  The OMS identifies the damage 
locations from reports from customers, stakeholders and field devices.  Id.  

 
On August 4, 2020, prior to the impact of Tropical Storm Isaias in Connecticut, 

Eversource predicted an Event Level 4, which corresponds to between 500 and 6,000 
potential trouble spots.  Late Filed Exhibit No. 20.  Using its algorithm, Eversource 
determined that it would need 89 - 179 DAs, of which only 109 were available.  Id.  By 
the evening of August 4, 2020, after initial damage reports became available and after 

                                            
26 As discussed in further detail below, fire, police, and safety calls are designated as priority level 1 - 3. 
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the company upgraded Tropical Storm Isaias to an Event Level 3, Eversource 
determined that it would need to substantially increase its number of DAs to 332. Id., 
Attachment 1.  Indeed, as of August 5, 2020, the Company had identified more than 
21,000 trouble spots, thus confirming that 332 DAs would be necessary to issue town-
level ETRs by August 8, 2020.  Id. 

 
Overall, Eversource employed a maximum of 386 damage assessors to assess 

distribution and service damage locations over the course of the event.  Response to 
Interrogatory LCG-23.  Eversource used 54 damage assessors to evaluate substation 
damage, as well as three helicopters and transmission line crews to patrol transmission 
lines. Id.  The following table depicts the daily number of damage assessors Eversource 
deployed throughout the response effort. 
 

Table 14. Peak Number of Damage Assessors Working by Day 

 

Number of Damage Assessment Crews/Resources 

8/4/20 8/5/20 8/6/20 8/7/20 8/8/20 8/9/20 8/10/20 8/11/20 8/12/20 8/13/20 

106 160 235 351 328 373 306 306 160 80 

 
Response to Interrogatory LCG-86. 

 
 Based largely on its damage assessment activities, Eversource issued a global 
ETR of Tuesday, August 11, 2020, at 11:59 p.m.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-171.  
The evening of Saturday, August 8, 2020, roughly four days after Tropical Storm Isaias 
hit Connecticut, Eversource released its town-level ETRs.  Id., Attachment 1.  
Restoration for all 149 towns was substantially complete by midnight on August 12, 
2020.  Id.  One hundred and eighteen towns (79%) were substantially complete in line 
with town-level ETRs.  Id.  Thirty-one towns (the remaining 21%) were not restored to a 
status of substantially complete within the town-level ETRs. Id. 
 

c. UI Performance 
 

UI’s ERP provides the following guidelines for determining damage assessment 
resources. 

 
Table 15. ERP Resource Matrix 

 

Resources 
Event Level 

4 3 2 1A 1 

Damage 
Assessors 

Up 
to 50 

50-
100 

100-
150 

150-
200 

200-
400 

 
UI ERP, p. 48. 

 
UI had available between 54 and 63 DAs during the event at any time.  

Response to Interrogatory AG-6, Attachment 1.  Table 16 below shows the peak 
number of damage assessors working each day of response. 
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Table 16. Peak Number of Damage Assessors Working by Day 

 

8/4/20 8/5/20 8/6/20 8/7/20 8/8/20 8/9/20 8/10/20 8/11/20 

60 65 76 99 93 93 84 79 

 
Response to Interrogatory LCG-86, Attachment 1. 

 
As of August 5, 2020, UI was aware of over 100,000 outages, had 1,000 outage 

tickets in its OMS, and had received hundreds of wire-down orders.  Response to 
Interrogatory LCG-306.  On August 6, 2020, UI released its first global ETR of six (6) 
days, to August 10, 2020, based on its Event Level Classification guidelines.  UI ERP, 
p. 45; UI 30-Day Report, pp. 27, 30.27  UI selected six days as the global ETR because 
initial damage reports put this storm on the high-side of the Level 3 classification.  
Response to Interrogatory LCG-306.  This global ETR also became the town-specific 
ETR, since the storm generally affected all municipalities in UI’s territory equally.  Id.  
Following the declaration of the global ETR, UI provided daily updates on the ETR as 
damage assessment was conducted and as more information, including the number of 
line crews, became available. Id.   

 
UI did not evaluate the accuracy of its town-level or global of ETRs.  Response to 

Interrogatory LCG-171.  However, 90% of customers were restored by the afternoon of 
August 7, 2020, with substantial restoration (greater than 99% customers restored) 
completed by the afternoon of Monday, August, 10, 2020.  UI 30-Day Report, p. 27. 
 

d. Analysis and Determination 
 

Since DAs assist in the early stages of storm response, both by identifying 
blocked roads and by contributing to the establishment of the global and town-level 
ETRs, it is crucial that both EDCs have an adequate number of DAs in place at the 
onset of an emergency event.  The earlier an EDC can assess FPS trouble spots and 
help make available that information to towns, the better towns can coordinate their own 
storm response and ensure public safety; the same can be said for accurate information 
regarding blocked roads and expected restoration times for customers.  ESF-12 Annex, 
pp. 20-22. 

 
The Authority finds that Eversource did not have an adequate number of DAs 

within the first 48 hours to timely complete the required damage assessment and to 
provide adequate and timely information to the public.  For example, Eversource 
struggled to manage the emergency life safety calls and blocked roads lists, especially 
early on. See, e.g., Response to Interrogatory RSR-27, Attachment 3, p. 34; Response 
to Interrogatory LCG-136.  With only 160 damage assessors available on August 5, 
2020, (less than half of the maximum number of damage assessors deployed by 
Eversource on August 9, 2020), Eversource was too overwhelmed to handle all of the 
FPS-2 calls and to perform restoration damage assessment in the first 48 hours of its 
storm response.  The Authority finds that Eversource’s performance in damage 

                                            
27 ETRs are measured from the end of a storm.  Tropical Storm Isaias ebbed just after midnight on 

August 4, 2020; therefore, a six (6) day ETR would end at midnight on August 10, 2020.   
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assessment and procuring adequate damage assessment resources was deficient, 
inadequate, and unreasonable.  Further, the Authority finds that Eversource acted 
imprudently in failing to secure an adequate number of DAs in place at the start of the 
event to perform the crucial task of damage assessment.28   
 

Regarding the communication of gobal and town ETRs, Eversource released its 
global ETR on August 6, 2020, thereby meeting the standard of providing a global ETR 
within 48 hours from the end of the storm.  Eversource 30-Day Report, p. 74.  
Eversource’s global ETR was seven (7) days, ending 11:59 p.m., Tuesday, August 11, 
2020.  Id.; Response to Interrogatory AG-17, Attachment 3, p. 15.  Eversource achieved 
substantial restoration by that date.  Eversource 30-Day Report, p. 35.   

 
On Saturday, August 8, 2020, four days after the storm, Eversource began 

releasing town-specific restoration estimates to its customers and the public.  Response 
to Interrogatory AG-17, Attachment 3, p. 25.  Subsequently, Eversource failed to 
achieve substantial restoration by the dates established in the town-based ETRs for 31 
towns.  The testimony of the intervening municipalities evidences that Eversource:  (1) 
failed to set reasonable expectations; (2) failed to deliver results consistent with or 
exceeding those expectations; and (3) failed to provide accurate, timely, and consistent 
information.  Tr. 12/14, pp. 42, 49, 50, 54, 55, 62, 63, 65, 68, 71, 73; Tr. 12/15/20, pp. 
310, 311 406, and 419.    

 
Specifically, the First Selectman of New Canaan stated that:  

 
New Canaan residents were not able to report outages to Eversource and 
our EOC team and public works crews were unable to obtain timely, 
reliable information about outages in New Canaan and about plans by 
Eversource crews or contract crews to arrive in New Canaan to open 
roads and begin restoration of power. 

Tr. 12/14/20, p. 11. 
 

First Selectman Rosenthal from Newtown, stated: 
 
I was able to compel our liaison on Friday evening to see if he could get 
me a list of roads as we had gotten in past storm events, or list of areas of 
town where crews would be working. He did procure that, and I shared 
that in my evening phone call to the community, again, in rough area 
where crews would be working overnight. Regrettably, I woke up in the 
morning only to find that that was not accurate information. The reason I 
know it wasn’t accurate, is my area, my street was actually part of that and 
I did not wake up with power the next morning. 

Tr. 12/14/20, p. 32. 
 

                                            
28 Unlike UI, Eversource’s ERP does not identify a specific number or range of damage assessors 

appropriate for each storm event classification.  Accordingly, the Authority will require Eversource to 
specify, in its next ERP filed for PURA’s approval, the range of damage assessors needed to perform 
adequate and reliable damage assessment. 
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Testimony from First Selectman Marconi of Ridgefield and First Selectman Del 
Monaco of New Fairfield shared similar experiences to that relayed by First Selectman 
Rosenthal, wherein residents had reported outages to Eversource but were provided 
erroneous restoration updates.  Id., pp. 62, 68, 114.  First Selectman Rosenthal of 
Newtown stated that his town level ETR was not met.  Id, p. 73.   

 
Regarding the timeliness of relevant information, First Selectman Del Monaco 

stated the town received its first specific set of outage information on August 9, 2020.  
Tr. 12/14/20, p. 29.  First Selectman Marconi stated that the communications he 
received had no useful information from Eversource to pass on to his residents.  Id., p. 
105.  First Selectman Kellogg also reported that information with any actionable quality 
was not made available until several days following the storm.  Tr. 12/15/20, pp. 298, 
317, and 346. 

 
The Authority finds that, while Eversource ultimately met the applicable global 

ETR standard, Eversource failed to provide accurate, timely, and consistent restoration 
information to customers, especially with any reasonable degree of granularity.  
Specifically, Eversource’s delay in issuing town-specific ETRs until four (4) days after 
the storm was not reasonable, especially given the wide-spread power outages.  This 
lack of communication from Eversource during this critical period only served to 
exacerbate the chaos and confusion surrounding Eversource’s response.  The delay in 
issuing town-specific ETRs may have been mitigated, to some extent, had the ETRs 
ultimately proven accurate.  However, for 31 towns, Eversource failed to meet the 
stated substantial restoration deadline.   

 
Further, for the reasons stated above and based on the testimony and 

experience of the Intervenor towns, as well as public comment from customers and 
other town officials, the Authority finds that Eversource failed to set reasonable 
expectations with the towns and did not deliver results consistent with or exceeding 
those expectations.  For testimony, see Tr. 12/14, pp. 65, 68, 71, 73; Tr. 12/15/20, pp. 
311 and 419; for public comment, see Tr. 10/21/20, pp. 1-5; Tr. 10/22/20, pp. 9-11 and 
15-18.  The Authority finds that Eversource’s performance in both communicating 
accurate, timely, and consistent restoration information to customers and with respect to 
setting and meeting expectations with stakeholders was deficient, inadequate, and 
unreasonable.  Further, the Authority finds that Eversource acted imprudently through 
these failures of communication and in meeting the standards established in its ERP. 

 
Regarding UI’s damage assessment process, the Authority finds that UI 

performed in a generally acceptable manner.  First, UI released both its global and 
town-specific ETRs within 48 hours, consistent with the ERP standard.  Second, UI 
ultimately met its established global ETR.  Further, complaints regarding the timeliness 
and accuracy of communications with customers and municipalities were not pervasive.  
This indicates that UI brought adequate resources to bear for damage assessment, 
leading to a reasonable and reasonably accurate ETR.  In addition, UI’s initial level of 
50 - 60 DAs was consistent with the range specified in its ERP.  Consequently, the 
record demonstrates that UI met applicable performance standards and acted prudently 
in assessing damage resulting from the tropical storm.  
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However, the Authority notes that UI does not track whether it meets town-
specific ETRs.  This information is crucial for evaluating UI’s storm response; therefore, 
the Authority will order UI to track and report conformance with town-level ETRs in 
future 30-Day Event Reports.  The Authority will further order UI to define in its ERP 
substantial completion as 99% customers restored. 
 
 
D. MUNICIPAL LIAISONS AND MAKE SAFE PROTOCOL 
 

1. Standards of Acceptable Performance 
 

a. Liaison Program 
 

The Performance Standards Decision requires that an EDC perform its 
responsibilities in conjunction with state agencies, municipalities, other utilities, and the 
general public.  Performance Standards Decision, Appendix A, p. 2.  Specifically 
standard 2.b.ii states that an EDC shall establish written communication protocols for 
timely and accurate information exchange between the EDC and any pre-determined 
local agency, such as public safety officials and agencies, local elected officials, and 
others that the EDC deems appropriate during emergency events impacting multiple 
jurisdictions.  Id., p. 5.  

 
The Performance Standards Decision also requires that the EDCs ensure they 

have adequate staffing for communications during major storm events, particularly for 
specific stakeholder categories, such as media, local officials, and customers.  
Performance Standards Decision, Appendix A, p. 3.  The EDCs are required to escalate 
these staffing levels based on the event level classifications in their ERPs.  Id.  

 
Eversource’s ERP states that, much like with respect to field restoration crews, 

the company must ensure that a sufficient number of resources are secured in a timely 
manner to support efficient restoration.  Eversource ERP, p. 13.  Eversource’s ERP 
further states that the point of the municipal (and other public official) liaison is to ensure 
that there is a coordination of effort between municipal governments, other utilities, and 
entities responding to storms.  Id., p. 50.  It also states that the municipal liaison must 
provide real-time support in the form of information, notifications, and coordination with 
municipal officials; this communication includes information about damage assessment, 
blocked roads, and emergent priorities, which must be sufficiently detailed so as to 
enable towns to perform their emergency response functions.  Id., p. 5, 51-52, and 60.  
Elsewhere in Eversource’s ERP, the plan requires that Eversource share timely and 
accurate information with communities and that it partner with municipalities so as to 
integrate municipal priorities into its response and recovery plans.  Id., p. 13.  The same 
section of the ERP also requires Eversource to set reasonable expectations, provide 
that information to the towns, and then to meet or exceed those expectations.  Id.   
 

Its ERP makes clear that Eversource understands that communication to 
municipal partners, state officials, and the public during emergency events has a 
profound impact on actions taken by customers, emergency responders, and 
government entities.  In fact, Eversource commits, through its ERP, to providing 
consistent and accurate information throughout the course of an emergency.  Id., p. 60.  
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Further, in the Promulgation of the Plan, President of Regional Electric Operations, 
Craig A Hallstrom, states that, “[t]imely and accurate information for our customers and 
other stakeholders is just as important as a safe and prompt restoration of service.”  Id., 
p. 7.   

 
Similarly, UI’s ERP states that it has a responsibility to ensure that 

communications with the public, customers, and state and local government officials 
provide accurate and timely updates about system conditions and restoration activities.  
UI ERP, p. 11.  UI’s ERP also states that governmental and regulatory authorities rely 
on effective communications so that they can fulfill their essential emergency response 
functions; the document further acknowledges that major disasters may require the 
company’s coordination with state and local governmental agencies (among other 
entities).  Id., p. 12. 
 

The ESF-12 Annex is an annex to the State Response Framework adopted by 
the State of Connecticut.  The ESF-12 Annex specifies certain roles and responsibilities 
for the restoration of critical public services.  ESF-12 Annex, p. 5.  As members of the 
ESF-12, the EDCs have been designated the following responsibilities related to 
information sharing with municipalities during an emergency response: 
 

 Provide timely, detailed and accurate information via utility liaisons to the state 
EOC and affected municipalities, including: 

o Status of any pre‐designated critical facilities for each of the municipalities 
within the provider’s franchise area; 

o projected work locations for the restoration crews within the cities and 
towns (crew locations);  

o status of affected circuits, where applicable;  

o status of expected arrivals of outside crews; 

o estimate of the number of customers affected; and 

o reports from outage reporting tools such as an Outage Management 
System and a Global Positioning System as well as a web page view that 
depict the location of affected areas by town. 

 This information shall be passed from the provider to the state and municipalities 
on a regular basis. 

ESF-12 Annex, p. 21. 
 

The ESF-12 Annex specifies other responsibilities of the EDCs as well, including: 
 

 Provide a make safe crew or other resource if requested by town. 

 Allowing town officials the ability to view web‐based map information regarding 
electric outages through the Liaison, or if those are unavailable, through a screen 
shot or other method.   

 EDCs must participate in daily review of existing critical facility priorities with 
municipal officials.  EDCs must provide daily work plan back to municipalities 
updates throughout the day as work is accomplished and priorities shift. 
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 Report the status of pre-designated critical facilities on a regular basis throughout 
the day to the municipality. 

ESF-12 Annex, pp. 22-23. 
 

The ESF-12 Annex also sets the broader expectation that the EDCs receive and 
give preference to municipal critical facilities, that EDCs and municipalities collaborate 
to provide daily restoration and response work plans, and that EDCs report to 
municipalities when work is completed.  ESF-12 Annex, p. 29.   
 

b. Make Safe Protocol 
 

The Make Safe/Blocked Road protocol (Protocol) is formalized in the ESF-12 
Annex and defines blocked roads as well as “Make Safe” blocked roads. ESF-12 
Annex, pp. 35-42.  A “blocked road” is a road that meets two criteria: (1) it is impassable 
to emergency vehicles; and (2) there is no other reasonable means of access to an 
area.  ESF-12 Annex, p. 42.  A blocked road may be caused by any number of 
obstacles, such as trees, snow, or utility and communications equipment.  Id.  A “Make 
Safe” blocked road is a specific subset of “blocked road” wherein a utility company’s 
facilities are involved in the hindering of emergency access.  Id.   
 

The clearing of blocked roads is a high priority for all communities during storm 
response, particularly within the first 48 hours, to allow municipal and state emergency 
vehicle access and other life safety actions so that officials can perform their duties to 
protect public safety.  Id., p. 35.  Town public works departments, the state Department 
of Transportation, and utility companies with facilities in the public right-of-way must 
work in concert and in sequence to clear blocked roads.  Id.  Since multiple entities are 
involved, communications among them are crucial for the timely clearing of blocked 
roads.  ESF-12 Annex, p. 35.  If an electric distribution company’s facilities are involved 
in a Make Safe blocked road, it is necessary for safety reasons that the electric 
company resolve the electrical hazard first. Id., pp. 36 and 42. 
 
 A municipality is tasked with collecting and prioritizing blocked roads.  Id., p. 36.  
Make Safe locations are then presented to the utility in a standardized blocked road 
form. Id.  After receipt of the forms, the EDCs are to then assign crews to work on the 
list based on priorities set by the town.  Id.  The Protocol contemplates that the standard 
practice is that a Make Safe crew is assigned to a municipality and that the crew will 
remain in the municipality performing Make Safe work.  Id., p. 35.  The Protocol allows 
for flexibility in recognizing that Make Safe crews may be pulled for emergent priorities, 
but that if this occurs, it must be communicated to the municipality along with a 
projection for estimated time for the crew to return.  Id. 
 

The ESF-12 Annex provides a standard template for towns to prioritize blocked 
roads, derived from the priority categories defined in Table 17 below. 
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Table 17. ESF-12 Make Safe Protocol – Priority Categories 

 

Priority No. Definition 

High 1 Support to Search and Rescue and other lifesaving resources 

2 Critical life sustaining facilities (i.e. hospitals, nursing homes, 
other) 

3 Additional life sustaining facilities (i.e. emergency feeding and 
sheltering sites, local distribution points, other) 

4 Critical community support facilities (I.e. police, fire, EMS, and 
emergency management sites, other) 

5 Longer term sustaining facilities (I.e. water treatment and 
sewage facilities, electrical facilities critical for power 
restoration, other) 

6 Remaining critical facilities (I.e. critical communication nodes) 

Medium 7 Major traffic routes including interstate highways and ramps 

8 Major waterways essential to commerce and major flood 
drainage ways 

Low 9 Other roads 

 
ESF-12 Annex, p. 37. 

 
 The Protocol acknowledges that the municipality does not manage, nor 
supervise, the EDC assigned crew; this responsibility remains with the company.  Id.  
However, in recognition of the importance to public safety of the efficient and timely 
coordination of activities and the necessity for electrical hazards to be resolved first, 
communication is stressed as a requirement numerous times throughout the Protocol. 
Id., 35-37. 
 
 Recognizing the fact that municipalities do not directly supervise utility Make Safe 
crews, the difficulties with multiple entities performing road clearing work, and the need 
for EDCs to resolve hazards first, the Protocol outlines two ways for EDCs to perform 
Make Safe work, namely using Task Force resources or a Strike Team.   Id., p. 36.   
 

The Task Force process involves coordinating town public works and utility Make 
Safe crews at each location and performing the work in sequence, but together, before 
proceeding on to the next location.  Id.  This process requires the utility crews to wait 
while town public works crews work, which results in down time for utility crews waiting 
to move to the next location, ultimately, keeping utility crews from performing restoration 
work.  Id. 

 
The Strike Team process allows each entity to work independently and proceed 

from location to location according to prescribed sequences in the blocked road form. 
Id.  Because crews are independent, and town crews must wait until electrical hazards 
are resolved, this process requires timely and accurate resolution of the hazard by the 
EDC followed by timely communication of that resolution from the EDCs to the town 
emergency operations center.  Id.  Thus, it follows that if EDC make safe crews fail to 
timely address the list provided by the town, and if that information is not provided in an 
accurate and timely manner to the town, then town crews will simply be unable to work 
at those locations.   
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One of the response standards of the EDCs outlined in the ESF-12 Annex is to: 
 
designate a Make Safe Crew or representative to each municipality (after 
the municipality has opened its EOC) that has requested a Make Safe 
Task Force or Strike Team and has declared a state of emergency, and 
inform the municipal EMD and EOC of the assignment, in accordance with 
attached Make Safe/Blocked Roads protocol. 

Id., p. 22. 
 
Under this standard, an EDC must perform two actions after a municipality has 

opened its EOC, requested a resource, and declared a state of emergency.  The two 
actions are to:  (1) designate a crew or representative; and (2) inform the municipal 
contact of the assignment.   

 
Notably, the ESF-12 Annex requires that UI provide two dedicated crews to each 

municipality that makes a request for road clearing assistance: a dedicated line 
construction crew and a dedicated tree clearance crew.  Id., p. 25.   

 
Eversource, however, is required to provide a “dedicated resource” to each town 

upon request to assist in Make Safe road clearing activities.  Id., p. 24.  It is clear that 
this dedicated resource is to be in addition to the town liaison that is to be provided to 
each town upon request, as both are separately contemplated and called for in the 
Annex.  Id., pp. 24 and 25. 

 
Eversource codifies its responsibility to follow the Protocol in its ERP under the 

section addressing response and restoration guidelines.  Eversource ERP, p. 23.  UI 
also codifies its responsibility to follow the Protocol in its ERP.  UI ERP, pp. 18 and 4. 
 

The ESF-12 Annex also dictates the following general response priorities for 
public service companies.  The first priority includes addressing life threatening 
situations and public health and safety incidents, such as:  cutting down and/or 
energizing primary voltage distribution lines, police and fire life safety calls as reported 
by the town, and removal of electrical hazards from blocked roads.  ESF-12 Annex, p. 
20.  The second priority includes restoration to substations, transmission lines, and 
critical facilities.  Id.  The third priority includes restoration to single- and three-phase 
laterals.  Id.  Finally, the fourth priority includes restoration of distribution transformers 
and services.  Id.  There is an understanding that flexibility among the priorities 
depending on circumstances and that addressing lower priorities before certain higher 
priorities may be appropriate if the action serves higher priority needs. Id. 
 

Regarding the general response priorities, Eversource and UI classify life safety 

calls received from the public or town emergency responders into three categories 

shown in Table 18 below. 

 

 

 

 

 



Docket No. 20-08-03  Page 55  
 

 

Table 18. Life Safety Emergency Priority Calls 

 

Priority 1 (FPS 1) Immediate life threatening situation 

Priority 2 (FPS 2) A situation hindering emergency 
operations (e.g., firefighting or rescue) but 
is not immediately life threatening but may 
prevent future rescue or emergency 
responders from responding to a threat.  A 
Make Safe blocked road is an example. 

Priority 3 (FPS 3) Any electrical hazard such as downed 
wires, with no immediate threat to life or 
property. 

 
Eversource 30-Day Report, p. 66; UI Response to Interrogatory-19. 

 

The call priorities outlined in the above table generally correspond to the first 

priority category specified in the ESF-12 Annex and discussed above, which includes 

life threatening situations and public health and safety incidents.  FPS-1 calls are 

always the first priority.  Eversource ERP, p. 38; UI ERP p. 8.  FPS-2 calls generally 

overlap with Make Safe incidents and FPS-3 events are all other wires down incidents, 

as the definition is essentially that of a Make Safe Blocked Road.   

 

2. Experience of the Municipalities 
 

Multiple municipalities expressed frustration that Eversource was not following 
the Make Safe process by providing a crew to address blocked roads.  DeLong PFT, 
pp. 5-7.  The first selectmen of the Towns of Bethel, New Fairfield, Newtown, and 
Ridgefield (Four Towns) testified that Eversource failed to provide Make Safe crews to 
clear blocked roads.  Four Towns PFT, p. 6. 

 
First Selectman Kellogg testified on behalf of the Town of Monroe (Monroe) that 

there existed “numerous hazardous conditions” involving Eversource equipment that 
caused several town and state roads to be blocked.  Kellogg PFT, p. 1.  Mr. Kellogg 
asserted that Eversource failed to perform its necessary public safety and life 
threatening obligations. Id.  Mr. Kellogg also testified that Eversource did not provide a 
Make Safe crew to pair with town public works crew until August 7, 2020.  Id.  This 
delayed resource resulted in it taking up to seven days to clear the 61 blocked 
roadways in the town.  Id.   
 

Regarding the information provided to Monroe officials by the Eversource liaison, 
Mr. Kellogg testified that little to no actionable information was provided to the town.  Id., 
p. 2.  For multiple days, Eversource did not provide the town the number and location of 
crews assigned during any operational period.  Id.  Eversource did not provide regular 
updates to Monroe regarding damage assessment activities. Tr. 12/15/20, pp. 297.  
Eversource did not provide regular updates on progress regarding blocked roads for 
several days.  Id., p. 298.  Eversource did not provide regular updates to Monroe when 
critical facilities were restored. Id., p. 299.  Eversource did not provide to the town if and 
where any wire down guards were deployed to the town.  Tr. 12/15/20, p. 312.  
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Eversource did not provide Monroe with its rationale for how it was prioritizing 
restoration and road clearing activities.  Id. Monroe’s expectation was for regular 
updates to be tied to operational periods and that any provided information would 
include Eversource’s action plan in the town, what roads would be addressed, and what 
restoration activities would be taking place.  Eversource did not meet these 
expectations.  Tr. 12/15/20, p. 303. 
 

Further, when Monroe raised emerging public and life safety priorities, 
Eversource did not provide updates.  Tr. 12/15/20, pp. 300-301, 305-306.  Monroe 
attempted to prioritize different life safety incidents with Eversource, and received no 
daily priority work plan, updates to priorities, or confirmation of completed work from 
Eversource.  Id.  Monroe relayed incidents where roads were inaccessible or 
impassable by emergency responders that it claimed were not treated by Eversource 
according to the blocked road protocol.  Tr. 12/15/20, pp. 327-329. 
 

Testimony by First Selectman Marpe on behalf of Westport (Westport) argued 
that Eversource did not meet its obligations to the town because of delayed and 
uncoordinated Make Safe work, poor communications with Westport customers, and 
lack of information and contact.  Marpe PFT, pp. 2 and 3.  First Selectman Marpe also 
testified that communications with Eversource did not include the number and location 
of restoration crews or damage assessors or wire guards working in the town on a 
specific day.  Tr. 12/15/20, pp. 386 and 421.  Westport also was not assigned a 
dedicated Make Safe crew until Thursday August 6, 2020.  Tr. 12/15/20, p. 390.  Even 
once the assignment was finally made, Westport did not receive specific updates 
regarding the number or location of Make Safe crews once they did arrive.  Tr. 
12/15/20, p. 387.  Westport did not receive updates from Eversource about planned or 
completed work regarding critical facilities and found out about restorations through its 
own observations.  Id., p. 388.   
 

Westport expected to received regular updates on number and location of 
restoration and make safe crews working in the town and their priorities.  Tr. 12/15/20, 
p. 398.  The town lost valuable road clearing time waiting for Eversource to provide 
resources to addressed downed wires.  Tr. 12/15/20, p. 404.  When Eversource did 
perform Make Safe road clearing work, it did not share that information with Westport 
until they had a dedicated crew.  Tr. 12/15/20, pp 433 and 436. 
 

Testimony was also offered by the first selectmen of the Four Towns (Towns of 
Bethel, New Fairfield, Newtown, and Ridgefield), which stated that Eversource’s 
response to Tropical Storm Isaias was unacceptable and inadequate.  Four Towns PFT, 
p. 3.  The towns suffered tens to hundreds of closed roads due to downed trees and 
Eversource facilities. Id., pp. 4-6.  Dedicated Make Safe Crews were not provided to 
three of the towns until August 7, 2020, and not until August 6, 2020 for one.  Id., Tr. 
12/14/20, pp. 36, 44, 51. 
 

Regarding information provided to each of the Four Towns by Eversource, 
Eversource did not provide daily updates with information specific to the town regarding 
number and location of field crews, such as restoration crews, damage assessors, or 
wire guards, until the end of restoration.  Tr. 12/14/20, pp. 24-25, 28-29, 31, 34, 67, 70.  
Eversource did not provide timely information on specific Make Safe activities it had 
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been performing or planned to perform, and even later once the information was 
shared, it was at times inaccurate.  Id., pp. 25-26, 29, 32, 35.  Towns found out about 
cleared roads not from Eversource, but from their own public works crews.  Id., p. 26, 
30, 35.  Eversource did not provide regular updates about restoration of critical facilities 
in the towns, plans to address critical facilities, or changes to any planned work.  Id., p. 
27.  Eversource did not provide daily action plans for the towns.  Tr. 12/14/20, pp. 109 
and 113. 
 

During the Authority’s public hearings, multiple towns testified that information 
provided to towns and its residents was neither timely nor accurate.  Tr. 12/14/20, pp. 
42, 49, 50, 54, 55, 62, and 63; Tr. 12/15/20, pp. 310 and 406.  Multiple towns testified 
that adequate coordination was not facilitated by Eversource.  Tr. 12/14/20, pp. 42, 50, 
and 55; Tr. 12/15/20, pp. 310-311 and 408-409.  Multiple town First Selectmen testified 
that Eversource did not properly prioritize public safety.  Tr. 12/14, pp.43, 50, 55, 64; Tr. 
12/15/20, p. 311.  Multiple towns testified that while liaisons provided by Eversource 
were on the whole very professional and sought to help, they simply could not provide 
actionable information to the towns.  Tr. 12/14/20, p. 37 and 60.  Multiple towns testified 
that Eversource did not properly update the towns on restoration or planned work 
regarding critical town facilities.  Tr. 12/14/20, pp. 37-39. 
 

Multiple towns testified that Eversource did not set or deliver on reasonable 
expectations.  Tr. 12/14, pp. 65, 68, 71, 73; Tr. 12/15/20, pp. 311 and 419.  Multiple 
towns testified that Eversource did not appropriately incorporate town priorities into its 
response action plan, and, if it eventually did, it was nearly a week into the response.  
Tr. 12/14/20, pp. 65, 68, 71, 73. 
 
 In post-event meetings between town officials and Eversource, the results were 
similar and consistent regarding the liaison program and Make Safe coordination.  
Response to Interrogatory LCG-476, Attachment 1, pp. 1-12.  Towns consistently 
expressed frustration with poor communication and a lack of real time reporting by 
Eversource.  Id.  Residents look to town officials for information about outages and 
restoration and the town liaisons were not provided relevant information by Eversource 
management to share with towns.  Id. Towns sought information regarding areas of 
town without power, and the number and time of crews working in town. Id. 
  

The towns also expressed that Eversource did not properly prioritize or efficiently 
coordinate the clearing of roads.  Id., p. 12.  Towns relayed experiences where the 
company did not or could not prioritize emergency situations. Id., pp. 15, 16, 18.  Many 
towns felt Eversource dedicated too many resources to restoration activities while towns 
were paralyzed with blocked roads. Id., pp. 12-26.  A vast number of towns stressed the 
importance of having Make Safe crews dedicated to towns from the onset of a storm. Id.  
 

With respect to the UI service territory, First Selectman David Bindelglass of the 
Town of Easton (Easton) testified that due to lapses in communications by UI, Easton’s 
public works crews waited several hours on the evening of August 4, 2020, for UI crews, 
which never arrived. Tr. 12/15/20, pp. 391–92.  That problem was resolved, however, 
first thing on the morning of Wednesday, August 5, 2020.  Id., p. 391.  With the 
exception of the aforementioned incident, the testimony provided by First Selectman 
Bindelglass seems to indicate that Easton’s experience coordinating Make Safe work 
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with UI was acceptable.  Id., pp. 393 and 394.  First Selectman Bindelglass’ testimony 
also seems to indicate that communications about Make Safe activities with UI’s town 
liaisons was accurate, timely, and consistent.  Id., pp. 395-397, 411.  Further, Easton 
received a number of specific updates from its UI liaison with specific information about 
restoration activities, such as the number of crews dispatched and the locations where 
they were working. Id., p. 395. 
 
 The City of Bridgeport’s Director of Emergency Management and Homeland 
Security Scott Appleby (Bridgeport) also provided testimony regarding UI’s coordination, 
Make Safe work, and communications.  In its testimony, Bridgeport raised a significant 
issue it experienced with UI in response to Tropical Storm Isaias that involved a set of 
large senior independent living homes that were vulnerable to outages.  Tr. 12/23/20, p. 
1501.  Bridgeport’s testimony states that it raised its concern regarding the senior living 
community with UI on August 5, 2020, but that it took until Friday, August 7, 2020, for 
the homes to have their power restored.  Id., pp. 1501 and 1502.  
 

Bridgeport also noted a lack of coordination from UI when mustering Make Safe 
crews and city public works crews when, on the morning of August 5, 2020, the 
assigned UI crew was at the opposite side of town and was late to the muster point by 
at least an hour.  Id., p. 1508.  Bridgeport also noted that crews assigned to make safe 
were often taken away from the assignment and moved to other assignments without 
proper notification provided to Bridgeport officials.  Id., p. 1505. 

 
Bridgeport also expressed frustration with the fact that it took two or three days 

for UI to provide outage information about residents to the city, especially those facing 
medical or other hardships. Id., p. 1524. Bridgeport also opined that Tropical Storm 
Isaias was different than larger past ones like Superstorm Sandy, in that UI’s field crew 
numbers were potentially too few in the first two days to manage all of the damage 
spots.  Id. 

 
Nonetheless, Bridgeport noted that the liaison assigned to the city was very 

communicative and that the relationship was good, but that information was not given to 
the liaison by UI’s incident command in a timely manner.  Id., pp. 1503 and 1504.  
Bridgeport testified that UI did not provide timely or accurate restoration information to 
the city.  Tr., pp. 1511 and 1512.  Bridgeport also testified that UI did not provide timely 
or actionable information until more than 48 hours after the onset of Tropical Storm 
Isaias.  Id., p. 1512.  However, Bridgeport did believe that UI generally coordinated well 
with the city and made public safety a priority.  Id.  

 
The OCC conducted a survey of municipalities in October and November, 2020.  

OCC PFT, p. 2.  The survey included responses from 45 municipalities. Id., p. 5.  Of the 

survey respondents, 40 towns were from Eversource’s service territory, 4 were from 

UI’s service territory, and 1 had a municipal electric department.  Id., Exhibit B.  Most of 

the comments received from municipalities located within UI’s territory were neutral or 

positive regarding UI’s response to Tropical Storm Isaias.  Id.  Municipalities in 

Eversource’s territory overwhelmingly thought Eversource had performed the same or 

worse in Tropical Storm Isaias as in past storms.  Id.  A notable trend reported by those 

towns include reports that Eversource communications were untimely, useless, and 
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often inaccurate. Id.  Additionally, the Eversource town respondents reported that 

liaisons were unavailable or unhelpful due to power/network outages.  Id.  There were 

complaints of inaccurate or unavailable outage information, inaccurate or unavailable 

road clearing information, and inaccurate or unavailable crew restoration information.  

Another notable complaint was the lack of dedicated make safe crews to prioritize road 

clearing.  Id.  Additionally, there were complaints that Eversource’s response was 

minimal in the early stages of response.  Id. 

 
3. Eversource Performance – Liaison Program 

 
Eversource activates its Liaison Organization to manage storm response 

communications between the company and state and local governments in accord with 
section 3.7 of its ERP.  Eversource ERP, p. 50.  The make-up of the Liaison 
Organization starts with the Liaison Officer, who leads the organization and who reports 
directly to the Incident Commander.  Id.  The Liaison Organization itself comprises three 
Liaison Units, each headed by a Liaison Unit Leader and with individual Community 
Liaisons (Liaison) composing the Liaison Units.  Id., p. 50.  While the Liaison Officer 
reports directly to the Incident Commander, the position also coordinates with the 
Communications Officer in the Communications Organization to develop a 
communications plan for the event. Id., p. 51.  The Liaison Unit Leaders manage the 
individual Community Liaisons with the Liaison Officer.  Id., p. 51.  The individual 
Community Liaisons are the direct link with towns and municipalities, providing the 
conduit for real-time information, support, notification, coordination, and 
communications between municipal officials and the company for system restoration, 
damage assessment data, blocked roads, and emergent priorities.  Eversource ERP, p. 
51. 

 
To understand the make-up of the Liaison Organization, we must first consider 

briefly Eversource’s community relations team under normal operations.  Eversource 
has twelve Community Relations Specialists who serve as the single point of contact for 
both state and local governments, and community and business organizations during 
Blue Sky day operations.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-468.  During Black Sky day 
operations, however, the Community Relations Specialists perform storm duties by 
acting as either community (or town) liaisons, unit leaders, or liaison coordinators.29 
Response to Interrogatories LCG-468 and 472.  During Blue Sky Day operations, the 
twelve Community Relations Specialists are each assigned as the point of contact for at 
least one town in Eversource’s service territory.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-468.   

 
Prior to the onset of Tropical Storm Isaias, these twelve Community Relations 

Specialists reached out to all municipalities and sent an initial emergency preparedness 
briefing on July 31, 2020.  Id.  On Monday August 3, 2020, Eversource made the storm 
duty assignment of 133 employees to act as Liaisons to supplement the Community 
Relation Specialists during Tropical Storm Isaias.  Arsego, Andino, & Hopkins-Staten 

                                            
29 Blue Sky Day operations refers to a normal and routine operating day for an electric distribution 

company.  Black Sky day operations refers to emergency response operations after an emergency 
event as defined in Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-32e. 
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PFT, p. 12.  Collectively, these employees made up the initial staffing of the Liaison 
Organization that was activated according to the ERP in response to Tropical Storm 
Isaias.  Id.  Not all of these 133 employees appeared to be active during Isaias, 
however, as Eversource separately reported only a peak number of 103 Liaisons from 
Connecticut that were on duty at some point from August 4, 2020 through August 12, 
2020.  Late Filed Exhibit No. 30, Attachment 1. 

 
Among the first things Liaisons do to communicate with towns is to send out 

emergency preparedness briefings prior to the event.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-
144. Eversource provided one preparedness briefing that was distributed to 
municipalities on July 31, 2020, which, as noted in Section III.A., was prior to the 
escalation of the likelihood of tropical storm-force winds.  Id., Attachment 1, pp. 1 and 2; 
Response to Interrogatory AG-17, Attachment 3, pp. 1 and 2. Eversource provided no 
other emergency preparedness briefings from July 31, 2020 through August 4, 2020.  
Id., pp. 1-3.  Eversource provided its first emergency briefing (preparedness briefings 
occur prior to a storm; once a storm hits those change to “emergency briefings”) on 
August 4, 2020 at 6:15 p.m. Id., p. 3.  Starting on August 5, 2020, Eversource provided 
three emergency briefings per day.  Id., pp. 6-17. 
 

On August 8, 2020, Eversource supplemented its initial (reported) 133 Liaisons 
with 85 mutual aid Liaisons from its affiliate companies in Massachusetts and New 
Hampshire.  Id.; Response to Interrogatory LCG-470.  Therefore, Eversource claimed to 
have available throughout its storm response phase a total of 218 (133 + 85) assigned 
liaisons.  However, Eversource separately reported liaison assignments that included a 
total of only 191 liaisons during its response to Tropical Storm Isaias.  Response to 
Interrogatory OCC-10, Attachment 1.  This report appears to be erroneous, or at least 
misleading, given that Eversource separately provided daily liaison assignments for 
both Connecticut-based liaisons and mutual aid liaisons from Massachusetts and New 
Hampshire that show a maximum of 165 on-duty, and anywhere from 99 to 103 on-duty 
liaisons from August 4 through August 7, 2020.  Late Filed Exhibit No. 30.  This latter 
information is provided in Table 19 below. 

 
Table 19. Liaisons Performing Storm Duties during Tropical Storm Isaias 

 

Date Eversource CT Liaisons 
on Storm Duty 

Mutual Aid Liaisons on 
Storm Duty 

August 4 103 0 

August 5 101 0 

August 6 99 0 

August 7 99 0 

August 8 99 8 

August 9 100 64 

August 10 98 67 

August 11 97 61 

August 12 98 5 

 

Late Filed Exhibit No. 30. 
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Generally, Liaisons provided daily coverage from approximately 7:00 a.m. until 

10:00 p.m.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-27, Attachment 3, p. 341.  Eversource did 

not provide overnight liaison coverage, but instead gave to municipalities a landline 

telephone number for the reporting of issues that arose outside of the standard hours.  

Id.   

 

All towns were assigned a primary liaison to be the main point of contact with the 
municipality.  Response to Interrogatory OCC-10, Attachment 1.  Most towns were also 
assigned one or more supplemental liaisons to assist the primary liaison, with 47 towns 
receiving only the primary liaison; 52 receiving a primary liaison and one supplemental 
liaison; 28 receiving a primary liaison and two supplemental liaisons; 18 receiving a 
primary and three supplemental liaisons; and 4 receiving a primary and four 
supplemental liaisons.  Response to Interrogatory OCC-10, Attachment 1.  Eversource 
did not provide information about daily assignments of supplemental liaisons. 

 
Although each town received at least one liaison, nearly half of the supplemental 

and primary liaisons were assigned to more than one town. Table 20 below shows how 
many liaisons had responsibilities for more than one town.   

 
Table 20. Primary and Supplemental Liaison Assignments by Number of 

Towns 

 

Number of Liaisons Number of Towns Assigned 

95 1 

62 2 

11 3 

8 4 

4 5 

1 6 

1 7 

1 9 

 
Response to Interrogatory OCC-10, Attachment 1. 

 
On average, approximately half of all Liaisons were assigned to multiple towns, 

with 26 acting as either the primary or supplemental Liaison for 3 or more towns and 
seven covering 5 or more towns.  Id.  Table 21 below show the number of town 
assignments for primary Liaisons.  Fourty-four of the 96 primary Liaisons served as a 
primary liaison for more than one town.  Id.  
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Table 21. Primary Liaison Assignments by Number of Towns 

 

Number of Liaisons Number of Towns Assigned 

52 1 

37 2 

5 3 

2 4 

 
Response to Interrogatory OCC-010, Attachment 1. 

 
 Regarding the background of the Connecticut-based Liaisons, approximately 
one-quarter (30 of 112) were, as their Blue Sky Day job, Community Relations 
Specialists, Account Managers, Account Supervisors, or Account Executives; the 
remaining three-quarters (82 of 112) work in a variety of different backgrounds.  
Response to Interrogatory LCG-511, Attachment 1.  Eversource stated that it selects 
employees to act as liaisons who have experience with, or are in a position that has, 
customer-facing responsibilities, such as attorneys, energy efficiency consultants, and 
regulatory affairs staff.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-152.  The table below 
summarizes the Blue Sky positions of the Liaisons based in Connecticut.  
 

Table 22. Blue Sky Positions of Connecticut-based Liaisons 

 

Position/Department Number of 
Liaisons 

% of 
Liaisons 

Community Relations 13 12% 

Account Executive/Manager/Supervisor 17 15% 

Regulatory 6 5% 

Energy Efficiency 19 17% 

Attorney/Legal Counsel 14 13% 

Other 43 38% 

 
Response to LCG-511, Attachment 1 

 
Of all the liaisons used during Tropical Storm Isaias, Eversource provided the 

prior storms and years experience for 103 of the Connecticut-based Liaisons. Response 
to Interrogatory LCG-571, Attachment 1.  Twenty percent of the Liaisons had 2 years or 
less experience, 15% had 3 - 5 years’ experience, and 65% had 6 or more years’ 
experience as a Liaison.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-571, Attachment 1.   
 

On August 4, 2020, many Liaisons experienced difficulties in fulfilling their 
assigned storm responsibilities; approximately half of the on-duty liaisons were unable 
to complete basic follow-up communications due to the loss of power, internet 
connectivity, and phone and cell tower outages at their personal locations. Response to 
Interrogatory AG-22.  Communications impairment resulted in partial or intermittent 
communication for both liaisons and public officials, most working remotely due to 
COVID-19.  Response to Interrogatory AG-22.  This intermittent connectivity was 
resolved by assigning a replacement liaison or moving the liaison to a company facility 
with connectivity.  Id.  Eversource stated that community liaisons who lost power were 
supposed to travel to an Eversource facility or to find a substitute/replacement liaison.  
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Id.  In total, 23 towns saw liaisons reassigned out of the town for a number of reasons, 
including power or internet outages, attending to family matters, and illness.  Response 
to Interrogatory RSR-11, Attachment 1.  Eversource insisted that at no time was a 
community provided a liaison who was inhibited by power loss. Id. Eversource did 
concede, however, that when town liaisons experienced lost power, internet connectivity 
and/or cellular service, communications between the Liaisons and associated towns 
served were impaired.  Arsego, Andino, & Hopkins-Staten PFT, p. 13.  This admission 
is especially significant given that, specifically during the first three days of the response 
to Tropical Storm Isaias, approximately 45% of assigned liaisons lost power or internet. 
Response to Interrogatory LCG-169.   
 

The following table lists the number of community liaisons affected by power 
interruptions who were subsequently relocated to work from Eversource facilities.   
 

Table 23. Eversource Liaison Power Interruptions 

 

Date 
Liaisons 

Interrupted 
Liaisons on 

Duty 
% Liaisons 
Impacted 

August 4 59 119 50% 

August 5 60 119 50% 

August 6 57 119 48% 

August 7 46 63 73% 

August 8 38 39 97% 

August 9 26 118 22% 

August 10 14 62 23% 

August 11 13 62 21% 

August 12 9 62 15% 

August 13 6 118 5% 

 
Id.; Response to Interrogatory LCG-150. 

 
One key function of a town liaison is to collect blocked road forms from the 

municipality to which it is assigned.  Eversource ERP, p. 53.  Eversource stated that the 
flow of information among towns, their liaisons, and the Eversource response 
management team, broke down during the company’s response to Tropical Storm 
Isaias under the high volume of these requests.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-136. 
This reporting of blocked roads is a manual process where the Liaison receives a 
written or emailed form from a town official designating the location and priority ranking 
of each wire down or blocked road, which is then entered into the company’s outage 
management system (OMS).  Response to Interrogatory LCG-136.  Eversource claimed 
that its manual process required Liaisons to validate each instance prior to entry into 
OMS to ensure that: (1) the information was accurate; (2) the event involved the 
company’s facilities; and (3) the entry was not a duplicate entry already entered into the 
OMS. Id.   
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Eversource also encourages town officials to call in blocked roads and FPS-2 
and FPS-3 wires down events through dedicated dispatch telephone numbers. 
Response to Interrogatory LCG-471.  Events called in through the dispatch line are 
entered by dispatch into OMS. Id.  This dual reporting system thus requires written 
forms to be validated so that duplicate entries are not made into OMS.  Id. 

 
Ultimately, Eversource received reports of 2,365 blocked road locations across 

130 towns that it validated for entry into OMS.  Response to Interrogatory RSR-41.  On 
August 7, 8, and 9, 2020, Eversource dedicated 33 Liaisons to perform this validation 
task.  Id.  Eversource stated that the time it took to complete this task resulted in 
outdated entries into OMS, since many locations had already been entered by dispatch 
and addressed by crews.  What resulted were entries into OMS that had already been 
resolved.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-136.  This resulted in miscommunications 
between towns and their liaisons. Id.  Ultimately, Eversource itself concluded in an 
internal post storm after action report that the process it used during Tropical Storm 
Isaias for receiving blocked road locations was not adequate to manage the volume it 
received during Isaias and that it needs more staffing for future events of a similar or 
greater magnitude.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-85, Attachment 1, p. 2. 

 
Eversource enables Liaisons to access real-time information from the company’s 

OMS through two main applications: FocalPoint and an internal outage map. Tr. 
12/23/20, pp. 1482 and 1483. FocalPoint provides restoration information such as 
outage events, crew locations, and crew assignments.  Id.  The internal outage map 
enables Liaisons to see information about FPS wires down events that have been 
recorded in the OMS. Tr. 12/23/20, p. 1483.  Liaisons could also access information 
from the Operations Organization through Liaison Unit Leaders.  Response to 
Interrogatory LCG-97.  During Tropical Storm Isaias, however, Eversource reported 
difficulties in conveying restoration information due to a new restoration and recovery 
strategy that had crews perform restoration along the length of the circuit.  Response to 
Interrogatory LCG-473.  This strategy apparently limits the tracking of specific 
restoration work information, such as crew dispatch time and trouble spot location, 
which limited the detailed restoration information that Liaisons could formerly see in 
FocalPoint.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-473.  Under traditional event-based 
restoration strategy, OMS tracks when and where crews are dispatched in real-time and 
Liaisons are able to retrieve information and share that information with municipalities.  
Response to Interrogatory LCG-473.  Therefore, the limitations of Eversource’s new 
restoration and recovery strategy, coupled with the large volume of information being 
entered into OMS by Eversource as it received FPS calls, led to a lag in OMS data 
behind real-time events.  Id.  As a result, liaisons faced difficulties conveying timely 
information to municipalities.  Id. 
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a. Analysis and Determination 
 
As discussed above, the relevant standards of acceptable performance for 

Eversource’s liaison program before, during, and after an emergency include, but are 
not limited to: providing accurate and timely information to local and state partners; 
ensuring coordination of response and restoration activities with municipalities; 
providing information sufficiently detailed to enable town emergency response functions; 
and securing a sufficient number of resources, including liaisons, to facilitate response 
and restoration efforts.   
  

Before the onset of a major storm, Eversource liaisons typically communicate 
with local and state officials via phone calls and formal emergency preparedness 
briefings.  Arsego, Andino, & Hopkins-Staten PFT, pp. 11-14. Eversource considers 
these emergency preparedness and response briefings as a key means to fulfilling its 
obligations both pre-storm (during preparedness) and post-storm (during response ad 
recovery).  Id., pp. 11-14.  Nonetheless, Eversource sent only one preparedness 
briefing before the onset of Tropical Storm Isaias on July 31, 2020.  Notably, the July 
31, 2020 briefing did not include a predicted event level classification.  Eversource 
released no additional emergency briefings until 6:15 p.m. on August 4, at which time it 
released its classficiation for Tropical Storm Isaias as an Event Level 4. 

 
As outlined in Section III.A.4., Eversource failed to timely relay to public officials 

its event level escalations in the briefings.  Two hours after the issuance of the August 

4, 2020 briefing, Eversource changed its classification to an Event Level 3, but did not 

share that information in its public briefings until nearly 14 hours later.  Id., p. 5.  This 

pattern repeated when Eversource escalated its event classification to Event Level 2 on 

the evening of August 5, but waited 14 hours to share this information in its emergency 

briefings.  All three briefings, on August 4, 5, and 6, were untimely and inaccurate; thus, 

failing the relevant standard of acceptable practice.   

 

The Authority further finds that Eversource’s liaison program consistently 

provided untimely and inaccurate information to town officials, resulting in a wholesale 

failure of the program to meet its obligation to coordinate with municipalities and to 

provide them with suffient information to enable their emergency response functions.   

 

Indeed, numerous towns reported that they were unable to receive specific 
restoration (e.g., crew location, outage locations, daily restoration plans, etc.) and 
damage assessment information from Eversource.  Tr. 12/14/20, pp. 11, 24, 25, 28, 29, 
31, 34, 42, 54, 133; Tr. 12/15/20, p. 386, Monroe PFT, p. 2; Westport PFT, p. 3; CCM 
PFT, p. 5.  Towns also reported that the information provided, when provided, was 
inaccurate.  Tr. 12/14/20, p. 32, 114, 115.  Additionally, towns reported that Eversoruce 
specifically did not provide accurate or timely road clearing information in general, nor in 
regard to addressing downed poles and wires.  Towns’ Response to Interrogatory RSR-
68, p.2 and 3; Tr. 12/14/20, p. 25, 29, 33, 35, 167, 170; Tr. 12/15/20, p. 387, 436; OCC 
Brief, Exhibit B.  Towns further testified that Eversource failed to communicate reliably 
and to address municipal priorities, such as the restoration of critical facilities and 
locations identified by the town as a priority. Tr. 12/14/20, p. 27, 28-30, 33, 35, 38, 39, 
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48, 109-110, 124 – 125, 128, 130, 132 and 133; Tr. 12/15/20, p. 388; Monroe PFT, p. 2. 
Conversely, towns also testified that more timely and actionable information was 
provided during previous storm responses.  Tr. 12/14/20, p. 48, 110, 113.  Eversource 
itself acknowledged that it was unable to provide town-specific information regarding 
crew locations and damage assessment in the early days of its Tropical Storm Isaias 
response.  Tr. 12/23/20, p. 1449.     
 

Furthermore, on several occasions, Eversource promised work crews that did not 
materialize, directly impacting the towns’ ability to perform their emergency response 
functions.  OCC PFT, Exhibit B; Towns PFT, p. 18.  On other occasions, Eversource 
simply failed to respond to the towns’ requests for Make Safe crews.  Towns PFT, pp. 7-
10; CCM PFT, p. 6 

 

As is evidenced by the numerous examples cited above, and the voluminous 

number of comments and complaints filed in this docket, the information provided by 

Eversource’s liaison program to town officials was neither timely nor accurate and did 

not allow their town emergency response efforts to function effectively.  Ultimately, 

Eversource failed to meet its standards of acceptable performance for coordinating with 

and providing timely and accurate information to state and local officials. 

 

Based on the Authority’s review and analysis of the record evidence, the root 

cause of Eversource’s failure to provide timely and accurate information to 

municipalities that would have appropriately enabled the towns’ emergency efforts was 

Eversource’s failure to secure an adequate number of liaisons to meet the needs of 

towns.   

 

Eversource failed to account for the number of municipal priorities that should 

have been reasonably expected for an event like Tropical Storm Isaias.  Eversource 

reported that 2,365 blocked road entries were made from 130 towns as a result of the 

storm.  Response to Interrogatory RSR-41.  Eversource also reported that it responded 

to 2,431 FPS-2 events, 2,273 FPS-3 events, and 860 critical facility restorations over 

the course of its storm restoration.  Eversource 30-Day Report, p. 5.  While these 

numbers are significant, the Authority also notes that Tropical Storm Isaias was not 

particularly unique regarding the number of outages and troubles spots compared with 

past major storm events.  Table 24 compares the total outages, damage locations, and 

broken poles the company experienced in its past storms with Tropical Storm Isaias. 

 

Table 24. Historical Storm Damage and Outages 

 

 Isaias Sandy 2011 
Nor'easter 

Irene 

Peak Outages 632,632 496,769 807,228 671,000 

Total Outages 1,152,038 856,184 1,358,718 1,000,728 

Trouble Spots 21,669 16,460 25,566 16,101 

Broken Poles 2,506 2,763 856 707 

 

Eversource 30-Day Report, p. 76. 
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As the table shows, the level of damage roughly aligns with past major storm 

events.  The impetus for the town liaison process was the 2011 storms (Nor’easter and 

Irene); resulting in the current communications and coordination standards of 

acceptable performance outlined in Section III.D.1.a.  Performance Standards Decision, 

Appendix A, pp. 5 and 6; 2011 Storms Decision, p. 34.  Based on the evidence provided 

in the record, the needs of municipalities in response to Tropical Storm Isaias were not 

dissimilar in scale to previous major storms, which led to the creation of the liaison 

program.  In short, Eversource’s liaison program was supposed to be designed to 

anticipate and respond to just such an event.     
 

Eversource began its storm restoration process with only 133 available liaisons, 

of which 103 were active.  Further, 20% of its liaisons had two or less years of 

experience as a municipal liaison, and nearly half of the primary liaisons were assigned 

to more than one town.  For comparison, Eversource deployed approximately 90 and 

100 liaisons during Storm Irene and the 2011 Nor-easter, respectively.  2011 Storms 

Decision, p. 34.  The Authority at that time identified numerous deficiencies in the 

company’s town liaison program.  Id., pp. 34-35.  Eversource's ERP requires that it: (1) 

ensures it has sufficient numbers of qualified resources in a timely manner to support an 

efficient restoration process; and (2) scales up those resources as necessary as the 

emergency event escalates.  Eversource ERP, p. 13 and 15.   
 

By contrast, it is UI’s practice to have three liaisons available per town in order to 

provide 24-hour coverage during and after a major storm.  Tr. 12/18/20, pp. 713 and 

715.  As shown in Table 19 above, Eversource never had enough liaisons to cover all 

149 towns it serves; in fact, Eversource only ever had enough liaisons (103) to cover 

69% of the towns they serve with one liaison. 
 

Eversource also failed to account for the foreseeable impact of the COVID-19 

pandemic on the connectivity of liaisons working from home.  As discussed elsewhere 

in this Decision, the impact of the pandemic on the utility’s operations in Connecticut 

should have been well understood many months prior to the onset of Tropical Storm 

Isaias.  In fact, Eversource informed towns of the remote work status of their liaisons, 

but failed to account for the potential loss of connectivity.  Response to LCG-156, 

Attachment 1.  Indeed, approximately 50% of municipal liaisons experienced 

connectivity issues.   
 

The Authority received testimony from municipalities that liaison substitutions, 

frequently caused by connectivity issues, proved troublesome.  For example, Bethel 

testified that the municipal liaison process broke down and that Eversource was 

unresponsive to real-time information being provided by the town.  The Authority 

reviewed Eversource’s liaison staffing and found that the municipal liaison for Bethel 

had experienced a power outage and was providing support strictly by telephone until a 

supplemental liaison with power was provided on August 6, 2020.  Response to 

Interrogatory RSR-11, Attachment 1.  The Authority sought specific information 

regarding the time of day when liaisons were replaced and other relevant information 

that may have shown how liaisons were inhibited in their ability to perform their roles 
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due to a loss of connectivity, but this was not provided in the information supplied by 

Eversource.  Response to Interrogatory RSR-11; Response to Interrogatory LCG-169. 
 

Additionally, the Authority notes that a large percentage of the liaisons used to 

supplement the municipal liaison program are not communications or account 

management professionals.  As shown in Table 22 above, roughly 27% of Eversource 

municipal liaisons are Community Relations Specialists, Account Manager/Supervisor, 

Account Executives, or another customer-facing role.  Conversely, 83% of UI’s 

municipal liaisons hold permanent positions within the Customer Service department. 

The Authority finds that this lack of primary experience dealing with communities may 

have contributed to Eversource’s deficient performance.  In 2011, the Authority noted 

that liaisons need to have a pre-established relationship with towns and that the current 

structure may not allow for those relationships to develop.  2011 Storms Decision, p. 34. 
 

The Authority finds that Eversource did not meet standards of acceptable 
performance for providing sufficient resources to manage the town liaison process, 
resulting in a failure to provide timely and accurate information, to coordinate response 
and restoration activities, and to provide detailed information to enable town emergency 
response functions.  This failure to meet these standards caused great harm to 
municipalities and their residents, particularly in the first 48 hours of the storm response, 
as towns are entirely dependent on Eversource for information about restoration 
activities, road clearing, and other outage-related information that is crucial to their 
ability to ensure public safety.   

 

Further, based on the record evidence, the Authority can only conclude that 

assigning liaisons to more than one town is insufficient during storms of Event Level 3 

or higher.  Accordingly, the Authority will order Eversource to set the level of required 

liaisons at 160 for Event Level 3 or higher in its ERP.   
 

4. Eversource Performance – Make Safe and Priority Call Response 
 

Eversource defines public safety events in three classes, which overlap with Fire, 
Police, and Safety (FPS) call classifications, described supra. 

 

Table 25. Eversource Priority Classifications 

 

Priority 1 (FPS 1) Immediate life threatening situation 

Priority 2 (FPS 2) A situation hindering emergency 
operations (e.g., firefighting or rescue) but 
is not immediately life threatening but may 
prevent future rescue or emergency 
responders from responding to a threat.  A 
Make Safe blocked road is an example. 

Priority 3 (FPS 3) Any electrical hazard such as downed 
wires, with no immediate threat to life or 
property. 

 

Eversource 30-Day Report, p. 66. 
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FPS-2 calls meet the definition of a blocked road according to the Make 
Safe/Blocked Road Protocol in the ESF-12 Annex, but also includes other situations 
that hinder emergency operations.  FPS-3 calls are typically road clearing activities that 
consist of down electrical facilities in the public right-of-way that do not meet the Make 
Safe definition of blocked road.   

 
Table 26. ESF-12 Make Safe Protocol – Priority Categories 

 

Priority No. Definition 

High 1 Support to Search and Rescue and other lifesaving resources 

2 Critical life sustaining facilities (i.e. hospitals, nursing homes, 
other) 

3 Additional life sustaining facilities (i.e. emergency feeding and 
sheltering sites, local distribution points, other) 

4 Critical community support facilities (I.e. police, fire, EMS, and 
emergency management sites, other) 

5 Longer term sustaining facilities (I.e. water treatment and 
sewage facilities, electrical facilities critical for power 
restoration, other) 

6 Remaining critical facilities (I.e. critical communication nodes) 

Medium 7 Major traffic routes including interstate highways and ramps 

8 Major waterways essential to commerce and major flood 
drainage ways 

Low 9 Other roads 

 
ESF-12 Annex, p. 37. 

 
In responding to FPS and all other trouble locations during the restoration 

process, Eversource categorizes field restoration crew assignments (both line and tree 
crews) as either “outage” or “non-outage” trouble locations.  Response to Interrogatory 
RSR-7.  All FPS priority calls are classified as “non-outage” so they can be tracked by 
the company separately.  Id.  Each trouble location is given a unique ticket in the 
company’s outage management system, and the company assigns a crew to a single 
trouble location at a time, with often more than one crew assigned to a single trouble 
location.  Id.  Make Safe locations are very often also associated with outages.  Id.  
When this is the case, two tickets would be created in OMS for a Make Safe location: 
one to deal with make safe work, which would be classified as a “non-outage” event in 
OMS, and one to address the outage, which would be classified as an “outage” event in 
OMS.  Id.   
 

Under the Make Safe/Blocked Roads protocol, the municipality prepares a listing 
of blocked roads and priorities, which it submits to the community liaison.  Id.  For a 
blocked road to qualify for Make Safe work according to the Protocol, it must meet two 
criteria: that the road is impassable, and that there is no reasonable alternative access.  
Id. The priority of FPS calls is determined by the municipal fire, police, or operator 
making the call.  Eversource ERP, p. 37.  Further, Eversource’s ERP recognizes that 
emergency response is a traditional function of the government and that the company 
must plan and coordinate its storm response duties accordingly.  Id. 
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 The process for town officials to notify Eversource of FPS-2 and Make Safe 
blocked roads generally begins by the municipality providing a list to its liaison.  The 
community liaison then inputs that list into the company’s OMS system.  Id.  The 
Blocked Road forms that municipal officials provide to the liaison are standardized 
according to the Make Safe Protocol established in the ESF-12 Annenx.  This form 
includes fields for recording pertinent information about the location of the blocked road, 
such as street address, and whether there are wires down, broken poles or other 
relevant information. ESF-12 Annex, p. 46. Eversource also directs municipal officials to 
call in the information to the dedicated FPS-2 phone number.  Response to 
Interrogatory RSR-6; Response to Interrogatory 156, Attachment, 1 p. 8.  
 
 Over the course of the storm response, Eversource received and responded to 
265 FPS-1 events, 2,431 FPS-2 events, and 2,273 FPS-3 Events.  Eversource 30-Day 
Report, p. 68.  Of the 265 FPS-1 Events, Eversource received 156 on August 4, 2020, 
and over 200 within the first 48 hours.  Id.  Of the 2,487 FPS-2 wire down calls 
Eversource received over the course of the storm, Eversource received 1,943 (roughly 
80%) of them from August 4, 2020 through August 6, 2020, or within the first 48 hours 
of the onset of Tropical Storm Isaias.  Response to Interrogatory RSR-8SP01, 
Attachment 1.  Of those, 1,804 were received on either August 4, 2020 or on August 5, 
2020.  Id.  The average time for an Eversource crew to arrive at the site for FPS-2 calls 
taken on August 4, 2020 or August 5, 2020 was 19 hours.  Id.  Almost 4% of these calls 
were responded to after 48 hours, 12.75% after 36 hours, and 25% after 24 hours.30  Id.   
 
 Of the 2,273 FPS-3 calls Eversource received over the course of its storm 
response efforts, it received 1,856 (roughly 80%) such calls from August 4, 2020 
through August 6, 2020, or within the first 48 hours of the onset of Tropical Storm Isaias.  
Response to Interrogatory RSR-8SP01, Attachment 1.  Over the course of Eversource’s 
storm response, the average response time for FPS-3 events was 37.75 hours.  Of the 
1,762 FPS-3 calls that Eversource received on either August 4, 2020 or August 5, 2020, 
the average response time was 45 hours. Id.  Almost 37% of these calls were 
responded to after 48 hours, 52% after 36 hours, and 64% after 24 hours.31  Id.   
 

a. Analysis and Determination 
 

Over the course of its response to Tropical Storm Isaias, Eversource states that it 
responded to 50% of FPS-2 events within 16 hours and nearly 100% within 48 hours.  
Response to Interrogatory RSR-8SP01, Attachment 2, p. 1.  Eversource states it 
responded to nearly 50% of FPS-3 events within 24 hours and 80% within three days.  
Id., p. 3. 
 

                                            
30 The Authority discarded 13 calls because they had response times that occurred before the call 

indicating some kind of error or otherwise unreliable record.  Response to Interrogatory RSR-8SP01, 
Attachment 1. 

31 The Authority discarded 13 calls because they had response times that occurred before the call 
indicating some kind of error or otherwise unreliable record.  Response to Interrogatory RSR-8SP01, 
Attachment 1. 
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The Authority reviewed Eversource’s own records of when it cleared FPS-2 
events for the towns who were intervenors in this proceeding.  The Authority finds that 
the following percentage of total FPS-2 events were resolved on August 8, 2020, or 
later: Monroe 53%; New Fairfield, 43%; Bethel, 71%; Newtown, 39%; Ridgefield, 50%; 
and Westport, 71%.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-403, Attachment 1, pp. 1, 10-12, 
14, and 18.  Statewide, Eversource cleared 51% of the total number of FPS-2 incidents 
it had recorded on or after August 8, 2020.  Id., pp. 1-20.  This means that more than 
50% of blocked roads lasted 4 days or more and, significantly, it means that 
Eversource’s claim that 100% of FPS-2 event were addressed within 48 hours is 
patently false.   
 

Eversource also points to the Authority’s own report that stated that there is no 
bright-line rule regarding Make Safe protocol, and that there is a need to balance Make 
Safe work with other restoration work.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-11, Attachment 
1, p. 37.  Indeed, the plain language of the ESF-12 Annex does allow flexibility as 
circumstances warrant.  ESF-12 Annex, p. 20.  However, Eversource takes the 
Authority’s report out of context, as it applied to a dispute between the Town of Fairfield 
and UI regarding expanding the definition of a Make Safe Blocked Road.  Response to 
Interrogatory LCG-11, Attachment 1, pp. 36-37.  Specifically, the report addressed 
whether allocating more than two crews to each town that requests them, as ordered in 
the ESF-12 Annex, is appropriate.  In other words, the full context of the Authority’s 
report reveals that flexibility is certainly allowed in balancing Make Safe work and 
restoration efforts, but that flexibility is only allowed within the framework established by 
the Make Safe protocol and the minimums of acceptable performance outlined therein, 
namely that one Make Safe resource be designed to each town as requested and that 
public safety priorities must, generally, be addressed first.  Id.  

 
Further, in its Pre-Filed Testimony, Eversource asserts that the qualification in 

the ESF-12 Annex that acknowledges that EDCs “may repair or restore a ‘lesser’ priority 
facility before a higher priority facility in order to meet higher priority needs” was 
particularly important during its response to Tropical Storm Isaias because the event 
was so devastating and widespread so as to necessitate work in all 149 towns it serves, 
and further that the COVID-19 pandemic introduced new critical needs that do not 
necessarily fit within the traditional response priorities.  Eversource 30-Day Report, p. 4; 
Response to Interrogatory AG-1, Attachment 1, pp. 23 and 24.   

 
The Authority finds these arguments invalid as the ESF-12 Annex and ERPs 

were designed in response to similar events in terms of number of trouble spots and 
outages.  Further, both the ERP and the ESF-12 protocols were designed to effectively 
operate, and to be followed, for storms of even greater magnitude, as is evidenced by 
the Event Level 1 classification included in the ERP.  Simply put, nothing in either the 
ERP or the ESF-12 Annex indicates that a different set of priorities or standards should 
be followed for more impactful storms.  Further, the Authority finds that the COVID-19 
pandemic should not have had an impact on Eversource’s ability to follow the ESF-12 
Make Safe protocols.  The company’s ability to properly procure sufficient resources 
and to ticket and assign FPS events to the procured crews was unaffected by the 
pandemic.  The only impact on the Make Safe process that can reasonably be attributed 
to the pandemic is the interruption of communication between the liaisons and the 
towns.  However, the Authority finds that the interruption of such communication should 
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have been anticipated and contingencies planned for by the emergency preparedness 
professionals employed by Eversource as the impact of the pandemic was well known 
by August 4. 2020. 

 
Further, and most importantly, the Authority finds that any impact the pandemic 

had on the Make Safe process, which the Authority reiterates should have been 
anticipated and planned for, was negligible, particularly in comparison to the issues 
presented by the sheer lack of available crews.  Any new or different critical needs 
resulting from the pandemic could have been addressed with the proper number of 
Make Safe crews.  Further, Eversource met with municipalities in May of 2020, as well 
as DEMHS and PURA in June of 2020 to discuss among other things, emergency 
response and Make Safe coordination during pandemic conditions.  Response to 
Interrogatory LCG-156, Attachment 1. Response to Interrogatory LCG-159, 
Attachments 3 and 4.  There was little concern noted about Make Safe operations other 
than outside crews being reluctant to travel through New York City during the pandemic.  
Id., Attachment 4, p. 2.  In the meeting wtih the municipalities in May 2020, Eversource 
made only general statements that there may be changes to emergency response due 
to COVID-19 conditions, but otherwise made no specific alterations to its Make Safe 
process.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-156, Attachment 1.  If the Authority can 
conclude anything from the impact of the pandemic on Eversource’s performance 
regarding Make Safe protocols, it is that the pandemic should have, in and of itself, led 
Eversource to be even more conservative in its preparation for Tropical Storm Isaias 
than previously directed by the Authority, and discussed elsewhere in this Decision (i.e., 
led to an earlier and more aggressive crew procurement strategy). 
 

Eversource makes additional claims that towns reported roads as blocked even if 
they did not meet the definition of a Make Safe Blocked Road as defined in the ESF-12 
Annex.  Reply Brief, p. 40.  In support of this claim, Eversource points to blocked forms 
submitted by municipalities, or those forms filled out by town liaisons.  Responses to 
Interrogatories RSR-7SP01, Attachment 1, and RSR-7SP02, Attachments 1-3.  The 
Authority has reviewed these forms and finds that many appear to be filled out 
according to the prescribed priority code indicated by the ESF-12 Annex.  There are 
some which either ignore the priority column entirely or enter what might appear to be 
designations, comments, or a different coding system than is prescribed.  Nevertheless, 
the locations and other columns appear, on the whole, to be clear and descriptive.  
Further, Eversource itself experienced that its own liaisons were providing lists to work 
centers that were not properly filled out.  Eversource 60-Day Report, p. 10.  In fact, 
Eversource acknowledged that its own system for tracking blocked roads in response to 
Tropical Storm Isaias was not equipped to keep such an extensive list up-to-date and 
that users subsequently lost confidence in the list.  LCG-85, Attachment 1, p. 2.  
Eversource also acknowledged that it did not have adequate staffing to manage the 
number of blocked road reports.  LCG-85, Attachment 1, p. 2.  Also, the fact that 
multiple towns testified to having cleared roads without electrical facilities blocking the 
road would indicate that the towns generally understand the difference in the different 
types of blocked roads and actively worked to address blocked road that did not require 
Eversource crews.  Purcaro PFT, p. 2.   

 
The Authority also notes that both the Make Safe protocol and its ERP do not 

grant Eversource the responsibility to identify Make Safe blocked roads, but rather 
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delegate that responsiblility to the municipality, for a reason.  The towns are best 
equipped to understand which roads are blocked throughout its town and determine 
what is passable for emergency vehicles.  Indeed, Eversource acknowledges that 
municipalities are best equipped to identify Make Safe Blocked Roads.  Rebuttal 
Testimony, p. 10.  Eversource’s argument is belied by its own experience.  Eversource 
acknowledged that during the initial response period its own initial response (Make Safe 
work and restoration of critical facilities) was hindered by the significant amount of tree 
damage in roadways.  Eversource 30-Day Report, p. 71.  Since community liaisions 
assisted mulitple towns as part of their assignments, Eversource failed to provide a 
dedicated liaison to municipalities to sort through the massive amount of blocked roads.   

 
Further, towns are inherently incentivized to ensure the accuracy of the blocked 

road list, as entering additional, incorrect blocked road information would impede the 
speed at which the other blocked roads in the town would be addressed.  No record 
evidence was presented to support the finding that towns would take action that 
inherently subverts their own interest in addressing public safety concerns with utmost 
urgency and efficiency.  Ultimately, it is clear that any accidential mischaracterizations 
of Make Safe blocked roads were, at most, marginal in comparison to the sheer lack of 
available Make Safe crews, and further were either caused by or exascerbated by the 
deficiencies in the municipal liaison process, the manual nature of current Make Safe 
blocked road reporting process, or Eversource’s company policy, which notably does 
not exist in its ERP or the ESF-12 Annex, to first verfy Make Safe blocked roads.  The 
Authority finds that the approach taken, as well as the processes employed by 
Eversource, both in terms of the number of liaisons Eversource provided and its manual 
process for logging blocked roads, did not scale to the severity of Tropical Storm Isaias. 
 

Eversource further contends that the Make Safe protocol does not obligate the 
company to dedicate a Make Safe line crew to each municipality.  Reply Brief, p. 43.  
Eversource states in order for Eversource to send a crew, a municipality must first 
experience a qualifying Make Safe incident, record the Make Safe location(s) in the 
standard form and ranked appropriately, and submit it to Eversource; only then is 
Eversource obligated to send a crew to the location according to its availability and after 
weighing all town priorities.  Reply Brief, p. 44; Response to Interrogatory LCG-471, 
Attachment 2.   
 
 Eversource greatly downplays its responsibilities in the Make Safe process in the 
framing of its arguments.  First, once Eversource receives a blocked road form from a 
municipality, it is obligated to perform three tasks: (1) mobilize the necessary resources; 
(2) assign resources to town or location; and (3) address all priority scenarios.  ESF-12 
Annex, p. 38.  Eversource claims it properly prioritized FPS events along with 
restoration activities, but that it simply did not have enough resources to assign and 
address the priority scenarios in a timely manner, especially in the first 48 hours, as is 
evidenced by the average response time of 19 hours for FPS-2 events that occurred on 
August 4 and 5, 2020.  Further, there is clear evidence that demonstrates that 
Eversource knew of the need by towns for Make Safe crews and general road clearing, 
and its obligation to provide such resources, but that it barely had the resources to 
respond to FPS-1 and FPS-2 calls within the first two days, let alone dedicate resources 
to each town as was done by UI.  See, e.g., Response to Interrogatory RSR-27, 
Attachment 3, p. 34.  
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At least 130 of its 149 towns requested Make Safe crews within hours of the 

onset of Tropical Storm Isaias.  Response to Interrogatories RSR-41 and RSR-7SP01, 
Attachment 1.  Further, multiple FPS-2 events were identified in each town in these 
initial Make Safe requests.  The ESF-12 Annex clearly indicates that a “dedicated 
resource” must be assigned upon request by towns and that the dedicated resource is 
to be in addition to the town liaison.  Id., pp. 24 and 25.  Thus, the only reasonable 
conclusion that the Authority can reach is that once a town submitted a blocked road 
form in response to Tropical Storm Isaias, Eversource was compelled to provide the 
town with a dedicated Make Safe resource, whether a crew or an additional liaison, in 
accordance with the ESF-12 Annex.  Further, such a resource should reasonably have 
included a line crew, as such a resource is necessary to address Make Safe blocked 
roads.  In the context of Tropical Storm Isaias, it was beyond reasonable to assume 
each town would have need of a Make Safe crew and likely both a dedicated liaison and 
a crew, as is commonplace in UI’s territory.  Further, while not strictly required, a 
reasonably well prepared utility would have anticipated Make Safe requests from all 149 
towns, and proactively planned to assign dedicated resources to each.   

 
In plain terms, this process essentially collapsed during Tropical Storm Isaias.  

Accordingly, the Authority finds that Eversource failed in three key ways regarding its 
Make Safe and safety priority response.  First, and despite clear and consistent 
guidance from the Authority, it failed to bring enough resources to bear in the first 48 
hours to timely and appropriately respond to threats to public safety and meet its public 
safety obligations.  Second, it failed to properly prioritize fire and public safety events 
with the modest resources it did have, based on the direction provided by the 
municipalities.  Third, it failed to relay information timely and properly to town officials 
about what Make Safe and safety priority work it had completed in the early stages of 
the storm response.  
 

In the end, Eversource was not able to meet its obligations under ESF-12 Annex 
Blocked Road Protocol because it simply did not have the adequate resources during 
the crucial initial stages of the response, which were only exacerbated by its own 
failings through the liaison process and Make Safe blocked road form submission 
process.  The Authority finds the aforementioned failures to be unreasonable and not in 
compliance with acceptable standards of performance.  Further, the Authority finds that 
Eversource’s actions, allowing pervasive failures to impact nearly every aspect of Make 
Safe and Safety Priority response, were imprudent.       
 
 The Authority intends to work with the stakeholders in this docket and those 
involved with the ESF-12 process to modify the Make Safe/Blocked Road Protocol.  
Until such a time as a revised Make Safe Protocol has been adopted, however, the 
Authority directs Eversource to include in its storm preparedness resource acquisition 
strategy an allotment to acquire enough line resources and liaisons to dedicate one to 
each potentially affected municipality in its territory who requests such resources.  The 
liaison will be in addition to the town liaison and will be dedicated solely to blocked 
roads, until such a time as the town has relayed to the company that it no longer needs 
a dedicated Make Safe liaison.  This requirement will apply to any predicted event of 
Event Level 4 or higher.  For storms that meet the definition of Event Level 3 or higher 
by number of customer outages, the company shall fulfill the town’s request upon 
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receipt of such request, regardless of the completeness of the submitted form.  
Additional line resources must be made available for municipalities no later than 12 
hours after the storm has left the area.  Additional line resources brought to bear for 
which a town no longer has need may be allocated to restoration or other duties.   

 
5. UI Performance – Liaison Program 

 
During its response to Tropical Storm Isaias, UI employed approximately 50 

customer-facing employees from its Customer Group to act as municipal liaisons.  Tr. 
12/18/20, p. 708.  UI provided at least two liaisons to each town that requested a liaison, 
ensuring that coverage was provided 24/7.  Response to Interrogatory OCC-20, 
Attachment 1.  Similarly, UI did not assign any liaisons to cover more than one town.  Id.  
Further, the over 90% of UI employees who served as a municipal liaison during and 
after Tropical Storm Isaias had done so in prior storms. Response to Interrogatory LCG-
267, Attachment 1.  As a group, employee tenure with UI averaged 15 years, with 83% 
working within the Customer Service and 17% within the Planning and Regulatory 
departments.  Id. 

 
Prior to Tropical Storm Isaias, UI identified employees to fill public liaison roles 

with customer service background, good communication and problem solving skills, 
technical proficiency, and familiarity with UI’s service territory and system. Tr. 12/18/20, 
pp. 711, 717, and 723.  Of the 54 liaisons, 45 (83%) were from the Customer Service 
department and the remaining 17% were from Regulatory and Planning department.  
Response to LCG-267, Attachment 1.  UI also requires role-shadowing experience 
during a storm before assigning a liaison to a municipality. Id., p. 711. UI also involves 
liaisons in storm drills and exercises, and liaisons attend the annual municipal storm 
meetings to interface with their municipal leaders and emergency response personnel. 
Id., pp. 724 and 725. 
 
 Two towns in UI's territory provided testimony in this proceeding. Bridgeport, 
represented by Director of Emergency Management and Homeland Security Scott 
Appleby, reported that the working relationship between the town and the municipal 
liaisons was good despite a lack of timely information from UI.  Tr. 12/23/20, pp. 1503 
and 1504.  Bridgeport stated that the municipal liaison was identified within five minutes 
of its request for a liaison from UI, and immediately after the liaison initiated contact with 
the city.  Response to Interrogatory RSR-94, p. 1.  Bridgeport also reported satisfactory 
communication with the municipal liaison regarding the list of priority locations, even 
though there were delays in restoration to those locations.  Tr. 12/23/20, pp. 1506-1507.  
Overall, Bridgeport agreed that UI worked with town officials prior to the storm to identify 
and maintain an accurate list of critical facilities, and that UI coordinated with town 
officials throughout the restoration period. Id., pp. 1511 and 1512.  Similarly, the Town 
of Easton reported that UI’s liaison system was excellent.  Tr. 12/15/20, p. 395.  
 

a. Analysis and Determination 
 

The Authority finds that UI generally demonstrated acceptable standards of 
performance with regard to its liaison program in response to Tropical Storm Isaias.  
Although information available to liaisons was sometimes delayed, both the City of 
Bridgeport and the Town of Easton testified that the liaisons maintained acceptable 
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communication with both towns throughout the restoration process.  Tr. 12/23/20, pp. 
1503-1504, 1511-1512; Tr. 12/15/20, p. 395.  Additional record evidence also supports 
the finding that regular two-way communication was maintained between the municipal 
liaison and municipal officials throughout the restoration process.  Response to 
Interrogatory RSR-94.  While generally reasonable and in line with acceptable 
standards of performance, the Authority does not preclude itself from finding specific 
actions, and the associated costs, relating to the company’s liaison program to be 
unreasonable and imprudent during its response to Tropical Storm Isaias in future 
proceedings.  
 
 

6. UI Performance – Make Safe and Priority Call Response 
 

UI classifies public safety calls into three categories. 
 

Table 27. UI Priority Classifications 

 

Priority 1 (FPS-1) Imminent danger or risk to life. 

Priority 2 (FPS-2) A situation where conditions are hindering 
emergency operations (e.g., firefighting or 
rescue) but is not immediately life 
threatening but may prevent future rescue 
or emergency responders from 
responding to a threat.  A Make Safe 
blocked road is an example. 

Priority 3 (FPS-3) Any electrical hazard such as downed 
wires, with no immediate threat to life or 
property. 

 
Response to Interrogatory RSR-19. 

 
FPS-1 calls are the highest priority and require immediate action.  UI ERP, p. 8.  

FPS-2 calls meet the definition of blocked road according to the Make Safe/Blocked 
Road Protocol in the ESF-12 Annex, but also includes other situations that hinder 
emergency operations.  FPS-3 calls are typically road clearing activities that consist of 
downed electrical facilities in the public right-of-way that do not meet the Make Safe 
definition of blocked road.  The ESF-12 Annex provides guidance for towns on how to 
prioritize Make Safe and road clearing locations.  This information is presented in Table 
28 below.   
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Table 28. ESF-12 Make Safe Protocol – Priority Categories 

 

Priority No. Definition 

High 1 Support to Search and Rescue and other lifesaving resources 

 2 Critical life sustaining facilities (i.e. hospitals, nursing homes, 
other) 

 3 Additional life sustaining facilities (i.e. emergency feeding and 
sheltering sites, local distribution points, other) 

 4 Critical community support facilities (I.e. police, fire, EMS, and 
emergency management sites, other) 

 5 Longer term sustaining facilities (I.e. water treatment and 
sewage facilities, electrical facilities critical for power 
restoration, other) 

 6 Remaining critical facilities (I.e. critical communication nodes) 

Medium 7 Major traffic routes including interstate highways and ramps 

 8 Major waterways essential to commerce and major flood 
drainage ways 

Low 9 Other roads 

 
ESF-12 Annex, p. 37. 

 
While the ESF-12 Annex definitions of damage priority categories, listed above, 

overlaps with the FPS call classifications to some degree, they are separate and 
distinct.  Such separate, but similar, classifications create the potential for confusion 
with town officials and liaisons, particularly town liaisons that are not community 
relations professionals or familiar with the towns in which they are working.   
  

During all major storm events, calls from municipal police and fire departments 
are received on a dedicated line within UI’s System Operations and are diverted to UI 
PD/FD Call Takers.  To the extent the call is about down wires, the report will be 
entered into OMS and prioritized for dispatch to the Wire Down Supervisor or the Wire 
Down Stand-By personnel.  UI ERP, p. 306.  More generally, it is the responsibility of 
the PD/FD Supervisor to manage the PD/FD Call Takers to ensure that UI answers all 
calls and that the high priority calls are given to the Operations Section Chief.  Id., p. 
313.  UI’s ERP calls for four PD/FD Call Takers for Event Level 3 events, such as 
Tropical Storm Isaias.  Id., p. 395. 
 

In response to Tropical Storm Isaias, UI made available at least one Make Safe 
crew to each municipality once it opened its EOC, requested a Make Safe crew, and 
provided a list of blocked roads to UI.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-257.  UI typically 
provided two crews to municipalities during the day shift and one crew during the night 
shift.  Id.  UI had 12 Make Safe crews working on the evening of August 4, 2020, 
immediately after the emergency event. Id.   
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Table 29. UI’s Make Safe Crews during Tropical Storm Isaias 

 

Shift 
Number 

of Towns 

Number of Make 
Safe Crews 
Requested / 

Received 

August 5, 2020 

Day 14 2 Make Safe crews  

2 1 Make Safe crew 

Night 11 1 Make Safe crew 

August 6, 2020   

Day 4 2 Make Safe crews 

2 1 Make Safe crew 

Night 14 1 Make Safe crew 

August 7, 2020   

Day 1 2 Make Safe crews 

9 1 Make Safe crew 

Night 1 2 Make Safe crews 

5 1 Make Safe crew 

August 8, 2020   

Day 3 1 Make Safe crew 

Night 1 1 Make Safe crew 

August 9, 2020   

Day 1 1 Make Safe crew 

 
Response to Interrogatory LCG-258. 

 
Make Safe crews and town public works crews/officials were coordinated through 

the municipal liaison.  Id.  The municipality provided the muster time and location to UI 
crews. Id.  The company did not track when Make Safe events were completed. 
Response to Interrogatory RSR-7. 

 
The total number of FPS calls UI received and responded to during its Tropical 

Storm Isaias response, including the average time it took each crew to arrive on scene, 
is presented in Table 30. 

 
Table 30. UI FPS Calls Received and Response Times 

 

Call Type Total Calls Average Time to Arrive at 
Site (hrs) 

FPS 1 21 7.5 

FPS 2 530 80.4 

FPS 3 237 19.0 

 
Response to Interrogatory RSR-19. 
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UI’s ERP makes clear that “[r]estoration of service to previously designated 
public emergency service institutions such as major hospitals, evacuation centers, as 
prioritized by municipal officials” should be one of UI’s first priorities in response to any 
storm event.  UI ERP, p. 18.  Bridgeport provided testimony that UI did not meet this 
obligation in response to Tropical Storm Isaias, as a set of large senior independent 
living homes that were vulnerable to outages were not restored in a timely manner.  Tr. 
12/23/20, p. 1501.  Specifically, Bridgeport’s testimony states that it raised its concern 
regarding the living community with UI on August 5, 2020, but that it took until Friday, 
August 7, 2020, for the homes to have their power restored.  Id., pp. 1501 and 1502.   

 
Bridgeport also noted a lack of coordination from UI when mustering Make Safe 

crews and city public works crews when, on the morning of August 5, 2020, the 
assigned UI crew was at the opposite side of town and was late to the muster point by 
at least an hour.  Id., p. 1508.  Bridgeport also noted that crews assigned to make safe 
were often taken away from the assignment and moved to other assignments without 
proper notification provided to Bridgeport officials.  Id., p. 1505; Bridgeport Response to 
Interrogatory RSR-94, p. 6 and 9  According to Bridgeport, this occurred first at 
approximately 4:30 p.m. on August 5, 2020, when Bridgeport removed one of two crews 
and stated that the crew will be used for restoration.  Bridgeport Response to 
Interrogatory RSR-94, p. 6.  The remaining crew was scheduled to work until 10:00 
p.m., and to be replaced by another at approximately 10:30 or 11:00 p.m. Id.  That crew 
never arrived and Bridgeport was left without a Make Safe crew from UI that night.  Id.  
Bridgeport had its own public works team ready to pair with UI’s crew that evening.  Id.  
Shortly after midnight on August 6, 2020, UI sent a notification to Bridgeport that it 
would be prioritizing restoration during the day on August 6, 2020, and that most crews 
would be working on restoring power to priority locations and customers.  Id.  
Subsequently, at approximately 8:39 a.m., Bridgeport contacted UI requesting a Make 
Safe crew.  Id., p. 7.  At approximately 9:00 a.m., UI communicated to the city that it 
would not provide a dedicated Make Safe crew to the city, but that it would use 
restoration crews to prioritize Bridgeport Make Safe locations.  Id.    

 
Meanwhile, Bridgeport was attempting to get outage information from UI for 

vulnerable customers in the city.  Id., pp. 6 and 9.  Bridgeport also had significant 
Blocked Road locations.  Id., p. 5.  Bridgeport also asserted that Tropical Storm Isaias 
was different than larger past events such as Superstorm Sandy, in that UI’s field crew 
numbers were potentially too few in the first two days to manage all the damage spots.  
Id. 
 

a. Analysis and Determination 
 

The Authority finds that UI did not meet standards of acceptable performance 
with regard to its Make Safe and Priority call duties.  First, the Authority notes the 
lengthy delays in responding to FPS-1 and -2 events, as presented in Table 30 above.   
The average time it took for UI to arrive on scene for FPS-1 calls was 7.5 hours and the 
average time it took to arrive on scene at FPS-2 events was more than 80 hours.  
Response to Interrogatory RSR-7.  UI stated that in its after-action review of the FPS-1 
calls it had received, only 7 of those calls were actual FPS-1 events, and their response 
to those events was 2 hours and 12 minutes.  Id.  The Authority finds these response 
times wholly inadequate. Considering UI’s position that only a select seven actually 



Docket No. 20-08-03  Page 80  
 

 

qualified as FPS-1 events, the more than two hour response time to those events that 
constituted imminent and life threatening calls is unacceptable.  Second, as is clearly 
indicated in the ESF-12 Annex and in UI’s ERP, it is town emergency responders that 
make the FPS designation, and it is UI’s responsibility to respond immediately, as 
emergency responders can do nothing until the electrical hazard is resolved.  ERP p. 
18; ESF-12 Annex, pp. 20 and 36. Therefore, the Authority must consider in its 
evaluation all FPS-1 calls, regardless of UI’s after-the-fact review.  The Authority 
therefore finds UI’s repsonse times wholly unacceptable. 

 
Regarding the average response time of 80 hours to FPS-2 calls, the Authority 

recognizes that these long response timeframes are mitigated somewhat by the fact 
that UI had directly assigned crews to muster with municipal crews to follow the Make 
Safe protocol.  

 
However, as shown above in the case of Easton and Bridgeport, UI did not 

always have a Make Safe Crew available to with municipal crews.  The Town of Easton 
testified regarding challenges locating Make Safe crews on the first night of the 
restoration, followed by a period of coordinated efforts between municipal crews and UI 
Make Safe crews.  Tr. 12/15/20, pp. 391 – 394.  Bridgeport faced more extensive 
challenges locating Make Safe crews in the first few days of the restoration. Tr. 
12/23/20, pp. 1504 and 1505.  Assigned Make Safe crews abandoned city Make Safe 
crews on August 5, 2020, with no notice from UI.  Bridgeport Response to Interrogatory 
RSR-94, pp. 6.  Further, despite claims that it provided Make Safe crews to the city, UI 
removed very early on the dedicated Make Safe crews from UI, while blocked roads 
remained uncleared.  Id., pp. 6-8.  UI therefore did not meet its obligations regarding the 
Make Safe protocol.  UI did not provide a dedicated Make Safe crew to the city until all 
roads were cleared.  UI did not proactively notify the city that it was removing the crew, 
nor did it provide an estimate for when it would return.  Response to Interrogatory RSR-
94, pp. 6 and 7.  Instead, UI began prioritizing general restoration activities with Make 
Safe crews that had been formerly assigned to the city.  Id.   

 
In summary, the Authority concludes that UI did not act reasonably or meet 

acceptable standards of performance with regard to its public safety obligations in 
responding to FPS-1 calls.  Nor did UI act reasonably in performing its duties with 
respect to Make Safe Protocol, as evidenced by the slow response times, and the 
problems described by Easton and Bridegport. .  Further, UI did not properly prioritize 
Bridgeport’s priority restoration locations, nor did it communicate in a timely and 
accurate manner regarding information sought by Bridgeport to identify these locations.  
Bridgeport testitified that it sought to identify priority locations for UI for restoration of at-
risk communities.  Tr. 12/23/20, pp. 1501 and 1502.  Clearing blocked roads and 
responding to municipal priorities are the highest priority for emergency response, 
second only to immediate life threatening situations.   

 
UI was required by the Make Safe Protocol and its ERP to provide at least one 

Make Safe Crew to Bridgeport to address Make Safe locations.  ESF-12 Annex, p. 22; 
UI ERP, p. 42.  UI’s ERP also requires, as a first priority for public safety, to muster 
Make Safe crews with city crews and open roadways.  UI ERP, p. 18. When UI must 
remove Make Safe crews to address higher priority situations, it must notify the city that 
it is being removed and provide an estimated time of return.  ESF-12 Annex, p. 35.  UI 



Docket No. 20-08-03  Page 81  
 

 

may have been conducting Make Safe work, but it was no longer properly following the 
city’s priority list as evidenced by one of Bridgeport’s highest priorities on Old Town 
Road, which was not resolved for multiple days.  Tr. 12/23/20, p. 1505. 

 
UI’s own ERP clearly states that the company must, as a first measure, restore 

service to those facilities prioritized by municipal officials.  UI ERP, p. 18.  Power was 
restored to other parts of UI’s service territory and to Bridgeport itself in the time it took 
to restore power to the identified senior living community.  Further, Bridgeport attempted 
multiple times to identify other vulnerable customers for internal planning and to develop 
priority restoration locations through the liaison process, but received no response or 
inaccurate information.  Response to Interrogatory RSR-94, pp. 6 and 9.  Bridgeport 
lamented the lack of actionable information as it had no other means to timely identify 
whether vulnerable customers were without power.  Tr. 12/23/20, p. 1524.  Also due to 
poor communications, critical facility restoration of the city’s emergency operations 
center was delayed until August 7, 2020.  Tr. 12/23/20, pp. 1506 and 1507; Response 
to Interrogatory RSR-94, pp 8-10.  The Authority finds that UI did not adequately 
incorporate Bridgeport’s priorities into its reponse efforts.  Further, UI failed to 
communicate timely and accurate information to the city so that it could perform its 
necessary public safety functions. 

 

The Authority expects UI to make improvements to its communications between 
municipal liaisons and Make Safe crews so that in future events there can be better 
coordination, and ultimately more efficient restoration.   
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E. CUSTOMER COMMUNICATIONS, OUTAGE REPORTING, AND COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEMS 
 

1. Standard of Acceptable Performance 
 
The Performance Standards Decision requires that EDCs ensure they have 

adequate staffing for communications during major storm events, particularly for specific 
stakeholder categories, such as media, local officials, and customers.  Performance 
Standards Decision, Appendix A, p. 3.  The EDCs are required to escalate these 
communication staffing levels based on the event level classifications defined in their 
respective ERPs.  Id. 

 
In the Promulgation of the ERP, Eversource’s President of Regional Electric 

Operations, Craig A. Hallstrom, states that, “[t]imely and accurate information for our 
customers and other stakeholders is just as important as a safe and prompt restoration 
of service.”  Eversource ERP, p. 7.  Further, Eversource’s ERP states that 
communications and information systems that enable the company to provide this timely 
and accurate information are designed to be flexible, reliable, and scalable in order to 
function in any type of event, regardless of cause, size, location, or complexity.  
Eversource ERP, p. 63.  Systems should be suitable for emergency operations that are 
limited to a single location or widespread across multiple geographic locations or 
operating companies.  Id.  Communications systems should be applicable and 
acceptable to users, readily adaptable to new technology, and reliable in the context of 
any event to which personnel would be expected to respond.  Id. 

 
According to its ERP, Eversource must also ensure that these systems scale to 

event type, event size, and event complexity.  Id.  Communications channels are 
expected to be scalable and reliable and usable by customers in all types of emergency 
events.  Id.   

 
The importance of communication during and after major stoms is also 

highlighted by Eversource’s Customer Group Emergency Response Plan (CG ERP), 
the most recent version of which was approved and made effective on October 20, 
2016.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-102, Attachment 1, p. 1.  Eversource previously 
developed its CG ERP, which stands as a separate document from the ERP.  Response 
to Interrogatory LCG-102.  The CG ERP identifies processes that Eversource uses to 
address customer communications during an emergency event. The plan recognizes 
that the customer group is primarily responsible for delivering accurate and timely 
customer messaging.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-102, Attachment 1, p. 6.  Further, 
the documentation reiterates the ERP in that the customer group can support ICS 
escalation and can scale to “address multi-geographic outage events of various sizes.”  
Id.  Also, the CG ERP has an internal requirement that the CG ERP should be reviewed 
and approved at least annually by key emergency job position owners to ensure 
accuracy. Id. 

 
 

Similarly, UI’s ERP states that its organizational structure is scalable to adapt to 
storm events of varying magnitudes.  UI ERP, p. 22.  A key standard specified in its 
ERP is that UI must provide stakeholders with timely and relevant communication to 
enable coordination.  Id.  Similar to Eversource, UI recognizes that providing accurate 
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and timely information is as important as any other emergency response activity during 
an emergency.  Id. 
 

2. Eversource Performance 
 
Eversource offers several channels by which customers can contact the 

company during an emergency to report or to inquire about a power outage.  The table 
below shows the channels and the services provided by each option. 
 

Table 31. Eversource Customer Channel Options 

 

Channel Options 

Phones 
(Live Agent) 

Report an outage 
Check outage status 

Phones 
Automated (IVR) 

Report an outage 
Check outage status 

Social Media 
Facebook 
Twitter 
Instagram 

Email Email inquiry 

Website 
Report an outage 
Check outage status 
View outage map and table 

Website Virtual 
Assistant 
(Chat bot) 

Ask questions, website links 

Mobile App 
View and report outage 
View outage map  
Call Eversource 

Two Way Text 
Report an outage - Text OUT 
Check status - Text STAT 

 
Response to Interrogatory LCG-106, Attachment 1. 

 
Over the course of Tropical Storm Isaias, Eversource received nearly 6.9 million 

inbound contacts and initiated more than 5 million outbound contacts.  The below table 
lists customer contacts initiated and received during the storm, broken down by 
communication channel. 
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Table 32. Eversource Customer Contacts by Channel 

 

Channel Contacts 

Phones Live Agent (inbound) 144,031 

Phones (outbound) 903,966 

Concierge Calls (outbound) 7,084 

Phones - Automated (IVR) 164,261 

Social Media 58,252 

Email (outbound) 2,129,675 

Website Outage Reports 1,921,665 

Website Outage Map hits 4,053,033 

Chatbot 91,788 

Virtual Assistant 7,163 

Mobile App Outage Report 315,258 

Two Way Text 140,986 

Text Notifications (outbound) 1,984,023 

FPS2 & 3 Web Portal 2,041 

  

INBOUND 6,840,226 

OUTBOUND 5,083,000 

 
Response to Interrogatory LCG-109, Attachment 1. 

 
Eversource acknowledged that disruptions to its communications systems 

occurred during the Tropical Storm, as well as in its aftermath.  The Company reported 
(1) disruptions for customers attempting to report their outage on its Internet and digital 
channels over the first two days of the event, and (2) overloads on its telephone 
customer call center and IVR reporting systems that resulted because of digital channel 
disruptions (i.e., customers turned to the call center and IVR system when the digital 
channels went down). Kountze & Kokoruda PFT, pp. 14-15; Eversource 30-Day Report, 
p. 94.   

 
The following table depicts the maximum number of available call takers for each 

day of the storm event, the number of calls handled each day (including FPS, IVR, and 
agent handled), and percentage of callers whom abandoned while in queue.  
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Table 33. Eversource Call Data during Tropical Storm Isaias 

 

Date 

Max 
Cust. 
Serv. 
Reps 

ASA 
(s) 

Calls 
Handled 

% 
Abandoned 

Calls 

4-Aug 473 1201 46,205 80% 

5-Aug 526 309 102,145 24% 

6-Aug 349 234 51,648 16% 

7-Aug 348 455 36,289 25% 

8-Aug 304 25 25,349 2% 

9-Aug 300 49 17,050 3% 

10-Aug 392 110 17,034 5% 

11-Aug 388 5 12,248 0% 

TOTAL 526 330 307,968 33% 

 
Responses to Interrogatories LCG-109, Attachment 1, LCG-117, LCG-119. 

 
The figure below depicts information on how inbound telephone calls made to 

Eversource’s call centers and through its IVR system were handled over the course of 
the company’s response to Tropical Storm Isaias. 
 

Figure 6. Handling of Calls Made to Eversource 

 

 
 

Response to Interrogatory LCG-109, Attachment 1. 
 

More than 40,000 calls to agents, or over 70% of total calls to agents, were 
abandoned by customers on August 4, 2020.  Id.  Significant abandoned call rates 
continued post-storm; 23%, 16%, and 24% of calls to agents were abandoned by 
customers on August 5, 6, and 7, 2020, respectively.  Id.  Additionally, customers and 
officials making FPS calls received fast-busy signals, extended wait times, or call quality 
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issues.  Connor PFT, p. 20; Kountze & Kokoruda PFT, p. 14.  Tr. 12/22/20, p. 1245. 
Response to Interrogatory LCG-87, Attachment 1.  Public safety priority calls were 
dropped or experienced quality issues from approximately 2:30 p.m. to 11:30 p.m. on 
August 4, 2020; in other words, issues were experienced both during and immediately 
following the emergency event, which occurred from approximately 2:00 p.m. to 8:00 
p.m.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-87, Attachment 1; Response to Interrogatory 
LCG-135.   
 
 Eversource’s FPS-1 channel was also unavailable for a time on August 4, 2020; 
consequently, emergency events had to be reported by email or through the town 
liaison.  Response to Interrogatory RSR-27, Attachment 3, pp. 16 and 25.  As discussed 
in above, FPS-1 events represent immediate life-threatening situations.  Any 
interruption in the availability of the direct FPS-1 channel presents a serious impediment 
to the company’s obligation to address life-threatening situations as quickly as possible.  
Notably, the Authority was only made aware of the outage in the FPS-1 channel after 
reviewing emails from municipal liaisons included in response to RSR-27; no such 
outage was indicated in the company’s 30-Day Report.  In fact, when asked about any 
outages on its FPS channels, Eversource stated that there were none. Response to 
Interrogatory RSR-19.  Eversource only flagged that callers may have experienced busy 
signals due to congestion on the company’s dedicated line, but argued that callers were 
able to call back immediately and get through.  Id.; Tr. 12/22/20, p. 1219. 

 
Regarding the digital channels (i.e., website, mobile app, and two-way text), 

Eversource reported that on August 4, 2020, inbound customer outage communications 
channels were unavailable or inoperable from between 2:00 to 3:00 p.m., lasting until 
9:00 to 10:00 p.m. on August 4, 2020, due to inadequate system load sizing to handle 
new channels of mobile app and two-way text.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-87, 
Attachment 1; Response to Interrogatory AG-33, Attachment 3, p. 23.  The affected 
channels included the company’s website account page, website outage reporting, two-
way texting, and the mobile application.  Id.  Even the outage map, which was recorded 
as fully operational, was in fact, slow.  Id.  Finally, around 11:00 p.m. on August 4, 2020, 
Eversource increased the database max processing; its digital channel service 
providers, Kubra and AT&T, added additional capacity allowing full operation of the 
systems around the same time.  Id.   
 

However, less than half a day later on August 5, 2020, Eversource's digital 
channels for its account overview, account-based outage reporting, two-way texting, 
and mobile application were once again inoperable or unavailable starting at about 
10:00 a.m. and continuing until 11:30 p.m.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-87, 
Attachment 1.  Both Kubra and AT&T continued to add capacity to the system 
throughout the day to remediate the issue.  Response to Interrogatory AG-33, 
Attachment 3, p. 23.  
 

Eversource attributed these initial overloads of its digital channels and phone 
channels to multiple factors.  First, Eversource states that Tropical Storm Isaias resulted 
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in the highest number of outages and trouble spots since the 2011 Storms,32 causing 
what Eversource termed an “unprecedented and unexpected” number of customer 
interactions.  Connor PFT, pp. 10 and 20.  Second, Eversource states that customers 
seemed to be using multiple channels simultaneously, taking advantage of the ease of 
use of smart phones and computers.  Kountze and Kokoruda PFT, p. 12; 30 Day 
Report, p. 10.  Over the course of the storm, approximately 28% of customers reported 
an outage using multiple channels.  Connor PFT, p. 20.  Third, Eversource claimed that 
an increased number of customers working from home due to the COVID-19 pandemic 
may have caused more customers to use its various outage reporting channels than 
pre-pandemic.  Tr., 12/22/20, pp. 49 and 1248.  Fourth, Eversource had expanded its 
reporting channel offerings since 2017, adding both two-way texting and mobile 
application digital channels and allowing customers to use any preferred form of 
communication. Connor PFT, p. 21. 

 
Eversource also argues that the disruptions experienced by customers on the 

telephone and digital channels do not equate to those channels being “inoperable” or 
“unavailable.”  Connor PFT, p. 20.  Rather, Eversource contends that the systems were 
overloaded and either response times slowed for customers or failed to record customer 
outages.  Id.  Eversource further argues that despite the channel disruptions, the 
company was able to share accurate information with its customers and had no 
disruptions to its outbound system.  Id.  To support its claim, Eversource stated that it 
issued 5 million outbound messages, which included proactive restoration update 
information, as well as information about disruptions to outage reporting channels.  
Connor PFT, p. 18. 

 
Eversource also argues that – for purposes of identifying specific customer 

outages – it does not need nor rely on all customers to report outages in order to 
accurately identify and record outage locations in its OMS. Kountze & Kokoruda, p. 16.  
According to the company, with just 10-15% of customers reporting outages, 
Eversource can use OMS modeling, information from field devices, and other new 
technology to assess the number and location of outages.  Response to Interrogatory 
LCG-123.  Therefore, Eversource contends that the inability of customers to report 
outage information did not result in delays in restoration or in displaying outages.  Id.  
Eversource further argues that increased communication channels to receive and send 
customer information are provided to give customers better feedback during an event, 
but that they are not necessary to map specific outages.  Kountze & Kokoruda PFT, p. 
16. 

 
Prior to the storm, Eversource tested its system to a certain level.  Eversource 

designed its call center and web infrastructure to accommodate 80,000 calls and 
350,000 outage transactions per hour, which is 20% higher than the peaks experienced 
during Superstorm Sandy.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-214.  However, only 47,000 
calls were received in total by the company on August 4, 2020, well below the 80,000 
per hour threshold last tested in 2016. Response to Interrogatory AG-25SP01, 
Attachment 1.  That test also included a stress test on the new phone system’s 

                                            
32 The Authority notes, however, that the 2011 Nor’easter had more trouble spots than Tropical Storm 

Isaias. 
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performance and integration with OMS. Id.  At peak during the test, the IVR successfully 
handled 143,254 calls per hour. Id.  Since 2016, Eversource has not conducted another 
stress test of the phone system.  Id.  Response to Interrogatory AG-25.  In 2017, 2018 
and 2019, Eversource tested the capacity of the internet-based customer reporting 
channels to capacity levels of Hurricane Sandy plus 20%.  Id. 

 
Regarding its participation in emergency event exercises, Eversource stated that 

it performs enterprise-level storm events annually to simulate major storms; however, 
exercises in 2019 and 2020 were both canceled due to real-world events.  Response to 
Interrogatory AG-25.  Eversource was scheduled to participate in GridEx in November 
2019, as well as an internal “GridEx” type exercise in March 2020 to exercise its CG 
ERP.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-505.  The 2019 exercise was cancelled due to a 
gas event in Connecticut and the 2020 exercise was cancelled due to the pandemic.  Id.  
Neither event was rescheduled. 
 

a. Analysis and Determination 
 

Based on the record evidence, the Authority finds that Eversource has not met 
acceptable standards of performance with respect to its customer reporting channels.  

 
The Authority has previously stressed the importance of the company’s actions in 

the first 48 hours of any storm response, particularly the importance of providing 
customers with timely and accurate information to both inform and enable customers to 
make appropriate plans.  Moreover, as stated earlier, the company’s ERP starts by 
asserting that “[t]imely and accurate information for our customers and other 
stakeholders is just as important as a safe and prompt restoration of service.”  
Eversource ERP, p. 7.  Viewed with both directives in mind, the fact that the outage 
reporting system was unusable by customers during 20 out of the first 34 hours 
following the onset of Tropical Storm Isaias is, categorically, a failure.    

 
While Eversource contends that the number of customer interactions caused by 

Tropical Storm Isaias was “unexpected” and “unprecedented,” the company’s ERP was 
designed to ensure that the company be prepared for just such an event and could 
scale to meet the needs of its customers accordingly.  Specifically, Eversource’s ERP 
states that systems designed for use during and after an emergency event should be 
flexible, reliable, and scalable in order to function in any type of event, regardless of 
cause, size, location, or complexity.  Further, it states that such systems should be 
suitable for emergency operations that are limited to a single location or widespread 
across multiple geographic locations or operating companies.  Eversource ERP, p. 63.  
In fact, the company’s ERP was initially developed in response to two storms in 2011 
with a similar number of trouble spots and customer outages as Tropical Storm Isaias. 

 
Eversource specifically points to the number and type of customer interactions as 

“unexpected” due to the combined volume across all of its communications channels 
and the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic.  Contrary to this assertion, however, is 
Eversource’s concession that it was aware well before August 2020 that most 
customers would be at home because of the pandemic.  Tr. 12/22/20, pp. 1249-1250.  
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Indeed, Governor Ned Lamont first issued a Declaration of Public Health and Civil 
Preparedness Emergencies on March 10, 2020.33  That emergency declaration 
extended through the summer and into August 2020, the affects of which the company 
was well aware of as both of the EDCs experienced drastic increases in electricity 
demand from residential customers persisting through the spring and summer of 2020.  
See, Docket Nos. 20-01-01 and 20-01-02.  Put simply, Eversource should have been 
aware that there may be higher usage on its digital and telephone channels as a result.  
Eversource should also have been aware that as customer reports fail to register in one 
channel, the customer will attempt to report outages through other channels based on 
its experience with the November 2017 Storm (and common sense).  Docket No. 16-12-
37, Tr. 12/20/17, p. Similarly, 67. Eversource should have been aware that customers 
interact more with their preferred digital channels, especially mobile based ones like 
texting and mobile apps, since management was aware of this trend following the 
November 2017 storm.  Id.  In short, if the number of customer interactions was at all 
“unexpected” or “unprecedented,” then the failure falls to Eversource for not anticipating 
such an outcome (indeed, emergency events by their nature will include unexpected 
and unprecedented occurences), as the ERP clearly obligates the company to be 
prepared to meet the standards of acceptable performance outlined therein for a storm 
of even greater magnitude than Tropical Storm Isaias. 
 

Eversource also argues that the company’s telephone and digital channels were 
not inoperable or unavailable, as the system was simply overloaded and either 
response times were slowed or the system failed to record customer outages.  Connor 
PFT, p. 20.  The distinction offered by Eversource is meaningless when viewed from the 
perspective of the customers who repeatedly attempted – and failed – to record an 
outage.  Whether the system was inoperable, unavailable, slow, or failing to record 
reported outages, the outcome for customers is the same – frustration and a lack of 
successful communication.  Troubling still is the company’s focus on the semantics of 
its communication systems effectiveness, and not on the real impact the company’s 
subpar communication systems had on customers during and after Tropical Storm 
Isaias.   

 
Over the course of the storm, the company remarks that it sent more than 5 

million outbound messages to customers, the public, state and local officials, and 
emloyees and contractors.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-109, Attachment 1.  Of 
these, roughly 4.8 million were successfully delivered.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-
120, Attachment 1.  Of all the outbound communications delivered, 30%, or nearly 1.5 
million, were automated text, email, or voice messages with typical automated response 
information that is not specific to the storm.  Id. The remaining 3.3 million were storm-
specific messages delivered by phone, email, text or social media.  Id.  These 
messages were sent two or three times daily over the course of the restoration process 
and included such information as general damage levels inflicted on the system by the 
storm, safety information for customers regarding downed wires, information on how to 
report outages, and acknowledgements that outage reporting channels were 

                                            
33 See, Declaration of of Public Health and Civil Preparedness Emergencies, March 10, 2020, 

https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/Office-of-the-Governor/News/20200310-declaration-of-civil-preparedness-
and-public-health-emergency.pdf.  

https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/Office-of-the-Governor/News/20200310-declaration-of-civil-preparedness-and-public-health-emergency.pdf
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/Office-of-the-Governor/News/20200310-declaration-of-civil-preparedness-and-public-health-emergency.pdf
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experiencing disruptions.  Response to AG-37, Attachments 2, 3, and 8.  By August 6, 
2020, Eversource first relayed global ETR information to customers. Id., Attachment 3, 
p. 6.  Eversource began to include such specific information about restoration like the 
number of available crews, starting on the evening of August 6, 2020, via press release, 
and by the evening of August 7, 2020, via phone and text. Id., Attachment 8, p. 10, 
Attachment 2, p. 2, and Attachment 3, p. 6. 

 
While it is true that the company was still able to issue outbound 

communications, it is important to keep in mind a number of things.  First, the raw 
number of messages is indicative of the number of people receiving the message and 
nothing more.  Eversource sent a total of 27 different sets of manual communications 
from August 4 through Augsut 12, 2020, which equates to roughly three distinct sets of 
messages per day.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-120 Attachment 1.  Second, the 
fact that these are issued in the volume they are without disruption is unimpressive in 
itself as Eversource controls when and how such communications are sent.  Therefore, 
while Eversource properly met its standard of acceptable performance for its outbound 
messaging, this does nothing to mitigate the Authority’s findings regarding the 
company’s failure to adequately manage inbound communications.  These are two 
distinct methods and processes of communication, to be treated and evaluated as such. 

 

For appropriate context, it is also helpful to compare Eversource’s call center and 
IVR system performance in comparison with their performance in the 2011 Storms.  In 
2011, Eversource offered three channels for a customer to report outages:  (1) a phone 
call into the contact center; (2) a phone call through its IVR system; or (3) reports 
through its website.  Tr. 12/22/20, p. 1215.  Since 2017, the company added two-way 
texting and a mobile application, both of which allowed for outage reporting and 
monitoring.  Both of these channels were used more frequently than call center and IVR 
services during and after Tropical Storm Isaias.   

 
The tables below illustrate call numbers and standard industry performance 

metrics, such as Average Call Answer (ASA) in seconds and abandoned call rate 
(ACR), or the percentage calls that are abandoned by customers before reaching a 
representative for the two 2011 storms, as well as for Tropical Storm Isaias.   
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Table 34. Storm Irene Call Center and IVR Performance 

 

Date Calls Handled 
(CSRs and IVR)  

ASA 
(s) 

ACR% Peak 
CSRs34 

8/27/11 7,625 50 2.0 35 

8/28/11 387,376 67 2.0 270 

8/29/11 219,930 18 0.7 323 

8/30/11 113,389 10 0.4 395 

8/31/11 93,409 5 0.3 369 

9/01/11 70,702 7 0.2 287 

9/02/11 53,058 18 0.7 284 

9/03/11 28,550 8 0.2 201 

9/04/11 17,408 2 .07 153 

9/05/11 9,172 3 0.1 121 

9/06/11 32,951 191 6.8 145 

 
2011 Storms Decision, pp. 24 and 25. 

 
 

Table 35. 2011 October Nor’easter Call Center and IVR Performance 

 

Date Calls Handled 
(CSRs and IVR) 

ASA 
(s) 

ACR% Peak 
CSRs 

10/28/11 14,747 14 1.3 131 

10/29/11 217,887 196 3.9 197 

10/30/11 234,204 71 1.7 231 

10/31/11 126,012 4 0.1 320 

11/01/11 118,587 6 0.3 361 

11/02/11 100,765 14 0.5 361 

11/03/11 76,177 13 0.4 325 

11/04/11 68,553 40 1.2 334 

11/05/11 47,853 48 1.2 236 

11/06/11 42,655 51 1.7 205 

11/07/11 39,935 7 0.6 387 

11/08/11 22,285 7 0.2 312 

11/09/11 17,772 19 0.7 299 

 
2011 Storms Decision, pp. 25 and 26. 

 
  

                                            
34 “Peak CSRs” represent the number of customer service representatives available. 
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Table 36. Tropical Storm Isaias Call Center and IVR Performance 

 

Date Calls Handled 
(CSRs and IVR) 

ASA 
(s) 

ACR% Peak 
CSRs 

8/4/20 46,785 1156 73 299 

8/5/20 102,491 307 23 474 

8/6/20 51,849 233 16 299 

8/7/20 36,460 451 24 301 

8/8/20 25,485 25 2 275 

8/9/20 17,136 49 3 270 

8/10/20 17,173 90 5 341 

8/11/20 12,385 6 1 336 

8/12/20 3,585 5 1 311 

 
Response to Interrogatory LCG-109, Attachment 1. 

 
Consider the above historical data: despite having more CSRs during Isaias than 

in the 2011 Storms, and despite having a newer IVR system at the time, Eversource 
during the 2011 Storms: (1) handled more calls; (2) saw fewer customers abandoning 
calls; and (3) had a much shorter agent call answer time.  Conversely, in the aftermath 
of Tropical Storm Isaias, not only could customers inquiring about outages not get 
through in a reasonable time, but many FPS calls were dropped, received busy signals, 
or had poor quality, as noted above.  Busy signals, incomplete transactions, slow 
response, and long wait times all negatively affected the customer and emergency 
operators’ experience. 

 
As noted above, the company’s ERP mandates that Eversource ensure that 

these communication systems scale to event type, event size, and event complexity.  
Indeed, the more intense the storm, the more complex the storm, and the more 
damaging the storm, the more crucial these system are for customers.  Customers need 
to know that their outage has been reported.  Customers need to receive accurate 
restoration information.  While the company claims that the outage reporting system 
being down did not impede its restoration efforts, such an assertion obfuscates the true 
usefulness of the system (indeed, if that were the case, the Authority would have a hard 
time justifying the prudence of such a system); rather, the true utility of the outage 
reporting system is in providing customers with timely and accurate information, as is 
required by its ERP.   

 
Additionally, emergency services need to be able to reach operators through the 

emergency channels, particularly in response to more impactful events such as Tropical 
Storm Isaias.  The fact that the FPS-1 channel was down for any amount of time, let 
alone immediately following the storm, and that information regarding an alternative 
means of communicating FPS-1 events was not clearly or timely communicated to all 
local and state leaders, represents a clear threat to public safety.  
 

Therefore, a review of the record evidence yields this finding: the Eversource 
outage reporting channels, customer IVR, and call center channels were not designed 
to be flexible, reliable, and scalable, and did not function properly in response to 
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Tropical Storm Isaias as required by the company’s ERP.  Eversource ERP, p. 63.  
Further, Eversource itself admitted that the digital channel platforms were not scaled to 
meet the demand of larger transactional volumes associated with Tropical Storm Isaias.  
Response to AG-33, Attachment 3, p. 22.  Thus, the Authority finds that Eversource’s 
IVR, call center, and digital channels were not reliable as required by the ERP.   

 
Additionally, the Authority finds that Eversource has not updated its Customer 

Group Emergency Response Program Plan in accordance with its own standards.  
Eversource has not revised or approved the plan since October 20, 2016.  Response to 
Interrogatory LCG-102, Attachment 1, p. 1.  As stated previously, the plan should be 
reviewed:  (1) at least annually; (2) after it is used during an actual event; and/or (3) 
after it is used during an exercise.  Id., p. 22.  The plan has not been reviewed annually, 
nor does it appear to have even been reviewed following the November 2017 Storm 
during which the Company encountered capacity constraints on several 
communications channels; certainly, at a minimum, no revisions were made to the CG 
ERP.  2017 Report, p. 1.   

 
Moreover, key information necessary for storm response has not been 

incorporated into the CG ERP.  For example, Eversource changed its telephony 
platform in 2016, yet that change has not been reflected in the plan.  Nor have the new 
two-way texting and the mobile app communications channels (added in 2017 and 
2018, respectively) been incorporated into the plan.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-
507; Response to Interrogatory LCG-102, Attachment 1, p. 58.  Nor has the plan been 
updated to include the look-up process for Estimated Time of Restorations for the 
customer group personnel.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-102, Attachment 1, p. 63.  
The CG ERP also has not been updated since Eversource redesigned its Web and 
Outage reporting system in 2018.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-507. 

 
Had the CG ERP been reviewed for accuracy as is required, the company may 

have identified overload issues and would have been more prepared for the high usage 
of the new digital channels, potentially even avoiding the disruptions.  Also, had the 
company performed a large-scale exercise with up to 70% customers experiencing a 
long-term outage – as it is required to perform every three years – it may have 
uncovered that its outbound communications systems would become overloaded.  
Performance Standards Decision, Appendix A, p. 7.  The company performed no such 
exercise, and thus was caught flat-footed as its new digital channels and new IVR 
system failed during the first 24 - 36 hours of a catastrophic event.   

 
The company further failed to meet acceptable performance standards by not 

stress testing its communications channels at a level higher than its current level of 
Superstorm Sandy plus twenty percent.  Eversource had ample reason to believe 
inbound communications would be much higher than in Superstorm Sandy, as 
discussed above.  Additionally, the company does not appear to have stress tested its 
call and IVR systems at all since 2016, before the two-way texting and the mobile app 
were added, and the web and outage reporting systems updated.  In fact, and even 
more troubling, Eversource does not appear to have ever stress tested its 
communications channels all at once, outside of the November 2017 Storm when the 
company experienced capacity constraints, and certainly never with the re-designed 
Web and Outage reporting system in place.  
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For all the reasons cited above, the Authority finds that Eversource has not met 

its standards of acceptable performance with respect to its Customer Group Emergency 
Response Plan (CG ERP) nor with respect to its ERP.  Further, the Authority finds that 
reasonable management of the operation would not have allowed these deficiencies in 
outage reporting and customer communications.  Therefore, the Authority finds 
Eversource’s actions, or omissions, in relation to the aforementioned issues to be both 
unreasonable and imprudent.  
 
 The Authority directs Eversource to immediately review and update its CG ERP, 
to include at a minimum the updates made to its communications channels.  The 
Authority further directs Eversource to perform stress testing on its inbound and 
outbound communications channels by July 2021, and every three years thereafter, at 
levels at least up to a high-side Event Level 2, with up to 70% customer outages at 
peak.  This is in accordance with Section 2.c.ii of the Performance Standards Decision.  
 

3. UI Performance 
 

Customers can contact UI through the following communications channels to 
report or to inquire about a power outage.  Table 37 below shows those channels and 
the services they provide.  
 

Table 37. UI’s Customer Communications Channels 

 

Channel Options 

Custome Care Phone Emergency and Non-Emergency Phone Lines 

Phones - Automated (IVR) 
Report an outage 
Check outage status 

Social Media 
Facebook 
Twitter 

Email Email inquiry 

Website 
Report outage 
Check outage status 
View outage map and table 

Mobile App 
View and report outage 
View outage map  

Fax Inquiries via fax 

Two Way Text 
Report an outage - Text OUT 
Check outage status - Text STAT 

 
Response to Interrogatory LCG-106. 

 
UI operates a single call center located in New Haven, Connecticut.  UI can 

support about 3,000 calls per hour through the company’s 299 dedicated inbound 
telephone trunks. Response to Interrogatory LCG-104.   
 

UI uses an IVR system, which provides the ability for customers to report an 
outage and receive estimated restoration times in a self-service manner, using an 
account number, phone number, or social security number. Linked with the OMS, the 



Docket No. 20-08-03  Page 95  
 

 

IVR delivers real-time outage information to callers.  Id.  The IVR also provides the 
functionality to provide system-wide announcements to all callers.  Id. 
 

When call volumes escalate during and after a major storm, UI also has the 
option of allocating calls to a third-party, high-volume-call-answering (HVCA) service.  
Id.  The HVCA service offers virtually limitless capacity when needed during a large 
storm or outage event.  UI implemented its HVCA service following Superstorm Sandy 
in 2012. Response to Interrogatory RSR-50. 
 

During a major storm, UI sets up a dedicated Priority 1 hotline to the UI Dispatch 
center to handle all life-threatening situations.  Wires down calls from fire, police, and 
other emergency personnel are handled by UI PD/FD Call Takers, working under the 
direction of the Wires Down Branch Director.  Reports of downed wires and other 
emergencies are entered into OMS and prioritized for dispatch to the Wires Down 
Supervisor or Wires Down Stand-By personnel.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-114. 
 

UI also establishes a hotline for all major accounts, including municipalities, state 
and federal accounts, and hospitals, which is also handled by UI Dispatch.  Response 
to Interrogatory LCG-114.  
 

During Tropical Storm Isaias, UI’s Customer Contact Center handled more than 
168,000 calls from customers, with the majority of calls arriving during the first two days 
of the storm response.  Response to Interrogatory LCG-54, Attachment 1. The Contact 
Center remained open on a 24-hour basis from August 4. 2020 through August 12, 
2020. The following table shows the number of calls handled by UI’s IVR system and by 
customer service representatives for each day of the storm response. Self-service 
automation, either through the IVR or the HVCA, handled 84% of total calls during the 
storm.  

 
Table 38. Total UI Calls Handled 

 

Date UI IVR HVCA Reps Total 
% IVR 

Handled 

4-Aug 20,383 41,712 6,427 68,522 91% 

5-Aug 32,599 21,710 7,331 61,640 88% 

6-Aug 15,501 10,510 4,583 30,594 85% 

7-Aug 12,471 3,826 3,713 20,010 81% 

8-Aug 7,513 0 2,277 9,790 77% 

9-Aug 4,733 0 1,808 6,541 72% 

10-Aug 9,778 0 3,990 13,768 71% 

11-Aug 6,243 0 2,906 9,149 68% 

12-Aug 5,915 0 2,781 8,696 68% 

TOTAL 115,136 77,758 35,816 228,710 84% 

 
Response to Interrogatory LCG-119, Attachment 1. 

 
The following figure summarizes the number of calls offered, handled, and 

abandoned each day of the company’s storm response.  



Docket No. 20-08-03  Page 96  
 

 

Figure 7. Customer Calls to UI 

 

 
 

Response to Interrogatory LCG-145, Attachment 2. 
 

The majority of customer calls, especially during the early days of the tropical 
storm response, were handled in an automated manner via UI’s IVR or the HVCA.  Call 
volumes were sustained at a very high level on August 4 and 5, 2020, but declined 
significantly beginning on August 6, 2020.  Collectively, UI’s IVR and HVCA tools 
handled 84% of total calls from August 4 through August 12, 2020.  Automation handled 
nearly 200,000 calls, one-third of them by the HVCA, during the first four days following 
Tropical Storm Isaias’ arrival.   

 
Table 39 depicts the maximum available call takers for each day of the storm 

event, the number of calls handled each day, and percentage of callers abandoning in 
queue.  

Table 39. UI Daily Call Taking Metrics 

 

Date 

Max 
Call 

Center 
Reps 

ASA 
(s) 

Calls 
Handled 

% 
Abandoned 

Calls 

4-Aug 77 14 6,399 20% 

5-Aug 92 30 7,331 30% 

6-Aug 89 15 4,581 11% 

7-Aug 75 12 3,711 5% 

8-Aug 56 12 2,275 5% 

9-Aug 38 12 1,811 4% 

10-Aug 53 160 3,989 33% 

11-Aug 39 98 2,906 12% 

12-Aug 42 43 2,781 6% 

TOTAL   35,816 19% 

 
Responses to Interrogatory LCG-117 and LCG-145. 

4-Aug 5-Aug 6-Aug 7-Aug 8-Aug 9-Aug 10-Aug 11-Aug 12-Aug

Abandoned Calls 982 1,388 334 191 132 76 757 229 143

3rd Party Agents 1,039 1,351 747 34 1,149 865 801

UI Agents 5,360 5,980 3,834 3,677 2,275 1,811 2,840 2,041 1,980

HVCA 41,712 21,710 10,510 3,826 - - - - -

UI IVR 20,383 32,599 15,501 12,471 7,513 4,733 9,778 6,243 5,915

 -
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 From 10:27 a.m. until 12:40 p.m. on August 5, 2020, UI’s website was 
inaccessible to customers due to an issue with the applications supporting the website. 
Intermittent issues continued with the website from approximately 2:00 p.m. until 5:15 
p.m., during which time the website was unavailable to customers for 10 minute 
increments on three separate occasions.  UI 30-Day Report, pp. 35 and 36.   
 

The company also lost some capabilities of its OMS system, including the ability 
for its OMS system to update to its website, on August 6, 2020, from 2:30 p.m. until 
11:00 p.m., due to a power outage at its IT Data Center.  Id., p. 36; Tr. 12/16/20, p. 599.  
According to UI, the loss of its OMS functionality did not result in delays to outage 
reporting or restoration as most outages had already been reported.  Id., p. 601.   
Further, all crews were already dispatched with assignments during the relevant period.  
Id. 

 
The power outage at its IT Data Center did, however, limit the ability of 12 of UI’s 

call center representatives who were working remotely, as well as UI’s third-party call 
center, to take calls.  Tr. 12/16/20, p. 602.  In response, the UI call center 
representatives relocated to UI’s call center office.  Id.  UI also activated its high-call 
volume service for the hours that the third-party call center was available.  Id. 

 
 There were numerous public comments detailing either no estimated restoration 
time or inaccurate restoration times from UI. Residents of Fairfield provided public 
comment that UI never provided estimated restoration times after multiple inquiries. 
See, e.g. Bass Letter, dated August 20, 2020.  Other Fairfield residents experienced 
long hold times and incorrect power restoration updates.  See, e.g. Sherman Letter, 
dated August 21, 2020.  There were other public comments that reiterated not being 
able to reach a customer service representative or get a restoration update. See, e.g. 
Cronin Letter, dated August 23, 2020.  
 

a. Analysis and Determination 
 
The Authority finds that UI’s use of its HVCA was an important asset in managing 

both the high volume of calls early in the storm response and to mitigate the impact of 
the power loss that affected UI’s third-party call center.  Tr. 12/16/20, p. 602.  During the 
12 hours that access was limited to the third-party call center, customers could continue 
to report outages in a self-service manner until restoration of system access.  Id.  The 
Authority reviewed UI’s performance in the face of this system failure and finds that the 
company took appropriate action to respond to the Data Center loss and to mitigate 
impacts to customers calling in to the call center.  The Authority also finds that the IT 
Data Center loss did not materially affect UI’s ability to perform restoration, since all 
assignments had been made to restoration crews at the time of the outage. 

 
Utlimately, the Authority finds that UI generally met the standards of acceptable 

performance in relation to its customer communications during Tropical Storm Isaias.  
Nonetheless, the Authority directs UI to improve the resilience of its own 
communications facilities and applications in a number of ways to ensure that its OMS 
system is not vulnerable to outages during future emergency events and to otherwise 
improve its ability to take calls from customers throughout storm response efforts.   
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Additionally, the Authority is concerned that the company’s website was 

inaccessible to customers for a two-hour period of time on August 5, 2020.  While this 
intermittent availability of its website was not as pervasive as experienced by 
Eversource, the Authority directs UI to continue to improve its website capacity so that 
this function is available to customers at all times, since the outage map and other 
website features are very important tools to obtain timely information from the company. 

 
The Authority also notes an area of improvement regarding UI’s call taking ability 

late in the storm response.  Table 39 above shows that UI had the highest rate of 
abandoned calls on August 10, 2020.  On Monday August 10, 2020, UI began taking 
calls related to billing inquiries, bill payment arrangements, and other non-storm related 
inquiries.  Tr. 12/18/20, pp. 861 and 862.  UI does not take non-storm related calls 
during the early portions of its storm response.  Id.  As evidenced by the cited table, 
once UI began taking non-storm related calls, a backlog formed, resulting in longer wait 
times to speak with a customer service representative, which in turn led to roughly a 
third of customers abandoning the call. Id., p. 862.  UI stated that this phenomenon is 
not unusual for large storm events.  Id.  The Authority notes that since this is a known 
phenomenon, and since UI knows in advance when it will begin to take non-storm calls, 
there is no excuse for not making more call takers than usual available.  Accordingly, to 
minimize the rate of abandoned calls during future events, the Authority directs UI to 
proactively account for this expected call volume and to increase its available call takers 
(i.e., customer service representatives) for the first two days after it reopens its call 
center to non-storm inquiries following a major storm event. 

 
Further, the Authority has reviewed a number of public comments from UI 

customers voicing their displeasure with either receiving inaccurate resotration times or 
the inability to get information about restoration generally.  Thus, the Authority directs UI 
to investigate and to provide actionable recommendations in its next ERP for improving 
the number of dropped calls that customers experienced early in the response to 
Tropical Storm Isaias.  

 
F. FURTHER DIRECTIVES RELATED TO SECTIONS III.C. THROUGH III.E.  
 

The Authority’s analysis in Sections III.C. through III.E. outline how Eversource, 
and in certain more limited instances UI, failed to meet acceptable standards of 
performance in managing its municipal liaison program, executing its Make Safe 
responsibilities, communicating critical information to its customers, and meeting its 
obligation to secure adequate resources in a timely manner to protect the public safety 
and to provide for the overall public interest in response to Tropical Storm Isaias.  
Ultimately, based on that analysis, the Authority concludes that neither company met 
the Authority’s or their respective customers’ reasonable expectations for managing a 
major storm event.  Further, based on the same analysis, it is clear that each company’s 
ERP must be updated to ensure that the companies do not repeat the same mistakes 
that occurred in response to Tropical Storm Isaias (and the 2011 Storms) during future 
storm responses.  As such, the Authority orders the EDCs to update and amend their 
ERPs as outlined below.  
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1. Update ERPs to Include Necessary Resources  
 

Due to the inadequate staffing levels in a number of response areas discussed in 
Sections III.C. (e.g., lineworkers, damage assessors, etc.) and III.D. (e.g., Make Safe 
crews, liaisons, etc.), the Authority hereby orders the EDCs to update their respective 
ERPs to specify the necessary resource levels to ensure each company is able to 
provide for the public interest by performing necessary response (e.g., Make Safe, FPS, 
etc.) and restoration activities in a timely and efficient manner.  Accordingly, the EDCs 
are required to include the number of total, internal, and external resources to be 
available at the onset of the storm, as well as the peak number of crews expected 
during the storm restoration process. The EDCs are directed to include resource levels 
for each event level for the following categories of resources by number of crews and 
full time equivalent staff: 

 
a. Line Crews; 
b. Service Crews; 
c. Damage Assessors; 
d. Tree/Line Clearance/Vegetation Management Crews;  
e. Municipal liasions; and 
f. Large customer account representatives (See infra, Section III.G.1.). 

 
2. Improvements to Communications with Municipalities 

 
The analysis provided in Sections III.C. and III.D. demonstrate that improvements 

must be made to the communications between the EDCs and their municipal partners.  
Specifically, public comment and testimony by municipal officials emphasized the 
importance of more actionable information early in the storm response efforts.  See, 
e.g., Tr. 12/23/20, pp. 1511 and 1512; Tr. 12/14/20, p. 37 and 60; Response to 
Interrogatory 476, Attachment 1. 
 

Section 2.b.ii of the Performance Standards Decision requires that the EDCs 
develop a standard template that must be relayed to the municipalities to meet their 
needs for relevant information.  Decision, Appendix A, p. 6.  The Authority directs the 
EDCs to perform outreach to municipalities to identify the most relevant information for 
municipal leaders and best form(s) (e.g., call from municipal liaison, email from 
company and/or liaison, email and call from liaison, etc.) of communicating such 
information during the first 48 hours of a storm response.  The type and form of the 
information provided should be tailored for storms of Event Level 3 and higher, such as 
Tropical Storm Isaias, Superstorm Sandy, and the 2011 Storms.  The EDCs shall 
summarize the input received from the municipalities in a report to the Authority, which 
the Authority will subsequently release for public comment.  The report shall also 
include a proposed model template and communications guidelines to be used during 
future storms to provide to towns the information deemed most useful and actionable.  
The EDCs are directed to submit for the Authority’s review, modification, and approval 
the report, along with the proposed template and guidelines.  Once approved, the EDCs 
shall communicate any required changes to the current communications protocols to all 
municipal leaders in their service territory and incorporate such protocols in to the 
EDCs’ respective ERPs.   
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3. Improvements to Reporting Blocked Roads 
 

During the course of the investigation in this proceeding, the Authority discussed 
at length the manual process by which Eversource and the municipalities communicate 
wire down events and blocked roads.  The current standard, as articulated in the ESF-
12 Annex, requires that the municipalities record each blocked road location, condition, 
and priority classification using the Utility Blocked Road Form. ESF-12 Annex, pp. 38 
and 46.  Once the form is completed by the municipality, the form is provided to the 
municipal liaison who, in turn, passes the form on to a customer service representative, 
who, in turn, manually enters the information into the OMS. See Tr. 12/21/20 pp. 1010 
and 1124.  In addition to this manual entry process, Eversource also requires that 
municipalities call in the blocked roads to its dispatch center.  Response to Interrogatory 
RSR-27, Attachment 3, p. 10.  In assessing its response to Tropical Storm Isaias, the 
company concluded that lists and emails were not effective in communicating blocked 
roads. Eversource 60-Day Report, p. 10.  In particular, Eversource noted that the 
information provided in the Utility Blocked Roads Form quickly becomes stale during a 
large event like Tropical Storm Isaias. Tr. 12/21/20, p. 1016.    

 
In its 60-Day Report, Eversource identifies a web-based portal for entering blocked 
roads directly into the OMS as a potential solution to the issues presented by the 
current paper and emailed list-based system.  Eversource 60-Day Report, p. 10 and 
1046.  While the Authority agrees that the manual process for reporting blocked roads is 
inefficient and should be updated in order to better manage the sheer amount of 
damage locations in real-time, the Authority is not confident that the company will be 
able to effectively implement and operate a resilient web-based system in the aftermath 
of Event Level 3 and higher storms, based on the performance of the company’s web 
channels during both the November 2017 Storm and Tropical Storm Isaias.  
Accordingly, the Authority will monitor Eversource’s progress as it implements this 
system and further requires that the new communication channel must be included in 
any capacity testing alongside other communications channels.   
 

The Authority also directs UI to follow Eversource’s progress in assessing the 
implementation of a similar web-based platform for reporting blocked roads.  Nothing in 
this subsection shall be construed as pre-approving recovery for any expeditures 
related to a web-based blocked road reporting system for either company.  The cost 
associated with any such system will be subject to a later prudence review through a 
contested rate proceeding.  

 
In the near-term, both EDCs shall work with municipalities to identify ways in 

which reporting blocked roads could be improved using the current system.  The EDCs 
shall summarize the input received from the municipalities in a report to the Authority, 
which the Authority will subsequently release for public comment.  The EDCs shall also 
include in the report proposed improvements to the current reporting system.  The 
EDCs are directed to submit for the Authority’s review, modification, and approval the 
report and the proposed improvements.  Once approved, the EDCs shall communicate 
any required changes to the current reporting system to all municipal leaders in their 
service territory and incorporate such changes in to the EDCs’ respective ERPs.   
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G. ADDITIONAL INVESTIGATION TOPICS 
 

The Authority’s investigation in this proceeding was expansive in scope and 
depth, covering all facets of the EDCs’ current storm preparation and response 
protocols.  As such, Sections III.A. through III.E. do not represent the totality of the 
Authority’s investigation findings, but rather the Authority’s analysis and findings with 
respect to those parts of the EDCs’ preparation and response to Tropical Storm Isaias 
with clearly defined standards of acceptable practice.  As the Authority’s investigation 
expands beyond the scope of currently defined standards of acceptable performance, it 
stands to reason that new standards of acceptable performance and storm response 
practices must be developed to ensure that the EDCs respond to future emergency 
events in a way that meet the Authority’s and ratepayers’ reasonable expectations.  Two 
such areas, discussed below, that require clearly defined standards of acceptable 
performance for future storm responses are: (1) outreach to large customers (i.e., key or 
major accounts); and (2) outreach to medical hardship customers.  Additionally, based 
on the briefing provided by the OCC, the Authority directs the EDCs to adopt new 
practices regarding storm contractor timesheets and the identification of cost saving 
measures for future storms. 
 

1. Outreach to Large Customers 
 

Under normal operations (Blue Sky days), large EDC customers are assigned 
dedicated account representatives.  These account representatives provide major 
accounts with both a resource attuned to their needs and a direct line to the companies.  
Tr. 12/16/20, p. 674; Tr. 12/22/20, pp. 1330-1331.  During emergency events, the 
account executives become municipal liaisons or liaisons to critical accounts such as 
hospitals and other utility companies.  Tr. 12/18/20, pp. 707, 708, and 747; Tr. 12/22/20, 
p. 1339. 

 
UI has approximately 225 major customer accounts.  Tr. 12/18/20, p. 746.  

During major storm events, UI provides a hotline for major customers to call that is 
staffed 24/7 by a major accounts coordinator. Tr. 12/18/20, p. 708 and 746.  Eversource 
has 1,467 large customer accounts.  During major storm events, Eversource employs 
20 account representatives to manage large customer accounts, or approximately one 
representative for every 73 accounts.  Tr. 12/22/20, p. 1293.  Eversource does not keep 
records of its communications with its large accounts during major storm events.  Tr. 
12/22/20, p. 1333. 

 
Neither Eversource nor UI conducts official surveys or after action reports with 

large/major accounts after emergency events to assess storm performance with respect 

to those customers.  Tr. 12/18/20, pp. 756 and 871; Tr. 12/22/20, pp. 1332-1334 

 

Based on the above information, CIEC contends that since account executives 

are reassigned to municipal liaison duties during major storm events, there remain too 

few account executives to adequately meet the demand of large customer accounts.  In 

short, CIEC believes that the ratio of account executives to large customer accounts 

during storm events should be lower. CIEC Brief, pp. 6-7.  CIEC also argues that there 

is no obvious and tailored preparedness and response communications from the EDCs 
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to large customer accounts and that a formal process ought to be established in the 

EDCs’ ERPs.  CIEF Brief, pp. 11-12.   

 

For their part, UI states that its account executives have real-time outage and 

restoration information and that the company did not recall any complaints regarding 

Tropical Storm Isaias communications.  Tr. 12/18/20, pp. 746-749 and 756.  Similarly, 

Eversource touts a 96% satisfaction rating by its large accounts with their Eversource 

account representative.  Tr. 12/22/20, p. 1278.   

 

The Authority agrees with the CIEC that there appears to be a high ratio between 

major accounts and representatives dedicated to those accounts during an emergency.  

The fact that Eversource and UI do not conduct formal after-action reporting with the 

major accounts leaves the Authority unable to confirm whether the EDCs are providing 

a sufficient number of representatives to manage the needs of large customers.  The 

Authority also agrees with CIEC that the EDCs should have a more proactive and 

formalized approach to communications with large customer accounts prior to, during, 

and after emergency events by which the Authority and other stakeholders could better 

assess the companies’ performance in this area. 

 

Accordingly, the Authority directs the EDCs to collaborate with CIEC to identify 

solutions to better support major accounts during emergency events.  The EDCs shall 

also collaborate with CIEC on developing a communications plan and after-action 

review plan for implementation in response to future storms.  The EDCs shall report this 

information in conjunction with CIEC for the Authority’s review, modification, and 

approval.  Upon approval, the EDCs shall incorporate any relevant changes or additions 

into their ERPs. 

 

2. Outreach to Medical Hardship Customers 
 

Eversource and UI typically provide customers with critical illnesses, or those 
requiring life sustaining equipment (medical hardship), with advance notice of an 
impending storm and the potential for losing power.  In preparation for Tropical Storm 
Isaias, UI began calling medical hardship customers at approximately 12:00 p.m. on 
August 4, 2020, mere hours before the storm was expected to reach Connecticut.  Id., 
p. 864.  UI did not follow-up with medical hardship customers after the initial notice was 
issued, which is UI’s practice during events resulting in sustained outages. Id., pp. 858-
859.  Conversely, Eversource began calling medical hardship customers on August 3, 
2020, the day before the storm was expected to hit, and checked in with their medical 
hardship customers on a daily basis during the storm response.  Tr. 12/22/20, p. 1259. 

 
Bridgeport provided related testimony regarding hardship customers in their town 

and the availability of information from UI.  Specifically, Bridgeport stressed the 
importance of the EDCs providing information about which medical hardship customers 
residing in their town were without power, so that the town could properly respond if 
necessary.  Tr. 12/23/30, p. 1524. 
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The EDCs’ storm communications must, going forward, include contact with 
medical hardship customers before, during, and after a major storm.  The Authority 
directs UI and Eversource to memorialize medical hardship customer outreach and 
communication processes in their respective ERPs, and to file such changes and 
additions for the Authority’s review, modification, and approval.  Specifically, the EDCs 
must memorialize a process for: contacting all medical hardship customers more than 
24 hours before the onset of a major storm; tracking the status of electric service to 
medical hardship customers; regularly updating each municipality served by the EDC of 
the medical hardship customers without power in their town; and providing daily 
communications to medical hardship customers without power during the storm 
restoration process. 
 

3. Contractor Timesheet Modifications 
 

The OCC recommends that the Authority direct the EDCs to update their 
timesheet template used for storm response contractors.  The OCC notes that UI’s 
timesheets do not include information necessary to understand what work was being 
performed.  Specifically, UI’s timesheets lack information such as the nature of the work 
performed, the duration of the completed assignment, the beginning and/or ending 
times of the work performed, and the locations of such work.  Responses to 
Interrogatories OCC-30 and OCC-33.  UI argues that it is sufficient that management 
knows what assignments are being done and it is unnecessary for timesheets to reflect 
this information.  Tr. 1/4/20, pp. 1596-1597.  There is a similar lack of detail requested 
through Eversource’s timesheet templates, which typically record only basic information 
such as dates, names, and hours worked.  Eversource Confidential Response to OCC 
31; LFE 44, Attachment 1.  Eversource does not require a contractor to include a 
description of the work performed on timesheets.  Tr. 1/6/20, p. 1651. 
 

The OCC argues that additional details from mutual aid and other contractors are 
necessary for the EDCs, as well as all stakeholders, to more effectively review whether 
the costs submitted for payment and recovery are reasonable and prudent.  OCC Brief, 
pp. 29-31.  The OCC further argues that the current timesheet template effectively 
requires the Authority, the OCC, and other Parties to take the EDC’s word that external 
crews are performing assigned work in a reasonable and timely manner. Id.  
Understood from the context that contractor costs make up the overwhelming major of 
costs associated with any storm response, it is reasonable for the OCC to request, on 
behalf of all ratepayers, a more detailed accounting of the work for which cost recovery 
is sought.  

 
Accordingly, the Authority directs the EDCs to record in timesheets or other 

documentation associated with external or contractor line crews and damage assessors 
the following minimum amount of information per shift: number or amount of work 
performed; description and location of work performed; beginning and ending locations; 
paid time spent traveling at start and end of shift; paid time traveled for mobilization and,  
demobilization; paid stand-by time; employee names; dates; and hours worked.  
Further, the Authority directs the EDCs to provide supporting documentation and details 
when filing their final costs associated with their response to Tropical Storm Isaias. 
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4. Identifying Cost Saving Measures 
 

In its brief, the OCC contends that the EDCs should be constantly evaluating the 
efficiency of its storm response to identify cost savings opportunities of its response 
activities.  OCC Brief, p. 39.  The OCC provided conceptual examples, including 
deploying more damage assessors at the outset of a storm to more quickly identify 
trouble spots and make restoration planning activities more efficient.  Id.  Neither UI nor 
Eversource actively consider ways to quantify or otherwise evaluate cost savings in 
after-action reports.  UI Response to Interrogatory LCG-268; Eversource Response to 
Interrogatory LCG-174. 

 
The Authority finds merit in the OCC’s recommendation that the EDCs actively 

consider cost saving measures in after-action storm analysis and reports.  The Authority 
notes that in the Performance Standards Decision, the EDCs are required to submit an 
After Action Report including lessons learned within 60 days after the end of an event. 
Performance Standards Decision, Section 3.7.  However, the Authority believes that the 
companies would likely benefit from additional time in evaluating potential cost saving 
measures, so that the companies may provide more detailed analysis on ways to 
improve the companies’ performance during future storms, including potential solutions. 
Stakeholders would unquestionably benefit from this additional time, which would also 
allow the companies, the Authority, and stakeholders the time necessary to assess the 
companies’ storm response and associated costs.    

 
Accordingly, the Authority directs the EDCs to provide a report 90 days after the 

Authority’s decision regarding cost recovery of a particular storm, identifying 
inefficiencies in the companies’ response to that storm and analyzing potential 
opportunities for improving efficiencies or cost savings in the companies’ response to 
future storms.  The EDCs shall continue to identify lessons learned within their 60-day 
storm reports, and may identify areas for improved efficiencies and costs savings, as 
appropriate. 
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IV. PRUDENCY REVIEW AND STORM COST RECOVERY 
 
On August 11, 2020, the Authority received Motion No. 4 from the Office of the 

Attorney General (Motion) seeking, among other requests, that the Authority, “clarify 
that the scope of [this] proceeding will include a prudence review of the EDCs’ 
preparedness for and response to Tropical Storm Isaias.”  In support of broadening the 
scope of this proceeding to include a prudence review, the Motion further argues: 

 
While the full panoply of possible sanctions – including civil penalties under 
Section 16-41, storm cost recovery disallowances and return on equity (“ROE”) 
penalties – may be appropriately suited for subsequent proceedings, Connecticut 
ratepayers are entitled to answers in the form of Findings of Fact related to the 
prudence of both electric utilities’ preparedness for and response to Tropical 
Storm Isaias in this proceeding. 
 
Now is the time for PURA to clearly and unequivocally preserve every option to 
impose the most serious penalties available at the earliest possible time… 
 

Motion, dated August 11, 2020, pp. 1-2. 
 
On August 14, 2020, the Authority granted the Motion stating, in part: “the 

Authority has broad discretion in interpreting and applying the statutes under Title 16 of 
the General Statutes of Connecticut, and in issuing notices of proceeding, especially for 
dockets initiated upon the Authority’s own motion.  The Authority has determined that it 
will revise its notice of proceeding in this matter to include a prudency review…”  Motion 
No. 4 ruling, dated August 14, 2020.  The Authority subsequently issued a Revised 
Notice of Proceeding and Orders for Emergency Response (Revised Notice) on August 
14, 2020, notifying docket Parties that the Authority had expanded the initial scope of 
the proceeding to include a prudency review, per the Motion request.  To aid in such a 
review, the Revised Notice ordered the EDCs to submit by October 19, 2020, relevant 
storm cost documentation for Tropical Storm Isaias, for all preparation, response, and 
recovery costs incurred through August 31, 2020, including, but not limited to, all costs 
with appropriate documentation such as detailed costs summaries, and invoices for all 
expenses exceeding $10,000.  
 
 In accordance with the Revised Notice, the Authority conducted a thorough 
investigation of the “prudency of the EDCs’ actions taken before, during, and after 
Tropical Storm Isaias,” the findings of which are detailed in Sections III.A. through III.E.  
 

For the sake of clarity, cost recovery for expenses related to Tropical Storm 
Isaias will be the subject of a future contested rate case, as noted throughout this 
Decision.35 At that time, the Authority will evaluate the final, audited cost data for 
prudency and in terms of general accuracy, to ensure that the costs are quantifiable, 
fully supportable, properly assigned to storm-related activities, and meet any other 
standard necessary to be considered as properly incurred storm costs from an 

                                            
35 The EDCs have not sought cost recovery for expenses related to Tropical Storm Isaias through the 

instant proceeding, and the Authority is not granting any through this Decision. 
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accounting standpoint.  The Authority will further confirm that costs have not been 
included in the rates and charges currently charged to customers.   

 
Additionally, as discussed in Section II.B. Remedies and elsewhere in Sections I 

and II, the Authority may impose financial penalties, including, but not limited to, the 
disallowance of certain storm-related costs, in a future rate or cost recovery proceeding 
if the Authority finds that a utility has acted imprudently.  As outlined above, the 
Authority finds that both EDCs acted imprudently in several instances in response to 
Tropical Storm Isaias.  Accordingly, the Authority will consider and levy any appropriate 
fines and other penalties in Docket No. 20-08-03RE01, PURA Consideration of Civil 
Penalty and Enforcement Action Against the Electric Distribution Companies After 
Storm Isaias Investigation, including, but not limited to:  return on equity (“ROE”) 
penalties, the appropriateness of EDC storm cost recovery disallowances,36 civil 
penalties in accordance with the General Statutes of Connecticut (Conn. Gen. Stat.) §§ 
16-32i and 16-41, and further remedial or enforcement orders. 

 
The Authority finds that Eversource was not reasonable or prudent in managing 

its municipal liaison program, executing its Make Safe responsibilities, communicating 
critical information to its customers, or meeting its obligation to secure adequate 
resources in a timely manner to protect the public safety and to provide for the overall 
public interest in response to Tropical Storm Isaias; accordingly, all costs associated 
with those aspects of Eversources’ storm response shall be subject to cost recovery 
disallowances pending further investigation in a future contested rate case.37  Specific 
areas of cost disallowances that the Authority has identified based on the foregoing 
analysis, for consideration in any further investigation, include but are not limited to: 
external restoration crew expenditures, including lodging and travel expenditures and 
hourly wages; external restoration crew procurement strategy; Make Safe costs incurred 
by municipalities as a result of insufficient Make Safe crews; costs associated with the 
loss of connectivity (e.g., municipal liaisons); additional administrative costs and 
inefficiencies created by insuffient municipal liaisons and Make Safe crews; municipal 
liaison procurement strategy; incremental costs associated with the company’s 
communications channels; costs associated with the compay’s web-based 
communication channels; and any loss in customer value due to delayed restoration 
during the first 48 hours of the company’s response to Tropical Storm Isaias.   
 

Further, the Authority finds that UI generally met the standards of acceptable 
performance and prudency, with certain exceptions noted herein regarding its execution 
of its Make Safe responsibilities and communicating critical information to Bridgeport 
and its customers more broadly; accordingly, all costs associated with those aspects of 
UI’s storm response that the Authority has deemed imprudent shall be subject to cost 
recovery disallowances pending further investigation in a future contested rate case.  
Specific areas of cost disallowances that the Authority has identified based on the 

                                            
36 Such disallowances, or incremental disallowances, may also be determined during a subsequent 

contested rate proceeding.   
37 The utilities will have the opportunity to present cost causation arguments related to any actions found 

imprudent in this proceeding if the utilities seek to recover specific storm-related costs in a future 
contested rate proceeding. 



Docket No. 20-08-03  Page 107  
 

 

foregoing analysis, for consideration in any further investigation, include but are not 
limited to: external restoration crew expenditures, including lodging and travel 
expenditures; Make Safe costs incurred by Bridgeport as a result of insufficient Make 
Safe crews; incremental costs associated with the company’s communications 
channels; and costs associated with the compay’s web-based communication channels.   

 
 The Authority reiterates that procedurally and substantively, the utility has the 
burden of proving that its performance satisfied the prudency standard.  The General 
Assembly has placed squarely on regulated utilities the burden of demonstrating that a 
utility’s costs and associated rates are reasonable and prudent.  See Conn. Gen. § 16-
22 (“At any hearing involving a rate . . . of a public service company, the burden of 
proving that said rate under consideration is just and reasonable . . . shall be on the 
public service company.”).  Particularly with respect to storm preparation and response, 
the utility retains the vast majority of information and documentation related to the 
reasonableness and prudency of its actions.  Therefore, the imposition of the burden of 
proof on the utility to demonstrate prudency promotes a policy of transparency and 
accountability essential for monopoly utility regulation. 
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V. CONCLUSION AND ORDERS 
 
A. CONCLUSION 
 

In this Decision, the Authority finds that Eversource has not met standards of 
acceptable performance in certain areas in its preparation for and response to Tropical 
Storm Isaias.  These areas include insufficient external resources in the first 48 hours of 
the event, communications systems failures, coordination and communications with 
towns through its liaison program, and Make Safe duties.  Accordingly, the Authority will 
consider fines and penalties pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat. 16-32i in Docket No. 20-08-
03RE01, PURA Consideration of Civil Penalty and Enforcement Action Against the 
Electric Distribution Companies After Storm Isaias Investigation.  Further, the Authority 
finds that Eversource’s actions, and omissions, leading up to Tropical Storm Isaias in 
these areas were imprudent.  

 
The Authority finds that UI has generally met standards of acceptable 

performance in its preparation and response to Tropical Storm Isaias, subject to the 
exceptions noted herein.   

 
The Authority issues further directives requiring revisions to the ERPs of both 

EDCs regarding external crew needs and medical hardship customers.  The Authority 
directs the EDCs to perform more outreach to municipalities to develop a set of 
information that would be most relevant and useful for municipalities in the first 48 hours 
after onset of an emergency event. 
 
B. ORDERS 
 
 For the following Orders, the Company shall file an electronic version through the 
Authority’s website at www.ct.gov/pura.  Submissions filed in compliance with the 
Authority’s Orders must be identified by all three of the following: Docket Number, Title, 
and Order Number.  Compliance with orders shall commence and continue as indicated 
in each specific Order or until the Company requests and the Authority approves that 
the Company’s compliance is no longer required after a certain date. 
 
1. No later than June 30, 2021, Eversource and UI shall separately submit for the 

Authority’s review, modification, and approval updated ERPs incorporating all of 
the changes discussed herein.  In this filing, the EDCs shall provide two sets of 
ERPs: a version with redlines and a version that is clean.  Such changes shall 
include all orders outlined in this Decision, including the modifications to the ERP 
Event Level Classification Matrix outlined in Section III.D.8.  The updated Matrix 
shall include the number of total, internal, and external resources to be available 
at the onset of the storm, as well as the peak number of crews expected during 
the storm restoration process for each event level for the following categories of 
resources by number of crews and full time equivalent staff: 
 

a. Line Crews; 
b. Service Crews; 
c. Damage Assessors; 
d. Tree/Line Clearance/ Vegetation Management Crews;  
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e. Liasions; and 
f. Large customer account representatives (See, Section III.G.1.). 

 
2. The EDCs shall also incorporate into their respective ERPs filed for the 

Authority’s review, modification, and approval on or before June 30, 2021, a 
formal process to contact medically coded hardship customers before, during, 
and after storm events.  Specifically, the formal process must include steps to: 
contact all medical hardship customers more than 24 hours before the onset of a 
major storm; track the status of electric service to medical hardship customers; 
regularly update each municipality served by the EDC of the medical hardship 
customers without power in their town; and provide daily communications to 
medical hardship customers without power during the storm restoration process.. 
 

3. No later than June 30, 2021, Eversource and UI shall separately perform and 
submit to the Authority a study to determine the number of damage assessors 
needed to assist in the identification of Make Safe locations and restoration 
duties within the first 48 hours of storm onset for each of the event levels in its 
event level matrix.  Based on the findings of the study, UI and Eversource shall 
include in their respective updated ERPs the range of damage assessors likely 
needed in the event level classification, as directed in Order No. 1. 
 

4. Until further notice, the Authority directs Eversource and UI to include in their 
storm preparedness resource acquisition activities the ability to acquire enough 
line resources and liaisons sufficient to dedicate one of each to any potentially 
affected municipality in its territory who requests such resources.  This 
requirement shall apply to any Event Level 4 or higher. 

 
a. In the case of Make Safe liaisons, Eversource and UI shall provide a Make 

Safe liaison that is in addition to the town liaison and will be dedicated 
solely during response to coordinate blocked roads with the towns until all 
Make Safe roads are cleared or until such a time as the town has made 
known to Eversource that it no longer needs a dedicated Make Safe 
liaison. 

 
b. In the case of line resources, Eversource and UI shall have on hand line 

resources in advance of an event sufficient to provide one lineworker crew 
for all towns that request one.  UI shall continue to provide a dedicated 
line resource crew and Make Safe crew to each municipality that requests 
one according to its current policy.  In the case of an Event Level 4 or 
higher, Eversource and UI shall make these resources available for 
municipalities no later than 12 hours after the storm has left the area.  
Additional line resources brought to bear for which a town no longer has 
need of may, upon confirmation with the town, be allocated to restoration 
or to other duties.  This requirement is not intended to prevent the EDCs 
from using all of its available crews to respond to higher priority needs to 
ensure public safety. 

 
5. No later than June 30, 2021, Eversource shall review and update its CG ERP to 

incorporate all recent changes to its outage reporting channels and systems.   
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6. No later than June 30, 2021, Eversource shall perform stress testing on its 

inbound digital and telephony communications channels up to a high-side Event 
Level 2, where there would be up to 70% customer outages at peak.  The 
Company shall report the results of this study to the Authority no later than 
September 1, 2021. 
 

7. No later than June 30, 2021, the EDCs are directed to individually collaborate 
with CIEC to develop and submit to the Authority for review, modification, and 
approval the following modifications to the EDCs’ emergency response activities 
relating to major customer accounts, which shall be incorporated into each EDC’s 
ERP upon approval: 
 

a. Solutions to better to support major accounts during emergency events; 
b. Formal after action reporting process for major accounts; and 
c. Formal emergency preparedness and response communications plan with 

account representatives. 
 

8. No later than June 30, 2021, the EDCs shall revise and file for the Authority’s 
review, modification, and approval timesheets or other documentation used to 
track work performed by external or contractor line crews and damage 
assessors.  Such revised timesheet or other documentation shall include the 
following minimum set of information per shift:  
 

a. Number or amount of work performed; 
b. Description and location of work performed; 
c. Beginning and ending locations; 
d. Paid time spent traveling at start and end of shift; 
e. Paid time traveled for mobilization and demobilization; andPaid standby 

time; and 
f. Employee names; dates; and hours worked.   

 
The timesheets/documentation templates shall be included as an attachment to 
each EDC’s public version of its ERP. 
 

9. No later than June 30, 2021, the EDCs shall separately submit in a report to the 
Authority for its review and approval findings from the EDCs’ outreach to 
municipalities to understand what information and best form(s) of communicating 
that information is most useful and actionable to the towns during the first 48 
hours following an Event Level 3 or greater event.  The report shall also include a 
proposed template for use during future storms to communicate this information 
to towns for the Authority’s review, modification, and approval.  The Authority will 
subsequently release such report for public comment.  Once approved by the 
Authority, the EDCs shall communicate any required changes to the current 
communications protocols to all municipal leaders in their service territory and 
shall incorporate such protocols into the EDCs’ respective ERPs. 
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10. No later than June 30, 2021, the EDCs shall work with municipalities to identify 
ways that reporting blocked roads could be improved using the current manual 
reporting system.  The EDCs shall summarize the input received from the 
municipalities in a report to the Authority. The report shall also include proposed 
improvements to the current reporting system for the Authority’s review, 
modification, and approval.  The EDCs are directed to submit for the Authority’s 
review and approval the report and the proposed improvements.  Once 
approved, the EDCs shall communicate any required changes to the current 
reporting system to all municipal leaders in their service territory and shall 
incorporate such changes into the EDCs’ respective ERPs. 
 

11. Upon approval of the compliance materials filed in response to Order No. 9, and 
upon approval of the compliance materials filed in response to Order No. 10, the 
EDCs shall re-file their ERPs with any changes authorized by the Authority.  For 
the sake of clarity, each EDC shall refile its ERP twice, unless the Authority’s 
approval of the compliance filings in questions occur within one week of each 
other. 
 

12. No later than June 30, 2021, the EDCs shall submit to the Authority a revised 
standard template for its 60-Day After Action Reports submitted to the Authority 
pursuant to Section 3.7 of Appendix A of the Performance Standards Decision 
that includes a section to consider corrective actions and lessons learned 
regarding performance efficiencies or cost saving measures. 
 

13. No later than January 1, 2022, Eversource shall file a motion for Authority review, 
modification, and approval of its CG ERP.   
 

14. No later than January 1, 2022, UI shall develop and file with the Authority for 
review, modification, and approval a communications plan equivalent to 
Eversource’s CG ERP.   
 

15. Upon filing the completed, audited costs associated with the EDC’s response to 
Tropical Storm Isaias, the Authority directs each EDC to provide supporting 
documentation and details regarding external line crews and damage assessors. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
                                            
 


