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or in the alternative, a Commission order that decides all pending motions and sets forth a joint

procedural schedule.

In its filing, Liberty included a proposed schedule. CLF does not support that proposed

schedule, which is inconsistent with party input provided at the technical session on June 20.

Any adjustment to the schedule for the LCIRP should correspondingly adjust the

schedule for major projects, including the Granite Bridge project. Liberty must be required to

submit an alternatives and impacts analysis in this docket that incorporates less costly, less

impactful non-pipe solutions prior to moving forward with costly capital investments in any

other proceeding.’ See RSA 378:37; RSA 368:38. This would not necessitate a lengthy delay,

certainly not more lengthy than the delay that Liberty already imposed of its own accord in order

to pursue a contract with Calpine (an effort that was ultimately unavailing, but that resulted in a

delay ofa number ofmonths in both the LCIRP and Granite Bridge dockets).

5. Conclusion.

The Commission should reject Liberty’s supplemental filing, rule on pending objections

and consider any major proposals only afier an adequate LCIRP has been submitted.

WHEREFORE, Conservation Law Foundation respectfully asks that the Commission

find Liberty Utilities non-compliant and direct Liberty Utilities to resubmit its resource plan to

contain a rigorous and sufficiently broad alternatives analysis that considers the environmental,

public health, and economic impacts of its resource decisions.

1 worth noting that Liberty and Eversource have both proposed non-wires solutions in recent and ongoing
electric dockets, for the purpose oflowering costs and reducing impacts. See Liberty Utilities Docket No. DE17-189
(Petition to Approve Battery Storage Pilot Program) and FSNH Docket No. DE 19-057 (general rate proceeding)
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