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CERTIFIED

COPY

STATE OF CONNECTI CUT
CONNECTI CUT SI TI NG COUNCI L

Docket No. 516

The United Il lum nating Conpany (U) Application
for a Certificate of Environnental Conpatibility and
Public Need for the Fairfield to Congress Railroad
Transm ssion Line 115-kV Rebuild Project that Consists
of the Relocation and Rebuild of its Existing
115-Kilovolt (kV) Electric Transm ssion Lines fromthe
Rai |l road Catenary Structures to New Steel Monopol e
Structures and Rel ated Mddifications Al ong
Approximately 7.3 mles of the Connecticut Departnent
of Transportation’s Metro-North Railroad Corridor
Bet ween Structure B648S Located East of Sasco Creek in
Fairfield and U ’'s Congress Street Substation in
Bri dgeport, and the Rebuild of Two Existing 115-kV
Transm ssion Lines Along 0.23 mle of Existing Ul
Right-O-Way to Facilitate Interconnection of the
Rebuilt 115-kV Electric Transmi ssion Lines at U ’s
Exi sting Ash Creek, Resco, Pequonnock and Congress
Street Substations Traversing the Miunicipalities of
Bri dgeport and Fairfield, Connecti cut

Zoom Renote Council Meeting (Tel econference),

on Tuesday, August 29, 2023, beginning at 2 p.m

Hel d Bef or e:
JOHN MORI SSETTE, Menber and Presiding Oficer
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Appear ances:
Counci | Menbers:
JOHN MORI SSETTE, (Hearing O ficer)

BRI AN GOLEMBI EVSKI
DEEP Desi gnee

Quat Nguyen,
PURA Desi gnee

ROBERT SI LVESTRI
ROBERT HANNON

Counci |l Staff:
MELANI E BACHVAN, ESQ.,

Executive Director and Staff Attorney

M CHAEL PERRONE,
Siting Anal yst

L1 SA FONTAI NE,

Fi scal Adm nistrative Oficer
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Appear ances:(cont'd)
For APPLI CANT (Ul )
MURTHA CULLI NA
One Century Tower
265 Church Street, 9th Fl oor
New Haven, Connecticut 06510
By: BRUCE McDERMOTT, ESQ
BMcDer nott @rurt hal aw. com
203.772. 7787

For BJ's WHOLESALE CLUB, | NC.:
CRAMER & ANDERSON, LLP
30 Main Street, Suite 204
Danbury, Connecticut 06810
By: DAN EL E. CASAGRANDE, ESQ
DCasagr ande@r aner ander son. com
203.744. 1234
And: Joseph P. Mortelliti, Esq.

JMortelliti @raneranderson. com
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Appear ances:(cont'd)
For | NTERVENOR (2190 Post Road, et at):
RUSSO & RI ZI O LLC
10 Sasco Hi Il Road
Fairfield, CT 06824
By: CHRI STOPHER B. RUSSO, ESQ.
Chris@ussori zi 0. com

203. 255. 9928

For I NTERVENOR (Fairfield Station Lofts):
ROBI NSON + COLE LLP
280 Trunbull Street
Hartford, Connecticut 06103-3597
By: JONATHAN H SCHAEFER, ESQ
JSchaefer@c. com

860. 275. 8349

For | NTERVENOR (Sasco Street Trust):
M LAZZO & ASSOCI ATES, LLC
41 Trunbul |l Street
New Haven, CT 06510
By: M CHAEL P. BURDO ESQ
MBur do@n | azzobur dol aw. net

203.787. 774
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Appear ances:(cont'd)
For PARTY (Town of Fairfield):
MARI NO, ZABEL & SCHELLENBERG PLLC
657 Orange Center Road
Orange, Connecticut 06477
By: TIMOTHY M HERBST, ESQ
THer bst @esl aw. com
203. 864. 4611
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(Begin: 2 p.m)

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER: Good afternoon, | adies and

gentl enen. Can everyone hear ne okay?

Very good. Thank you very nuch. W' Il now
pr oceed.

This continued renote evidentiary hearing
session is called to order this Tuesday, August
29, 2023, at 2 p.m M nane is John Mrissette,
Menber and Presiding Oficer of the Connecticut
Siting Council.

| f you haven't done so already, | ask that
everyone please nute their conputer audi o and
t el ephones now.

A copy of the prepared agenda is avail able on
the Council's Docket Nunmber 516 webpage, al ong
with the record of this matter, the public hearing
notice, instructions for public access to this
renote public hearing, and the Council's Ctizens
Quide to Siting Council Procedures.

O her nenbers of the Council are
M. Silvestri, M. Nguyen, M. ol enbi ewski, and
M. Hannon.

Menbers of the staff are Executive Director

Mel ani e Bachman, Siting Anal yst M chael Perrone,
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and Fiscal Admnistrative Oficer Lisa Fontaine.
This evidentiary session is a continuation of
the public hearing held on July 25, 2023. It is
hel d pursuant to the provisions of Title 16 of the
Connecticut Ceneral Statutes and of the Uniform
Adm ni strative Procedure Act, fromthe United
Il um nating Conpany for a certificate of
environnental conpatibility and public need for
the Fairfield to Congress Railroad transm ssion
line 115 kV rebuild project that consists of the
rel ocation and rebuild of the existing 115
kilovolt electric transm ssion line fromthe
rail road catenary structures to new steel nonopol e
structures, and related nodification al ong
approximately 7.3 mles of the Connecti cut
Departnment of Transportation Metro North Railroad
corridor between structures B648S, |ocated east of
Sasco Creek in Fairfield, and U's Congress Street
Substation in Bridgeport; and the rebuild of two
exi sting 115 transm ssion lines along .23 mles of
existing U right-of-way to facilitate
I nterconnection of the rebuilt 115 electric
transmssion line at U's existing Ash Creek,
Resco, Pequonnock, and Congress Street

Substations, transversing the nmunicipalities of
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Bri dgeport and Fairfield, Connecticut.

A verbatimtranscript wll be made avail abl e
of this hearing and deposited in the Gty Cerk's
of fice of Bridgeport and the Town Cerk's office
of Fairfield for the conveni ence of the public.

W will take a 10 to 15-minute break at a
conveni ent juncture around 3:30 p. m

We have four notions on the agenda this
afternoon, the first of which is on August 23,
2023, Sasco Creek Nei ghborhood Environnmental Trust
| ncor porated, Stephen Oyzck, Andrea Ozyck, Karin
Mahf ouz, W1 1iam Danyl ko, and Davi d Parker
submtted a request for intervenor and CEPA
| nt ervenor st atus.

On August 28, 2023, U filed an objection.

Attorney Bachman may wi sh to conment.

At t orney Bachman?

M5. BACHVAN. Thank you, M. Morissette.

Besi de the objection and the timng, staff
does recomend approval of the request.

Thank you.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Thank you, Attorney Bachnman.

|s there a notion?

MR SILVESTRI: M. Mrissette, |I'll nove approval.
THE HEARI NG OFFI CER°  Thank you, M. Silvestri.
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|s there a second?
MR. NGUYEN: Quat Nguyen, second.
THE HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Thank you, M. Nguyen.

We have a notion by M. Silvestri to approve
the request for intervener and CEPA intervener
status, and we have a second by M. Nguyen.

W'l now nove to discussion.

M. Silvestri, any discussion?

MR. SILVESTRI: No di scussion.
Thank you, M. Morissette.
THE HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you.

M. Nguyen, any di scussion?

MR. NGUYEN. | have no discussion. Thank you.
THE HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Thank you.

M. ol enbi ewski, any discussion?

MR, GOLEMBI EWSKI ;@ No di scussion. Thank you.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER° M. Hannon, any di scussion?

MR. HANNON: No di scussion. Thank you.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you. And | have no
di scussion. W'Ill now nove to the vote,

M. Silvestri, how do you vote?

MR SILVESTRI: Vote to approve. Thank you.
THE HEARI NG OFFI CER. Thank you.
M. Nguyen, how do you vote?

MR. NGUYEN. Vote to approve. Thank you.
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THE HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you.

M. ol enbi ewski, how do you vote?

MR GOLEMBI EWBKI : Vote to approve.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Thank you.

M. Hannon, how do you vote?

MR. HANNON: Vote to approve. Thank you.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER°  Thank you. And | vote to
approve. W have a unani nous decision. The
notion passes. The request for intervenor and
CEPA intervenor status is approved.

Moving on to notion nunmber two. On August
24, 2023, the followng entities requested
I nterveners and CEPA intervenor status, and an
additional evidentiary hearing. Those parties are
2190 Post Road, LLC; Invest Il International
| nvestors; Pequot Realty, LLC, 916 Post Road
Associ ates, LLC, SF Station Street, LLC Maura
Garych; Metro Hol ding Conpany, LLC, SG Pequot 200,
LLC, 516 Paci Restaurant; 461 Broad Street, LLC
and Bridgeport 11823, LLC
On August 28, 2023, U filed an objection.
Attorney Bachman may wi sh to coment.
Att or ney Bachnman?
M5. BACHMAN. Thank you, M. Morissette.

Agai n, beside the timng, staff recomends

10
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that we grant the request for intervener and CEPA
I ntervener status, and group the LLCs together
under Ceneral Statutes Section 16-50n, subsection
C, on the basis that they have simlar interests
and they are all represented by Attorney
Chri st opher Russo.

And we al so recommend granting the request
for the additional evidentiary hearing.

Thank you.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER°  Thank you, Attorney Bachman.

s there a notion?

MR SILVESTRI: M. Morissette, |I'll nove to approve
the requests for the grouped parties, if you will,
as well as the additional hearing.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER°  Thank you, M. Silvestri.

|s there a second?

MR. HANNON:  Hannon, second.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER°  Thank you, M. Hannon. W have a
notion by M. Silvestri to approve the request to
group i ntervener and CEPA intervener status with
an additional evidentiary hearing, and we have a
second by M. Hannon.

W' ll now nove to di scussion.
M. Silvestri, any discussion?

MR SILVESTRI: No discussion, M. Mrissette. Just to

11
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comment about the timng -- but right now | guess
It's noot. Thank you.
HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you, M. Silvestri.

M. Nguyen, any di scussion?

NGUYEN: | have no discussion. Thank you.
HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you.

M. ol enbi ewski, any di scussi on?
GOLEMBI EWBKI : | have no di scussi on.

HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you.

M . Hannon, any di scussion?

HANNON:  No di scussion. Thank you.
HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you. And | have no
di scussion. W'Ill now nove to the vote,

M. Silvestri, how do you vote?
SILVESTRI: Vote to approve. Thank you.
HEARI NG OFFI CER: M. Nguyen, how do you vote?
NGUYEN. Vote to approve. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you.

M. ol enbi ewski, how do you vote?
GOLEMBI EWBKI :  Vote to approve. Thank you.
HEARI NG CFFI CER° M. Hannon, how do you vote?
HANNON: Vote to approve. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Thank you. And | vote to
approve. W have a unani nous decision. The

groupi ng of intervener and CEPA iIntervener status

12
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I's approved with the addition of an additional
hearing, evidentiary hearing. Thank you.

Movi ng on to notion nunber three.

On August 28, 2023, Fairfield Station Lofts,
LLC, requested intervener status and CEPA
I ntervener status, and an additional evidentiary
heari ng.

On August 28, 2023, U filed an objection.

Attorney Bachman may wi sh to comment.

Att orney Bachman?

BACHVAN:  Thank you, M. Morissette.

Again, aside fromthe timng, staff
reconmends approval of intervener status and CEPA
I ntervener status, as well as the additional
evidentiary hearing. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER°  Thank you, Attorney Bachman.
|s there a notion?
HANNON:  Hannon, notion to approve the request.
HEARI NG OFFI CER:  And the hearing as well,
M. Hannon?
HANNON: That is correct.
HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you.
|s there a second?
GOLEMBI EWBKI @ I'Il second.
HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you, M. ol enbi ewski .

13
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have a notion by M. Hannon to request to

approve the intervener status and CEPA intervener

status along with the additional evidentiary

heari ng, and we have a second by M. ol enbi ewski .

W'll now nove to di scussi on.

M. Silvestri, any discussion?

SI LVESTRI:  No di scussi on.

Thank you, M. Morissette.

HEARI NG OFFI CER° M. Nguyen, any di scussion?

NGUYEN:

No di scussion. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you.

M. ol enbi ewski, any discussion?
GOLEMBI EWBKI :  No di scussi on, thank you.
HEARI NG OFFI CER° M. Hannon, any di scussion?

HANNON:

No di scussion. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER°  Thank you. And | have no

di scussion. W'Ill now nove to the vote.

M. Silvestri, how do you vote?

SILVESTRI: Vote to approve. Thank you.
HEARI NG OFFI CER° M. Nguyen?

NGUYEN:

Vote to approve. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER: M. Col enbi ewski ?

GOLEMBI EWBKI :  Vote to approve. Thank you.
HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you. M. Hannon?

HANNON:

| vote to approve. Thank you.

14
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THE HEARI NG OFFI CER°  Thank you. And | vote to
approve. W have a unani nous decision. Fairfield
Station Lofts, LLC, is granted intervener status
and CEPA intervener status along with an
additi onal hearing, evidentiary hearing.

Moving on to notion nunber four. On August
28, 2023, the Town of Fairfield requested party
status and an additional evidentiary hearing.

Attorney Bachman may wi sh to comment.

M5. BACHMAN:. Thank you, M. Morissette.

Consi stent with the other reconmendations, we
recommend that -- staff recommends to grant party
status, and the request for the additional
hearing. Thank you.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Thank you, Attorney Bachnman.

|s there a notion?

MR, GOLEMBIEWSKI: 'l nmake a notion to approve the
I ntervener status -- or party status and the
addi ti onal evidentiary hearing.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER  Thank you, M. ol enbi ewski .

|s there a second?

MR. NGUYEN. Nguyen, second.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Thank you, M. Nguyen.

We have a notion by M. ol enbi ewski to grant

the Town of Fairfield party status and to approve

15
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the additional evidentiary hearing, and we have a

second by M. Nguyen.

W'll now nove to di scussi on.

M. Silvestri, any discussion?

SI LVESTRI : No di scussi on.

Thank you, M. Morissette.

HEARI NG OFFI CER: M. Nguyen,

any di scussi on?

NGUYEN. No di scussion. Thank you.
HEARI NG OFFI CER: M. ol enbi ewski, any di scussi on?

GOLEMBI EWBKI :  No, no di scussion. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER: M . Hannon,

any di scussi on?

HANNON:  No di scussion. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you.

And | have no

di scussion. W'Ill now nove to the vote.

M. Silvestri, how do you vote?

SILVESTRI: Vote to approve.
HEARI NG OFFI CER: M. Nguyen,

Thank you.

how do you vot e?

NGUYEN. Vote to approve. Thank you.
HEARI NG OFFI CER: M. ol enbi ewski, how do you

vot e?

GOLEMBI EWBKI :  Vote to approve. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER: M . Hannon,

how do you vote?

HANNON: Vote to approve. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you.

And | vote to approve.

The Town of Fairfield

16
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Is granted party status and an additi onal
evidentiary hearing. Thank you, everyone. W'l]|
now conti nue with the appearance of the Applicant.
| n accordance with the Council's July 27,
2023, continued evidentiary hearing neno, we wl|
continue wth the appearance of the Applicant, the
United Il lum nati ng Conpany, to swear in their new
W tnesses, David Leslie and Matthew Scul ly, and
verify the new exhibits marked as Roman nuner al
two, itens Bl1l and '13 on the hearing program
SHAWN CROSBI E
CORRENE AUER
MATTHEW PARKHURST,
BRI AN GAUDET,
T ODD BERMAN,
Z ACH L OGA N,
Me e NA SAZANOWI CZ
recall ed as w tnesses, having been previously
sworn, were exam ned and testified under oath

as foll ows:

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Attorney Bachman, can you pl ease
begin by swearing in M. Leslie and M. Scully?

17
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DAVI D LESLI E

MATTHEW SCULLY,
call ed as wtnesses, being first duly sworn
by ATTORNEY BACHVAN, were exam ned and

testified under oath as foll ows:

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER°  Thank you, Attorney Bachman.

Attorney MDernott, please begin by
I dentifying the new exhibits you have filed in
this matter and verifying the exhibits by the
appropriate sworn w tness?

Attorney MDernott, thank you.

MR. McDERMOTT: M. Morissette, good afternoon.

M. Leslie, Applicant's Exhibit Nunber 11 is
your resune, which was received by the Council on
August 11, 2023.

Are you famliar wth that docunent?

THE W TNESS (Leslie): | am

MR. McDERMOTT: And do you have any changes or
revisions to that docunent?

THE W TNESS (Leslie): | do not.

MR. McDERMOTT: And do you adopt that as Applicant's
Exhibit 11 in this proceedi ng?

THE W TNESS (Leslie): | do.

MR. McDERMOTT: Thank you.

18
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And M. Croshie, as the senior nenber of the
panel, are you famliar with the conpany's
responses to the Council's Interrogatory Set 3
dat ed August 22, 2023, which is Applicant's
Exhi bit Nunber 127

W TNESS (Croshbie): Yes, | am

McDERMOTT: And do you have any changes or
revisions to those interrogatory responses?

WTNESS (Crosbie): No, | don't.

McDERMOTT: And do you adopt those as a ful
exhibit in this proceedi ng?

W TNESS (Croshie): Yes, | do.

McDERMOTT: And are you famliar with Applicant's
| ate-filed exhibits that are dated August 22,
2023, Applicant's Exhibit Nunmber 137

W TNESS (Crosbie): Yes, | am

McDERMOTT: And do you have any changes or
revisions to those late files?

WTNESS (Crosbie): No, | don't.

McDERMOTT: And do you adopt themas an exhibit in
this proceedi ng?

W TNESS (Leslie): Yes, | do.

McDERMOTT: Thank you. M. Morissette, |'d ask
that Exhibits 11, 12, and 13 be admtted as full

exhibits in this proceedi ng?
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HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you, Attorney MDernott.

Does any party or intervener object to the
adm ssion of the Applicant's new exhi bits?

Attorney Casagrande, or Attorney Mortelliti?

CASAGRANDE: No, your Honor, we do not object.
HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you, Attorney Casagrande.
At t or ney Burdo?
BURDO.  No.
HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Very good.
Attorney Russo?
RUSSO.  No.
HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you.
Attorney Schaefer?
SCHAEFER: No, thank you.
HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you.
At torney Herbst?
HERBST: No obj ecti on.
HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you.

The exhibits are hereby admtted.

W will begin with cross-exam nation of the
Applicant by BJ's Wl esale Cub, Inc. Attorney
Casagrande, are you going to take the honors?

CASAGRANDE: Yes, M. Morissette. Thank you.
HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Very good. Thank you.

Pl ease conti nue.
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MR. CASAGRANDE: (Good afternoon, everyone. | wanted to

drill down first on the total project cost. And
|"mreferring to U's response to the Council's
Interrogatory 11, which is U's Exhibit 3 in this
heari ng.
And in that response, the w tness panel
i ndicated that -- and | believe it was
M. Ragozzine and M. Crosbhie -- that the total
project costs would be $255 million, and that's
also referred to on page 2-17 of the application.
The Wtnesses indicated at that tinme that the
cost could be up to 50 percent higher, or 25
percent |lower. Have you drilled down on whet her
that range can be narrowed as of this date, of

total project cost?

THE W TNESS (Crosbie): Good afternoon.

This is Shawn Crosbie with Ul .

Currently, the project total cost that we
I ndi cated, two-fifty-five -- 255 mllion, sits at
that anobunt. As we progress and our engi neering
desi gn headed towards | FC drawi ngs, or issue for
construction, finalizing that based on any
potential adjustnents to the design related to the
Siting Council conditions, we would refine those

COSts as necessary.
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MR, CASAGRANDE: Thank you. Thank you, M. Crosbie.
I'"d like to talk a little bit about the
effect on the project on existing |land uses. And
|"mreferring, M. Mrissette, to Exhibit 3, U
Exhibit 3, which is U's response to Council
| nterrogatory 48.
And in that exhibit, |I believe it was
Ms. Auer -- if | have the nane right -- said that
the project is fully consistent with FERC
gui del i nes whi ch advocate the prioritization of
the use of existing rights of way by different
kinds of utilities in order to avoid or mnim ze
I npacts to existing | and uses and envi ronnent al
resour ces.
So ny question is, FERC advocates staying
Wi thin the existing right-of-way whenever possible
to avoid inpacts to existing |land uses. Correct?
THE W TNESS (Auer): Thank you. This is Correne Auer.
Correct.
MR, CASAGRANDE: And that's not just effect on
envi ronnent al resources, but any existing |and
uses. Correct?
THE W TNESS (Auer): | believe so, yes.
It's to stay within the utility corridor.

MR. CASAGRANDE: Ckay. And you --
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THE W TNESS (Auer): (Unintelligible) --

MR. CASAGRANDE: I|I'msorry. D d you finish?

| didn't nean to interrupt.

THE W TNESS (Auer): Just as nuch as you can, yeah, as
much as possi bl e.

MR, CASAGRANDE: Thank you. And U tried to conply
wth that objective, did it not, in preparing this
application?

THE W TNESS (Auer): Yes.

MR. CASAGRANDE: All right. And in fact, I'll just
refer the Council to the application pages ES-10,
which refers -- says that U considered options to
avoid or mnimze inpacts to existing |and uses.

That's a fair summary of your position,
Ms. Auer?

THE W TNESS (Auer): Yes, with -- | would say wth a
focus on avoi dance of the environnmental resources.

MR, CASAGRANDE: Ckay. But again, the FERC guidelines
Is not limted to just avoi ding environnent al
I npacts. It's avoiding or mnimzing i npacts on
any existing land uses. Correct?

THE W TNESS (Auer): Correct.

MR. CASAGRANDE: AlIl right. So for instance, 1'd |like
toinvite the panel's attention to the July 25th

hearing, and |'"'mreferring to pages 73 to 74 of
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that hearing. And on those pages, M. Silvestri
asked a few questions about the |ocation of Pole
745N, which again, for the record is depicted on
sheet 21 of 29 in volune 2 of the application.
Do you have that sheet 21 in front of you?

McDERMOTT: Attorney Casagrande, can you give us
t he page nunber again just so we're all --

CASAGRANDE: The page nunber of the hearing?

McDERMOTT: No, the page -- the map nunber.

CASAGRANDE: Oh, sure. It's page 21 of 29.

McDERMOTT:  Thank you.

CASAGRANDE: And so M. Silvestri asked the panel
to address that, that location. And he asked the
panel, why couldn't you just stay on the south
side of the tracks instead of crossing the tracks
to put it on the north side?

And M. Parkhurst, is he here today -- by the
way, M. Parkhurst?

McDERMOTT: He is, yes.

CASAGRANDE: Ckay, thank you. At pages 74 to 75 of
the hearing transcript, M. Parkhurst said this.

He said, starting at Pole 738, which is on
sheet 20 of 29, that was on the north side of the
tracks, as that is a currently vacant |lot. Do you

remenber that testinony, M. Parkhurst?
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THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): Yes, | do.

MR. CASAGRANDE: And then you said as you get closer to
Howard Avenue, you get to a multi-story -- |
believe it was an apartnent building, and that was
one of the itens we tried to stay away from

Renmenber that?

THE W TNESS (Par khurst): Yes, | do.

MR. CASAGRANDE: And you also said we | ooked at the
built environment a lot, and that's why within
this congested area we do go fromthe north side
to the south side and then back. Correct?

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): 1In that area, yes.

That's correct.

MR. CASAGRANDE: And then just directing your attention

to page 105 of the hearing transcript,
M. Parkhurst, you went on to say this.

You said, we tried to stay away fromthe
hi gher congested residential areas in Bridgeport
and north of the corridor, and east of 740 between
Pol e 745 and Pole 752. That is why we cross south
wWith both circuits, as that area is residential in
nature and quite -- | would classify it as urban
In nature up in Bridgeport.

Bet ween 737 and 745, the | and, there was nore

avail able | and on the north side of the railroad
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corridor. In addition, that there was a
multi-story building that we wanted to avoid on
the south side of the corridor just west of Pole
745 and -- 745S and existing U pole RT5.

Do you renenber that testinony,
M. Parkhurst?

THE W TNESS (Par khurst): Yes, | do.

MR. CASAGRANDE: All right. So at |least in that
I nstance U decided to cross the tracks from south
to north and then back in order to mnimze the
effect on existing uses in that corridor.

Correct?

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): 1In that area, yes.

MR. CASAGRANDE: And |I'd like nowto direct the panel's
attention to U Exhibit 8, Hearing Exhibit 8,
which is U's answer to BJ's Interrogatories 1 and
2. That's the July 18, 2023 filing.

You have said already -- the panel has
al ready said you considered options to avoid
| npacting existing uses. Correct?

THE W TNESS (Par khurst): Correct.

MR. CASAGRANDE: AlIl right. Nowin that interrogatory
exhibit, or in those responses you were respondi ng
to questions about Feroleto Steel, the property

I mmedi ately to the east of the BJ's property on
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the south side of the tracks. And that is
shown -- if | could direct your attention to sheet
17 of 29, which is in attachnment V2.4 of the
application, just to orient you with what we're
| ooki ng at?
I n your response to those interrogatories by
BJ's you said, U has not approached Feroleto to
di scuss the placenent of the transm ssion poles on
that property or the existing -- or howit wll
affect the existing inpacts on that property, nor
have you approached any ot her property owner.
Correct?

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): That's correct.

MR. CASAGRANDE: And you also said -- and this is on
page 23 of the hearing transcript, M. Parkhurst,
you stated that U has considered no ot her
al ternative design configurations between
structures 721 south and 725 south. Correct?

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): At that tinme? No.

MR. CASAGRANDE: You nean, at the tine you filed the
application?

MR. McDERMOTT: | believe you referenced a transcri pt
cite, Attorney Casagrande?

MR CASAGRANDE: Yes.

MR. McDERMOTT: | believe he was saying at the tine of
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the transcript that was the -- you were accurate.
MR. CASAGRANDE: Ckay. Thank you, Attorney MDernott.
So as of that hearing date, July 25th, you
had not even considered the alternative of noving
Pole 724S fromthe Bl's property onto the Feroleto
property to the east. Correct? As of that date?

THE W TNESS (Par khurst): That's correct.

MR. CASAGRANDE: What is your understanding of the
nature of the business of Feroleto Steel?

"' m not sure who on the panel would want to
respond to that, but a general question, what is
t he panel's understandi ng of the nature of
Feroleto Steel's business on that property?
THE W TNESS (Croshie): This is Shawn Croshie with Ul .
They' re a commerci al steel operations that
conduct s business at that address.

MR. CASAGRANDE: All right. And | also want to refer
to U's answers to BWC s Interrogatory Nunber 2,
which is the July 18th subm ssion. And in that
answer, M. Parkhurst said -- you said the entire
Feroleto |l ot is paved, and thus in an effort to
not encunber the paved area it is placing Pole
725S north of the paved area. Correct?

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): That's correct.

MR. CASAGRANDE: And you said that this would result in
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this Pole 725S having to support the Metro North
signal wires at that location. Correct?

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): That's correct.

MR. CASAGRANDE: So it is feasible to have your
nonopol es support Metro North signal wires in at
| east sone | ocations? A fair statenment?

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): That's fair.

MR. CASAGRANDE: Now, have you determ ned whet her the
paved area that you referred to in your answer on
the Feroleto property is necessary for the
operation of its business in any way?

THE W TNESS (Croshie): No -- Attorney Casagrande, this
I's Shawn Crosbie. Could you just repeat that
guestion one nore tinme for ne?

MR. CASAGRANDE: Sure. Have you determ ned whet her the
paved area on the Feroleto property i s necessary
for the operation of its business on that
property?

THE W TNESS (Crosbie): One nore tine -- so | can
understand it, a third tinme?

MR. CASAGRANDE: Have you determ ned or at | east | ooked
I nto whether the paved area on the Ferol eto
property is necessary for the operation of its
busi ness?

THE W TNESS (Crosbhie): W've had no discussion with
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Feroleto Steel to determne if they need to have
that asphalt area for their business relative to

t he design of our construction project.

MR. CASAGRANDE: Are you all done, M. Croshie? Sorry.

THE WTNESS (Croshie): Yes, I'm-- yes, |I'mfinished.
Thank you.

MR. CASAGRANDE: Ckay. Thank you. And then the sane
answer to BJ's Interrogatory 2 in the July 18th
response, you said when |ocating Pole 724S, which
Is the pole at the northeast corner of BJ's
property, you said U is utilizing an undevel oped
pi ece of land adjacent to the railroad corridor.

Correct?

THE W TNESS (Par khurst): Correct.

MR. CASAGRANDE: And when you said the undevel oped
pi ece of land, you're referring to BJ's Whol esal e
property?

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): |I'mreferring to the grassy
outcrop on BJ's Whol esal e property. Correct.

MR. CASAGRANDE: Well, that -- that and any ot her
portion of BJ's property. Wre you just focusing
on the grassy portion to the north?

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): Yes.

MR, CASAGRANDE: Ckay.

And that is BJ's Wol esal e property?
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THE W TNESS (Par khurst): Correct.
MR. CASAGRANDE: Now what's the basis for your

assertion that this property is undevel oped?

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): During nunerous site wal ks,

we -- we noticed that it is unpaved, unused.
There's barriers on all the sides, including a
fence separating the steel conpany property and
this grassy outcrop.

And there's also bollards separating the
driveway on BJ -- on the BJ's whol esal e property,
and this grassy area that appears to have

previously been hone to a railroad spur.

MR. CASAGRANDE: So when you were focusing on the word

"undevel oped," you neant the grassy area.

Correct?

THE W TNESS ( Par khurst): Correct.
MR. CASAGRANDE: All right. Now the right-of-way which

U seeks goes farther south fromthe grassy area
into BJ's | oadi ng dock operati ons.

Does it not?

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): | believe the grassy area

IS -- is north of the bollards. So the boll ards

woul d be inhibiting vehicle traversing.

MR. CASAGRANDE: Yeah, but that's not ny question. M

guestion is the right-of-way easenent that you're
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seeki ng goes south of the bollards, and several
feet into BJ's Wol esal e | oadi ng dock area.

Correct?

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): The easenent, yes.

MR. CASAGRANDE: Ckay. Now have you seen -- and
M. Morissette, I'll be guided by your judgnent on
t his.

But | just want to ask the panel if they had
seen M. Natriba's pre-filed testinony that we
filed on August 22nd. |'mnot asking you to
coment onit. I'mjust -- have you seen it?

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER  You are asking the panel to
confirmthat they' ve seen it?

MR. CASAGRANDE: No, |'m asking the Wtnesses to
confirmthat they've seen it.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Okay. Very good.

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): My | have the question asked
agai n?

MR. CASACRANDE: Have you seen M. Natriba's prefiled
testinony that we filed | ast week on August 22nd?

MR. McDERMOTT: Attorney Casagrande, you know, | don't
know i f you want each of the nenbers of the panel
to say they've seen it or not -- or the conpany
has seen it and received it? Yes.

MR. CASAGRANDE: | just -- well, | was wonderi ng
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particularly whether M. Parkhurst had seen it,
because he is the engi neer on the project.

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): Yes, | have.

MR McDERMOTT: And to be clear, M. Parkhurst is one
of several engineers on the project.

Ms. Sazanowi cz is also an engi neer on the project,
and she's part of the panel as well.

MR. CASAGRANDE: GCkay. Thank you for that.

So after reviewng M. Natriba's testinony,
are you willing to nodify or anend the assertion
that the property south of the bollards is
undevel oped?

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): South of the boll ards?

No, that -- that's not undevel oped.

MR. CASAGRANDE: Do you have any reason to di sagree
with M. Natriba' s testinony about the inpact that
| ocating this easenent on BJ's property will have
on its business operations at that |ocation?

MR. McDERMOTT: |'mgoing to object to the question
given the fact that none of mster -- that
testinony Attorney Casagrande is referring to is
not in evidence and hasn't been subject to
Cross-exam nation at this point.

So it's not appropriate to rely on it at this

poi nt .
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THE HEARI NG OFFI CER° Any comment, M. Casagrande?

Go ahead.
MR. CASACRANDE: Yeah. | nean, it is -- it's an
exhibit. 1'masking the Wtness not to conment on
t he substance of the exhibit. The exhibit will be

I ntroduced through M. Natriba in alittle while.
And all 1'masking themis, based on review

of that exhibit, do they still stand by their
position that the easenent on BJ's property wll
not have an inpact on its business operations?

MR. McDERMOTT: Well, that's just the point,
M. Morissette. W don't know at this point what
the testinony is about BJ's operations. So it's
not possible for this panel to opi ne about whet her
they agree with sonething that's not in the record
at this point.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER  Very good. Thank you,
M. MDernott. Do any of the other attorneys have
an opinion on this? Attorney Burdo?

MR. BURDO. Not at this tine.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER  Attorney Russo?

MR. RUSSO. Not at this tine.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER. Attorney Schaefer?

MR. SCHAEFER: Not at this tinme. Thank you.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Thank you. And Attorney Herbst?
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(No response.)

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER  Attorney Bachman, do you have an
opi nion on this?

M5. BACHMAN. Thank you, M. Morissette. | don't have
an opinion on it. | was just going to see if |
coul d ask Attorney Casagrande if perhaps he can
ask his question in nore general terns, rather
than refer specifically to sonething that is not
at present in the record.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER°  Thank you, Attorney Bachman.

Att or ney Casagrande?

MR. CASAGRANDE: Yes. Thank you, Attorney Bachman.

Let me try it this way. Do you have any
reason to believe, as you sit here today, that the
easenent going south onto BJ's property into its
| oadi ng dock operations will not interfere with
Its business on that |ocation?

THE WTNESS (Crosbie): This is Shawn Croshie with U.
So the easenent that you're requesting, Attorney
Casagrande, is that the easenent that you believe
U is requesting for the activity of constructing
the pole on -- in that area?

MR. CASAGRANDE: Well, | guess |I'm asking both. |

nmean, there's going to be activity in constructing
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the pole, which | assune would invol ve use of the
| oadi ng dock and al so post construction.

THE W TNESS (Croshie): W would not have the use of
your | oadi ng dock, and we would work to work with
BJ's as the property occupant for our construction
activities to mnimze, if any, inpacts to your
oper ati on.

MR. CASAGRANDE: All right. Let's nove onto alittle
bit -- a few nore questions on Feroleto's
application. 1'd |like to show you, the panel,
appendix Cto the application. And I'm
specifically referring to sheet 22 of 39.

And | know this is an environnental
simulation, but | think it gives the panel a
pretty good idea of Feroleto's operations to the
east of the BJ's building, and in the far right of
that, of that photo.

Just to be clear, does that photo fairly
depict the BJ's property and the Ferol eto property
to the east of it?

THE W TNESS (Gaudet): This is Brian Gaudet with
Al l -Points. Wich photo is that again, Attorney
Casagr ande?

MR. CASAGRANDE: Sheet 22 of 39, which is appendix Cto

t he application.
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THE W TNESS (Gaudet): Gve ne one mnute to find that
and make sure I'mon the right page here.

VR, CASAGRANDE: Sure.

THE W TNESS (Gaudet): Is it a photo nunber that you
can reference on there?

MR. CASACGRANDE: It's hard to read the exhibit. It's
really fine print, but it's sheet 22.

If you look in the |legend, it says, sheet 22

of 39, down in the bottomright-hand corner of the

| egend.

MR. McDERMOTT: So appendix C, Attorney Casagrande, is
photo sinul ati ons?

MR, CASAGRANDE: Yes.

MR. McDERMOTT: Submitted by All-Points?

MR CASAGRANDE: Yes.

MR. McDERMOTT: So can you identify the photo? Each of

t he photos has a photo nunber on it.

MR, CASAGRANDE: 22 of 39.

THE WTNESS (Gaudet): If I'mlooking at the
(unintelligible) attachnent to the CSC page here,
sheet 22.

Appendi x C appears to be, at |east what |'m
| ooking at, it's the Dupont Avenue out in front of
the library. It seens |ike that would be the

I naccurate location. |'m/looking at --
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MR, CASAGRANDE: (Unintelligible) --
THE W TNESS (Gaudet): -- photo twelve, which is
| abel ed, Ash Creek Boul evard, Fairfield.
There's a water tank to the right.
| s that the photo you're referencing?
MR. CASAGRANDE: No. | nean, it's in the record.
It's appendi x C, sheet 22 of 39.
MR. McDERMOTT: Attorney Casagrande, appendix Cto the
application is entitled, visual assessnment report
I ncl udi ng photo sinulations. There is no
nunberi ng system on the photos that you're using.
So the photos are 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and they go
up to photo 22. W are unable to identify what
you' re | ooking at.
MR. CASAGRANDE: AlIl right. Well, let ne try it this
way. The photo is described as Fairfield to
Congress 115 kilovolt T-line project; Fairfield

County, Connecticut, water resources delineation

map.
MR. McDERMOTT: Ckay. So --
MR CASAGRANDE: Yeah, that's what | was -- | said it

was an environnental sinulation.
But ny question is, in looking at that photo
does it accurately depict the BJ's property and

the Feroleto property to the east, at |east from

38




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

an aerial point of view?

MR. McDERMOTT: So do we have that in front of us?

THE W TNESS (Auer): It's in the wetlands report.

THE W TNESS (Berman): This is Todd Berman for the
Applicant. 1'mgoing to address that.

So that, that photograph would represent a

Googl e Earth-based -- based map. W can't really
make a representation on what it does or doesn't
I ncl ude.

MR. CASAGRANDE: Well, do you disagree that in the
ri ght-hand corner you have that very | engthy
rectangul ar building, which is off of Black Rock
Turnpi ke? That is BJ's property. Is it not?

THE WTNESS (Berman): |I'mnot -- |'mjust going to
cite to the source of the base map. [|'IIl let
Correne Auer fromny team conment.

THE W TNESS (Auer): Thank you. This is Correne Auer.

| have the map in front of ne, sheet 22 of

39. Is there a certain resource map? O is it
just called the background resource nap?

MR, CASAGRANDE: It's called water resources
del i neati on map.

THE W TNESS (Auer): Okay.

MR. CASAGRANDE: |'mjust asking a sinple question.

Does this, at |east froman aerial point of
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view, show the location of the BJ's property and

the Feroleto Steel manufacturing plant to the east

of the property? That's all |'m asking.
THE W TNESS (Auer): (I naudi ble.)
MR. McDERMOTT: | don't know if you heard that. She

said, yes, Attorney Casagrande.
MR, CASAGRANDE: She said, yes? GCkay. Thank you.
Now | ooki ng at that photo and | ooking at the
Feroleto's building to the east of the BJ's
property, does that depict any | oadi nhg areas on
the north side of the Feroleto's Steel plant?

THE W TNESS (Auer): |'mnot sure what woul d
necessarily classify it as a | oading area, and |
can't say just froma snapshot aerial view whether
It's a |loading area or not.

MR. CASACRANDE: Ckay. Let nme ask it this way. |Is the
U panel aware that there are any | oadi ng
operations of any significance in the area north
of the Feroleto's building?

THE W TNESS (Crosbhie): Attorney Casagrande, we're not
aware of any | oadi ng operations.

MR. CASAGRANDE: Thank you. Are you aware that the
Ferol eto's | oadi ng operations are actually | ocated
on the southwest side of the Feroleto's property?

THE W TNESS (Croshie): This is Shawn Croshie with Ul .
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Again, and we're not aware of that.

MR. CASAGRANDE: You didn't think it would be inportant
to find that out?

MR. McDERMOTT: (bjection, argunentative.

MR. CASAGRANDE: [|'Ill nove on.

Do you agree that placing Pole 724S on the
Feroleto's property would have m ninmal inpact on
Ferol eto's operations?

O you just do not know the answer to that?

THE W TNESS (Crosbhie): Shawn Crosbie again with Ul .

We woul dn't know the answer to that. Sorry.

MR. CASAGRANDE: By the way, | just want to -- | know
this is an environnental, or water resources nap,
sheet 22 of 20 -- 39.

But can you tell nme, if you |l ook at the map
right down the center, going north to south is
Bl ack Rock Turnpike. |Is that a fair statenent?

THE W TNESS (Auer): Yes, | believe you are correct.
MR. CASAGRANDE: GCkay. Wiat I'masking is, what are
t he double yellow Iines on that sheet depicting?

I n other words, specifically, it shows a
doubl e yellow line that proceeds west off of Bl ack
Rock Turnpi ke. Then it proceeds north along the
BJ' s parking area and deck.

What does this purport to depict?
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What's the point of that?

THE W TNESS (Auer): That was our proposed access route
adj acent to the railroad corridor at the tinme of
the report.

MR. CASAGRANDE: Now, are you aware that there are
wei ght restrictions in the parking deck area in
front of BJ's operations, weight restrictions on
t he tonnage of vehicles that can traverse that
area?

THE W TNESS (Crosbhie): W would get into those
conversations with the property owner post
approval of our project to determ ne those kinds
of things, but weight restrictions and ot her
conponents of property owner's property that
restricts or constrains our activities, we would
acknow edge that post approval.

MR. CASACGRANDE: Let me just drill down on that a bit.

You' re proposing an accessway easement com ng
I n from Bl ack Rock Turnpi ke over the parking deck,
t hen proceeding north in front of the building,
presumably to get to the right-of-way at the north
end of the building. Wy?

Wiy wouldn't it be appropriate to drill down
that information before you even file this

application?
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THE W TNESS (Croshie): Again, we do not typically talk
to property owners pre-filing the application.
These are conceptualized proposed access routes to
t he best case of our design, as we see it.

As nentioned previously, Attorney Casagrande,
we continue to refine our design related to our
financials and other conponents such as wetl and
| npacts, areas that we access, et cetera.

Ri ght now, this is our proposed activity for
our Fairfield/ Congress project that we saw when we
were generating this, this docunent as appendi x B,
so.

MR. CASAGRANDE: Ckay. Thank you. And just to put a
pin on this, | take it you have not determ ned at
this point whether heavy construction or
mai nt enance equi pnent that U would need to
traverse this area woul d exceed any wei ght
restrictions in this parking area. Correct?

THE W TNESS (Crosbhie): That's correct, but as -- as
menti oned, we would work with the property owner
as we becane closer to finalizing construction
activity.

MR. CASAGRANDE: Well, isn't it true that if you --
|l et's say you changed the access easenent to go

t hrough the Feroleto property. Couldn't it be
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shifted onto the Feroleto's property in order to
avoid this, access in this, what | understand is a
very sensitive area in terns of weight |oads?

| s that not feasible?

THE W TNESS (Crosbhie): That would be by the property
owner's standpoint, and we could get to that point
as we work with them through things post
appl i cati on approval .

MR, CASAGRANDE: But you're asking for this application
to be approved, to approve this existing
right-of-way on BJ's property using these egress
and i ngress routes.

What happens if there's an approval ?

| nmean, why wouldn't it have been appropriate
to approach Feroleto's before this application was
filed to see if you could avoid the inpacts on
BJ's property by just accessing the, you know, the
right-of-way in Pole 724S from Ferol eto' s?

MR. McDERMOTT: |'mgoing to object to the question. |
think it's inportant to keep in mnd that prior to
BJ's becom ng i nvolved we had no reason to reach
out to Feroleto's.

The conpany has proposed what it thinks is a
very appropriate design in the BJ's area. So it's

only because BJ's now di sagrees that Feroleto is




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

part of this property. And the job of the Siting
Council, as you know, is to consider the proposal
by the conpany.

If it's decided that this is not a good
| ocation and Feroleto's is the appropriate
| ocation, that's fine, but there was no reason for
the conpany to start reaching out to Feroleto's
because it thinks it has a workabl e and
appropriate and cost-effective proposal that is
i nvol ved, you know, in the BJ's area.

So you know, if Attorney Casagrande wants to
reach out to Feroleto's and have a discussion with
them he's welcone to do that. The conpany's
policy and what is required by the Siting
Council's statutes and regulations is to bring a
proposal to the Council for its consideration and
approval. The conpany has done that.

W don't go up and down the right-of-way
aski ng each property owner if they like the
proposal and if they're confortable with the
proposal. W have a |lot of design criteria that
are used in the design of the project. W follow
those and we present the project to the Council

for 1ts consideration.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER  Thank you, Attorney MDernott.
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Attorney Casagrande, any response?

MR. CASAGRANDE: | nean, | guess what |I'masking is, is
U saying it was ny client's responsibility to
contact Feroleto's, as opposed to U's
responsibility to contact both Feroleto's and BJ's
before it filed this application?

s that the testinony?

MR. McDERMOTT: Well, to the extent I'ma lawer, |I'm
not testifying -- but |I'mobjecting to your
position that the conpany had sone responsibility
to approach Feroleto's. W did not.

We designed the, as | said, the project as --
and | apol ogi ze for saying we.

U has designed the project in accordance
wth its design standards and best practices and
keepi ng costs into consideration, and we have
presented the -- U has presented the proposal to
t he Council.

BJ's doesn't |ike the proposal and wants us
to go sonewhere else -- but you know, to ny point,
U does not wal k up and down the transm ssion |line
| ooking for receptive property owners that woul d
like to have this project in their backyard.

That's not the systemthat is set forth in

the Siting Council statutes.
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THE HEARI NG OFFI CER  Thank you, Attorney MDernott.
Attorney Casagrande, would you kindly ask the
guestion in a different way so we can get an
answer for you?

MR. CASAGRANDE: |'mnot sure | renenber the question
at this point.

THE HEARING OFFICER.  |'mnot sure | do either, but
pl ease, let's continue?

MR, CASAGRANDE: Well, let nme just add -- and | guess
"Il direct this to the panel. So if the Council
determ nes that the proposed |location on BJ's is
not feasible, it will have a significant
di sruption. Then you're saying, that's when you
woul d approach Ferol eto's?

THE W TNESS (Berman): W will -- this is Todd Bernman
speaking. W will wait for the Council to render
a decision on the process that we are enbarked on
right now tonight. And when that happens and t hat
gets adjudicated, that will informour next steps.

MR. CASAGRANDE: GCkay. Thank you. 1'd like to focus
on the actual pole locations for a mnute. And |
guess the best way to refer to that would be to
refer to sheet 17 of 29, which is volune 2 of the
appl i cati on.

Do you have that in front of you?
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MR. McDERMOTT: | think we're all set, Attorney
Casagrande. Thank you.

MR. CASAGRANDE: Ckay. Geat. So -- and again, | know
this is very hard to read, but Pole 723S is
| ocated toward the northwestern corner of BJ's.

Correct?
THE WTNESS (Crosbie): This is Shawn Croshie with U .
Yes.

MR, CASAGRANDE: And Pole 724S is |located pretty nuch
directly north of the | oading area on BJ's
property. Correct?

THE W TNESS (Croshie): Yes.

MR. CASAGRANDE: And Pole 725 -- I'msorry, 725 -- 255,
sorry. No, wait, 725S is |located north of the
Ferol eto property. Correct?

THE W TNESS (Crosbie): Yes.

MR, CASAGRANDE: Ckay. So let's just focus on Pole
723S for a mnute. In the Novenber 25 hearing, |
believe it was M. Parkhurst who said that U had
agreed to nove that pole 18 inches north so it is
off BJ's property entirely. Correct?

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): M. Casagrande, this is
Mat t hew Parkhurst. Yes, that's correct.

MR. CASAGRANDE: COkay. And that would put that pole in
the Metro North right-of-way. Correct?
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THE W TNESS (Par khurst): Correct.

MR. CASAGRANDE: Now, 724S is partially on BJ's
property, as shown on sheet 17 of 209.

But in fact, just not focusing on the pole,
t he proposed easenent area onto the BJ's property
extends south onto BJ's property all along its
northern border. Correct?

THE WTNESS (Crosbie): Shawn Crosbhie with U .

Yes, that's correct.

MR, CASAGRANDE: And by ny math -- and you can correct
me if I"'mwong, it extends 37 feet into BJ's
property, and specifically the |oading area.

Correct?

THE W TNESS (Par khurst): No.

No, | do not believe that's correct.

MR, CASAGRANDE: What's your best estinmate on how far
It extends?

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): W -- so the -- the permanent
easenent would be 18 feet fromthe old center |ine
sout h.

MR, CASAGRANDE: Ckay. But it would extend
significantly into the | oadi ng operati ons area.

Correct?
THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): Wthin about 18 feet, yes.
MR. CASAGRANDE: And the area of the easenent, | think
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M. Crosbie testified on July 25th, that would be
required fromBJ's is between a half and three
gquarters of an acre. Correct?

THE W TNESS (Croshie): This is Shawn Croshie with Ul .

Yes, | believe that was sai d.

Attorney Casagrande, it would help if, you
know, you're referring to -- when you say easenent
or tenporary construction easenent, or pernmanent
easenent, for the purposes of nmintenance | ong
termthere are different conplexities as it
relates to what we do for construction and
oper ati onal purposes.

So when you ask the question, it would help
so we could understand how you'd |ike the answer
back fromU wth our expert testinony.

MR. CASACGRANDE: GCkay. That's helpful. Thank you. |
guess ny point is the right-of-way easenent
doesn't distingui sh between construction
activities and mai ntenance activities.

Right? 1t's one permanent easenent.

THE W TNESS (Croshie): Yes, that's correct. |If
there's -- there -- yes, the permanent easenent is
defined as, it's in sheet 17 of 29 as you
referenced it, and as M. Parkhurst referenced the

di nensi on.
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MR, CASAGRANDE: Thank you. Now at the July 25th
hearing, M. Perrone asked M. Parkhurst if Pole
724S coul d be shifted into the Metro North
ri ght - of - way.

Do you renenber that question, M. Parkhurst?
And I'mreferring to page 22 and 23 of the
July 25th hearing.

THE W TNESS ( Par khurst): Yes, | do renenber that.

MR. CASAGRANDE: All right. And you responded that in
order to do that, place the pole, shift it onto
the railroad right-of-way, U would have to
support the Metro North signal's wires at that
| ocati on, which as now we are nonitoring conplete
separati on between the Metro North and Ul
i nfrastructure. Correct?

THE W TNESS (Par khurst): That's correct.

MR, CASAGRANDE: Ckay.

THE W TNESS (Par khurst): The Pol e 724S --
(unintelligible).

MR, CASAGRANDE: Ckay. Now -- but it could be done.

Right? It would be technically feasible to
do that?

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): Yes.

MR. CASAGRANDE: In fact, you're doing it for Pole
725S. Aren't you? You're shifting that pole
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entirely off of the Feroleto property into the
right-of-way. Right?

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): That's correct.

MR. CASAGRANDE: GCkay. M. Perrone also asked the
panel about if you could get the Council the
approxi mate cost of shifting Pole 724. This is on
page 23 of the hearing transcript. And | believe
Attorney McDernott said that U would report back.

And | understand that you have filed a
Late-Filed Exhibit 1 on August 22, to which |
woul d direct your attention, and specifically |I'm
referring to attachnent LF-1-1.

And if you can get to that, you'll see that's
a cost table that you provided for locating the
proposed structures and the associ ated foundati ons
off of BJ's property.

Do you have that in front of you, panel?

THE W TNESS ( Par khurst): Yes, | do.

MR. CASAGRANDE: GCkay. So in that, in that table you
said that the cost of relocating 723S into the
Metro North right-of-way woul d be zero doll ars.

Correct?

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): That's correct.

MR. CASAGRANDE: And the cost of relocating Pole 724S

fully off of BJ's property -- and | assune that
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means onto the Farolito property -- would be
$72,100. Correct?

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): M. Casagrande, |1'd like to
make a correction. So that would -- the 72,100
and the 60,000; E-1 and E-2 would be the
rel ocati on of the Pole 724S off of BJ's \Wol esal e
Cl ub property onto Metro North CT, that property.

MR. CASAGRANDE: GCkay. Thank you. So the total
I ncrenental cost to this project of |ocating Pole
724S off of BJ's and into the Metro North corridor
I s between 60,000 and 72,000. Correct?

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): That's correct.

MR. CASAGRANDE: And as you testified, the total
project cost for this project is around $255
mllion. Correct?

THE W TNESS (Crosbhie): Attorney Casagrande, this is
Shawn Crosbie with U . So the dollar val ue
represented in what was just asked of
M. Parkhurst includes the -- the redesign and
rel ocation of it.

There are additional costs that are accounted
for relative to adjustnents nade at this point, or
any point in a project related to costs of
I nternal enpl oyees and ot her eval uations, materi al

costs that potentially cascade out. So there are
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addi tional costs that we have.

When we design a project, we design it for
the nost cost-efficient, effective, conpliant to
the design criteria that we have. So that was
what's in front of the Council right now as our --
as our project.

MR, CASAGRANDE: Ckay. But by your best current
estimate, that it's going to be about 72,000, give
or take. Correct?

THE W TNESS (Crosbhie): Yes.

MR. CASAGRANDE: Al right. So by ny math, if you take
$72,000 and you divide it by $255 mllion, that
cones out to .00028235 percent.

Do you agree with ne? | nean, you could do
the math yourself, but that, that's what nmy math
conmes up wth.

THE WTNESS (Croshbie): Shawn Crosbhie.

Yes, | believe you, Attorney Casagrande.

MR. CASAGRANDE: GCkay. And that's alnost -- that's
negligible in terns of this overall project cost.

s it not?

THE W TNESS (Croshie): Attorney Casagrande,
woul dn't disagree it's negligible, but as |
nmentioned, there are other factors that go into it

In terns of just -- than just the cost.
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MR. CASAGRANDE: Well, but just in terns of the cost

It's really a rounding error. |[Is it not?
THE W TNESS (Croshie): [|'mnot sure | understand the
roundi ng error -- but for one |ocation the project

I's, you know, a hundred-plus |ocations that we're
doing this for, so.

And again, we presented our application as we
feel our project is nost conpliant with the
mechani snms, that we redesign it and submt it to
the Council for review for it.

So this one location, yes, | don't disagree.
$72,000 as referenced, is that percentage, but we
| ook at the project as a whol e when we devel op a
transmssion line, we build a project |ike this.

MR. CASAGRANDE: Thank you. Let's assune for the
nmonment that BJ's agreed to reinburse U for all or
the part of the costs of relocating that pole,
either onto Metro North or onto Ferol eto.

| believe at the |ast hearing, the panel
said, well, it's not just a matter of witing a
check. You'd have to get PURA approval for that.

Correct?

MR. McDERMOTT: |I'magoing to say, | don't agree with
that. | think PURA was probably not nentioned in

t hat conversation. |t was probably the Siting
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Council. But if it was PURA, it probably shoul d
have been the Siting Council.
So let's put it that way.

MR. CASAGRANDE: Ckay. Fine. That's fine. So you're
saying, you'd have to get the Siting Council's
approval for that cost reinbursenent?

MR. McDERMOTT: Ch, a cost reinbursenent?

MR. CASAGRANDE: Yeah, yeah.

MR. McDERMOTT: So who wants to?

THE WTNESS (Berman): |'Il take a whack at that. This
Is Todd Berman for United Illumnating. | -- |
don't even really know whether that's all owed for
in the statutory framework of the Siting Council.
| think it's -- it's a question based on -- on an
assunpti on.

| don't really understand where it's going.

MR, CASAGRANDE: Well, would you not agree with ne that
by having BJ's privately fund the cost of noving
the poles, all other things being equal, that
woul d | ower the rate base for this project.

Correct?

THE W TNESS (Berman): No. No, | -- | do not agree
wth your fundanental assertion.

MR, CASAGRANDE: Wy not ?

THE W TNESS (Bernman): Because there are so many
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conplexities to what you just outlined in a bunper
sticker that | don't think it's at all a fair
representation of the kind of due diligence that
goes into these efforts one bhit.

MR. CASAGRANDE: Ckay. So you're saying, you' d have to
do sone due diligence. Correct?

THE WTNESS (Berman): No. No, |I'mnot saying we woul d
have to do nore diligence.

MR, CASAGRANDE: At the last hearing the panel said --
and nmaybe it was PURA. Maybe it was the Siting
Council, but they said that you'd have to get
approval for that.

All I"masking is that, you could get that
approval .

MR. McDERMOTT: Can | just ask -- yeah, | think he's

remote. |Is M. Logan on, on with us?
THE WTNESS (Logan): Yes, | am M. MDernott.
MR. McDERMOTT: | feel like this was probably your area

of testinony since it has to do with cost recovery
of the project. Maybe you coul d address Attorney
Casagrande's |line of questions?

THE W TNESS (Logan): | can certainly try to address
t hose questions. M. Casagrande, these lines are
| SO New Engl and cl assified as pool transm ssion

facilities. So these costs are not just borne by
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Connecticut ratepayers, but these costs are

regi onali zed anongst all the New Engl and

transm ssion owners per -- based on | oad share.
Soit's -- it's not as sinple as just

focusing on one structure's cost.

M5. BACHVAN. Al |I'm asking --
THE WTNESS (Logan): (Unintelligible) --
MR. CASAGRANDE: Go ahead. |'msorry.

THE W TNESS (Logan): No, | was just going to say that
that's -- conpletes ny answer.
MR, CASAGRANDE: AlIl right. And all I'"masking is
whet her, if the Council decided that you should
nove the pole, would you not at |east consider
BlJ's offer to pay for that expense?
' mnot saying it would go through, but would
you at least not -- would you consider it? Right?
THE WTNESS (Logan): No. M. Casagrande, this is Zach
Logan. No, | don't believe we can even consi der
it. It's not statutorial-ized.
| don't think we can even do that.
MR. CASAGRANDE: And do you have any statutory
authority for that?
| know |I'm springing this on you now.
THE W TNESS (Logan): Right. Mybe "statutory" wasn't
the right word, but -- again, this is Zach
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Logan -- nore in a reqgqulatory framework. We're
dabbling into what we woul d consi der a
custoner - funded project, and those have their own
conpl exities and regul atory gui delines and

regul ations that need to be foll owed.

So that's getting a little bit out of ny area
of expertise. So | don't knowif | -- | shouldn't
coment any further on that, but | know there's
specific recovery nechanisns for each and it's --
it's difficult to blur those two |ines.

MR, CASAGRANDE: AlIl right. Thank you.

M. Morissette, would it be appropriate at
this tinme to ask the Council to ask U to submt a
| ate-filed exhibit that addresses that issue of
whet her and how if BJ were to agree to fund the
rel ocati on of Pole 724S, what woul d be the
procedure for doing that?

THE HEARING OFFICER.  |'Il ask Attorney Bachman to
coment on this issue. She may have sone advice
as to how this best could be handl ed.

Att or ney Bachnman?

M5. BACHMAN: Thank you, M. Morissette.

| believe what M. Logan was getting at was
t hat | SO New Engl and has a pl anni ng advi sory

commttee that neets to di scuss transm SSi on cost
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al l ocation throughout the New Engl and region.

Perhaps it m ght be hel pful and responsive to
Attorney Casagrande if we could see the
guidelines, or at least a |link to guidelines that
woul d show a custoner, you know, a custoner-funded
proj ect.

Al t hough | do understand those are nerchant
projects, but if he could see nmaybe the difference
between how full transmi ssion facilities and
custoner-funded projects are treated at | SO New

Engl and, | think that m ght answer the question.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER  Ckay.
MR. McDERMOTT: If | may, M. Morissette?

If | could, M. Morissette?

To the extent that Attorney Casagrande is
asking for, you know, statutory or |egal analysis,
| " m prepared to address that in the brief. |
don't know that that's appropriate for a late
file.

| acknowl edge Attorney Bachman's suggesti on
Is alittle bit nore in keeping with what's
customary at the Council in terns of late files,
but you know, if we want to brief the statutory
provi si ons regardi ng custoner-funded projects and

whet her or not this project could accept the
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21,000 -- or 71,000 dollars, |I"'mprepared to do
that in the brief.

But we can certainly do what Attorney Bachman
just suggested in terns of the |1 SO commttee
I nformati on.

THE HEARING OFFICER  Well, I'mleaning towards a | ate
file explaining how a custoner-funded project
woul d be treated, and also links to the 1SO s
treatnent of custoner-funded projects.

Just so that's clear, going forward that if
it is avail able and available to U, then we
shoul d understand it. So if we could do that,
that will be a Late-File 1. Thank you.

MR. CASAGRANDE: Thank you, M. Mbrissette.

(Late-Filed Exhibit Nunmber 1, marked for

I dentification and noted in index.)

MR. CASAGRANDE: |'d like to address the issue of the
I ssue of span | ength between poles, and I'm
referring to pages 60 to 61 of the July 25th
heari ng.
And at that hearing, M. Parkhurst, | believe
you said that when you increase the span | engths

bet ween pol es, that would require higher poles and
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| arger foundations, and therefore additional
easenents to account for nore blowout in the sw ng
between the poles. |Is that a fair statenent?

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): Yes, | think as a genera
st atenment, yes.

MR, CASAGRANDE: Ckay. But it is feasible, is it not,
to install what | understand are called
anti-gal |l opi ng devices on the new lines in order
to mnimze swng events during wnd events?

Correct?

THE W TNESS (Sazanowi cz): Attorney Casagrande, this is
MeeNa Sazanowi cz. Anti-galloping devices are used
and installed specifically for galloping events,
which i s when you have ice accretion or ice flow
around the conductors and a certain w nd bl ow ng
on that ice flow

That causes the gall opi ng phenonena.

MR, CASAGRANDE: Ckay. But ny point is it would be
feasible to install an anti-gall opi ng device,
let's say, between Pole 723 South and Pole 725
South so as to elimnate the need for Pole 724
South. Fair statenent?

THE W TNESS (Sazanowicz): | think these are separate
di scussions. Just installing anti-galloping

devi ces does not equate to elimnation of poles in
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a span.

MR. CASAGRANDE: Well, let's talk about that. At page
68 and 69 of the hearing, M. Silvestri asked the
panel whether it had considered anti-gall oping
devices to reduce the nunber of m d-span
structures.

And M. Parkhurst answered -- again, this is

page 69 of the transcript. He said anti-galloping

devi ces can be installed on new lines, but it's
sound engi neering practice to try to stay away
fromthose for new |lines or rebuilding existing
i nes unless we really have to.
Remenber that, M. Parkhurst?
THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): Yes, M. Casagrande.
| remenber that.

MR, CASAGRANDE: Ckay. So it can be done. Correct?

THE W TNESS (Par khurst): Correct.

MR, CASAGRANDE: And woul d you agree that when Ul
consi ders whether you really have to, in your
wor ds, whether you really have to install
anti-gal |l opi ng devices, would you agree that an

I nportant factor is whether the anti-gall oping

device off of BJ's property would either elimnate

the need for a md-span pole, i.e., 724S, or at

| east reduce the right-of-way area onto the BJ's
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property?
THE W TNESS (Sazanowi cz): M. Casagrande,
anti-gal |l opi ng devices will not decrease any

bl owout. They're not used for increasing

right-of-way lifts. They're used to elimnate the

vi brations of the conductors when ice is accreted
on the conductors with wind bl ow ng on them
So use of anti-galloping devices is not

equi val ent to reduction of a pole. It's used to

aid in elimnating a specific phenonenon of ice on

t he conduct ors.

MR. CASACRANDE: But it would reduce the area of the
right-of-way that you woul d need onto adj acent
properties. Correct?

THE W TNESS (Sazanowi cz): That's not what they are
desi gned for.

MR, CASAGRANDE: Well, |I'mjust going back to page 68
and 69 of the transcript, and that's what
M. Parkhurst said.

THE W TNESS ( Par khurst): M. Casagrande, this is
Mat t hew Parkhurst. So we're |ooking -- | think
we're looking at two different issues here.

So the -- yes, certain spans could have
anti-gal loping devices installed that will all ow

for maybe a shorter decreased space, spacing
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separation between the wres vertically.

But if you have a | onger span |ength, |onger
than 470 feet, and we know that you -- your
required right-of-way to blowut wll start to
I ncrease fromthat 18-foot value U provided
before, that you raise here to accommodate for
conductor blowout. Mvenent left to right as the
wi nd blows, that is not controlled by

anti-gall oping devices. Two different issues.

MR. McDERMOTT: And M. Morissette, | should say al so

for the record to be conplete on page 68,
M. Parkhurst does say, in addition and wth
regard to anti-galloping devices, although yes,
they can be installed on newlines, it's sound
engi neering practice to stay away fromthese for
new | ines or rebuilding existing lines unless --
unl ess we really have to.

So | just want to give conplete context to

M. Parkhurst's answer.

MR. CASAGRANDE: Well, | just quoted that fromhis

testinmony. So | think we already have the
cont ext .
So just to wap this up, is it a fair

statenent that U did not consider installing an

anti-gal |l opi ng devi ce between Poles 723 and 725 in
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order to elimnate the need for Pole 724, or to
reduce the area of the right-of-way? Correct?

THE W TNESS (Sazanowicz): U did not performa
gal l oping analysis in this area.

And the anti-galloping devices, again are for
reduction of the high-anplitude/l owfrequency
events of the conductors as they gallop and create
a wave, so you don't have conductors touching and
have a flashover. That's the purpose of the
anti-gal | opi ng devi ces.

It is not to elimnate a pole, and it is not
to elimnate additional right-of-way because of
bl owout issues. They're two separate itens.

MR. CASAGRANDE: What is it? Wuat's the | ength between
Pol e 723 Sout h and Pol e 725 Sout h?

VWhat's the span?

THE W TNESS (Sazanowi cz): G ve ne one nonent to find
t he map.

THE W TNESS (Par khurst): M. Casagrande, this is
Mat t hew Par khurst. Approxi mately 738 feet.

MR. CASAGRANDE: Ckay. Thank you. Just a few nore
guestions, M. Morrissette. | want to tal k about
the | ay-down area during construction. M
guestion to the panel is, could this | ay-down area

be |l ocated in another area of BJ's property?
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|"mspecifically referring to the northwest

corner of BJ's property. If you |look at sheet 17
of 29, there's, you know, a lot of parking area in
that northwest corner. Wiy wouldn't it be
feasible to just put the lay-down area in that
northwest corner so it wouldn't interfere during
construction with BJ's | oadi ng operations?

MR. McDERMOTT: Sorry. Attorney Casagrande, you're
sayi ng the conpany has identified a | ay-down area?

MR. CASAGRANDE: | frankly don't know if you have or
not -- but the question is, where do you intend to
put it? And could you put it in the northwest
corner away fromthe | oading operations so as to
avoid interruptions wth those operations?

MR. McDERMOTT: Ckay. I'msorry to be difficult, but
are you tal king work pad, or are you talking
| ay- down area?

CASAGRANDE: Bot h.

D 3

McDERMOTT: (kay. The lay-down area is typically a
D and Mplan. So the conpany has not identified
any |l ay-down areas at this point to ny know edge.

So I'lI'l ask the panel to just answer on
perhaps the work area, or the work pad area.

THE W TNESS (Croshie): Attorney Casagrande, this is

Shawn Crosbie with the U. So as Attorney
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McDernott said, the | ay-down area would be
Identified in the D and M plan. The work pad, or
the work area that we identified, you can refer to
It on sheet 17 of 29.

That again is a proposed area where we woul d
have our construction vehicles going in and out of
there. Again, we can work wwth the property owner
on tinmes that, you know, we -- we get in and out
of that property to perform our needed
construction as we have proposed it within our
appl i cati on.

You know, we -- we propose a general area
that work activities would occur and we
anticipate, you know, that's what we need to
perform safe operations of that transm ssion |ine
construction. And again, we work with our
property owners along the way and try and identify
the nost efficient neans of the area needed for a

wor k ar ea.

MR. CASAGRANDE: Thank you. A quick question on

whet her or not it's feasible to place underground
i nes between 723, and either 724 or 725.

Wuld it be feasible to install the
transm ssion |ine between those pol es underground

using a directional boring procedure?
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THE W TNESS (Sazanowi cz): M. Casagrande, this is
MeeNa Sazanowicz with Ul .

It is cost prohibitive to install this
particul ar section of transmssion |ine
under ground just based on the physical needs for
needed required anpacity of the overhead section,
as well as the additional conplexities of the
protection and control equipnent that would be
needed to -- to enable us to do that.

To do an underground section between 723 and
725 woul d al so be inclusive of a transition
station, which would include a small fenced-in
yard with a control house. Al so we would need two
riser poles at each side of the transition.

So a nuch larger construction area, and
certainly not the nost cost effective solution for
this project.

MR. CASAGRANDE: Do you have any idea what the cost
woul d be for just the underground between these
two | ocations?

THE W TNESS (Sazanowi cz): | do not have that
cal cul ated. That's sonething that we can | ook
into, if requested.

MR. CASAGRANDE: Ckay. |I'd like to ask for a

| ate-filed exhibit on that, please, M.
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Mori ssett e.
MR. MDERMOTT: M. Mrissette, can | have one second
wth the panel?

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER  Yes, certainly. Go right ahead.

(Pause.)

MR. McDERMOTT: WM. Morissette, | won't keep the
Council and all the parties waiting. W actually
have done that math; it's just that we need to
| ocate it.

So instead of taking a late file right now,
perhaps we can do a read-in after the break and |
hope to be able to get you that answer.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER° Okay. That sounds great.

Thank you.

So we're looking for a cost estimate from
structure P723S to P725S.

|s that correct, Attorney Casagrande?

MR. CASAGRANDE: Yes, M. Morissette.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER. G eat.

Ckay. Thank you, M. MDernott. W'Il|l get a
read-in later on in the afternoon. Thank you.

Att orney Casagrande, anything el se?

MR. CASAGRANDE: | just have a couple nore. | may be a

70




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

little bit redundant, so forgive nme -- but | just
want to make sure |'ve covered everything.

|f Pole 724 were to be located in the
nort heasterly nost corner of BJ's, which is where
It's proposed, would it be feasible to have the
constructi on and mai ntenance areas on the Feroleto
property to avoid disturbing the | oading

operations at BJ's?

THE W TNESS (Sazanowi cz): M. Casagrande, this is

MeeNa Sazanow cz.

To have the pole the nost furthest north
and -- and close to the -- the fence |ine abutting
the Feroleto's property, for pole setting and --
and sone other activities, | believe you would be
a smaller work pad in that area that may cone
across a portion, a small portion of the paved
area on the -- the BJ's whol esal e cl ub.

But the -- the remai nder of the pad woul d be
further north.

CASAGRANDE: (Okay. But after construction, would
It not be feasible to have the naintenance
easenent area |located on the Feroleto' s property,
as opposed to BJ's property to avoid disruptions

to BJ's business?

THE W TNESS (Sazanowi cz): M. Casagrande, this is
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MeeNa Sazanow cz agai n.

Anticipation for any future naintenance as it
stands today would be limted to aerial therm
I maging of the transmssion lines to investigate
hot spots, or potential vegetation nanagenent to
mai ntai n cl earances to the lines, as well as
physi cal boots on the ground inspectors to do
vi sual i1nspections of the |ine.

There is not any anticipated reoccurring need
to get onto the property with | arge bucket trucks
or -- or vehicles.

MR. CASAGRANDE: AlIl right. This is an exhibit from
the previous testinony, so |l won't get into it --
but | just want to ask the panel, are you famliar
wth the fact that there are large poles to the
north of Feroleto's property?

And | think it's part of the lattice -- or |
think it's U's poles that seemto have space on
one of the gantry arns for additional wres.

Are you aware of those, that |large pole north
of Feroleto's?

THE W TNESS (Sazanowi cz): Yes, we are aware of those.

MR. CASAGRANDE: Ckay. Wiy wouldn't it be feasible to
| ocate the easenent or the poles on those |arge

pol es, as opposed to a separate 724S pol es?
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THE W TNESS (Sazanowi cz): Yes, M. Casagrande. Those
are structures that were built, | believe, in the
|ate 'nineties. And our steel nonopoles are built
per specific |oading requirenents and weat her
events.

As such, we would not be able to have
additional wires on the poles, as well as they are
physi cally designed only to maintain one service.
W woul d not be able to add additional wres.

MR, CASAGRANDE: Ckay. Thank you.

M. Mrissette, | have no further questions.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER  Thank you, Attorney Casagrande.

At this point, before we continue with
cross-exam nati on of the Applicant by the Council,
we're going to take a ten-mnute break. So we
wll return at 3:40, and we wll continue with the
cross-exam nation of the Applicant by the Council.

Thank you, everyone.

We'll see you in 10 m nutes.

(Pause: 3:30 p.m to 3:40 p.m)

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER. Thank you, everyone.

| s the Court Reporter back?
THE REPORTER: | am and we are on the record.
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THE HEARI NG OFFI CER  Very good. Thank you.

And t hank you, everyone.

W will continue with cross-exam nation of
the Applicant by the Council on the new exhibits,
starting with M. Perrone, followed by
M. Silvestri. M. Perrone?

MR. McDERMOTT: M. Morissette?

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Yes?

MR. McDERMOTT: Sorry. | didn't let you get very far,
but we do have an answer to the undergrounding, if
you want to do that now? O we can hold on that.

THE HEARI NG OFFICER.  Let's do it now. Thank you.

MR. McDERMOTT: | think Ms. Sazanow cz has that
I nformati on regardi ng the cost of the
under groundi ng between the two poles that Attorney
Casagrande had nenti oned.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Very good. Thank you.

THE W TNESS (Sazanowi cz): Thank you. This is MeeNa
Sazanowi cz with the U .

So in | ooking at the approxi mate 738-feet
difference for the -- the span | ength between 723S
to 7255, we anticipate a cost estimate to
under ground that section of around $30 m | lion.

This is inclusive of the |larger-sized duct

bank that we would need, along with the transition
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station and all the equi pnent that woul d be
associ ated wi th undergroundi ng the secti on.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER  Very good.

Thank you for that response.

Wth that, we wll continue with
cross-exam nation by M. Perrone, foll owed by
M. Silvestri. M. Perrone?

MR. PERRONE: Thank you, M. Morissette.

On page 26 of the transcript of the |ast
hearing, | had asked M. Logan about the type of
projects eligible for the | SO New Engl and asset
condition |ist.

My additional question is, generally is there
also a cost mninmumto be eligible for the asset
condition list, such as 5 mllion in pool
transm ssi on costs?

THE W TNESS (Logan): Yes, M. Perrone.

This is Zach Logan. You are correct. The
m ni mum cost to get on the asset condition list is
$5 mllion.

MR. PERRONE: And turning to Late-File Exhibit Nunber
1, which is the cost alternatives for BJ's, the
items 2-1 and 2-2, could you explain the
di fferences between a dead-end structure and a

suspensi on structure for P724S?
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THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): H, M. Perrone. This is
Mat t hew Par khur st .

A dead-end structure is where the conductors
basically term nate, and then where various reels
of conductor are connected together at that dead
end. And those structures are designed so that
t hey can support one -- one side of the conduct --
one side of the pole having no conductor on them
and the other side of the -- the pole having all
t he conductors intact.

A suspension structure is basically just |ike
a m d-span support where it's there just to hold
the conductor. So it's designed for a lot |ess
| oads, and typically nuch smaller than a dead-end
structure.

MR. PERRONE: Wbuld the suspension structure require
guy-w res?

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): No, M. Perrone, it wuld
not. All of these structures would be supported
on concrete drilled piers, elimnating the need
for guy-w res.

MR. PERRONE: Now returning to the BJ's property on
sheet 17 of 29, |ooking at the proposed work pad
area, which areas would U anticipate having

construction matting with that, especially
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relative to P724S?

THE W TNESS (Scully): So, M. Perrone, this is Mitthew
Scully, U Construction Manager.

W woul d only have to mat really the grassy
area around structure 724S. W woul d use sone
I ndi vidual matting for crane operations that would
go under their outriggers, but they would be
renoved at the end of every day.

W may have to do a small |ip to get up over
the curb onto the grassy area behind BJ's parking
| ot, but nothing that would really prohibit truck
access around their | oadi ng docks.

MR. PERRONE: Returning to a cost topic. In response
to Council Interrogatory 14, there was the cost
table -- and I'mgoing to focus on colum A, which
Is the transm ssion costs.

Al ternative nunber 6, which was all
under ground through streets, a little over 9 mles
| ong, and about 977 mllion for transm ssion
costs. Looking at Docket 508, the cost table,
which is Figure 15, their option G had a
conparable |ine | ength, about nine and a half
mles, and the transm ssion costs were about 290
mllion.

So for conparable |lengths, we're | ooking at
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977 mllion versus 290 m i on.
Could U explain the difference?

THE W TNESS (Croshie): M. Perrone, this is Shawn
Croshi e.

Can you just give us the reference to what
you're looking at in terns of U's response agai n?

MR. PERRONE: Sure. The U's cost table under response
to Council Interrogatory 14, that will be
alternative nunber 6, transm ssion costs. And
that will be conpared to Docket 508, option G
which is figure 15, the transm ssion costs for
t hat there.

So the all underground through streets
conpari sons.

THE W TNESS (Croshie): M. Perrone, this is Shawn
Crosbie. You're going to -- | respectfully ask we
get back to you on that so we can pull both of
t hose attachnents and give you a conpl ete answer?

MR, PERRONE: Sure.

Movi ng onto Council Interrogatory 86, which
Is in set 3, the NESC conductor clearance
requirenents for a billboard were identified.

My question is, for the billboard that was
mentioned in Council Interrogatory Nunmber 3, the

one off of Washburn Street, Wa-s-h-b-u-r-n, in
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Bri dgeport -- ny question is, would U"'s project
conply with NESC cl earance requirenents relative
to that bill board?

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): M. Perrone, this is Mtthew
Par khurst. Yes, it wll.

MR. PERRONE: Moving onto the July 24, 2023, letter
fromthe State H storic Preservation Ofice, has
U had any di scussions wth SHPO since that letter
regardi ng possible mtigation neasures relative to
the three historic districts, Southport, Barnum
and Bi shop, or the railroad itself?

THE W TNESS (Auer): H, thisis -- M. Perrone, this
I's Correne Auer.

There hasn't been additional correspondence
regarding mtigation at this point.

MR. PERRONE: Also on the historic topic nentioned in
the July 24th SHPO | etter on page 2, I'mgoing to
focus on the railroad itself.

Are there portions of the railroad corridor
that are nore historically sensitive than others?
O is the historic sensitivity of the railroad
corridor basically uniformfor the project?

THE W TNESS (Leslie): This is David Leslie from Ul .

The entire corridor is sensitive.

MR. PERRONE: Does it make any difference for the style
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of the catenaries, because there's the original
| attice-style catenary and there's sone newer ones
t hat have the cross-arned catenary?

THE W TNESS (Leslie): This is again David Leslie from
U. Could you repeat that question?

MR. PERRONE: In terns of the historic sensitivity of
the railroad right-of-way itself, sone of the
catenary structures are the original lattice type,
and there's also sone that were upgraded to a
cross-armtype.

Froma historic sensitivity perspective, does
t hat make nuch difference?

THE W TNESS (Leslie): Sure. So | think that SHPO
woul d be the one to opine on this, but they --
they do not -- they viewit all as the sane
resource. And so any inpact to whether it's the
new or updated, or the older version is an inpact
toit. Soit's all the sane to them generally.

MR. PERRONE: Thank you. That's all | have for U.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Thank you, M. Perrone.

W will now continue with cross-exam nation
by M. Silvestri, followed by M. Nguyen.
M. Silvestri, good afternoon.
MR SILVESTRI: Good afternoon, M. Morissette, and

t hank you, and good afternoon to everyone.
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| did want to follow up to the Iine of
guestioning from Attorney Casagrande, and just now
wth M. Perrone, regardi ng the August 22, 2023,
|late file and getting back to QLF-1, and the
attachnent that goes with that.

When it was di scussed about item nunber 2-1
and 2-2, do you know the approximate | ocati on
where the pole would be put, that's P724S, where
it would be put off of the BJ property?

O did it just go north onto the Metro North

ri ght-or-way, or sonewhere else?

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): Good afternoon

M. Silvestri. This is Mutthew Parkhurst.

So 2-1 and 2-2 were both -- had the pole
noved nine -- approximately nine foot east, closer
to Feroleto Steel, then they noved
approximately -- approximately five to six foot
north, so that the entire foundati on would be
pl aced on Metro North property.

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you for that response.

And woul d there be adjustnents -- | believe

you nentioned this -- in height for either of

t hose two options?

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): For both of those options,

M. Silvestri, it would require a five-foot
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I ncrease i n height per side.

MR SILVESTRI: And if you went with a dead end, it
woul d probably need a deeper foundati on.

Wul d that be correct?

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): Deeper and wder, that's
correct.

MR. SILVESTRI: kay. Putting costs aside for a
nonment, would there be a preference for U between
item2-1 and 2-27?

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): | believe 2-2, that is the --
t he suspension structure at that | ocation.
Changi ng that, changing that structure froma dead
end to a suspension would put the dead end, the
requi red dead end at 720, which overall is a
better, better construction approach and design
appr oach.

Havi ng the suspension structure at 720 for --
also allows a smaller -- a smaller work pad on --
on the BJ's property.

MR. SILVESTRI: |'mnot sure which one was preferred.

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): The -- the suspend -- 2-2
for -- for anything including Pole 724S being the
suspensi on-type structure.

MR. SILVESTRI: Very good. Thank you.

And how woul d that affect the proposed U
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per manent easenent that appears, say, on draw ng
sheet 17 of 297

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): The structure type would --
woul d not affect the pernmanent easenent. The
per manent easenent of the southern boundary is
based on 25 foot from conductor, or 18 foot in
this case frompole center |ine.

And so if 724 is just shifted up 5 feet,
that, the right-of-way |ine would also be shifted
up 5 foot at that, the node for 724S.

MR, SILVESTRI: So a couple feet, but nothing
substanti al ?

THE W TNESS (Par khurst): No.

MR, SILVESTRI: Ckay. Thank you. That's all | had for
that particular line of questioning, but |I need to
go back to volune one, the original submttal, to
try to clear sone stuff up in ny head.

And I'd like you to go to volune one. It's
page 9-9 and page 9-10. This tal ks about the
al | -underground route that could be a possible
alternative, if you wil.

Just let nme know when you have that draw ng,
and |I'll continue?

THE W TNESS (Sazanowicz): M. Silvestri, we have

the -- have that figure in front of ne.
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This is MeeNa Sazanow cz.

MR SILVESTRI: Very good, thank you.

My understanding is the potential cost for
goi ng underground with the route that's depicted
in those two figures would surpass $1 billion.

|s that correct?

THE W TNESS ( Sazanowi cz): Based on our conceptual cost
estimates, that is correct, M. Silvestri.

MR. SILVESTRI: Okay. Then the rel ated question,
there's a note in there that describes and says a
portion of the route would go through back yards,
and | believe that's around or in the South Gate
Lane area.

If I"mcorrect at that, why would it have to
go t hrough backyards?

THE W TNESS (Sazanowicz): M. Silvestri, this is MeeNa
Sazanowi cz.

The reasoning why that you are correct in
t hat one section would be through the back yards;
due to our continued comrunications wth CT DO,

t he underground transm ssion |ine would not be
able to be installed within the railroad corridor.

And the only -- based on the sensitive areas
to the west of our connection point, the easiest

route, | guess, to a public street node we'd be
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able to exit would be parallel to the railroad
tracks there, but would need to be on private
property.

MR. SILVESTRI: Ckay. Then maybe one npbre question on
that. Wen you | ook at page 9-10, the underground
route, it starts on the north side of the tracks,
If you wll, and then kind of cuts across the
tracks around the Fairfield netro area where you
have an interconnection to Ash Creek Substati on,
and then it would continue south.

Why woul d that occur, crossing the tracks, if
you wll?

THE W TNESS (Sazanowicz): M. Silvestri, the reason
why the |ine diverges and -- and goes north in
that area is because of the existing 345 kV
under ground transm ssion |ine.

So we would not want to parallel that
exi sting installation or ratings inserts, and
physi cal, you know, ability to install the -- the
115 kV |i nes.

MR, SILVESTRI: Understood, thank you. The | ast
guestion | do have is, if that were to cone to
fruition, or at least in the hypothetical aspect
of it, where it goes underground towards Ash Creek

Subst ation, you would al so be goi ng underneath Ash
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Creek itself?

THE W TNESS (Sazanowicz): M. Silvestri, that would be
correct. Yes, we would go under the -- the entire
route under ground woul d i nclude an under ground or
HDD section to get to Ash Creek.

MR. SILVESTRI: Very good, thank you.

Thank you for your response.
M. Morissette, that is all | have.
Thank you.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Thank you, M. Silvestri.

We' Il now continue with cross-exam nati on by
M. Nguyen, followed by M. ol enbi ewski .
M. Nguyen?

M5. BACHMAN. M. Morissette, | believe M. Nguyen had
to | eave.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER° Very good. Thank you, Attorney
Bachman.

We'll now continue with cross-exam nati on by
M. ol enbi ewski, followed by M. Hannon.
M. ol enbi ewski ?
MR. GOLEMBI EWBKI : Thank you, M. Morissette.
| do not have any questions at this tine.
THE HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Thank you, M. ol enbi ewski .
We'll now continue with cross-exam nati on by

M. Hannon, followed by nyself. M. Hannon?
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MR. HANNON: Thank you. | do have a coupl e of

foll owup questions fromthe neeting, | guess, or
the hearing on the 25th, which ties in wth the
late file that canme in August 22, 2023, from Ul .
Question nunber three -- and it tal ks, again,
this deals with the wetland area. And it states
In the answer, all floodplain areas were field
I nvestigated for the presence of poorly drained,
very poorly drained alluvial floodplain soils and

subrer ged soil s.

| guess ny question is -- because |'m | ooking
back at volunme one -- actually volune 1A in the
appendices. | nean, it tal ks about soil sanples

were taken by a hand boring to docunent soil

nor phol ogy and characterize the wetl and and upl and
areas. But yet, sone of the deep test pits that
wer e dug, you know, five feet below the surface,

t here was water.

So I'mcurious, | nean, does anybody have any
information as to how far the testing was done by
hand, the hand borings? Because I'mfamliar with
sone situations in ny honmetown where they actually
had to go down seven, eight feet before they found
al luvial soils because of fill that's been brought

I n.
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"' massum ng that there's a | ot of urban fill
associated with this entire line, the rail way
line. So can anybody answer that?

THE W TNESS (Auer): Thank you for your question
M. Hannon. This is Correne Auer.

| would have to go back and | ook through
the -- the logs and confer wwth the soil and
wet | and scientists that took the sanples just to
gi ve you an accurate answer on that.

So is that sonething we can provide?

MR. HANNON: Yeah, because also in the answer it talks
about these areas failed to neet the federal
definition of wetlands.

It's not state definition of wetlands.

But |'mjust having a hard tine understanding
how if the testing was done by hand -- | can
understand typically you may go down 18 inches, 24
I nches, sonething like that, but yet so many of
the test pits have water even at 5, 6 feet.

" mjust curious as to, again how everybody
cane up with the definition of the wetland areas
where floodplain just seens to be totally outside
that area. So that, that's still an issue that |
have.

But follow ng up on what was presented in
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vol ume one, this is sort of a general question.

This is on page 6-12 and 6-13.

So 6-12 is the listing, | think, of the
proposed nonopol es and the area that is
anticipated to inpact flood storage vol une.

Do you have that one?

THE W TNESS (Auer): | do.

MR. HANNON: Ckay. So | guess ny question is twofold.

One is, are there any plans to do any type of

mtigation for the 4100 cubic feet of lost flood

storage capacity?

But | want to tie that in wwth the | ast

sentence on page 6-13, where U w | coordinate

with Connecticut DEEP. Have you done anything or

had any conversations with DEEP to determ ne

whet her or not there m ght be sone mtigation

required?

THE WTNESS (Auer): Not at this time. That woul d be
done during our permtting process, and -- and we
have not filed or submtted applications for
permts yet.

MR. HANNON: Thank you. | do not have any ot her
guestions at this point in tinme -- but again, |'m
still sort of hung up on the wetl ands and

floodplain definition. So thank you.
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THE HEARI NG OFFI CER°  Thank you, M. Hannon.

So we have one outstandi ng question
associated with Late-File Nunber 3 relating to the
wet | ands and fl ood/fl oodpl ain testing protocols.

|s that correct?

HANNON: Yes. And again, it's specifically
mentioned in volunme 1A that they did hand testing
or hand augeri ng.

|"mjust kind of curious as to the depth they
went to based on the fact that if there's a |ot of
urban fill, they may not have gone down far enough
to find the very poorly, poorly drained -- very
poorly drained alluvial or floodplain soil.

So that's ny question.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Very good. Thank you,

M. Hannon.

Ckay. | do have sone questions. | would
like to try to clarify sonmething here relating to
the situation at BJ's. And I'mgoing to throw
this out, if it's possible to provide a draw ng as
to that corner where structure P724S is proposed
to be | ocated?

And within that drawi ng, outline the
| ocati ons associated with what's in the

application, and the |ocation which is going to
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be -- was proposed in 2-1 and 2-2, and then the
proposed |l ocation in 2-3 and ' 4.

Vell, there will be three |ocations, but |
woul d also Iike to nake sure that -- | think
there's a little confusion as far as what is
over head easenent rights and the easenent for
installing the pole.

And if we could clearly outline in this
draw ng that |I'masking for what is associ ated
with the aerial easenent, and what is necessary
for the easenent for installing the pole. So it's
clearly identified how far with the work pad, of
what | heard fromthe construction manager this
af ternoon, that the work pad would not go too far
beyond the bollards so the work may be cont ai ned
within the bollards and in the corner of the
proposed, I'Il call it, the construction easenent.

| think a picture is worth a thousand words
inthis, inthis situation. And | think if we had
that, it may help the Council determ ne which way
to go on this particul ar case.

So Attorney McDernott, do you think that's
sonet hing that we could be provided?

MR. McDERMOTT:. Absolutely, M. Morissette.

We can certainly do that.
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VR.

THE

MVR.

THE
THE
THE
THE

THE

THE
THE

THE

HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you.

McDERMOTT: And | wll just say there is no concept
of aerial easenents, but we understand the
assi gnnent, so.

HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Okay. Very good. Well, let ne
make sure | understand then. |In 17 of 29, the
easenent that is the proposed U pernanent
easenent, isn't that the 18-foot aerial easenent?

McDERMOTT: Yeah -- well, | guess -- perhaps,

Ms. Potasz is on the panel.
She's fromthe conpany's real estate group,
and | think probably best that | go on nute and

| et her answer your question.

HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Thank you, Attorney MDernott.

W TNESS (Potasz): Good afternoon.

HEARI NG OFFI CER: Good aft ernoon.

W TNESS (Potasz): |If soneone can tell nme if you
see ne and hear ne? |I'mnot quite sure.

HEARI NG OFFI CER: | can hear you, but | can't see
you.

W TNESS (Potasz): Gkay. Let ne check.

HEARI NG OFFI CER.  But as |ong as we hear you,
that's fine.
W TNESS (Potasz): Gkay. M conputer says you

should be able to see ne -- but be that as it nay,
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Annette Potasz for U, and thank you for the
guesti on.

And the concept of aerial easenment, we have
to be careful about, you know, how we present that
to you. The purpose of our easenent, of course,
we have wires up in the air, and in those
particular |ocations there is nothing on the
gr ound.

We just have our wres, but the purpose of
the easenent is also to protect the wires from
everything belowit, down to the ground and all
the way up into infinity. So we don't want to
m sl ead anybody by saying, well, we have an aeri al
easenent, but that doesn't nean we control what's
underneath it.

Part of the purpose is to nake sure that you
don't put a permanent structure, and there's
| anguage in our easenents to protect that. W
have vegetati on nmanagenent concerns. |f there was
trees, we'd have to nake sure that we trimthe
trees.

So | always just get a little unconfortable
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wth that concept of aerial, because |I don't want

the custoners to be m sl ed about what we nean by

it.

It's an overhead easenent, rights for the --

for the lines to be above, but it also gives us

the right to make sure nobody does sonething all

the way down to the ground that inpacts our

rights.

MR. HANNON:  Turning to page 17 of 29, the pernmanent

easenment that i s shown between P724S and P725S,

that is an aeri

THE W TNESS ( Pot asz) :

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER:

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER:

al easenent. |s that correct?

It's an overhead easenent, yes.

Yes. (Ckay.
THE W TNESS (Potasz): Yeah.

So that doesn't nean just because

t he aerial easenent, whi

chis 18 feet fromthe

center line, which we heard today, does not limt

the property owner to utilize that facility as

long as it has no permanent structures built

wthin that area?

THE W TNESS (Pot asz):

rights to use the | and.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER:
hopefully w ||

Ckay.

Correct. Yes, they retain their

So | think the draw ng

help clarify a little bit of what

we're dealing with here,

because I"'minterested to
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see the area -- I'mgoing to call it the aeri al
easenent, versus what you need for the actual

wor k, work pad easenent to construct and install
the facility. Gkay? So sorry to bel abor the
point, but | thought that would be hel pful for the
Council to see that.

|"mgoing to go back to sonme testinony that
was relating to design criteria. W've gotten a
| ot of comments about the designing the facilities
to be able to withstand inpact of greater than
category three hurricanes.

And ny first question is, the design criteria
In which you are utilizing is both U's internal
criteria for a cat-three, but there is an
overriding governing body -- and | think that is
National Electric Code. |s that correct?

O could you pl ease expl ain which, which
di ctates the category three?

THE W TNESS (Sazanowi cz): M. Mrissette. This is
MeeNa Sazanow cz.

The category three wind loading is a Ul
criteria. That is not a requirenent in the NESC,
which -- which is what we designed to.

THE HEARI NG OFFICER Okay. So the NESC is silent on

the design criteria for hurricane | oadi ng?
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THE W TNESS (Sazanowi cz): For hurricane w nd | oadi ng,
yes, that is correct.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER  Okay. Al right. Now to design
for category four, obviously your structures woul d
need to be nuch nore robust, and there would be a
delta cost associated with it.

| s there a nmagnitude associated with that,
that you can share with us?

THE W TNESS (Sazanowi cz): M. Mrissette, this is
MeeNa Sazanow cz agai n.

We have not eval uated those hi gher w nd
speeds. W have utilized the category three w nd
speeds in our design criteria. That is what we
have historically been exposed to here in
Connecticut in the -- in the past couple years.

THE HEARING OFFICER (Okay. So it's really based on
historically, historically what we have seen in
Connecticut, and category three is your design
criteria?

THE W TNESS (Sazanowi cz): That is correct.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER°  (Gkay. Very good. Thank you.

Ckay. |'dlike to go to the response to
Siting Council Question Nunber 83, and it has to
do with the 1430 |ine and Eversource's portion

goi ng to Sasco Creek.
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Now in the response it basically indicated
t hat eversource and U, well, would have to
constrain the 1430 line, because -- up until the
time that Eversource woul d upgrade their portion
of the line -- which is not very nmuch, which is
.68 of a mle.

First of all, | knowthis isn't -- you may
not know this, but I'mgoing to ask it anyways.
Has Eversource indicated when they're going to

upgrade their portion of the |ine?

THE W TNESS (Sazanowicz): M. Mrissette, this is

MeeNa Sazanowi cz again. W -- we do have
coordination neetings with them however | am not
aware of a final and, sort of, the state for their

section of |ine.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER°  (Okay. Fair enough. GCkay. Now

the operationally constraining the |ine, what
I npact wll that have? Cbviously, you're
I ncreasi ng the conductor size to 1590, so
t heref ore you have operation capabilities to go
hi gher, but the 1272 is limting you.

s that going to be an issue, or is it
wthin-- you're well within the paraneters, and

It's nothing to worry about ?

THE W TNESS (Sazanowi cz): M. Mrissette, this is
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MeeNa Sazanow cz agai n.

There are no concerns wth having the
existing 1272 and U's 1590 conductors in terns of
U's needs.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER Ckay. |Is that a short-term
answer or a |long-term answer?

O it doesn't matter?

THE W TNESS (Sazanowi cz): | amnot aware of any Ul
needs for the full capacity of the -- the -- of
not having the full capacity of the 1590 ACSS
conductor, however | can't speak at this tinme to
the needs of the -- the Eversource system

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER  Ckay. All right. Thank you.

Ckay. Now I'mgoing to turn to Attachnent
CSC-79-1, and thank you for providing this. |
found it very useful.

The first thing that kind of junped out at ne
was, we've got the 1130 line on the north side of
the track, and that's on a single nonopole. And
it's approximately, let's say -- let's call it
four mles.

Is U's first pole, the 736N, is that U's
first pole in this, and the rest of it is
Ever source' s?

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): M. Mrissette, this is
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Matt hew Par khurst. Can you repeat that question?

THE HEARI NG OFFICER:  Sure. [I'msorry. ['mon
attachnent CSC-79-1, which is the one-line diagram
you provided for me with the |ine nunbers on it.
Agai n, thank you very nuch.

The north side of the track, the 1130 |i ne,
U's first pole -- is that 735 north?

THE W TNESS (Sazanowi cz): M. Mrissette, this is
MeeNa Sazanow cz.

U owns up to the sixth pole that is parall el
to the bottom at 648S. | don't have the pole
nunber off the top of ny head, but that's
sonething that | can | ook up.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER°  Ckay. Al right. So that was
P648S. So if | go across fromthat, that's where
the pole is on 1130.

So ny question -- let nme just get to the
point here. |Is it possible to nove the 1430 |ine
north on double circuit nonopoles with the 1130
l'ine?

THE W TNESS ( Sazanowicz): M. Morissette, this is
MeeNa Sazanow cz.

Are you aski ng about conpletely rebuilding

the 1430 line with -- I'"'msorry, 1130 line with

doubl e circuits containing the 1130 and 1430 Ii ne,
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and not nodification of the 1130 |ine, double
circuit (unintelligible) the poles, that is.
HEARI NG OFFI CER Wl I, first of all, can the 1130
line structures accommodate an additional circuit?
W TNESS (Sazanowicz): No. M. Mirrissette, this is
MeeNa Sazanow cz. They -- they cannot accommpdat e
an additional circuit based on their configuration
and al so | oads that they were specifically
desi gned for.
HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Consi dering their |oads, does

that i1 nclude foundation and structures?

W TNESS (Sazanowi cz): Physical |oads of the
conductors along with the -- the different weather
cases. Yes -- I'msorry. Yes, structures and

f oundati ons, not a --

HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Ckay.

W TNESS (Sazanowicz): (Unintelligible.)

HEARI NG OFFI CER: (Okay. So to accommobdate the 1430
line with the 1130, it would be a conplete
rebui | d.

W TNESS (Sazanowi cz): That is correct.

HEARI NG OFFI CER°  Ckay. And a conplete rebuild
w Il require new foundations and stronger poles in
a double circuit configuration?

W TNESS (Sazanowi cz): That is correct.
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THE HEARI NG OFFI CER  So technically it is achievable,
assum ng that you have the proper easenents and so
forth?

THE W TNESS (Sazanowi cz): That is correct.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER  But technically it's feasible.
Econom cally, that's a question we probably need
to answer, whether rebuilding that portion -- and
It's about, probably about 4 mles, 3.75 to 4
m |l es of double-circuit nonopoles on the north
side of Metro North Railroad, and then crossing
over to Ash Creek.

Have you | ooked at that?

THE W TNESS (Sazanowi cz): M. Mrissette, this is
MeeNa Sazanowi cz. We have not | ooked at that.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Ckay. Well, can you |look at it?

THE W TNESS ( Sazanowi cz): Yes.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Ckay. Al right. I think that
woul d be hel pful.

| suspect the delta is to bring those to
doubl e nonopol es, double circuit nonopoles. And
constructability is going to be extrenely
expensive, but | think having that on the record
woul d be hel pful.

The other alternative is to underground it

fromthere, too. And as you stated before 720
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feet was like 30 mllion. So | suspect that this

3 and a half, 3.75 mles would be several mllion.
| f you happen to have -- actually, if you

have the answer to that as well, you could include

It. So it would be undergroundi ng and doubl e
circuit nonopoles on the north side of the track
fromthe pole, your first pole on the 1130 line to
Ash Creek.

Now, | did notice that in sone, sone areas
you did have a delta configuration. Do you know
why that is, you go froma suspension to a delta
configuration in sonme | ocations?

THE W TNESS (Sazanowi cz): M. Mrissette, this is

MeeNa Sazanow cz.

Those were built in the -- the early
‘nineties, and I -- | do not have the background
design criteria for -- for those design

par anet er s.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER:  (Ckay. Very good. Thank you.
Thank you for that. That concludes ny questions
for this afternoon.

So we will continue in accordance wth the
Council's July 27, 2023, continued evidentiary
hearing neno. W will continue with the

appearance of BJ's Whol esale Cub. Thereafter, we
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wll continue with the appearance of the Applicant
for cross-exam nation by the new parties and
I nt erveners.

But before we nove on, Attorney MDernott,
woul d you like to go through the late files before
we continue?

MR. McDERMOTT: It seens |ike a good tine to do that,
yes.

THE HEARI NG OFFICER: Ckay. | have a late file on the
cust oner -funded project treatnent.

We have a late file by M. Perrone that is
based on CSC Nunber 4. The estinmate associ ated
wi t h under groundi ng nunber 6 versus Docket 508,
option G

MR McDERMOTT: Yes.

(Late-Filed Exhibit Nunmber 2, marked for

I dentification and noted in index.)

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER°  Then we have M. Hannon who's
| ooking for further analysis on Late-File Nunber 3
relating to the hand di ggi ng and what depth, and
what protocols were used.

MR, McDERMOTT:  Yes.
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(Late-Filed Exhibit Nunmber 3, marked for

I dentification and noted in index.)

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER. | have requested a draw ng
associated with the BJ's easenent, including
over head and work pad. And then cost estinmates
for double circuit nonopol e of structure 648 south
to Ash Creek and also include a cost for

under gr ound.

(Late-Filed Exhibit Nunber 4, marked for

I dentification and noted in index.)

MR. McDERMOTT: M. Berman has sonething to say on the
|ate files, | think.

THE W TNESS (Berman): Yeah, just | think, everybody,
we shoul d think about what we're going to describe
the late file as. | think we have called it a

"custoner-funded project,” was the term This is
not that.

We should cone up with a newtermto describe
what we're going to try to tease out in that, in
that offering.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Certai nly.

You can call it whatever you'd |iKke.
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THE W TNESS (Logan): W can -- we can call it a
regi onali zed cost versus non regionalized, or
sonething |like that.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Very good. GCkay. M. Silvestri,
did you have sonething you wanted to add?

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you, M. Morissette. And again,
sorry for the interjection.

| had asked this question earlier back when
we first net about the connection to Eversource,
but | didn't ask the specific question, when this
proposed line is tied into the Eversource |line at
Sasco Creek, does it connect to the bonnets on
Metro North Rail way?

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): So M. Silvestri, this is

Mat t hew Par khur st .

| f you now pull up the -- to have a visual
| ate-file exhibit -- or response to Interrogatory
79 and the 79-1.

MR. McDERMOTT: W can't pull it up, but you can refer
toit. Everyone has it, so.

THE W TNESS (Parkhurst): So the -- the existing
conduct ors supported on the existing bonnet
structure 647 will remain as they are, still
supported by that bonnet. The next bonnet to the

east, on the east side of Sasco Creek i s bonnet
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B647 -- 648S.

Ve wi

|1 basically cut our conductors and add

t hat bonnet and term nate them at the new pole, so

t he new Pol e P648S.

So yes, the existing conductors wll be on

t he bonnets from B647S west, back towards

Eversource's and U -- Eversource's Sasco Creek

subst ati on.

MR, SI LVESTRI :

case. | j

Very good. | thought that was the

ust wanted to verify it.

So thank you again for your response.

And M. Morissette, thank you for the

opportunity to ask that.
THE HEARI NG OFFI CER  Thank you, M. Silvestri.

Ckay.

W'll continue with BJ's Wol esal e

C ub Conmpany. WIIl the party present its wtness

panel for

pur poses of taking the oath, and

Attorney Bachman will adm ni ster the oath.

VR. CASAGRANDE:

Yes, thank you, M. Morissette. Qur

Wtness today, BJ's witness today will be Patrick

Net r eba.

That's our sole wtness who fil ed

prefiled testinony | ast week.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Very good. Thank you.

At t or ney Bachnman?
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PATRI CK NETREBA,
called as a witness, being first duly sworn
by ATTORNEY BACHVAN, was exam ned and

testified under oath as foll ows:

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER°  Thank you, Attorney Bachman.
Pl ease begin by verifying all the exhibits by
the appropriate sworn w tness.
MR, CASAGRANDE: Yes. Thank you, M. Morissette.
M. Netreba, I'mdirecting your attention to
BJ's prefiled testinony of August 22nd with
attached Exhi bits A through F.
Did you prepare and/or supervise this
docunent and the creation of these exhibits?
THE W TNESS (Netreba): Yes.
MR. CASACGRANDE: |s the docunent your testinony,
conpl ete and accurate to the best of your
know edge?
THE W TNESS (Netreba): Yes.
MR. CASAGRANDE: Do you have any changes or revisions
you w sh to nake at this point?
THE W TNESS (Netreba): No.
MR. CASAGRANDE: Do you adopt your prefiled testinony
In Exhibits Ato F as BJ's testinony and exhi bits?
THE W TNESS (Netreba): Yes.
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CASAGRANDE: Thank you.
M. Morissette, | would ask that
M. Netreba's prefiled testinony and Exhibits A-F
be admitted as full exhibits.
HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Very good.
Thank you, Attorney Casagrande.
Does any party or any intervenor object to
t he adm ssion of BJ's Wholesale A ub Inc's
exhibit? Attorney MDernott?
McDERMOTT: No objecti on.
HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you.
Attorney Burdo?

(No response.)

HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Attorney Russo?
RUSSO  No obj ecti on.
HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you.
Attorney Schaefer?
SCHAEFER: No obj ecti on.
HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you.
Attorney Herbst?
HERBST: No obj ecti on.
And just for the record, | conferred wth

Attorney Burdo a short tinme ago. He had to step
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away for a mnute, but he did not object to any
addi ti onal evidence either.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER  Very good. Thank you. The
exhibits are hereby adm tted.

Thank you, everyone.

W will now begin with cross-exam nati on of
BJ Whol esale Club Inc by the Council, starting
with M. Perrone. M. Perrone?

MR. PERRONE: Thank you, M. Morissette.

There was an interrogatory fromBJ's
Whol esale Cub to U, nunber el even, where it
mentions a proposed future gas station
devel opnent.

Are you famliar wwth that?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): Yes.

MR. PERRONE: \Where on the property would the proposed
gas station devel opnent be | ocated?

We coul d use sheet 17 of 29.

THE WTNESS (Netreba): Yeah, that's what | was just
pulling out. Just bear with ne for one second
while | grab that plan.

Yeah, so you're referencing sheet 729,
Attorney Perrone. The station -- whichis inits
early part of devel opnent, for clarity and for

information for all of you, would be substantially
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In the |location where the easenent is proposed,
j ust west.
If north is up, it is Pole 723S.
MR. PERRONE: How close to 723S, approxi matel y?
THE W TNESS (Netreba): The station would be aligned.
Again, we're in the concept phase of this,
sir. So this is subject to change, but aligned
with the spines of the parking, parallel wth
Metro North's railway |ine.
The distance fromthe station to the pole,
tens of feet.

MR. PERRONE: In your prefiled testinony, | know
there's a lot of discussion on 724S, but given the
proposed gas station devel opnent, is it Bl's
preference to have P723S conpletely onto the
railroad right-of-way?

THE WTNESS (Netreba): | would prefer to see all of
t hese poles on the railroad right-of-way and have
no inpacts to nme, sir -- but Pole 724S is by far
and away the | arger concern from our standpoint.

But yes, answering your question, Pole 723S
al so has inpacts to our future devel opnent,
I ncludi ng the gas station of this property.
MR. PERRONE: Thank you. That's all | have.
THE HEARI NG OFFI CER  Thank you, M. Perrone.
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We' Il now continue with cross-exam nati on by
M. Silvestri, followed by M. Nguyen.

M. Silvestri?

MR. SILVESTRI: Thank you, M. Mbrissette -- but

M. Perrone stole ny questions.

| have nothing else to add. Thank you.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER Very good. Thank you,

M. Silvestri.
W will continue cross-exam nation by

M. ol enbiewski. M. &l enbi ewski ?

MR, GOLEMBI EWSKI : | have no questions. Again,

M. Perrone asked ny question. Thank you.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you.

W'll continue with M. Hannon. M. Hannon?

MR. HANNON: | have a general question. Part of the

di al ogue cane up earlier -- and this is | ooking at
sheet 17 of 27 on U's subm ssion. And it appears
as though there is the proposed tenporary access

over the parking structure. |Is that correct?

THE WTNESS (Netreba): | believe that was the

testinony provided by U, sir.

MR. HANNON: Ckay. And | guess |I'mjust having a

probl em sort of lining everything up with this
being a parking structure. So if you could naybe

give ne a better description of what the | ot
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actually |l ooks Iike?
Because to ne, |'mthinking of a parking
garage that's el evat ed.
THE W TNESS (Netreba): Yeah.
MR. HANNON:  You' ve got the parking out in front of the

| ot which appears to be at ground | evel, but can

you give ne a little better clarity as to what |I'm

| ooki ng at over there?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): Yeah, and -- and I -- | w sh
you had an aerial in front of you, because you
could see it.

But our building is constructed in an
el evated fashion with regard to the front of the
site along Bl ack Rock Turnpike. So if you're
driving down Bl ack Rock Turnpi ke, either the north
or south configuration and you turn to the right
or left, you'll see a parking deck underneath the
grade or the finished front elevation, which is
our buil ding.

So that's where the parking deck is |ocated,
and if you |l ook at any aerial on Google, or Bing,
or whatever, you'll see a concrete area and an
asphalt area. The concrete area in front of our
store is -- is the parking deck, sir.

So that, that shows where the -- the
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structure has been constructed and has been there
since the -- the early nineties. And below the
surface parking, which you'll see on the aerial,
Is -- is another set of parking spaces that are at
grade or at the basenent level, if you will.

So | hope that makes sense.

MR. HANNON: |t does. Thank you.

And if |'munderstandi ng things correctly,
part of the concern with a proposed access in this
area is the weight of the equipnment and whet her or
not that existing structure could support sone of
t he proposed equi pnent that would be going to and
fromthe work area.

|s that correct?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): That is one concern we have.

That is correct, sir.

MR. HANNON: Okay. Thank you. | do not have any ot her
questions. Thank you.
THE HEARI NG OFFI CER  Thank you, M. Hannon.

Turning to Exhibit B as part of your prefiled
testinony you provided a very nice draw ng, thank
you. And the drawi ng basically shows a tractor
trailer's ability to nmake that corner by the
proposed 724 pol e.

So what this is basically telling ne is that
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the tractor trailers need all the area up to the
bol |l ards, especially if they're going to be
parking in the one or two -- two bay slots.

|s that interpretation correct?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): Yes, sir, it is. |If you |look
at the exhibit, you'll note that the radius is
shown there, or what we call truck envel opes.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER. Uh- huh?

THE WTNESS (Netreba): And they show the novenent of
the trucks, the outside edge of the truck, if you
will, as it noves through.

And for every single dock position that we
have, pretty nuch all of the pavenent area is
required to be used for -- for nmaneuvers.

It's a very tight dock, sir.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Yes, thank you.

It does | ook very tight.

Now, if U was able to limt their easenent
area to within the bollard area only, would that
be hel pful to you?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): Certainly, it would be nmuch
better than having a U piece of equipnent, or a
pal l et, or sone other type of work equipnent in
the area that would be coincident with our truck

nmaneuvers. Yes.
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THE HEARING OFFICERT G eat. So if they could approach

It by the adjacent property, or stay within the
easenent area of where the bollards are outlined,
because then that would relieve BJ's from any

| ogi stical problens getting trucks in and out of
t here.

THE W TNESS (Netreba): That woul d appear to be the
case, as they would not be occupying the sane
space that we currently use.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Very good. GCkay. Thank you.
Thank you very nuch. That concl udes ny
cross-exam nation for this afternoon.

W wi Il now continue with cross-exam nation
of BJ's Wl esale Cub, Inc, by the Applicant,
Attorney McDernott. Attorney MDernott, please?

MR. McDERMOTT: Thank you, M. Morissette.

M. Netreba, BJ's Wwolesale Club is a
publicly traded conpany?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): Yes, sir. That is correct.

MR. McDERMOTT: And subject to check, gross revenues
for 2023 were about $19 billion?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): You can go to

BJsl nvest or Rel ati ons. com and pull that -- but [|"'Il]

trust that you did, and say yes.
MR. McDERMOTT:. Ckay. Do you have any idea what BJ's
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Whol esale Club profits were in 20227

THE W TNESS (Netreba): |I'mnot really at liberty to
say that. That's confidential and proprietary
I nformation, Attorney MDernott.

MR. McDERMOTT: Well, according to the BJ's website
that you referred ne to, gross profits were about
$3.43 billion?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): Fair enough.

MR. McDERMOTT: So it's actually not a confidentia

nunber ?
THE W TNESS (Netreba): |'msorry. | thought you neant
for this particular store. | apol ogi ze.

On a gross basis we, of course, report that
and you can find that, yes.

MR. McDERMOTT: Ckay. So gross -- gross profits were
4.3 -- or 3.4 billion dollars. If nmy math is
right, assumng there's 8,760 hours in a year,
BJ's was nmki ng approxi mately $390, 000 profit an
hour .

THE W TNESS (Netreba): 1'Il trust your math is
correct, sir.

MR. McDERMOTT: Ckay. And just to break that down
farther, that would be about $6,500 a m nute
profit?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): Again, | trust that you' ve
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conpl eted that correctly.

MR. McDERMOTT: And as we discussed previously, the
nove to nove that structure that we've been
tal king about that's identified in the late-file
exhibit, item2-1 is about $71,000. Right?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): | believe that's what the Ul
engi neer reported earlier today, yes.

MR. McDERMOTT: Al right. So if ny math on the BJ's
profit is correct, it would take about el even
mnutes for BJ's to nake the profit required to
pay the $71,000. Correct?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): That's correct, which is why we
of fered a substantial contribution to solve the
pr obl em

MR. McDERMOTT: But that's not exactly fair to all the
other entities along the lines, the daycare
centers, the governnent organizations, you know,
the residents, the individual property owners, the
peopl e who aren't making over $3 billion in
profit.

It's not really fair that you can cone in
wth your deep pockets and just pay to get rid of
the problem Is it?

MR. CASAGRANDE: M. Morissette, I'll object.

That's argunentati ve.
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HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Attorney MDernott, wll you give
a response?

McDERMOTT: | think it's asking for an opinion.
Does he think it's fair that one entity can pay
$71,000 to, you know, nove -- nove the, quote,
unquote, problem whereas another entity can't?

CASAGRANDE: |'mgoing to --

McDERMOTT: It's alnbst an environnmental justice
type of question, M. Mborissette.

HEARI NG OFFICER.  |I'm going to sustain the
guestion, and pl ease nove on.

McDERMOTT: You're going to sustain the question,
or sustain the objection?

HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Sustain the objection, excuse ne.

McDERMOTT: How many BJ's Whol esal e clubs are there
in the United States?

W TNESS (Netreba): 257. Again, is that what BJ's
| nvest or Rel ati ons says today, sir?

McDERMOTT: | thought you worked for the conpany
and you woul d know how nany stores they had.

So |I'I'l accept over 200 stores. Correct?

W TNESS (Netreba): Fair enough.

McDERMOTT:  And do each of them have the sane
anmount of deliveries that you say the Fairfield

store has, between 5 -- 15, and 20 trucks a day?
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THE W TNESS (Netreba): That's an average nunber. It
vari es upon the volunme of the store in question.
A store in a rural area would have | ess

deliveries than a store in an urban area.

MR. McDERMOTT: And are you, as -- I'msorry. I'm
| ooking for your title -- the Director of Real
Est at e.

Are you famliar with the real estate in each
of those clubs throughout the country? O do you
have a regional overview, | guess?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): | couldn't represent to you
here today that | know every single club, Attorney
McDer nott .

But 1'mthe Director of Real Estate for BJl's
Whol esale Cub for this part of the country,

I ncluding the area that is north of, say,
Washi ngton, D.C.

MR. McDERMOTT: Ckay. Thank you. So you have 15 to 20
deliveries a day. Do those deliveries cone
automatically, or are they schedul ed?

Do you know when they're going to arrive?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): | would point you to ny
testinony where | provided a summary of the
I nvent ory nmanagenent systemand the fact that it's

conputeri zed, and the fact that we have on-denand
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del i veries based on consuner demand of a
particul ar product.

MR. McDERMOTT: So are there periods during the day
when there's no deliveries going on?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): Are there periods during the
day when there's no delivery going on?

MR. McDERMOTT: Correct.

THE W TNESS (Netreba): O course there's periods
during the day when there's no delivery.

MR. McDERMOTT: And have you ever had to shut down a
| oadi ng dock area, say, to repave the parking?

To repave the lot, or otherw se do

mai nt enance or -- yeah, | guess that's it -- do
mai nt enance at the | oadi ng dock area?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): Attorney MDernott,

under stand your |ine of thought and questi oning

here, and | understand that you're questioning ne

about whet her or not we shut our | oadi ng docks
down, and for how | ong and what the real i npact
I'S.

But | wll tell you that we strive, as |

mentioned in ny testinony, not to shut our | oading

dock down ever as it is a direct correlation to
how best we can service our nenbers who pay for

the privilege of shopping.
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MR. McDERMOTT: Ckay. | know -- no, | appreciate your
non-responsi ve answer, but how about responding to
my question?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): O course, there are tine
peri ods when the | oadi ng dock nust be mai nt ai ned
If a pothole had to be filled, or if there was an
acci dent that needed to be addressed. O course.

MR. McDERMOTT: |'d like to refer you to Exhibit Cto
your prefiled testinony. | believe this is a shot
of BJ's | oading dock area where there's four
trailers.

Are you with ne on that?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): I|Is -- I'msorry, Attorney

McDernott. |Is that the truck turning tenpl ate?
O is that the --

MR. McDERMOTT: It |ooks |ike a Google Earth road shot
of the | oading area.

It's Exhibit Cto your prefiled testinony.

THE WTNESS (Netreba): Ckay. Yes, | have it.

Yes, go ahead.

MR. McDERMOTT: So there's four -- if | count them
four trailers sitting there?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): Yeah.

MR. McDERMOTT: Wiere are the trucks?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): The truck probably had left its

121




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

THE

THE

THE

THE

THE

THE

bay at that point and had departed for another
| ocation. O if the aerial was so poor you m ght

not have been able to nake out the truck.

|"'msorry. | can't comment on either one.

McDERMOTT:  Okay.

W TNESS (Netreba): You m ght not have been able to
see the truck, Attorney MDernott.

McDERMOTT: Ckay. | take it you don't have Exhibit
Cin front of you?

W TNESS (Netreba): |I'mworking to pull it up. |
have exhibit --

McDERMOTT:  Ckay.

W TNESS (Netreba): ~-- if you'll just bear with ne
for one second?

Exhibit D was the truck turn figure, or?

McDERMOTT: Exhibit C as in Charlie.

W TNESS (Netreba): Yeah. Okay. Yes, | seeit.
McDERMOTT: And so you see the four -- the four
trailers with no trucks?

W TNESS (Netreba): Yes, sir, | do.

McDERMOTT: Ckay. And so ny question is, why are
there no trucks?

W TNESS (Netreba): So occasionally we have what's

called a drop trailer where -- where the truck

wll nove along to its next |ocation to pick up a

122




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

trailer to account for the tine it takes to unl oad
the nmerchandise. So it depends on the -- how
qui ckly we can unl oad t he nerchandi se.

Soneti mes we have a stock room that cannot
take all the nmerchandi se and have a truck that has
to wait, but these are -- it's a fluid equation in
terms of the receiving operation.

MR. McDERMOTT: Al right. And this |oading dock in
Fairfield has five bays?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): It has one, two, three, four
five -- yes, four that are -- are usable.

| don't know if we use the fifth one, sir.

|'"'msorry, | don't know the answer to the
guesti on.

MR. McDERMOTT: Al right. So |ooking, |ooking again
at Exhibit C beyond the fourth trailer there's a
brown buil di ng?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): Unh- huh.

MR. McDERMOTT: Do you know what building that is?

THE WTNESS (Netreba): |Is that the Feroleto Steel
buil ding? |Is that what you're referring to?

MR. McDERMOTT: |'mjust asking you what -- if you know
what that building is?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): Yeah. You know, I'm-- |'m
sorry. |I'mstill looking for that Exhibit C
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| apologize. |'mjust going off ny nenory at
this point. Apologies, M. MDernott.
MR, McDERMOTT: No worries.

(Pause.)

THE W TNESS (Netreba): Is it possible to put it up on

the screen? |'msorry.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Unfortunately, it's not.

THE W TNESS (Netreba): Attorney MDernott, |I -- | do
apol ogize. I'msorry, |I'mhaving a hard tine
finding that, that exhibit. | do apol ogi ze, sir.

MR. McDERMOTT: Ckay. Well, let nme nove on.

Maybe we can circle back, and maybe | could
ask Attorney Casagrande or Mortelliti to perhaps
e-mail it to you or sonething?

THE WTNESS (Netreba): Yeah, that would be fine.

MR. McDERMOTT: In the petition for party status that
your attorneys filed, on page 2 it says the
proj ect as proposed i nvol ves the Applicant
acquiring an estinmated 19.25 acres of pernmanent
easenents, including 19.1 acres for the rebuild of
115 kV lines and 0. 15 acres for pernmanent
easenents -- pernanent access to the |ines.

It then says, these proposed easenents, if
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acquired, would inpede BJ's Wwolesale Cub's
redevel opnent of this property.

Can you explain to nme why the U's
acqui sition of approximately 19.25 acres of
per manent easenents woul d have an inpact on BJ' s?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): Sure. A pretty easy answer on

that, sir. The easenent proposed would renove
| and area that | would otherw se normally be able
to devel op for purposes of building expansion,
that gas station, as we've nentioned before.

So it would reduce ny devel opabl e area.

MR. McDERMOTT: So is it your position that BJ's has

19. 25 acres --

THE W TNESS (Netreba): No.

MR. McDERMOTT: ~-- that U is acquiring?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): No. | think what the statenent
was supposed to -- was stating was that the area

that U would capture as part of its easenent,
shoul d the power line be installed, would reduce
nmy devel opabl e area, a potential area that | could
devel op, if you follow ne.
That' s what we were sayi ng.
MR, McDERMOTT: | see.
And what is that concl usi on based on?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): The testinony that the U real
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estate person previously entered into the record
in that you're not allowed to construct a
structure or any other permanent feature within
t hat easenent.

MR. McDERMOTT: Now the notion for intervener status
was filed on June 27th, and the hearing that
you're referring to took place in July. So your
statenent cane before that testinony.

That's true. Isn't it?
THE W TNESS (Netreba): Yes, sir.
| believe that to be the case, yes.

MR. McDERMOTT: Gkay. And so |'lIl ask the question

again, what is your conclusion about the easenents

based on, given the fact that the statenent that
read to you was witten prior to the testinony
that you're referring to?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): The easenent plan that was
provi ded on sheet 17 of 29 that indicates where
the permanent U, proposed U pernmanent easenent
woul d be | ocated in O ange.

MR. McDERMOTT: You were asked a question about the
redevel opnent, the potential redevel opnent of a
gas station at the Fairfield property?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): Yes, sir.

MR. McDERMOTT: Whuld you -- | guess, M. Morissette,
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|'"d like to ask for a late file fromBJ's. Mybe
they could take the drawing that's included in the
prefiled testinony and add to that the | ocation of
t he proposed gas station.
That woul d be exhibit -- | think you
referenced it, Exhibit B.
THE HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Exhi bit B?
Attorney Casagrande, is that possible?
MR, CASAGRANDE: Certainly, M. Morissette.
THE HEARI NG OFFI CER° Very good. Thank you.

(Late-Filed Exhibit Nunmber 5, nmarked for

Identification and noted in index.)

MR. McDERMOTT: Thank you.

Have you provided the information about the
| ocation of the gas station previously to U ?

THE WTNESS (Netreba): | don't believe so, no. It's
so far in its concept phase at this point, we
woul d have no reason to.

MR. McDERMOTT: But yet you want the Council to take
that into consideration when considering the
| ocation of U's infrastructure?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): Yes, we do because we very nuch

woul d like to construct a gas station at this
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| ocati on.

MR. McDERMOTT: But that's not the type of infornmation
you think would be helpful to U to know when
designing their project?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): Wiy would we go to U regarding
a gas station that we would construct on a
property when you don't have any jurisdiction?

Attorney MDernott, | just got a copy of
Exhibit C. I'msorry. | have the wong PDF. |f
you' d like to address that, we can now as well.

MR. McDERMOTT: Gkay. Thank you.

THE W TNESS (Netreba): Yes, no problem

Thank you for your patience.

MR. McDERMOTT: In your prefiled testinony on page 4,
you say since -- this is the |ast question on that
page beginning in the second sentence, since the
proposed installation and nai ntenance of P724S in
addition to the permanent right-of-way, as well as
the | ocation of the tenporary work pad in BJ
Whol esal e C ub's | oadi ng dock woul d invariably
cause di sruption and delays to | oadi ng dock
operations. There will be a corresponding
reduction in product novenent and delivery.

Wiy are you so conclusive that there will be

di sruptions and delays in | oadi ng dock operations?

128




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

THE W TNESS (Netreba): Well, if you | ook at the sheet
17 of 29, you can see the gray box has identified
It as the proposed work pad. And if you scale
that off even just enpirically, you can see that
it's alot nore than the 18 feet that would be
required for the easenent when -- | -- | guess
this is nmy conjecture, that the proposed work pad
Is the area required to construct the poles of 724
and 725, and the renai nder of the ones that are
t here.

So if there's equi pnment inside the | oading
dock area and I'mtrying to use that sane area to
del i ver products, there would be a reduction in ny
capacity to conduct business, Attorney MDernott.

MR. McDERMOTT: And what's your understandi ng about the
duration of tinme that would be required for the
wor k of that area?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): W have tried to engage U on
that and we -- it's been communicated to us that
we cannot engage in that until the easenent is
approved.

MR. McDERMOTT: Sorry. U has told you that they won't
di scuss howlong it wll take themto, or how | ong
t hey would need a work pad for?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): | think better put is that we
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couldn't discuss the terns and conditions of the
easenent. | believe you were a part of that
di scussion, sir.

MR. McDERMOTT: That's fine. | believe | was part of
t hat di scussi on.

But the question is, do you have an

under st andi ng about the construction duration, how

long U would be at the BJ's Wol esale C ub
property on any particular day to conplete any of
t he tasks required?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): No, because U woul dn't engage
in a frank discussion about the terns and
conditions of the easenent. It's a bit of a
circular reference, | believe.

MR. McDERMOTT: Ckay. Wuld it surprise you to |learn
that | had conversations with your attorney in
which |'ve described to himthe duration of tine
that would be required for U to construct any
aspect of the project, including naintenance of
t he property?

VR, CASAGRANDE: (bjection. Calls for discussion of
settl enent negotiations -- which Attorney
McDernott has repeatedly warned ne woul d be
adm ssible in this proceeding.

So | think it's highly inappropriate for him
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to ask that question.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER  Attorney MDernott, do you want
to restate the question?

MR McDERMOTT: |I'Il withdraw the questi on.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Very good. Thank you.

MR. McDERMOTT: And | apol ogi ze, Attorney Casagrande.
| did not mean to cross that |ine.

MR, CASAGRANDE: | understand. Thank you.

MR. McDERMOTT: | appreciate your point.

|s there a duration of tinme, an hour, two
hours? |s there sone length of tine that woul d be
acceptable to BJ's for U to conduct work in the
| oadi ng dock area? O is your position that no
wor k, however short, can take place in the | oading
dock area?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): Attorney MDernott, as |'ve
mentioned in ny prefiled testinony, it's a
function of the tinme period of when this would
happen.

| f you happened to say this to nme on March
17th of a random day in a random year, you know, |
m ght not have an issue with that. But if you
cone to ne and say, it's going to be the five days
before July 4th, or the three days before

Thanksgi ving, or the four days before any other
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maj or holiday, there's significant inpacts to our
busi ness.

And even on the random day, there's
significant inpacts to our business because our
nmenbers cone to expect that we are going to
deliver the product to them And if soneone
doesn't show up -- if sonmeone shows up and they
don't have access to those products, they quickly
ask thenselves, why am| paying for the ability to
buy cheap diapers? O water? O mlk, or any
ot her product that we sell if it's not there?

Qur entire business, as | nentioned to you in
my prefiled testinony, is based on | ogistics and
the efficient flow of product frompoint Ato B.

|f we break that, we fail.

MR. McDERMOTT: Now you previously nmentioned there's a

schedul ing software. So would it be possible for
you to identify blocks of tinme during the course
of a year where U could have access, you know,
from2:30 to 4:30 in the norning on a random
Tuesday to do the work?

O -- again, |I'masking the question, are you
saying that there's no block of tinme during the
course of the year that can be schedul ed and set

asi de?
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THE W TNESS (Netreba): Deliveries are scheduled on an
on-demand basi s based on custoner demand of
product, which is a kind of constant state of, not
of peopl e, but change, | should say.

So for ne to tell you that there is a tine
period that would work, there's really no tine
period that works. W' re constantly taking
trucks, as | nmentioned in ny testinony, 15 to 20
per day to be able to -- to run our business here.

The | oadi ng dock is by far the nost active
portion of our business, wth the exception of the
front door where everyone wal ks in every day, sir.
We're constantly taking trucks. W have daily
store deliveries. W have team nenbers entering
and exiting. It is an active place, 24/7.

MR. McDERMOTT: 24/7. 365? O are there any --

THE WTNESS (Netreba): Yes, sir. Yes, sir. Yes.

MR. McDERMOTT: Do you have a |l og of your daily
del i veri es?

THE WTNESS (Netreba): A log of our daily deliveries?

MR. McDERMOTT: Yes. | nean, can you say for certain
that there's 15 to 20 trucks a day, or is that
just -- have you taken an average?

|s there a | ow day?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): 15 to 20 is about -- about
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THE

THE

THE

THE

right for this club, sir. That's correct.

McDERMOTT: So going back to Exhibit C

W TNESS (Netreba): Sure.

McDERMOTT: Now that you have it in front of you --

W TNESS (Netreba): Yes.

McDERMOTT: What is the building that is beyond the
fourth trailer?

W TNESS (Netreba): That is the Fero -- that is the
steel building.

McDERMOTT: That is the steel building?

W TNESS (Netreba): Yes, sir.

McDERMOTT: And you would agree with ne, it appears
that there are two -- it looks like a | oadi ng dock
area. Are those |oading docks that are, kind of,
It looks |Iike around the corner, perhaps?

" m not sure how to describe the location. |
was wondering if you know where the | ocation of

t he | oadi ng docks are for the steel building?

W TNESS (Netreba): Yeah. So if you're | ooking at
that photo -- and thank you for your patience
while we pulled it up. There's -- there's three

trucks that are shown there without a cab trail --
not -- not a trailer, but a truck that goes wth
t hem

And t hen beyond that, there appears to be
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space for one, if not two additional | ocations.
It's tough to tell by this picture as it's an
obl i que angle, but | believe that there's two
ot her locations in there.

And then followng that on the far side,
there's what we call a drop trailer, which is a
trailer that is waiting to be picked up by our
| ogi stics folks to nove back to our distribution

facility.

MR. McDERMOTT: Okay. |In your prefiled testinony on

page 3, you say to Feroleto Steel -- sorry about
my pronunciation -- offers a paved area in the
rear of the property that is not encunbered by an
active | oadi ng dock area.

What do you nmean by, not encunbered by an
active | oading dock area -- or an active | oading

dock? Sorry.

THE WTNESS (Netreba): Well, if you look at the

aerial, Attorney MDernott, you'll see that
there's no | oadi ng dock. And by that | nean, a
concrete apron that you'd find at the front of the
Feroleto -- | hope I'msaying that right -- Steel
bui | di ng, which shows a piece of concrete that
their trucks are parked on top of.

That's the standard in the industry for a
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| oadi ng dock. That's what | neant by that.

MR. McDERMOTT: Have you discussed the U project with
the steel conpany?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): No, sir, we have not.

| have not.

MR. McDERMOTT: So you don't know how t hey woul d feel
about the placenent of a transm ssion structure on
their property?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): | have no idea, sir.

MR. McDERMOTT: So you -- but would Iike U to do that?

You'd like themto nove the structure onto
the steel conpany property?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): |1'd like themto nove it to a
| ocation that's not in such an active |ocation for
a business. That is correct, yes.

In this case, that business happens to be ne,
yes.

MR. McDERMOTT: You say -- in your prefiled testinony
you say, therefore BJ's Wolesale Cub submts
that installing P724S in the rear paved area of --
| " m ski ppi ng the nane of the conpany -- the
steel's property is a nore than reasonabl e
alternative.

But you don't know that it's not going to be

as difficult to site it there, or that they're
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going to be receptive to it. You just don't want
It in your backyard. |Is that right?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): |t would appear to ne that it's
In an easier location. It's in a paved area. You
can access it. You can access it from both sides
of their building, as opposed to our building,
whi ch has nuch nore constraints in ternms of the
par ki ng deck, the rear drive aisle, and the fact
that in our area we are running 15 to 20 trucks
per day.

Fromthere, fromny perspective in ny view of
their situation, they are not running 15 to 20
trucks per day in that area. And even if they
did, they have nmultiple ways of ingress and
egress, whereas we do not.

MR. McDERMOTT: \What's the maxi mum nunber of trucks
that can sinmultaneously use the |oading dock area
at any one tine?

THE WTNESS (Netreba): OCkay. The nunber of berths --
it's one, two, three, four. |It's either -- it's
probably five locations, four to five, let's say.

MR. McDERMOTT: How often is it that all five of the
bays are bei ng used?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): | don't have that answer for

you right now, I'"'msorry to say.
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MR. McDERMOTT: How long is -- approximately how | ong
I's each truck parked there for?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): |t depends on the delivery and
the nmerchandise. |If it's a refrigerated truck, it
m ght be qui cker because we're trying to get that
mer chandi se into a climte-controll ed environnent.

If it's a non-refrigerated truck and we don't
have space for the product, either in our stock
roomor out on the floor, it mght wait for a bit,
as you can see in the photo in -- in Exhibit C

MR. McDERMOTT: Whuld it be possible for you to
provi de, say, a 90-day log of the deliveries that
were -- yeah, the deliveries that were nade at
BJ's? You know, pick a 90-day period as an
exanpl e of the volunme and the tine of the
del i veries?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): That -- that m ght trend upon
proprietary information, sir, that |1'd rather not
have in the public domain -- but we'll take that
under advi senent. How about that?

MR. McDERMOTT: No, that's not sufficient.

M. Morissette, |'lIl ask you to weigh in on
the position of the Wtness, that it's
proprietary. It does not seemto ne to be

proprietary, but I'mnot sure what the
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confidential nature of the nunber of deliveries
woul d be since he's essentially already indicated
it's 15 to 20. |I'mjust |ooking for a breakdown
of that nunber over the course of 90 days.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER  Thank you, Attorney MDernott.

At torney Casagrande, you want to weigh in on
this?

MR. CASACGRANDE: Well, M. Mrissette, | have to defer
to ny client's observations of what woul d be
proprietary or not. |'mnot prepared to conment
on that at this point.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER.  You have no insight as to whether
the information is confidential, or not?

MR. CASACGRANDE: | can't comment on that at this tine.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER. Very good.

Attorney Bachman, would you like to weigh in
on this?

M5. BACHVAN. Thank you, M. Morissette.

Certainly, a notion for protective order
could be filed if it's confidential infornation,
and we would take that up at the next hearing or
during one of our regul ar neetings.

Thank you.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Very good. Thank you.

Wth that, we wll take a late file of the
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90-day log of deliveries. And if it is
confidential, then file a protective order and we
will handle it accordingly and maintain it
confidential for only those that would require the
need to utilize the informtion.

THE W TNESS (Netreba): M. Morissette, we can agree to
that so long as the information is -- is retained
in a confidential fashion, sir.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER  Absol utely. Very good.

THE W TNESS (Netreba): Thank you.

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER:  Thank you.

(Late-Filed Exhibit Nunmber 6, marked for

Identification and noted in index.)

THE HEARI NG OFFI CER.  Attorney MDernott, please
conti nue.

MR. McDERMOTT: Thank you. The location of the pole
that is going to go in what | refer to as the
grassy knoll behind the boll ards.

You're famliar with that |ocation?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): | am yes. Thank you.

MR. McDERMOTT: So the location -- am | correct that
you don't have a problem necessarily wth the

| ocation of that pole, because the |ocation of the
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pole itself will not inpede the operations at the
| oadi ng dock? |Is that correct?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): That is correct so |long as the
easenent didn't overlap the areas where ny trucks
need to operate, the work easenent -- or pernmanent
easenent for that matter. | guess they're the
sanme based on our prior testinony.

MR. McDERMOTT: Right. And so it cones down to the
construction and, | guess, arguably nai ntenance --
al t hough mai nt enance i s probably not a frequent
occurrence, but it really conmes down to the
construction of the structure rather than its
| ocation. |s that correct?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): | would say it's the initia
construction as well as the ongoi ng nai nt enance.
|f U decided to park a truck in that area,
woul d not be able to use the | oading dock, period,
full stop.

MR. McDERMOTT: You would not be able to use the
| oadi ng dock area while the truck was in place.

Ri ght ?

THE W TNESS (Netreba): Correct. Yes, that's correct,
sir. Thank you for finishing ny thought.

| appreciate that.

MR. McDERMOTT: But the permanent easenent woul d not
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| npede access, right?
The easenent itself, that's not an issue?
THE W TNESS (Netreba): Easenents go with rights for
t hose that possess them \What rights do you have
In the easenent to do things, and how does t hat
I npact nmy ability to circul ate delivery vehicles,
trucks in the | oadi ng dock?
So it's never just the easenent. |It's the
rights that go with the easenent, of course.
MR. McDERMOTT: Okay. M. Mrissette, | believe that's
all 1 have for the BJ's panel. Thank you.
THE HEARI NG OFFI CER  Thank you, Attorney MDernott.
We're going to conclude the hearing for
today, and there wll be a continuation by the
Connecticut Siting Council. The Council announces
that we will continue the evidentiary session of
this public hearing on Tuesday, COctober 17, 20283,
at 2 p.m, via Zoomrenote conferencing.
A copy of the agenda for the continued renote
evidentiary hearing session will be avail able on
the Council's Docket 516 webpage, along with a
record of this matter, the public hearing notice,
I nstructions for public access to the renote
evidentiary hearing session, and the Council's

citizens' guide to Siting Council's procedures.
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Pl ease note that anyone who has not becone a
party or intervener, but who desires to nake his
or her views known to the Council may file witten
statenments to the Council until the record closes.

Copies of the transcript of this hearing wll
be filed wth the Gty Cerk's office in
Bri dgeport and the Town Clerk's office in
Fairfield for the conveni ence of the public.

| hereby declare this hearing adjourned.

And t hank you, everyone, for participating

this afternoon and have a good eveni ng.

(End: 5:13 p.m)

143




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

CERTI FI CATE

| hereby certify that the foregoi ng 143 pages
are a conplete and accurate conputer-aided
transcription of my original verbatimnotes taken
of the renote tel econference neeting of THE
CONNECTI CUT SITING COUNCIL in Re: DOCKET NO 516,
THE UNI TED | LLUM NATI NG COVPANY APPLI CATI ON FOR A
CERTI FI CATE OF ENVI RONMENTAL COVPATI BI LI TY AND
PUBLI C NEED FOR THE FAI RFI ELD TO CONGRESS RAI LRCAD
TRANSM SSI ON LI NE 115-kV REBU LD PRQJECT THAT
CONSI STS OF THE RELOCATI ON AND REBUI LD OF I TS
EXI STI NG 115- KI LOVOLT ELECTRI C TRANSM SSI ON LI NES
FROM THE RAI LROAD CATENARY STRUCTURES TO NEW STEEL
MONOPOLE STRUCTURES AND RELATED MODI FI CATI ONS
ALONG APPROXI MATELY 7.3 M LES OF THE CONNECTI CUT
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATI ON' S METRO- NORTH
RAI LROAD CORRI DOR BETWEEN STRUCTURE B648S LOCATED
EAST OF SASCO CREEK | N FAI RFI ELD AND Ul 'S CONGRESS
STREET SUBSTATI ON | N BRI DGEPORT, AND THE REBUI LD
OF TWO EXI STI NG 115- kV TRANSM SSI ON LI NES ALONG
0.23 M LE OF EXI STING U RI GHT- OF- WAY TO
FACI LI TATE | NTERCONNECTI ON OF THE REBUI LT 115-kV
ELECTRI C TRANSM SSI ON LI NES AT U 'S EXI STI NG ASH
CREEK, RESCO PEQUONNOCK AND CONGRESS STREET
SUBSTATI ONS TRAVERSI NG THE MUNI Cl PALI TI ES OF
BRI DGEPORT AND FAI RFI ELD, CONNECTI CUT, whi ch was
hel d before JOHN MORI SSETTE, Menber and Presi di ng
O ficer, on August 29, 2023.

I A #
1 L ——

L l"\___,-/
Robert G D xon, CVR-M 857

Not ary Public
My Conmm ssion Expires: 6/30/2025
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 18           And:  Joseph P. Mortelliti, Esq.

 19                 JMortelliti@crameranderson.com

 20  

 21  

 22  

 23  

 24  

 25  
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 01  A p p e a r a n c e s:(cont'd)

 02  For INTERVENOR (2190 Post Road, et at):

 03       RUSSO & RIZIO, LLC

 04       10 Sasco Hill Road

 05       Fairfield, CT 06824

 06            By:  CHRISTOPHER B. RUSSO, ESQ.

 07                 Chris@russorizio.com

 08                 203.255.9928

 09  

 10  For INTERVENOR (Fairfield Station Lofts):

 11       ROBINSON + COLE LLP

 12       280 Trumbull Street

 13       Hartford, Connecticut  06103-3597

 14            By:  JONATHAN H. SCHAEFER, ESQ.

 15                 JSchaefer@rc.com

 16                 860.275.8349

 17  

 18  For INTERVENOR (Sasco Street Trust):

 19       MILAZZO & ASSOCIATES, LLC

 20       41 Trumbull Street

 21       New Haven, CT 06510

 22            By:  MICHAEL P. BURDO, ESQ.

 23                 MBurdo@milazzoburdolaw.net

 24                  203.787.774

 25  
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 01  A p p e a r a n c e s:(cont'd)

 02  For PARTY (Town of Fairfield):

 03       MARINO, ZABEL & SCHELLENBERG, PLLC

 04       657 Orange Center Road

 05       Orange, Connecticut  06477

 06            By:  TIMOTHY M. HERBST, ESQ.

 07                 THerbst@mzslaw.com

 08                 203.864.4611

 09  

 10  

 11  

 12  

 13  

 14  

 15  

 16  

 17  

 18  

 19  

 20  

 21  

 22  

 23  

 24  

 25  
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 01                        (Begin:  2 p.m.)

 02  

 03  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Good afternoon, ladies and

 04       gentlemen.  Can everyone hear me okay?

 05            Very good.  Thank you very much.  We'll now

 06       proceed.

 07            This continued remote evidentiary hearing

 08       session is called to order this Tuesday, August

 09       29, 2023, at 2 p.m.  My name is John Morissette,

 10       Member and Presiding Officer of the Connecticut

 11       Siting Council.

 12            If you haven't done so already, I ask that

 13       everyone please mute their computer audio and

 14       telephones now.

 15            A copy of the prepared agenda is available on

 16       the Council's Docket Number 516 webpage, along

 17       with the record of this matter, the public hearing

 18       notice, instructions for public access to this

 19       remote public hearing, and the Council's Citizens

 20       Guide to Siting Council Procedures.

 21            Other members of the Council are

 22       Mr. Silvestri, Mr. Nguyen, Mr. Golembiewski, and

 23       Mr. Hannon.

 24            Members of the staff are Executive Director

 25       Melanie Bachman, Siting Analyst Michael Perrone,
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 01       and Fiscal Administrative Officer Lisa Fontaine.

 02            This evidentiary session is a continuation of

 03       the public hearing held on July 25, 2023.  It is

 04       held pursuant to the provisions of Title 16 of the

 05       Connecticut General Statutes and of the Uniform

 06       Administrative Procedure Act, from the United

 07       Illuminating Company for a certificate of

 08       environmental compatibility and public need for

 09       the Fairfield to Congress Railroad transmission

 10       line 115 kV rebuild project that consists of the

 11       relocation and rebuild of the existing 115

 12       kilovolt electric transmission line from the

 13       railroad catenary structures to new steel monopole

 14       structures, and related modification along

 15       approximately 7.3 miles of the Connecticut

 16       Department of Transportation Metro North Railroad

 17       corridor between structures B648S, located east of

 18       Sasco Creek in Fairfield, and UI's Congress Street

 19       Substation in Bridgeport; and the rebuild of two

 20       existing 115 transmission lines along .23 miles of

 21       existing UI right-of-way to facilitate

 22       interconnection of the rebuilt 115 electric

 23       transmission line at UI's existing Ash Creek,

 24       Resco, Pequonnock, and Congress Street

 25       Substations, transversing the municipalities of
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 01       Bridgeport and Fairfield, Connecticut.

 02            A verbatim transcript will be made available

 03       of this hearing and deposited in the City Clerk's

 04       office of Bridgeport and the Town Clerk's office

 05       of Fairfield for the convenience of the public.

 06            We will take a 10 to 15-minute break at a

 07       convenient juncture around 3:30 p.m.

 08            We have four motions on the agenda this

 09       afternoon, the first of which is on August 23,

 10       2023, Sasco Creek Neighborhood Environmental Trust

 11       Incorporated, Stephen Oyzck, Andrea Ozyck, Karin

 12       Mahfouz, William Danylko, and David Parker

 13       submitted a request for intervenor and CEPA

 14       Intervenor status.

 15            On August 28, 2023, UI filed an objection.

 16            Attorney Bachman may wish to comment.

 17            Attorney Bachman?

 18  MS. BACHMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Morissette.

 19            Beside the objection and the timing, staff

 20       does recommend approval of the request.

 21            Thank you.

 22  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Attorney Bachman.

 23            Is there a motion?

 24  MR. SILVESTRI:  Mr. Morissette, I'll move approval.

 25  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Silvestri.
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 01            Is there a second?

 02  MR. NGUYEN:  Quat Nguyen, second.

 03  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Nguyen.

 04            We have a motion by Mr. Silvestri to approve

 05       the request for intervener and CEPA intervener

 06       status, and we have a second by Mr. Nguyen.

 07            We'll now move to discussion.

 08            Mr. Silvestri, any discussion?

 09  MR. SILVESTRI:  No discussion.

 10            Thank you, Mr. Morissette.

 11  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

 12            Mr. Nguyen, any discussion?

 13  MR. NGUYEN:  I have no discussion.  Thank you.

 14  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

 15            Mr. Golembiewski, any discussion?

 16  MR. GOLEMBIEWSKI:  No discussion.  Thank you.

 17  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Hannon, any discussion?

 18  MR. HANNON:  No discussion.  Thank you.

 19  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.  And I have no

 20       discussion.  We'll now move to the vote.

 21            Mr. Silvestri, how do you vote?

 22  MR. SILVESTRI:  Vote to approve.  Thank you.

 23  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

 24            Mr. Nguyen, how do you vote?

 25  MR. NGUYEN:  Vote to approve.  Thank you.
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 01  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

 02            Mr. Golembiewski, how do you vote?

 03  MR. GOLEMBIEWSKI:  Vote to approve.

 04  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

 05            Mr. Hannon, how do you vote?

 06  MR. HANNON:  Vote to approve.  Thank you.

 07  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.  And I vote to

 08       approve.  We have a unanimous decision.  The

 09       motion passes.  The request for intervenor and

 10       CEPA intervenor status is approved.

 11            Moving on to motion number two.  On August

 12       24, 2023, the following entities requested

 13       interveners and CEPA intervenor status, and an

 14       additional evidentiary hearing.  Those parties are

 15       2190 Post Road, LLC; Invest II International

 16       Investors; Pequot Realty, LLC; 916 Post Road

 17       Associates, LLC; SF Station Street, LLC; Maura

 18       Garych; Metro Holding Company, LLC; SG Pequot 200,

 19       LLC; 516 Paci Restaurant; 461 Broad Street, LLC;

 20       and Bridgeport 11823, LLC.

 21            On August 28, 2023, UI filed an objection.

 22            Attorney Bachman may wish to comment.

 23            Attorney Bachman?

 24  MS. BACHMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Morissette.

 25            Again, beside the timing, staff recommends
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 01       that we grant the request for intervener and CEPA

 02       intervener status, and group the LLCs together

 03       under General Statutes Section 16-50n, subsection

 04       c, on the basis that they have similar interests

 05       and they are all represented by Attorney

 06       Christopher Russo.

 07            And we also recommend granting the request

 08       for the additional evidentiary hearing.

 09            Thank you.

 10  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Attorney Bachman.

 11            Is there a motion?

 12  MR. SILVESTRI:  Mr. Morissette, I'll move to approve

 13       the requests for the grouped parties, if you will,

 14       as well as the additional hearing.

 15  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Silvestri.

 16            Is there a second?

 17  MR. HANNON:  Hannon, second.

 18  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Hannon.  We have a

 19       motion by Mr. Silvestri to approve the request to

 20       group intervener and CEPA intervener status with

 21       an additional evidentiary hearing, and we have a

 22       second by Mr. Hannon.

 23            We'll now move to discussion.

 24            Mr. Silvestri, any discussion?

 25  MR. SILVESTRI:  No discussion, Mr. Morissette.  Just to
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 01       comment about the timing -- but right now I guess

 02       it's moot.  Thank you.

 03  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Silvestri.

 04            Mr. Nguyen, any discussion?

 05  MR. NGUYEN:  I have no discussion.  Thank you.

 06  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

 07            Mr. Golembiewski, any discussion?

 08  MR. GOLEMBIEWSKI:  I have no discussion.

 09  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

 10            Mr. Hannon, any discussion?

 11  MR. HANNON:  No discussion.  Thank you.

 12  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.  And I have no

 13       discussion.  We'll now move to the vote.

 14            Mr. Silvestri, how do you vote?

 15  MR. SILVESTRI:  Vote to approve.  Thank you.

 16  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Nguyen, how do you vote?

 17  MR. NGUYEN:  Vote to approve.  Thank you.

 18  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

 19            Mr. Golembiewski, how do you vote?

 20  MR. GOLEMBIEWSKI:  Vote to approve.  Thank you.

 21  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Hannon, how do you vote?

 22  MR. HANNON:  Vote to approve.  Thank you.

 23  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.  And I vote to

 24       approve.  We have a unanimous decision.  The

 25       grouping of intervener and CEPA intervener status
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 01       is approved with the addition of an additional

 02       hearing, evidentiary hearing.  Thank you.

 03            Moving on to motion number three.

 04            On August 28, 2023, Fairfield Station Lofts,

 05       LLC, requested intervener status and CEPA

 06       intervener status, and an additional evidentiary

 07       hearing.

 08            On August 28, 2023, UI filed an objection.

 09            Attorney Bachman may wish to comment.

 10            Attorney Bachman?

 11  MS. BACHMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Morissette.

 12            Again, aside from the timing, staff

 13       recommends approval of intervener status and CEPA

 14       intervener status, as well as the additional

 15       evidentiary hearing.  Thank you.

 16  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Attorney Bachman.

 17            Is there a motion?

 18  MR. HANNON:  Hannon, motion to approve the request.

 19  THE HEARING OFFICER:  And the hearing as well,

 20       Mr. Hannon?

 21  MR. HANNON:  That is correct.

 22  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

 23            Is there a second?

 24  MR. GOLEMBIEWSKI:  I'll second.

 25  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Golembiewski.
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 01            I have a motion by Mr. Hannon to request to

 02       approve the intervener status and CEPA intervener

 03       status along with the additional evidentiary

 04       hearing, and we have a second by Mr. Golembiewski.

 05            We'll now move to discussion.

 06            Mr. Silvestri, any discussion?

 07  MR. SILVESTRI:  No discussion.

 08            Thank you, Mr. Morissette.

 09  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Nguyen, any discussion?

 10  MR. NGUYEN:  No discussion.  Thank you.

 11  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

 12            Mr. Golembiewski, any discussion?

 13  MR. GOLEMBIEWSKI:  No discussion, thank you.

 14  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Hannon, any discussion?

 15  MR. HANNON:  No discussion.  Thank you.

 16  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.  And I have no

 17       discussion.  We'll now move to the vote.

 18            Mr. Silvestri, how do you vote?

 19  MR. SILVESTRI:  Vote to approve.  Thank you.

 20  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Nguyen?

 21  MR. NGUYEN:  Vote to approve.  Thank you.

 22  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Golembiewski?

 23  MR. GOLEMBIEWSKI:  Vote to approve.  Thank you.

 24  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.  Mr. Hannon?

 25  MR. HANNON:  I vote to approve.  Thank you.
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 01  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.  And I vote to

 02       approve.  We have a unanimous decision.  Fairfield

 03       Station Lofts, LLC, is granted intervener status

 04       and CEPA intervener status along with an

 05       additional hearing, evidentiary hearing.

 06            Moving on to motion number four.  On August

 07       28, 2023, the Town of Fairfield requested party

 08       status and an additional evidentiary hearing.

 09            Attorney Bachman may wish to comment.

 10  MS. BACHMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Morissette.

 11            Consistent with the other recommendations, we

 12       recommend that -- staff recommends to grant party

 13       status, and the request for the additional

 14       hearing.  Thank you.

 15  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Attorney Bachman.

 16            Is there a motion?

 17  MR. GOLEMBIEWSKI:  I'll make a motion to approve the

 18       intervener status -- or party status and the

 19       additional evidentiary hearing.

 20  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Golembiewski.

 21            Is there a second?

 22  MR. NGUYEN:  Nguyen, second.

 23  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Nguyen.

 24            We have a motion by Mr. Golembiewski to grant

 25       the Town of Fairfield party status and to approve
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 01       the additional evidentiary hearing, and we have a

 02       second by Mr. Nguyen.

 03            We'll now move to discussion.

 04            Mr. Silvestri, any discussion?

 05  MR. SILVESTRI:  No discussion.

 06            Thank you, Mr. Morissette.

 07  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Nguyen, any discussion?

 08  MR. NGUYEN:  No discussion.  Thank you.

 09  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Golembiewski, any discussion?

 10  MR. GOLEMBIEWSKI:  No, no discussion.  Thank you.

 11  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Hannon, any discussion?

 12  MR. HANNON:  No discussion.  Thank you.

 13  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.  And I have no

 14       discussion.  We'll now move to the vote.

 15            Mr. Silvestri, how do you vote?

 16  MR. SILVESTRI:  Vote to approve.  Thank you.

 17  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Nguyen, how do you vote?

 18  MR. NGUYEN:  Vote to approve.  Thank you.

 19  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Golembiewski, how do you

 20       vote?

 21  MR. GOLEMBIEWSKI:  Vote to approve.  Thank you.

 22  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Hannon, how do you vote?

 23  MR. HANNON:  Vote to approve.  Thank you.

 24  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

 25            And I vote to approve.  The Town of Fairfield

�0017

 01       is granted party status and an additional

 02       evidentiary hearing.  Thank you, everyone.  We'll

 03       now continue with the appearance of the Applicant.

 04            In accordance with the Council's July 27,

 05       2023, continued evidentiary hearing memo, we will

 06       continue with the appearance of the Applicant, the

 07       United Illuminating Company, to swear in their new

 08       witnesses, David Leslie and Matthew Scully, and

 09       verify the new exhibits marked as Roman numeral

 10       two, items B11 and '13 on the hearing program.

 11  S H A W N    C R O S B I E,

 12  C O R R E N E    A U E R,

 13  M A T T H E W    P A R K H U R S T,

 14  B R I A N    G A U D E T,

 15  T O D D    B E R M A N,

 16  Z A C H    L O G A N,

 17  M e e N A    S A Z A N O W I C Z,

 18            recalled as witnesses, having been previously

 19            sworn, were examined and testified under oath

 20            as follows:

 21  

 22  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Attorney Bachman, can you please

 23       begin by swearing in Mr. Leslie and Mr. Scully?

 24  

 25  
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 01  D A V I D    L E S L I E,

 02  M A T T H E W    S C U L L Y,

 03            called as witnesses, being first duly sworn

 04            by ATTORNEY BACHMAN, were examined and

 05            testified under oath as follows:

 06  

 07  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Attorney Bachman.

 08            Attorney McDermott, please begin by

 09       identifying the new exhibits you have filed in

 10       this matter and verifying the exhibits by the

 11       appropriate sworn witness?

 12            Attorney McDermott, thank you.

 13  MR. McDERMOTT:  Mr. Morissette, good afternoon.

 14            Mr. Leslie, Applicant's Exhibit Number 11 is

 15       your resume, which was received by the Council on

 16       August 11, 2023.

 17            Are you familiar with that document?

 18  THE WITNESS (Leslie):  I am.

 19  MR. McDERMOTT:  And do you have any changes or

 20       revisions to that document?

 21  THE WITNESS (Leslie):  I do not.

 22  MR. McDERMOTT:  And do you adopt that as Applicant's

 23       Exhibit 11 in this proceeding?

 24  THE WITNESS (Leslie):  I do.

 25  MR. McDERMOTT:  Thank you.
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 01            And Mr. Crosbie, as the senior member of the

 02       panel, are you familiar with the company's

 03       responses to the Council's Interrogatory Set 3

 04       dated August 22, 2023, which is Applicant's

 05       Exhibit Number 12?

 06  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Yes, I am.

 07  MR. McDERMOTT:  And do you have any changes or

 08       revisions to those interrogatory responses?

 09  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  No, I don't.

 10  MR. McDERMOTT:  And do you adopt those as a full

 11       exhibit in this proceeding?

 12  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Yes, I do.

 13  MR. McDERMOTT:  And are you familiar with Applicant's

 14       late-filed exhibits that are dated August 22,

 15       2023, Applicant's Exhibit Number 13?

 16  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Yes, I am.

 17  MR. McDERMOTT:  And do you have any changes or

 18       revisions to those late files?

 19  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  No, I don't.

 20  MR. McDERMOTT:  And do you adopt them as an exhibit in

 21       this proceeding?

 22  THE WITNESS (Leslie):  Yes, I do.

 23  MR. McDERMOTT:  Thank you.  Mr. Morissette, I'd ask

 24       that Exhibits 11, 12, and 13 be admitted as full

 25       exhibits in this proceeding?
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 01  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Attorney McDermott.

 02            Does any party or intervener object to the

 03       admission of the Applicant's new exhibits?

 04            Attorney Casagrande, or Attorney Mortelliti?

 05  MR. CASAGRANDE:  No, your Honor, we do not object.

 06  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Attorney Casagrande.

 07            Attorney Burdo?

 08  MR. BURDO:  No.

 09  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.

 10            Attorney Russo?

 11  MR. RUSSO:  No.

 12  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

 13            Attorney Schaefer?

 14  MR. SCHAEFER:  No, thank you.

 15  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

 16            Attorney Herbst?

 17  MR. HERBST:  No objection.

 18  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

 19            The exhibits are hereby admitted.

 20            We will begin with cross-examination of the

 21       Applicant by BJ's Wholesale Club, Inc.  Attorney

 22       Casagrande, are you going to take the honors?

 23  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Yes, Mr. Morissette.  Thank you.

 24  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.  Thank you.

 25            Please continue.
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 01  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Good afternoon, everyone.  I wanted to

 02       drill down first on the total project cost.  And

 03       I'm referring to UI's response to the Council's

 04       Interrogatory 11, which is UI's Exhibit 3 in this

 05       hearing.

 06            And in that response, the witness panel

 07       indicated that -- and I believe it was

 08       Mr. Ragozzine and Mr. Crosbie -- that the total

 09       project costs would be $255 million, and that's

 10       also referred to on page 2-17 of the application.

 11            The Witnesses indicated at that time that the

 12       cost could be up to 50 percent higher, or 25

 13       percent lower.  Have you drilled down on whether

 14       that range can be narrowed as of this date, of

 15       total project cost?

 16  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Good afternoon.

 17            This is Shawn Crosbie with UI.

 18            Currently, the project total cost that we

 19       indicated, two-fifty-five -- 255 million, sits at

 20       that amount.  As we progress and our engineering

 21       design headed towards IFC drawings, or issue for

 22       construction, finalizing that based on any

 23       potential adjustments to the design related to the

 24       Siting Council conditions, we would refine those

 25       costs as necessary.
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 01  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Thank you.  Thank you, Mr. Crosbie.

 02            I'd like to talk a little bit about the

 03       effect on the project on existing land uses.  And

 04       I'm referring, Mr. Morissette, to Exhibit 3, UI

 05       Exhibit 3, which is UI's response to Council

 06       Interrogatory 48.

 07            And in that exhibit, I believe it was

 08       Ms. Auer -- if I have the name right -- said that

 09       the project is fully consistent with FERC

 10       guidelines which advocate the prioritization of

 11       the use of existing rights of way by different

 12       kinds of utilities in order to avoid or minimize

 13       impacts to existing land uses and environmental

 14       resources.

 15            So my question is, FERC advocates staying

 16       within the existing right-of-way whenever possible

 17       to avoid impacts to existing land uses.  Correct?

 18  THE WITNESS (Auer):  Thank you.  This is Correne Auer.

 19            Correct.

 20  MR. CASAGRANDE:  And that's not just effect on

 21       environmental resources, but any existing land

 22       uses.  Correct?

 23  THE WITNESS (Auer):  I believe so, yes.

 24            It's to stay within the utility corridor.

 25  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  And you --
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 01  THE WITNESS (Auer):  (Unintelligible) --

 02  MR. CASAGRANDE:  I'm sorry.  Did you finish?

 03            I didn't mean to interrupt.

 04  THE WITNESS (Auer):  Just as much as you can, yeah, as

 05       much as possible.

 06  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Thank you.  And UI tried to comply

 07       with that objective, did it not, in preparing this

 08       application?

 09  THE WITNESS (Auer):  Yes.

 10  MR. CASAGRANDE:  All right.  And in fact, I'll just

 11       refer the Council to the application pages ES-10,

 12       which refers -- says that UI considered options to

 13       avoid or minimize impacts to existing land uses.

 14            That's a fair summary of your position,

 15       Ms. Auer?

 16  THE WITNESS (Auer):  Yes, with -- I would say with a

 17       focus on avoidance of the environmental resources.

 18  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  But again, the FERC guidelines

 19       is not limited to just avoiding environmental

 20       impacts.  It's avoiding or minimizing impacts on

 21       any existing land uses.  Correct?

 22  THE WITNESS (Auer):  Correct.

 23  MR. CASAGRANDE:  All right.  So for instance, I'd like

 24       to invite the panel's attention to the July 25th

 25       hearing, and I'm referring to pages 73 to 74 of
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 01       that hearing.  And on those pages, Mr. Silvestri

 02       asked a few questions about the location of Pole

 03       745N, which again, for the record is depicted on

 04       sheet 21 of 29 in volume 2 of the application.

 05            Do you have that sheet 21 in front of you?

 06  MR. McDERMOTT:  Attorney Casagrande, can you give us

 07       the page number again just so we're all --

 08  MR. CASAGRANDE:  The page number of the hearing?

 09  MR. McDERMOTT:  No, the page -- the map number.

 10  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Oh, sure.  It's page 21 of 29.

 11  MR. McDERMOTT:  Thank you.

 12  MR. CASAGRANDE:  And so Mr. Silvestri asked the panel

 13       to address that, that location.  And he asked the

 14       panel, why couldn't you just stay on the south

 15       side of the tracks instead of crossing the tracks

 16       to put it on the north side?

 17            And Mr. Parkhurst, is he here today -- by the

 18       way, Mr. Parkhurst?

 19  MR. McDERMOTT:  He is, yes.

 20  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay, thank you.  At pages 74 to 75 of

 21       the hearing transcript, Mr. Parkhurst said this.

 22            He said, starting at Pole 738, which is on

 23       sheet 20 of 29, that was on the north side of the

 24       tracks, as that is a currently vacant lot.  Do you

 25       remember that testimony, Mr. Parkhurst?

�0025

 01  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Yes, I do.

 02  MR. CASAGRANDE:  And then you said as you get closer to

 03       Howard Avenue, you get to a multi-story -- I

 04       believe it was an apartment building, and that was

 05       one of the items we tried to stay away from.

 06            Remember that?

 07  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Yes, I do.

 08  MR. CASAGRANDE:  And you also said we looked at the

 09       built environment a lot, and that's why within

 10       this congested area we do go from the north side

 11       to the south side and then back.  Correct?

 12  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  In that area, yes.

 13            That's correct.

 14  MR. CASAGRANDE:  And then just directing your attention

 15       to page 105 of the hearing transcript,

 16       Mr. Parkhurst, you went on to say this.

 17            You said, we tried to stay away from the

 18       higher congested residential areas in Bridgeport

 19       and north of the corridor, and east of 740 between

 20       Pole 745 and Pole 752.  That is why we cross south

 21       with both circuits, as that area is residential in

 22       nature and quite -- I would classify it as urban

 23       in nature up in Bridgeport.

 24            Between 737 and 745, the land, there was more

 25       available land on the north side of the railroad
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 01       corridor.  In addition, that there was a

 02       multi-story building that we wanted to avoid on

 03       the south side of the corridor just west of Pole

 04       745 and -- 745S and existing UI pole RT5.

 05            Do you remember that testimony,

 06       Mr. Parkhurst?

 07  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Yes, I do.

 08  MR. CASAGRANDE:  All right.  So at least in that

 09       instance UI decided to cross the tracks from south

 10       to north and then back in order to minimize the

 11       effect on existing uses in that corridor.

 12            Correct?

 13  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  In that area, yes.

 14  MR. CASAGRANDE:  And I'd like now to direct the panel's

 15       attention to UI Exhibit 8, Hearing Exhibit 8,

 16       which is UI's answer to BJ's Interrogatories 1 and

 17       2.  That's the July 18, 2023 filing.

 18            You have said already -- the panel has

 19       already said you considered options to avoid

 20       impacting existing uses.  Correct?

 21  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Correct.

 22  MR. CASAGRANDE:  All right.  Now in that interrogatory

 23       exhibit, or in those responses you were responding

 24       to questions about Feroleto Steel, the property

 25       immediately to the east of the BJ's property on
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 01       the south side of the tracks.  And that is

 02       shown -- if I could direct your attention to sheet

 03       17 of 29, which is in attachment V2.4 of the

 04       application, just to orient you with what we're

 05       looking at?

 06            In your response to those interrogatories by

 07       BJ's you said, UI has not approached Feroleto to

 08       discuss the placement of the transmission poles on

 09       that property or the existing -- or how it will

 10       affect the existing impacts on that property, nor

 11       have you approached any other property owner.

 12            Correct?

 13  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  That's correct.

 14  MR. CASAGRANDE:  And you also said -- and this is on

 15       page 23 of the hearing transcript, Mr. Parkhurst,

 16       you stated that UI has considered no other

 17       alternative design configurations between

 18       structures 721 south and 725 south.  Correct?

 19  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  At that time?  No.

 20  MR. CASAGRANDE:  You mean, at the time you filed the

 21       application?

 22  MR. McDERMOTT:  I believe you referenced a transcript

 23       cite, Attorney Casagrande?

 24  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Yes.

 25  MR. McDERMOTT:  I believe he was saying at the time of
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 01       the transcript that was the -- you were accurate.

 02  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  Thank you, Attorney McDermott.

 03            So as of that hearing date, July 25th, you

 04       had not even considered the alternative of moving

 05       Pole 724S from the BJ's property onto the Feroleto

 06       property to the east.  Correct?  As of that date?

 07  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  That's correct.

 08  MR. CASAGRANDE:  What is your understanding of the

 09       nature of the business of Feroleto Steel?

 10            I'm not sure who on the panel would want to

 11       respond to that, but a general question, what is

 12       the panel's understanding of the nature of

 13       Feroleto Steel's business on that property?

 14  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  This is Shawn Crosbie with UI.

 15            They're a commercial steel operations that

 16       conducts business at that address.

 17  MR. CASAGRANDE:  All right.  And I also want to refer

 18       to UI's answers to BWC's Interrogatory Number 2,

 19       which is the July 18th submission.  And in that

 20       answer, Mr. Parkhurst said -- you said the entire

 21       Feroleto lot is paved, and thus in an effort to

 22       not encumber the paved area it is placing Pole

 23       725S north of the paved area.  Correct?

 24  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  That's correct.

 25  MR. CASAGRANDE:  And you said that this would result in
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 01       this Pole 725S having to support the Metro North

 02       signal wires at that location.  Correct?

 03  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  That's correct.

 04  MR. CASAGRANDE:  So it is feasible to have your

 05       monopoles support Metro North signal wires in at

 06       least some locations?  A fair statement?

 07  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  That's fair.

 08  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Now, have you determined whether the

 09       paved area that you referred to in your answer on

 10       the Feroleto property is necessary for the

 11       operation of its business in any way?

 12  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  No -- Attorney Casagrande, this

 13       is Shawn Crosbie.  Could you just repeat that

 14       question one more time for me?

 15  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Sure.  Have you determined whether the

 16       paved area on the Feroleto property is necessary

 17       for the operation of its business on that

 18       property?

 19  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  One more time -- so I can

 20       understand it, a third time?

 21  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Have you determined or at least looked

 22       into whether the paved area on the Feroleto

 23       property is necessary for the operation of its

 24       business?

 25  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  We've had no discussion with
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 01       Feroleto Steel to determine if they need to have

 02       that asphalt area for their business relative to

 03       the design of our construction project.

 04  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Are you all done, Mr. Crosbie?  Sorry.

 05  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Yes, I'm -- yes, I'm finished.

 06            Thank you.

 07  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  Thank you.  And then the same

 08       answer to BJ's Interrogatory 2 in the July 18th

 09       response, you said when locating Pole 724S, which

 10       is the pole at the northeast corner of BJ's

 11       property, you said UI is utilizing an undeveloped

 12       piece of land adjacent to the railroad corridor.

 13            Correct?

 14  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Correct.

 15  MR. CASAGRANDE:  And when you said the undeveloped

 16       piece of land, you're referring to BJ's Wholesale

 17       property?

 18  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  I'm referring to the grassy

 19       outcrop on BJ's Wholesale property.  Correct.

 20  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Well, that -- that and any other

 21       portion of BJ's property.  Were you just focusing

 22       on the grassy portion to the north?

 23  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Yes.

 24  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.

 25            And that is BJ's Wholesale property?
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 01  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Correct.

 02  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Now what's the basis for your

 03       assertion that this property is undeveloped?

 04  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  During numerous site walks,

 05       we -- we noticed that it is unpaved, unused.

 06       There's barriers on all the sides, including a

 07       fence separating the steel company property and

 08       this grassy outcrop.

 09            And there's also bollards separating the

 10       driveway on BJ -- on the BJ's wholesale property,

 11       and this grassy area that appears to have

 12       previously been home to a railroad spur.

 13  MR. CASAGRANDE:  So when you were focusing on the word

 14       "undeveloped," you meant the grassy area.

 15            Correct?

 16  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Correct.

 17  MR. CASAGRANDE:  All right.  Now the right-of-way which

 18       UI seeks goes farther south from the grassy area

 19       into BJ's loading dock operations.

 20            Does it not?

 21  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  I believe the grassy area

 22       is -- is north of the bollards.  So the bollards

 23       would be inhibiting vehicle traversing.

 24  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Yeah, but that's not my question.  My

 25       question is the right-of-way easement that you're
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 01       seeking goes south of the bollards, and several

 02       feet into BJ's Wholesale loading dock area.

 03            Correct?

 04  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  The easement, yes.

 05  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  Now have you seen -- and

 06       Mr. Morissette, I'll be guided by your judgment on

 07       this.

 08            But I just want to ask the panel if they had

 09       seen Mr. Natriba's pre-filed testimony that we

 10       filed on August 22nd.  I'm not asking you to

 11       comment on it.  I'm just -- have you seen it?

 12  THE HEARING OFFICER:  You are asking the panel to

 13       confirm that they've seen it?

 14  MR. CASAGRANDE:  No, I'm asking the Witnesses to

 15       confirm that they've seen it.

 16  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Very good.

 17  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  May I have the question asked

 18       again?

 19  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Have you seen Mr. Natriba's prefiled

 20       testimony that we filed last week on August 22nd?

 21  MR. McDERMOTT:  Attorney Casagrande, you know, I don't

 22       know if you want each of the members of the panel

 23       to say they've seen it or not -- or the company

 24       has seen it and received it?  Yes.

 25  MR. CASAGRANDE:  I just -- well, I was wondering

�0033

 01       particularly whether Mr. Parkhurst had seen it,

 02       because he is the engineer on the project.

 03  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Yes, I have.

 04  MR. McDERMOTT:  And to be clear, Mr. Parkhurst is one

 05       of several engineers on the project.

 06       Ms. Sazanowicz is also an engineer on the project,

 07       and she's part of the panel as well.

 08  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  Thank you for that.

 09            So after reviewing Mr. Natriba's testimony,

 10       are you willing to modify or amend the assertion

 11       that the property south of the bollards is

 12       undeveloped?

 13  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  South of the bollards?

 14            No, that -- that's not undeveloped.

 15  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Do you have any reason to disagree

 16       with Mr. Natriba's testimony about the impact that

 17       locating this easement on BJ's property will have

 18       on its business operations at that location?

 19  MR. McDERMOTT:  I'm going to object to the question

 20       given the fact that none of mister -- that

 21       testimony Attorney Casagrande is referring to is

 22       not in evidence and hasn't been subject to

 23       cross-examination at this point.

 24            So it's not appropriate to rely on it at this

 25       point.
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 01  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Any comment, Mr. Casagrande?

 02            Go ahead.

 03  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Yeah.  I mean, it is -- it's an

 04       exhibit.  I'm asking the Witness not to comment on

 05       the substance of the exhibit.  The exhibit will be

 06       introduced through Mr. Natriba in a little while.

 07            And all I'm asking them is, based on review

 08       of that exhibit, do they still stand by their

 09       position that the easement on BJ's property will

 10       not have an impact on its business operations?

 11  MR. McDERMOTT:  Well, that's just the point,

 12       Mr. Morissette.  We don't know at this point what

 13       the testimony is about BJ's operations.  So it's

 14       not possible for this panel to opine about whether

 15       they agree with something that's not in the record

 16       at this point.

 17  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.  Thank you,

 18       Mr. McDermott.  Do any of the other attorneys have

 19       an opinion on this?  Attorney Burdo?

 20  MR. BURDO:  Not at this time.

 21  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Attorney Russo?

 22  MR. RUSSO:  Not at this time.

 23  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Attorney Schaefer?

 24  MR. SCHAEFER:  Not at this time.  Thank you.

 25  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.  And Attorney Herbst?
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 01                         (No response.)

 02  

 03  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Attorney Bachman, do you have an

 04       opinion on this?

 05  MS. BACHMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Morissette.  I don't have

 06       an opinion on it.  I was just going to see if I

 07       could ask Attorney Casagrande if perhaps he can

 08       ask his question in more general terms, rather

 09       than refer specifically to something that is not

 10       at present in the record.

 11  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Attorney Bachman.

 12            Attorney Casagrande?

 13  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Yes.  Thank you, Attorney Bachman.

 14            Let me try it this way.  Do you have any

 15       reason to believe, as you sit here today, that the

 16       easement going south onto BJ's property into its

 17       loading dock operations will not interfere with

 18       its business on that location?

 19  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  This is Shawn Crosbie with UI.

 20       So the easement that you're requesting, Attorney

 21       Casagrande, is that the easement that you believe

 22       UI is requesting for the activity of constructing

 23       the pole on -- in that area?

 24  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Well, I guess I'm asking both.  I

 25       mean, there's going to be activity in constructing
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 01       the pole, which I assume would involve use of the

 02       loading dock and also post construction.

 03  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  We would not have the use of

 04       your loading dock, and we would work to work with

 05       BJ's as the property occupant for our construction

 06       activities to minimize, if any, impacts to your

 07       operation.

 08  MR. CASAGRANDE:  All right.  Let's move on to a little

 09       bit -- a few more questions on Feroleto's

 10       application.  I'd like to show you, the panel,

 11       appendix C to the application.  And I'm

 12       specifically referring to sheet 22 of 39.

 13            And I know this is an environmental

 14       simulation, but I think it gives the panel a

 15       pretty good idea of Feroleto's operations to the

 16       east of the BJ's building, and in the far right of

 17       that, of that photo.

 18            Just to be clear, does that photo fairly

 19       depict the BJ's property and the Feroleto property

 20       to the east of it?

 21  THE WITNESS (Gaudet):  This is Brian Gaudet with

 22       All-Points.  Which photo is that again, Attorney

 23       Casagrande?

 24  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Sheet 22 of 39, which is appendix C to

 25       the application.
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 01  THE WITNESS (Gaudet):  Give me one minute to find that

 02       and make sure I'm on the right page here.

 03  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Sure.

 04  THE WITNESS (Gaudet):  Is it a photo number that you

 05       can reference on there?

 06  MR. CASAGRANDE:  It's hard to read the exhibit.  It's

 07       really fine print, but it's sheet 22.

 08            If you look in the legend, it says, sheet 22

 09       of 39, down in the bottom right-hand corner of the

 10       legend.

 11  MR. McDERMOTT:  So appendix C, Attorney Casagrande, is

 12       photo simulations?

 13  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Yes.

 14  MR. McDERMOTT:  Submitted by All-Points?

 15  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Yes.

 16  MR. McDERMOTT:  So can you identify the photo?  Each of

 17       the photos has a photo number on it.

 18  MR. CASAGRANDE:  22 of 39.

 19  THE WITNESS (Gaudet):  If I'm looking at the

 20       (unintelligible) attachment to the CSC page here,

 21       sheet 22.

 22            Appendix C appears to be, at least what I'm

 23       looking at, it's the Dupont Avenue out in front of

 24       the library.  It seems like that would be the

 25       inaccurate location.  I'm looking at --
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 01  MR. CASAGRANDE:  (Unintelligible) --

 02  THE WITNESS (Gaudet):  -- photo twelve, which is

 03       labeled, Ash Creek Boulevard, Fairfield.

 04            There's a water tank to the right.

 05            Is that the photo you're referencing?

 06  MR. CASAGRANDE:  No.  I mean, it's in the record.

 07            It's appendix C, sheet 22 of 39.

 08  MR. McDERMOTT:  Attorney Casagrande, appendix C to the

 09       application is entitled, visual assessment report

 10       including photo simulations.  There is no

 11       numbering system on the photos that you're using.

 12            So the photos are 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and they go

 13       up to photo 22.  We are unable to identify what

 14       you're looking at.

 15  MR. CASAGRANDE:  All right.  Well, let me try it this

 16       way.  The photo is described as Fairfield to

 17       Congress 115 kilovolt T-line project; Fairfield

 18       County, Connecticut, water resources delineation

 19       map.

 20  MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.  So --

 21  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Yeah, that's what I was -- I said it

 22       was an environmental simulation.

 23            But my question is, in looking at that photo

 24       does it accurately depict the BJ's property and

 25       the Feroleto property to the east, at least from
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 01       an aerial point of view?

 02  MR. McDERMOTT:  So do we have that in front of us?

 03  THE WITNESS (Auer):  It's in the wetlands report.

 04  THE WITNESS (Berman):  This is Todd Berman for the

 05       Applicant.  I'm going to address that.

 06            So that, that photograph would represent a

 07       Google Earth-based -- based map.  We can't really

 08       make a representation on what it does or doesn't

 09       include.

 10  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Well, do you disagree that in the

 11       right-hand corner you have that very lengthy

 12       rectangular building, which is off of Black Rock

 13       Turnpike?  That is BJ's property.  Is it not?

 14  THE WITNESS (Berman):  I'm not -- I'm just going to

 15       cite to the source of the base map.  I'll let

 16       Correne Auer from my team comment.

 17  THE WITNESS (Auer):  Thank you.  This is Correne Auer.

 18            I have the map in front of me, sheet 22 of

 19       39.  Is there a certain resource map?  Or is it

 20       just called the background resource map?

 21  MR. CASAGRANDE:  It's called water resources

 22       delineation map.

 23  THE WITNESS (Auer):  Okay.

 24  MR. CASAGRANDE:  I'm just asking a simple question.

 25            Does this, at least from an aerial point of
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 01       view, show the location of the BJ's property and

 02       the Feroleto Steel manufacturing plant to the east

 03       of the property?  That's all I'm asking.

 04  THE WITNESS (Auer):  (Inaudible.)

 05  MR. McDERMOTT:  I don't know if you heard that.  She

 06       said, yes, Attorney Casagrande.

 07  MR. CASAGRANDE:  She said, yes?  Okay.  Thank you.

 08            Now looking at that photo and looking at the

 09       Feroleto's building to the east of the BJ's

 10       property, does that depict any loading areas on

 11       the north side of the Feroleto's Steel plant?

 12  THE WITNESS (Auer):  I'm not sure what would

 13       necessarily classify it as a loading area, and I

 14       can't say just from a snapshot aerial view whether

 15       it's a loading area or not.

 16  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  Let me ask it this way.  Is the

 17       UI panel aware that there are any loading

 18       operations of any significance in the area north

 19       of the Feroleto's building?

 20  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Attorney Casagrande, we're not

 21       aware of any loading operations.

 22  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Thank you.  Are you aware that the

 23       Feroleto's loading operations are actually located

 24       on the southwest side of the Feroleto's property?

 25  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  This is Shawn Crosbie with UI.
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 01            Again, and we're not aware of that.

 02  MR. CASAGRANDE:  You didn't think it would be important

 03       to find that out?

 04  MR. McDERMOTT:  Objection, argumentative.

 05  MR. CASAGRANDE:  I'll move on.

 06            Do you agree that placing Pole 724S on the

 07       Feroleto's property would have minimal impact on

 08       Feroleto's operations?

 09            Or you just do not know the answer to that?

 10  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Shawn Crosbie again with UI.

 11            We wouldn't know the answer to that.  Sorry.

 12  MR. CASAGRANDE:  By the way, I just want to -- I know

 13       this is an environmental, or water resources map,

 14       sheet 22 of 20 -- 39.

 15            But can you tell me, if you look at the map

 16       right down the center, going north to south is

 17       Black Rock Turnpike.  Is that a fair statement?

 18  THE WITNESS (Auer):  Yes, I believe you are correct.

 19  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  What I'm asking is, what are

 20       the double yellow lines on that sheet depicting?

 21            In other words, specifically, it shows a

 22       double yellow line that proceeds west off of Black

 23       Rock Turnpike.  Then it proceeds north along the

 24       BJ's parking area and deck.

 25            What does this purport to depict?
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 01            What's the point of that?

 02  THE WITNESS (Auer):  That was our proposed access route

 03       adjacent to the railroad corridor at the time of

 04       the report.

 05  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Now, are you aware that there are

 06       weight restrictions in the parking deck area in

 07       front of BJ's operations, weight restrictions on

 08       the tonnage of vehicles that can traverse that

 09       area?

 10  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  We would get into those

 11       conversations with the property owner post

 12       approval of our project to determine those kinds

 13       of things, but weight restrictions and other

 14       components of property owner's property that

 15       restricts or constrains our activities, we would

 16       acknowledge that post approval.

 17  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Let me just drill down on that a bit.

 18            You're proposing an accessway easement coming

 19       in from Black Rock Turnpike over the parking deck,

 20       then proceeding north in front of the building,

 21       presumably to get to the right-of-way at the north

 22       end of the building.  Why?

 23            Why wouldn't it be appropriate to drill down

 24       that information before you even file this

 25       application?
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 01  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Again, we do not typically talk

 02       to property owners pre-filing the application.

 03       These are conceptualized proposed access routes to

 04       the best case of our design, as we see it.

 05            As mentioned previously, Attorney Casagrande,

 06       we continue to refine our design related to our

 07       financials and other components such as wetland

 08       impacts, areas that we access, et cetera.

 09            Right now, this is our proposed activity for

 10       our Fairfield/Congress project that we saw when we

 11       were generating this, this document as appendix B,

 12       so.

 13  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  Thank you.  And just to put a

 14       pin on this, I take it you have not determined at

 15       this point whether heavy construction or

 16       maintenance equipment that UI would need to

 17       traverse this area would exceed any weight

 18       restrictions in this parking area.  Correct?

 19  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  That's correct, but as -- as I

 20       mentioned, we would work with the property owner

 21       as we became closer to finalizing construction

 22       activity.

 23  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Well, isn't it true that if you --

 24       let's say you changed the access easement to go

 25       through the Feroleto property.  Couldn't it be
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 01       shifted onto the Feroleto's property in order to

 02       avoid this, access in this, what I understand is a

 03       very sensitive area in terms of weight loads?

 04            Is that not feasible?

 05  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  That would be by the property

 06       owner's standpoint, and we could get to that point

 07       as we work with them through things post

 08       application approval.

 09  MR. CASAGRANDE:  But you're asking for this application

 10       to be approved, to approve this existing

 11       right-of-way on BJ's property using these egress

 12       and ingress routes.

 13            What happens if there's an approval?

 14            I mean, why wouldn't it have been appropriate

 15       to approach Feroleto's before this application was

 16       filed to see if you could avoid the impacts on

 17       BJ's property by just accessing the, you know, the

 18       right-of-way in Pole 724S from Feroleto's?

 19  MR. McDERMOTT:  I'm going to object to the question.  I

 20       think it's important to keep in mind that prior to

 21       BJ's becoming involved we had no reason to reach

 22       out to Feroleto's.

 23            The company has proposed what it thinks is a

 24       very appropriate design in the BJ's area.  So it's

 25       only because BJ's now disagrees that Feroleto is
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 01       part of this property.  And the job of the Siting

 02       Council, as you know, is to consider the proposal

 03       by the company.

 04            If it's decided that this is not a good

 05       location and Feroleto's is the appropriate

 06       location, that's fine, but there was no reason for

 07       the company to start reaching out to Feroleto's

 08       because it thinks it has a workable and

 09       appropriate and cost-effective proposal that is

 10       involved, you know, in the BJ's area.

 11            So you know, if Attorney Casagrande wants to

 12       reach out to Feroleto's and have a discussion with

 13       them, he's welcome to do that.  The company's

 14       policy and what is required by the Siting

 15       Council's statutes and regulations is to bring a

 16       proposal to the Council for its consideration and

 17       approval.  The company has done that.

 18            We don't go up and down the right-of-way

 19       asking each property owner if they like the

 20       proposal and if they're comfortable with the

 21       proposal.  We have a lot of design criteria that

 22       are used in the design of the project.  We follow

 23       those and we present the project to the Council

 24       for its consideration.

 25  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Attorney McDermott.
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 01            Attorney Casagrande, any response?

 02  MR. CASAGRANDE:  I mean, I guess what I'm asking is, is

 03       UI saying it was my client's responsibility to

 04       contact Feroleto's, as opposed to UI's

 05       responsibility to contact both Feroleto's and BJ's

 06       before it filed this application?

 07            Is that the testimony?

 08  MR. McDERMOTT:  Well, to the extent I'm a lawyer, I'm

 09       not testifying -- but I'm objecting to your

 10       position that the company had some responsibility

 11       to approach Feroleto's.  We did not.

 12            We designed the, as I said, the project as --

 13       and I apologize for saying we.

 14            UI has designed the project in accordance

 15       with its design standards and best practices and

 16       keeping costs into consideration, and we have

 17       presented the -- UI has presented the proposal to

 18       the Council.

 19            BJ's doesn't like the proposal and wants us

 20       to go somewhere else -- but you know, to my point,

 21       UI does not walk up and down the transmission line

 22       looking for receptive property owners that would

 23       like to have this project in their backyard.

 24            That's not the system that is set forth in

 25       the Siting Council statutes.
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 01  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Attorney McDermott.

 02            Attorney Casagrande, would you kindly ask the

 03       question in a different way so we can get an

 04       answer for you?

 05  MR. CASAGRANDE:  I'm not sure I remember the question

 06       at this point.

 07  THE HEARING OFFICER:  I'm not sure I do either, but

 08       please, let's continue?

 09  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Well, let me just add -- and I guess

 10       I'll direct this to the panel.  So if the Council

 11       determines that the proposed location on BJ's is

 12       not feasible, it will have a significant

 13       disruption.  Then you're saying, that's when you

 14       would approach Feroleto's?

 15  THE WITNESS (Berman):  We will -- this is Todd Berman

 16       speaking.  We will wait for the Council to render

 17       a decision on the process that we are embarked on

 18       right now tonight.  And when that happens and that

 19       gets adjudicated, that will inform our next steps.

 20  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  Thank you.  I'd like to focus

 21       on the actual pole locations for a minute.  And I

 22       guess the best way to refer to that would be to

 23       refer to sheet 17 of 29, which is volume 2 of the

 24       application.

 25            Do you have that in front of you?
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 01  MR. McDERMOTT:  I think we're all set, Attorney

 02       Casagrande.  Thank you.

 03  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  Great.  So -- and again, I know

 04       this is very hard to read, but Pole 723S is

 05       located toward the northwestern corner of BJ's.

 06            Correct?

 07  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  This is Shawn Crosbie with UI.

 08            Yes.

 09  MR. CASAGRANDE:  And Pole 724S is located pretty much

 10       directly north of the loading area on BJ's

 11       property.  Correct?

 12  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Yes.

 13  MR. CASAGRANDE:  And Pole 725 -- I'm sorry, 725 -- 255,

 14       sorry.  No, wait, 725S is located north of the

 15       Feroleto property.  Correct?

 16  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Yes.

 17  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  So let's just focus on Pole

 18       723S for a minute.  In the November 25 hearing, I

 19       believe it was Mr. Parkhurst who said that UI had

 20       agreed to move that pole 18 inches north so it is

 21       off BJ's property entirely.  Correct?

 22  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Mr. Casagrande, this is

 23       Matthew Parkhurst.  Yes, that's correct.

 24  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  And that would put that pole in

 25       the Metro North right-of-way.  Correct?
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 01  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Correct.

 02  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Now, 724S is partially on BJ's

 03       property, as shown on sheet 17 of 29.

 04            But in fact, just not focusing on the pole,

 05       the proposed easement area onto the BJ's property

 06       extends south onto BJ's property all along its

 07       northern border.  Correct?

 08  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Shawn Crosbie with UI.

 09            Yes, that's correct.

 10  MR. CASAGRANDE:  And by my math -- and you can correct

 11       me if I'm wrong, it extends 37 feet into BJ's

 12       property, and specifically the loading area.

 13            Correct?

 14  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  No.

 15            No, I do not believe that's correct.

 16  MR. CASAGRANDE:  What's your best estimate on how far

 17       it extends?

 18  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  We -- so the -- the permanent

 19       easement would be 18 feet from the old center line

 20       south.

 21  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  But it would extend

 22       significantly into the loading operations area.

 23            Correct?

 24  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Within about 18 feet, yes.

 25  MR. CASAGRANDE:  And the area of the easement, I think
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 01       Mr. Crosbie testified on July 25th, that would be

 02       required from BJ's is between a half and three

 03       quarters of an acre.  Correct?

 04  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  This is Shawn Crosbie with UI.

 05            Yes, I believe that was said.

 06            Attorney Casagrande, it would help if, you

 07       know, you're referring to -- when you say easement

 08       or temporary construction easement, or permanent

 09       easement, for the purposes of maintenance long

 10       term there are different complexities as it

 11       relates to what we do for construction and

 12       operational purposes.

 13            So when you ask the question, it would help

 14       so we could understand how you'd like the answer

 15       back from UI with our expert testimony.

 16  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  That's helpful.  Thank you.  I

 17       guess my point is the right-of-way easement

 18       doesn't distinguish between construction

 19       activities and maintenance activities.

 20            Right?  It's one permanent easement.

 21  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Yes, that's correct.  If

 22       there's -- there -- yes, the permanent easement is

 23       defined as, it's in sheet 17 of 29 as you

 24       referenced it, and as Mr. Parkhurst referenced the

 25       dimension.
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 01  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Thank you.  Now at the July 25th

 02       hearing, Mr. Perrone asked Mr. Parkhurst if Pole

 03       724S could be shifted into the Metro North

 04       right-of-way.

 05            Do you remember that question, Mr. Parkhurst?

 06            And I'm referring to page 22 and 23 of the

 07       July 25th hearing.

 08  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Yes, I do remember that.

 09  MR. CASAGRANDE:  All right.  And you responded that in

 10       order to do that, place the pole, shift it onto

 11       the railroad right-of-way, UI would have to

 12       support the Metro North signal's wires at that

 13       location, which as now we are monitoring complete

 14       separation between the Metro North and UI

 15       infrastructure.  Correct?

 16  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  That's correct.

 17  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.

 18  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  The Pole 724S --

 19       (unintelligible).

 20  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  Now -- but it could be done.

 21            Right?  It would be technically feasible to

 22       do that?

 23  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Yes.

 24  MR. CASAGRANDE:  In fact, you're doing it for Pole

 25       725S.  Aren't you?  You're shifting that pole
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 01       entirely off of the Feroleto property into the

 02       right-of-way.  Right?

 03  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  That's correct.

 04  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  Mr. Perrone also asked the

 05       panel about if you could get the Council the

 06       approximate cost of shifting Pole 724.  This is on

 07       page 23 of the hearing transcript.  And I believe

 08       Attorney McDermott said that UI would report back.

 09            And I understand that you have filed a

 10       Late-Filed Exhibit 1 on August 22, to which I

 11       would direct your attention, and specifically I'm

 12       referring to attachment LF-1-1.

 13            And if you can get to that, you'll see that's

 14       a cost table that you provided for locating the

 15       proposed structures and the associated foundations

 16       off of BJ's property.

 17            Do you have that in front of you, panel?

 18  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Yes, I do.

 19  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  So in that, in that table you

 20       said that the cost of relocating 723S into the

 21       Metro North right-of-way would be zero dollars.

 22            Correct?

 23  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  That's correct.

 24  MR. CASAGRANDE:  And the cost of relocating Pole 724S

 25       fully off of BJ's property -- and I assume that
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 01       means onto the Farolito property -- would be

 02       $72,100.  Correct?

 03  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Mr. Casagrande, I'd like to

 04       make a correction.  So that would -- the 72,100

 05       and the 60,000; E-1 and E-2 would be the

 06       relocation of the Pole 724S off of BJ's Wholesale

 07       Club property onto Metro North CT, that property.

 08  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  Thank you.  So the total

 09       incremental cost to this project of locating Pole

 10       724S off of BJ's and into the Metro North corridor

 11       is between 60,000 and 72,000.  Correct?

 12  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  That's correct.

 13  MR. CASAGRANDE:  And as you testified, the total

 14       project cost for this project is around $255

 15       million.  Correct?

 16  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Attorney Casagrande, this is

 17       Shawn Crosbie with UI.  So the dollar value

 18       represented in what was just asked of

 19       Mr. Parkhurst includes the -- the redesign and

 20       relocation of it.

 21            There are additional costs that are accounted

 22       for relative to adjustments made at this point, or

 23       any point in a project related to costs of

 24       internal employees and other evaluations, material

 25       costs that potentially cascade out.  So there are
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 01       additional costs that we have.

 02            When we design a project, we design it for

 03       the most cost-efficient, effective, compliant to

 04       the design criteria that we have.  So that was

 05       what's in front of the Council right now as our --

 06       as our project.

 07  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  But by your best current

 08       estimate, that it's going to be about 72,000, give

 09       or take.  Correct?

 10  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Yes.

 11  MR. CASAGRANDE:  All right.  So by my math, if you take

 12       $72,000 and you divide it by $255 million, that

 13       comes out to .00028235 percent.

 14            Do you agree with me?  I mean, you could do

 15       the math yourself, but that, that's what my math

 16       comes up with.

 17  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Shawn Crosbie.

 18            Yes, I believe you, Attorney Casagrande.

 19  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  And that's almost -- that's

 20       negligible in terms of this overall project cost.

 21            Is it not?

 22  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Attorney Casagrande, I

 23       wouldn't disagree it's negligible, but as I

 24       mentioned, there are other factors that go into it

 25       in terms of just -- than just the cost.
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 01  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Well, but just in terms of the cost

 02       it's really a rounding error.  Is it not?

 03  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  I'm not sure I understand the

 04       rounding error -- but for one location the project

 05       is, you know, a hundred-plus locations that we're

 06       doing this for, so.

 07            And again, we presented our application as we

 08       feel our project is most compliant with the

 09       mechanisms, that we redesign it and submit it to

 10       the Council for review for it.

 11            So this one location, yes, I don't disagree.

 12       $72,000 as referenced, is that percentage, but we

 13       look at the project as a whole when we develop a

 14       transmission line, we build a project like this.

 15  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Thank you.  Let's assume for the

 16       moment that BJ's agreed to reimburse UI for all or

 17       the part of the costs of relocating that pole,

 18       either onto Metro North or onto Feroleto.

 19            I believe at the last hearing, the panel

 20       said, well, it's not just a matter of writing a

 21       check.  You'd have to get PURA approval for that.

 22            Correct?

 23  MR. McDERMOTT:  I'm going to say, I don't agree with

 24       that.  I think PURA was probably not mentioned in

 25       that conversation.  It was probably the Siting
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 01       Council.  But if it was PURA, it probably should

 02       have been the Siting Council.

 03            So let's put it that way.

 04  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  Fine.  That's fine.  So you're

 05       saying, you'd have to get the Siting Council's

 06       approval for that cost reimbursement?

 07  MR. McDERMOTT:  Oh, a cost reimbursement?

 08  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Yeah, yeah.

 09  MR. McDERMOTT:  So who wants to?

 10  THE WITNESS (Berman):  I'll take a whack at that.  This

 11       is Todd Berman for United Illuminating.  I -- I

 12       don't even really know whether that's allowed for

 13       in the statutory framework of the Siting Council.

 14       I think it's -- it's a question based on -- on an

 15       assumption.

 16            I don't really understand where it's going.

 17  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Well, would you not agree with me that

 18       by having BJ's privately fund the cost of moving

 19       the poles, all other things being equal, that

 20       would lower the rate base for this project.

 21            Correct?

 22  THE WITNESS (Berman):  No.  No, I -- I do not agree

 23       with your fundamental assertion.

 24  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Why not?

 25  THE WITNESS (Berman):  Because there are so many
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 01       complexities to what you just outlined in a bumper

 02       sticker that I don't think it's at all a fair

 03       representation of the kind of due diligence that

 04       goes into these efforts one bit.

 05  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  So you're saying, you'd have to

 06       do some due diligence.  Correct?

 07  THE WITNESS (Berman):  No.  No, I'm not saying we would

 08       have to do more diligence.

 09  MR. CASAGRANDE:  At the last hearing the panel said --

 10       and maybe it was PURA.  Maybe it was the Siting

 11       Council, but they said that you'd have to get

 12       approval for that.

 13            All I'm asking is that, you could get that

 14       approval.

 15  MR. McDERMOTT:  Can I just ask -- yeah, I think he's

 16       remote.  Is Mr. Logan on, on with us?

 17  THE WITNESS (Logan):  Yes, I am, Mr. McDermott.

 18  MR. McDERMOTT:  I feel like this was probably your area

 19       of testimony since it has to do with cost recovery

 20       of the project.  Maybe you could address Attorney

 21       Casagrande's line of questions?

 22  THE WITNESS (Logan):  I can certainly try to address

 23       those questions.  Mr. Casagrande, these lines are

 24       ISO New England classified as pool transmission

 25       facilities.  So these costs are not just borne by
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 01       Connecticut ratepayers, but these costs are

 02       regionalized amongst all the New England

 03       transmission owners per -- based on load share.

 04            So it's -- it's not as simple as just

 05       focusing on one structure's cost.

 06  MS. BACHMAN:  All I'm asking --

 07  THE WITNESS (Logan):  (Unintelligible) --

 08  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Go ahead.  I'm sorry.

 09  THE WITNESS (Logan):  No, I was just going to say that

 10       that's -- completes my answer.

 11  MR. CASAGRANDE:  All right.  And all I'm asking is

 12       whether, if the Council decided that you should

 13       move the pole, would you not at least consider

 14       BJ's offer to pay for that expense?

 15            I'm not saying it would go through, but would

 16       you at least not -- would you consider it?  Right?

 17  THE WITNESS (Logan):  No.  Mr. Casagrande, this is Zach

 18       Logan.  No, I don't believe we can even consider

 19       it.  It's not statutorial-ized.

 20            I don't think we can even do that.

 21  MR. CASAGRANDE:  And do you have any statutory

 22       authority for that?

 23            I know I'm springing this on you now.

 24  THE WITNESS (Logan):  Right.  Maybe "statutory" wasn't

 25       the right word, but -- again, this is Zach
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 01       Logan -- more in a regulatory framework.  We're

 02       dabbling into what we would consider a

 03       customer-funded project, and those have their own

 04       complexities and regulatory guidelines and

 05       regulations that need to be followed.

 06            So that's getting a little bit out of my area

 07       of expertise.  So I don't know if I -- I shouldn't

 08       comment any further on that, but I know there's

 09       specific recovery mechanisms for each and it's --

 10       it's difficult to blur those two lines.

 11  MR. CASAGRANDE:  All right.  Thank you.

 12            Mr. Morissette, would it be appropriate at

 13       this time to ask the Council to ask UI to submit a

 14       late-filed exhibit that addresses that issue of

 15       whether and how if BJ were to agree to fund the

 16       relocation of Pole 724S, what would be the

 17       procedure for doing that?

 18  THE HEARING OFFICER:  I'll ask Attorney Bachman to

 19       comment on this issue.  She may have some advice

 20       as to how this best could be handled.

 21            Attorney Bachman?

 22  MS. BACHMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Morissette.

 23            I believe what Mr. Logan was getting at was

 24       that ISO New England has a planning advisory

 25       committee that meets to discuss transmission cost
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 01       allocation throughout the New England region.

 02            Perhaps it might be helpful and responsive to

 03       Attorney Casagrande if we could see the

 04       guidelines, or at least a link to guidelines that

 05       would show a customer, you know, a customer-funded

 06       project.

 07            Although I do understand those are merchant

 08       projects, but if he could see maybe the difference

 09       between how full transmission facilities and

 10       customer-funded projects are treated at ISO New

 11       England, I think that might answer the question.

 12  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.

 13  MR. McDERMOTT:  If I may, Mr. Morissette?

 14            If I could, Mr. Morissette?

 15            To the extent that Attorney Casagrande is

 16       asking for, you know, statutory or legal analysis,

 17       I'm prepared to address that in the brief.  I

 18       don't know that that's appropriate for a late

 19       file.

 20            I acknowledge Attorney Bachman's suggestion

 21       is a little bit more in keeping with what's

 22       customary at the Council in terms of late files,

 23       but you know, if we want to brief the statutory

 24       provisions regarding customer-funded projects and

 25       whether or not this project could accept the
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 01       21,000 -- or 71,000 dollars, I'm prepared to do

 02       that in the brief.

 03            But we can certainly do what Attorney Bachman

 04       just suggested in terms of the ISO committee

 05       information.

 06  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Well, I'm leaning towards a late

 07       file explaining how a customer-funded project

 08       would be treated, and also links to the ISO's

 09       treatment of customer-funded projects.

 10            Just so that's clear, going forward that if

 11       it is available and available to UI, then we

 12       should understand it.  So if we could do that,

 13       that will be a Late-File 1.  Thank you.

 14  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Thank you, Mr. Morissette.

 15  

 16            (Late-Filed Exhibit Number 1, marked for

 17       identification and noted in index.)

 18  

 19  MR. CASAGRANDE:  I'd like to address the issue of the

 20       issue of span length between poles, and I'm

 21       referring to pages 60 to 61 of the July 25th

 22       hearing.

 23            And at that hearing, Mr. Parkhurst, I believe

 24       you said that when you increase the span lengths

 25       between poles, that would require higher poles and
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 01       larger foundations, and therefore additional

 02       easements to account for more blowout in the swing

 03       between the poles.  Is that a fair statement?

 04  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Yes, I think as a general

 05       statement, yes.

 06  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  But it is feasible, is it not,

 07       to install what I understand are called

 08       anti-galloping devices on the new lines in order

 09       to minimize swing events during wind events?

 10            Correct?

 11  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Attorney Casagrande, this is

 12       MeeNa Sazanowicz.  Anti-galloping devices are used

 13       and installed specifically for galloping events,

 14       which is when you have ice accretion or ice flow

 15       around the conductors and a certain wind blowing

 16       on that ice flow.

 17            That causes the galloping phenomena.

 18  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  But my point is it would be

 19       feasible to install an anti-galloping device,

 20       let's say, between Pole 723 South and Pole 725

 21       South so as to eliminate the need for Pole 724

 22       South.  Fair statement?

 23  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  I think these are separate

 24       discussions.  Just installing anti-galloping

 25       devices does not equate to elimination of poles in
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 01       a span.

 02  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Well, let's talk about that.  At page

 03       68 and 69 of the hearing, Mr. Silvestri asked the

 04       panel whether it had considered anti-galloping

 05       devices to reduce the number of mid-span

 06       structures.

 07            And Mr. Parkhurst answered -- again, this is

 08       page 69 of the transcript.  He said anti-galloping

 09       devices can be installed on new lines, but it's

 10       sound engineering practice to try to stay away

 11       from those for new lines or rebuilding existing

 12       lines unless we really have to.

 13            Remember that, Mr. Parkhurst?

 14  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Yes, Mr. Casagrande.

 15            I remember that.

 16  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  So it can be done.  Correct?

 17  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Correct.

 18  MR. CASAGRANDE:  And would you agree that when UI

 19       considers whether you really have to, in your

 20       words, whether you really have to install

 21       anti-galloping devices, would you agree that an

 22       important factor is whether the anti-galloping

 23       device off of BJ's property would either eliminate

 24       the need for a mid-span pole, i.e., 724S, or at

 25       least reduce the right-of-way area onto the BJ's
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 01       property?

 02  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Mr. Casagrande,

 03       anti-galloping devices will not decrease any

 04       blowout.  They're not used for increasing

 05       right-of-way lifts.  They're used to eliminate the

 06       vibrations of the conductors when ice is accreted

 07       on the conductors with wind blowing on them.

 08            So use of anti-galloping devices is not

 09       equivalent to reduction of a pole.  It's used to

 10       aid in eliminating a specific phenomenon of ice on

 11       the conductors.

 12  MR. CASAGRANDE:  But it would reduce the area of the

 13       right-of-way that you would need onto adjacent

 14       properties.  Correct?

 15  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  That's not what they are

 16       designed for.

 17  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Well, I'm just going back to page 68

 18       and 69 of the transcript, and that's what

 19       Mr. Parkhurst said.

 20  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Mr. Casagrande, this is

 21       Matthew Parkhurst.  So we're looking -- I think

 22       we're looking at two different issues here.

 23            So the -- yes, certain spans could have

 24       anti-galloping devices installed that will allow

 25       for maybe a shorter decreased space, spacing
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 01       separation between the wires vertically.

 02            But if you have a longer span length, longer

 03       than 470 feet, and we know that you -- your

 04       required right-of-way to blowout will start to

 05       increase from that 18-foot value UI provided

 06       before, that you raise here to accommodate for

 07       conductor blowout.  Movement left to right as the

 08       wind blows, that is not controlled by

 09       anti-galloping devices.  Two different issues.

 10  MR. McDERMOTT:  And Mr. Morissette, I should say also

 11       for the record to be complete on page 68,

 12       Mr. Parkhurst does say, in addition and with

 13       regard to anti-galloping devices, although yes,

 14       they can be installed on new lines, it's sound

 15       engineering practice to stay away from these for

 16       new lines or rebuilding existing lines unless --

 17       unless we really have to.

 18            So I just want to give complete context to

 19       Mr. Parkhurst's answer.

 20  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Well, I just quoted that from his

 21       testimony.  So I think we already have the

 22       context.

 23            So just to wrap this up, is it a fair

 24       statement that UI did not consider installing an

 25       anti-galloping device between Poles 723 and 725 in
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 01       order to eliminate the need for Pole 724, or to

 02       reduce the area of the right-of-way?  Correct?

 03  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  UI did not perform a

 04       galloping analysis in this area.

 05            And the anti-galloping devices, again are for

 06       reduction of the high-amplitude/low-frequency

 07       events of the conductors as they gallop and create

 08       a wave, so you don't have conductors touching and

 09       have a flashover.  That's the purpose of the

 10       anti-galloping devices.

 11            It is not to eliminate a pole, and it is not

 12       to eliminate additional right-of-way because of

 13       blowout issues.  They're two separate items.

 14  MR. CASAGRANDE:  What is it?  What's the length between

 15       Pole 723 South and Pole 725 South?

 16            What's the span?

 17  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Give me one moment to find

 18       the map.

 19  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Mr. Casagrande, this is

 20       Matthew Parkhurst.  Approximately 738 feet.

 21  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  Thank you.  Just a few more

 22       questions, Mr. Morissette.  I want to talk about

 23       the lay-down area during construction.  My

 24       question to the panel is, could this lay-down area

 25       be located in another area of BJ's property?
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 01            I'm specifically referring to the northwest

 02       corner of BJ's property.  If you look at sheet 17

 03       of 29, there's, you know, a lot of parking area in

 04       that northwest corner.  Why wouldn't it be

 05       feasible to just put the lay-down area in that

 06       northwest corner so it wouldn't interfere during

 07       construction with BJ's loading operations?

 08  MR. McDERMOTT:  Sorry.  Attorney Casagrande, you're

 09       saying the company has identified a lay-down area?

 10  MR. CASAGRANDE:  I frankly don't know if you have or

 11       not -- but the question is, where do you intend to

 12       put it?  And could you put it in the northwest

 13       corner away from the loading operations so as to

 14       avoid interruptions with those operations?

 15  MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.  I'm sorry to be difficult, but

 16       are you talking work pad, or are you talking

 17       lay-down area?

 18  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Both.

 19  MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.  The lay-down area is typically a

 20       D and M plan.  So the company has not identified

 21       any lay-down areas at this point to my knowledge.

 22            So I'll ask the panel to just answer on

 23       perhaps the work area, or the work pad area.

 24  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Attorney Casagrande, this is

 25       Shawn Crosbie with the UI.  So as Attorney
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 01       McDermott said, the lay-down area would be

 02       identified in the D and M plan.  The work pad, or

 03       the work area that we identified, you can refer to

 04       it on sheet 17 of 29.

 05            That again is a proposed area where we would

 06       have our construction vehicles going in and out of

 07       there.  Again, we can work with the property owner

 08       on times that, you know, we -- we get in and out

 09       of that property to perform our needed

 10       construction as we have proposed it within our

 11       application.

 12            You know, we -- we propose a general area

 13       that work activities would occur and we

 14       anticipate, you know, that's what we need to

 15       perform safe operations of that transmission line

 16       construction.  And again, we work with our

 17       property owners along the way and try and identify

 18       the most efficient means of the area needed for a

 19       work area.

 20  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Thank you.  A quick question on

 21       whether or not it's feasible to place underground

 22       lines between 723, and either 724 or 725.

 23            Would it be feasible to install the

 24       transmission line between those poles underground

 25       using a directional boring procedure?
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 01  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Mr. Casagrande, this is

 02       MeeNa Sazanowicz with UI.

 03            It is cost prohibitive to install this

 04       particular section of transmission line

 05       underground just based on the physical needs for

 06       needed required ampacity of the overhead section,

 07       as well as the additional complexities of the

 08       protection and control equipment that would be

 09       needed to -- to enable us to do that.

 10            To do an underground section between 723 and

 11       725 would also be inclusive of a transition

 12       station, which would include a small fenced-in

 13       yard with a control house.  Also we would need two

 14       riser poles at each side of the transition.

 15            So a much larger construction area, and

 16       certainly not the most cost effective solution for

 17       this project.

 18  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Do you have any idea what the cost

 19       would be for just the underground between these

 20       two locations?

 21  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  I do not have that

 22       calculated.  That's something that we can look

 23       into, if requested.

 24  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  I'd like to ask for a

 25       late-filed exhibit on that, please, Mr.
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 01       Morissette.

 02  MR. McDERMOTT:  Mr. Morissette, can I have one second

 03       with the panel?

 04  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Yes, certainly.  Go right ahead.

 05  

 06                            (Pause.)

 07  

 08  MR. McDERMOTT:  Mr. Morissette, I won't keep the

 09       Council and all the parties waiting.  We actually

 10       have done that math; it's just that we need to

 11       locate it.

 12            So instead of taking a late file right now,

 13       perhaps we can do a read-in after the break and I

 14       hope to be able to get you that answer.

 15  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  That sounds great.

 16            Thank you.

 17            So we're looking for a cost estimate from

 18       structure P723S to P725S.

 19            Is that correct, Attorney Casagrande?

 20  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Yes, Mr. Morissette.

 21  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Great.

 22            Okay.  Thank you, Mr. McDermott.  We'll get a

 23       read-in later on in the afternoon.  Thank you.

 24            Attorney Casagrande, anything else?

 25  MR. CASAGRANDE:  I just have a couple more.  I may be a
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 01       little bit redundant, so forgive me -- but I just

 02       want to make sure I've covered everything.

 03            If Pole 724 were to be located in the

 04       northeasterly most corner of BJ's, which is where

 05       it's proposed, would it be feasible to have the

 06       construction and maintenance areas on the Feroleto

 07       property to avoid disturbing the loading

 08       operations at BJ's?

 09  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Mr. Casagrande, this is

 10       MeeNa Sazanowicz.

 11            To have the pole the most furthest north

 12       and -- and close to the -- the fence line abutting

 13       the Feroleto's property, for pole setting and --

 14       and some other activities, I believe you would be

 15       a smaller work pad in that area that may come

 16       across a portion, a small portion of the paved

 17       area on the -- the BJ's wholesale club.

 18            But the -- the remainder of the pad would be

 19       further north.

 20  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  But after construction, would

 21       it not be feasible to have the maintenance

 22       easement area located on the Feroleto's property,

 23       as opposed to BJ's property to avoid disruptions

 24       to BJ's business?

 25  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Mr. Casagrande, this is
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 01       MeeNa Sazanowicz again.

 02            Anticipation for any future maintenance as it

 03       stands today would be limited to aerial thermal

 04       imaging of the transmission lines to investigate

 05       hot spots, or potential vegetation management to

 06       maintain clearances to the lines, as well as

 07       physical boots on the ground inspectors to do

 08       visual inspections of the line.

 09            There is not any anticipated reoccurring need

 10       to get onto the property with large bucket trucks

 11       or -- or vehicles.

 12  MR. CASAGRANDE:  All right.  This is an exhibit from

 13       the previous testimony, so I won't get into it --

 14       but I just want to ask the panel, are you familiar

 15       with the fact that there are large poles to the

 16       north of Feroleto's property?

 17            And I think it's part of the lattice -- or I

 18       think it's UI's poles that seem to have space on

 19       one of the gantry arms for additional wires.

 20            Are you aware of those, that large pole north

 21       of Feroleto's?

 22  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Yes, we are aware of those.

 23  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  Why wouldn't it be feasible to

 24       locate the easement or the poles on those large

 25       poles, as opposed to a separate 724S poles?

�0073

 01  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Yes, Mr. Casagrande.  Those

 02       are structures that were built, I believe, in the

 03       late 'nineties.  And our steel monopoles are built

 04       per specific loading requirements and weather

 05       events.

 06            As such, we would not be able to have

 07       additional wires on the poles, as well as they are

 08       physically designed only to maintain one service.

 09       We would not be able to add additional wires.

 10  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  Thank you.

 11            Mr. Morissette, I have no further questions.

 12  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Attorney Casagrande.

 13            At this point, before we continue with

 14       cross-examination of the Applicant by the Council,

 15       we're going to take a ten-minute break.  So we

 16       will return at 3:40, and we will continue with the

 17       cross-examination of the Applicant by the Council.

 18            Thank you, everyone.

 19            We'll see you in 10 minutes.

 20  

 21                (Pause:  3:30 p.m. to 3:40 p.m.)

 22  

 23  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, everyone.

 24            Is the Court Reporter back?

 25  THE REPORTER:  I am, and we are on the record.
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 01  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.  Thank you.

 02            And thank you, everyone.

 03            We will continue with cross-examination of

 04       the Applicant by the Council on the new exhibits,

 05       starting with Mr. Perrone, followed by

 06       Mr. Silvestri.  Mr. Perrone?

 07  MR. McDERMOTT:  Mr. Morissette?

 08  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Yes?

 09  MR. McDERMOTT:  Sorry.  I didn't let you get very far,

 10       but we do have an answer to the undergrounding, if

 11       you want to do that now?  Or we can hold on that.

 12  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Let's do it now.  Thank you.

 13  MR. McDERMOTT:  I think Ms. Sazanowicz has that

 14       information regarding the cost of the

 15       undergrounding between the two poles that Attorney

 16       Casagrande had mentioned.

 17  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.  Thank you.

 18  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Thank you.  This is MeeNa

 19       Sazanowicz with the UI.

 20            So in looking at the approximate 738-feet

 21       difference for the -- the span length between 723S

 22       to 725S, we anticipate a cost estimate to

 23       underground that section of around $30 million.

 24            This is inclusive of the larger-sized duct

 25       bank that we would need, along with the transition
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 01       station and all the equipment that would be

 02       associated with undergrounding the section.

 03  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.

 04            Thank you for that response.

 05            With that, we will continue with

 06       cross-examination by Mr. Perrone, followed by

 07       Mr. Silvestri.  Mr. Perrone?

 08  MR. PERRONE:  Thank you, Mr. Morissette.

 09            On page 26 of the transcript of the last

 10       hearing, I had asked Mr. Logan about the type of

 11       projects eligible for the ISO New England asset

 12       condition list.

 13            My additional question is, generally is there

 14       also a cost minimum to be eligible for the asset

 15       condition list, such as 5 million in pool

 16       transmission costs?

 17  THE WITNESS (Logan):  Yes, Mr. Perrone.

 18            This is Zach Logan.  You are correct.  The

 19       minimum cost to get on the asset condition list is

 20       $5 million.

 21  MR. PERRONE:  And turning to Late-File Exhibit Number

 22       1, which is the cost alternatives for BJ's, the

 23       items 2-1 and 2-2, could you explain the

 24       differences between a dead-end structure and a

 25       suspension structure for P724S?
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 01  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Hi, Mr. Perrone.  This is

 02       Matthew Parkhurst.

 03            A dead-end structure is where the conductors

 04       basically terminate, and then where various reels

 05       of conductor are connected together at that dead

 06       end.  And those structures are designed so that

 07       they can support one -- one side of the conduct --

 08       one side of the pole having no conductor on them,

 09       and the other side of the -- the pole having all

 10       the conductors intact.

 11            A suspension structure is basically just like

 12       a mid-span support where it's there just to hold

 13       the conductor.  So it's designed for a lot less

 14       loads, and typically much smaller than a dead-end

 15       structure.

 16  MR. PERRONE:  Would the suspension structure require

 17       guy-wires?

 18  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  No, Mr. Perrone, it would

 19       not.  All of these structures would be supported

 20       on concrete drilled piers, eliminating the need

 21       for guy-wires.

 22  MR. PERRONE:  Now returning to the BJ's property on

 23       sheet 17 of 29, looking at the proposed work pad

 24       area, which areas would UI anticipate having

 25       construction matting with that, especially
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 01       relative to P724S?

 02  THE WITNESS (Scully):  So, Mr. Perrone, this is Matthew

 03       Scully, UI Construction Manager.

 04            We would only have to mat really the grassy

 05       area around structure 724S.  We would use some

 06       individual matting for crane operations that would

 07       go under their outriggers, but they would be

 08       removed at the end of every day.

 09            We may have to do a small lip to get up over

 10       the curb onto the grassy area behind BJ's parking

 11       lot, but nothing that would really prohibit truck

 12       access around their loading docks.

 13  MR. PERRONE:  Returning to a cost topic.  In response

 14       to Council Interrogatory 14, there was the cost

 15       table -- and I'm going to focus on column A, which

 16       is the transmission costs.

 17            Alternative number 6, which was all

 18       underground through streets, a little over 9 miles

 19       long, and about 977 million for transmission

 20       costs.  Looking at Docket 508, the cost table,

 21       which is Figure 15, their option G had a

 22       comparable line length, about nine and a half

 23       miles, and the transmission costs were about 290

 24       million.

 25            So for comparable lengths, we're looking at
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 01       977 million versus 290 million.

 02            Could UI explain the difference?

 03  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Mr. Perrone, this is Shawn

 04       Crosbie.

 05            Can you just give us the reference to what

 06       you're looking at in terms of UI's response again?

 07  MR. PERRONE:  Sure.  The UI's cost table under response

 08       to Council Interrogatory 14, that will be

 09       alternative number 6, transmission costs.  And

 10       that will be compared to Docket 508, option G,

 11       which is figure 15, the transmission costs for

 12       that there.

 13            So the all underground through streets

 14       comparisons.

 15  THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Mr. Perrone, this is Shawn

 16       Crosbie.  You're going to -- I respectfully ask we

 17       get back to you on that so we can pull both of

 18       those attachments and give you a complete answer?

 19  MR. PERRONE:  Sure.

 20            Moving onto Council Interrogatory 86, which

 21       is in set 3, the NESC conductor clearance

 22       requirements for a billboard were identified.

 23            My question is, for the billboard that was

 24       mentioned in Council Interrogatory Number 3, the

 25       one off of Washburn Street, W-a-s-h-b-u-r-n, in
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 01       Bridgeport -- my question is, would UI's project

 02       comply with NESC clearance requirements relative

 03       to that billboard?

 04  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Mr. Perrone, this is Matthew

 05       Parkhurst.  Yes, it will.

 06  MR. PERRONE:  Moving onto the July 24, 2023, letter

 07       from the State Historic Preservation Office, has

 08       UI had any discussions with SHPO since that letter

 09       regarding possible mitigation measures relative to

 10       the three historic districts, Southport, Barnum

 11       and Bishop, or the railroad itself?

 12  THE WITNESS (Auer):  Hi, this is -- Mr. Perrone, this

 13       is Correne Auer.

 14            There hasn't been additional correspondence

 15       regarding mitigation at this point.

 16  MR. PERRONE:  Also on the historic topic mentioned in

 17       the July 24th SHPO letter on page 2, I'm going to

 18       focus on the railroad itself.

 19            Are there portions of the railroad corridor

 20       that are more historically sensitive than others?

 21       Or is the historic sensitivity of the railroad

 22       corridor basically uniform for the project?

 23  THE WITNESS (Leslie):  This is David Leslie from UI.

 24            The entire corridor is sensitive.

 25  MR. PERRONE:  Does it make any difference for the style
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 01       of the catenaries, because there's the original

 02       lattice-style catenary and there's some newer ones

 03       that have the cross-armed catenary?

 04  THE WITNESS (Leslie):  This is again David Leslie from

 05       UI.  Could you repeat that question?

 06  MR. PERRONE:  In terms of the historic sensitivity of

 07       the railroad right-of-way itself, some of the

 08       catenary structures are the original lattice type,

 09       and there's also some that were upgraded to a

 10       cross-arm type.

 11            From a historic sensitivity perspective, does

 12       that make much difference?

 13  THE WITNESS (Leslie):  Sure.  So I think that SHPO

 14       would be the one to opine on this, but they --

 15       they do not -- they view it all as the same

 16       resource.  And so any impact to whether it's the

 17       new or updated, or the older version is an impact

 18       to it.  So it's all the same to them, generally.

 19  MR. PERRONE:  Thank you.  That's all I have for UI.

 20  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Perrone.

 21            We will now continue with cross-examination

 22       by Mr. Silvestri, followed by Mr. Nguyen.

 23            Mr. Silvestri, good afternoon.

 24  MR. SILVESTRI:  Good afternoon, Mr. Morissette, and

 25       thank you, and good afternoon to everyone.
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 01            I did want to follow up to the line of

 02       questioning from Attorney Casagrande, and just now

 03       with Mr. Perrone, regarding the August 22, 2023,

 04       late file and getting back to Q-LF-1, and the

 05       attachment that goes with that.

 06            When it was discussed about item number 2-1

 07       and 2-2, do you know the approximate location

 08       where the pole would be put, that's P724S, where

 09       it would be put off of the BJ property?

 10            Or did it just go north onto the Metro North

 11       right-or-way, or somewhere else?

 12  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Good afternoon,

 13       Mr. Silvestri.  This is Matthew Parkhurst.

 14            So 2-1 and 2-2 were both -- had the pole

 15       moved nine -- approximately nine foot east, closer

 16       to Feroleto Steel, then they moved

 17       approximately -- approximately five to six foot

 18       north, so that the entire foundation would be

 19       placed on Metro North property.

 20  MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you for that response.

 21            And would there be adjustments -- I believe

 22       you mentioned this -- in height for either of

 23       those two options?

 24  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  For both of those options,

 25       Mr. Silvestri, it would require a five-foot
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 01       increase in height per side.

 02  MR. SILVESTRI:  And if you went with a dead end, it

 03       would probably need a deeper foundation.

 04            Would that be correct?

 05  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Deeper and wider, that's

 06       correct.

 07  MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  Putting costs aside for a

 08       moment, would there be a preference for UI between

 09       item 2-1 and 2-2?

 10  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  I believe 2-2, that is the --

 11       the suspension structure at that location.

 12       Changing that, changing that structure from a dead

 13       end to a suspension would put the dead end, the

 14       required dead end at 720, which overall is a

 15       better, better construction approach and design

 16       approach.

 17            Having the suspension structure at 720 for --

 18       also allows a smaller -- a smaller work pad on --

 19       on the BJ's property.

 20  MR. SILVESTRI:  I'm not sure which one was preferred.

 21  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  The -- the suspend -- 2-2

 22       for -- for anything including Pole 724S being the

 23       suspension-type structure.

 24  MR. SILVESTRI:  Very good.  Thank you.

 25            And how would that affect the proposed UI
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 01       permanent easement that appears, say, on drawing

 02       sheet 17 of 29?

 03  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  The structure type would --

 04       would not affect the permanent easement.  The

 05       permanent easement of the southern boundary is

 06       based on 25 foot from conductor, or 18 foot in

 07       this case from pole center line.

 08            And so if 724 is just shifted up 5 feet,

 09       that, the right-of-way line would also be shifted

 10       up 5 foot at that, the node for 724S.

 11  MR. SILVESTRI:  So a couple feet, but nothing

 12       substantial?

 13  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  No.

 14  MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  Thank you.  That's all I had for

 15       that particular line of questioning, but I need to

 16       go back to volume one, the original submittal, to

 17       try to clear some stuff up in my head.

 18            And I'd like you to go to volume one.  It's

 19       page 9-9 and page 9-10.  This talks about the

 20       all-underground route that could be a possible

 21       alternative, if you will.

 22            Just let me know when you have that drawing,

 23       and I'll continue?

 24  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Mr. Silvestri, we have

 25       the -- have that figure in front of me.
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 01            This is MeeNa Sazanowicz.

 02  MR. SILVESTRI:  Very good, thank you.

 03            My understanding is the potential cost for

 04       going underground with the route that's depicted

 05       in those two figures would surpass $1 billion.

 06            Is that correct?

 07  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Based on our conceptual cost

 08       estimates, that is correct, Mr. Silvestri.

 09  MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  Then the related question,

 10       there's a note in there that describes and says a

 11       portion of the route would go through back yards,

 12       and I believe that's around or in the South Gate

 13       Lane area.

 14            If I'm correct at that, why would it have to

 15       go through backyards?

 16  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Mr. Silvestri, this is MeeNa

 17       Sazanowicz.

 18            The reasoning why that you are correct in

 19       that one section would be through the back yards;

 20       due to our continued communications with CT DOT,

 21       the underground transmission line would not be

 22       able to be installed within the railroad corridor.

 23            And the only -- based on the sensitive areas

 24       to the west of our connection point, the easiest

 25       route, I guess, to a public street node we'd be
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 01       able to exit would be parallel to the railroad

 02       tracks there, but would need to be on private

 03       property.

 04  MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  Then maybe one more question on

 05       that.  When you look at page 9-10, the underground

 06       route, it starts on the north side of the tracks,

 07       if you will, and then kind of cuts across the

 08       tracks around the Fairfield metro area where you

 09       have an interconnection to Ash Creek Substation,

 10       and then it would continue south.

 11            Why would that occur, crossing the tracks, if

 12       you will?

 13  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Mr. Silvestri, the reason

 14       why the line diverges and -- and goes north in

 15       that area is because of the existing 345 kV

 16       underground transmission line.

 17            So we would not want to parallel that

 18       existing installation or ratings inserts, and

 19       physical, you know, ability to install the -- the

 20       115 kV lines.

 21  MR. SILVESTRI:  Understood, thank you.  The last

 22       question I do have is, if that were to come to

 23       fruition, or at least in the hypothetical aspect

 24       of it, where it goes underground towards Ash Creek

 25       Substation, you would also be going underneath Ash
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 01       Creek itself?

 02  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Mr. Silvestri, that would be

 03       correct.  Yes, we would go under the -- the entire

 04       route underground would include an underground or

 05       HDD section to get to Ash Creek.

 06  MR. SILVESTRI:  Very good, thank you.

 07            Thank you for your response.

 08            Mr. Morissette, that is all I have.

 09            Thank you.

 10  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Silvestri.

 11            We'll now continue with cross-examination by

 12       Mr. Nguyen, followed by Mr. Golembiewski.

 13            Mr. Nguyen?

 14  MS. BACHMAN:  Mr. Morissette, I believe Mr. Nguyen had

 15       to leave.

 16  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.  Thank you, Attorney

 17       Bachman.

 18            We'll now continue with cross-examination by

 19       Mr. Golembiewski, followed by Mr. Hannon.

 20            Mr. Golembiewski?

 21  MR. GOLEMBIEWSKI:  Thank you, Mr. Morissette.

 22            I do not have any questions at this time.

 23  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Golembiewski.

 24            We'll now continue with cross-examination by

 25       Mr. Hannon, followed by myself.  Mr. Hannon?
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 01  MR. HANNON:  Thank you.  I do have a couple of

 02       follow-up questions from the meeting, I guess, or

 03       the hearing on the 25th, which ties in with the

 04       late file that came in August 22, 2023, from UI.

 05            Question number three -- and it talks, again,

 06       this deals with the wetland area.  And it states

 07       in the answer, all floodplain areas were field

 08       investigated for the presence of poorly drained,

 09       very poorly drained alluvial floodplain soils and

 10       submerged soils.

 11            I guess my question is -- because I'm looking

 12       back at volume one -- actually volume 1A in the

 13       appendices.  I mean, it talks about soil samples

 14       were taken by a hand boring to document soil

 15       morphology and characterize the wetland and upland

 16       areas.  But yet, some of the deep test pits that

 17       were dug, you know, five feet below the surface,

 18       there was water.

 19            So I'm curious, I mean, does anybody have any

 20       information as to how far the testing was done by

 21       hand, the hand borings?  Because I'm familiar with

 22       some situations in my hometown where they actually

 23       had to go down seven, eight feet before they found

 24       alluvial soils because of fill that's been brought

 25       in.
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 01            I'm assuming that there's a lot of urban fill

 02       associated with this entire line, the railway

 03       line.  So can anybody answer that?

 04  THE WITNESS (Auer):  Thank you for your question,

 05       Mr. Hannon.  This is Correne Auer.

 06            I would have to go back and look through

 07       the -- the logs and confer with the soil and

 08       wetland scientists that took the samples just to

 09       give you an accurate answer on that.

 10            So is that something we can provide?

 11  MR. HANNON:  Yeah, because also in the answer it talks

 12       about these areas failed to meet the federal

 13       definition of wetlands.

 14            It's not state definition of wetlands.

 15            But I'm just having a hard time understanding

 16       how if the testing was done by hand -- I can

 17       understand typically you may go down 18 inches, 24

 18       inches, something like that, but yet so many of

 19       the test pits have water even at 5, 6 feet.

 20            I'm just curious as to, again how everybody

 21       came up with the definition of the wetland areas

 22       where floodplain just seems to be totally outside

 23       that area.  So that, that's still an issue that I

 24       have.

 25            But following up on what was presented in
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 01       volume one, this is sort of a general question.

 02       This is on page 6-12 and 6-13.

 03            So 6-12 is the listing, I think, of the

 04       proposed monopoles and the area that is

 05       anticipated to impact flood storage volume.

 06            Do you have that one?

 07  THE WITNESS (Auer):  I do.

 08  MR. HANNON:  Okay.  So I guess my question is twofold.

 09       One is, are there any plans to do any type of

 10       mitigation for the 4100 cubic feet of lost flood

 11       storage capacity?

 12            But I want to tie that in with the last

 13       sentence on page 6-13, where UI will coordinate

 14       with Connecticut DEEP.  Have you done anything or

 15       had any conversations with DEEP to determine

 16       whether or not there might be some mitigation

 17       required?

 18  THE WITNESS (Auer):  Not at this time.  That would be

 19       done during our permitting process, and -- and we

 20       have not filed or submitted applications for

 21       permits yet.

 22  MR. HANNON:  Thank you.  I do not have any other

 23       questions at this point in time -- but again, I'm

 24       still sort of hung up on the wetlands and

 25       floodplain definition.  So thank you.
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 01  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Hannon.

 02            So we have one outstanding question

 03       associated with Late-File Number 3 relating to the

 04       wetlands and flood/floodplain testing protocols.

 05            Is that correct?

 06  MR. HANNON:  Yes.  And again, it's specifically

 07       mentioned in volume 1A that they did hand testing

 08       or hand augering.

 09            I'm just kind of curious as to the depth they

 10       went to based on the fact that if there's a lot of

 11       urban fill, they may not have gone down far enough

 12       to find the very poorly, poorly drained -- very

 13       poorly drained alluvial or floodplain soil.

 14            So that's my question.

 15  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.  Thank you,

 16       Mr. Hannon.

 17            Okay.  I do have some questions.  I would

 18       like to try to clarify something here relating to

 19       the situation at BJ's.  And I'm going to throw

 20       this out, if it's possible to provide a drawing as

 21       to that corner where structure P724S is proposed

 22       to be located?

 23            And within that drawing, outline the

 24       locations associated with what's in the

 25       application, and the location which is going to
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 01       be -- was proposed in 2-1 and 2-2, and then the

 02       proposed location in 2-3 and '4.

 03            Well, there will be three locations, but I

 04       would also like to make sure that -- I think

 05       there's a little confusion as far as what is

 06       overhead easement rights and the easement for

 07       installing the pole.

 08            And if we could clearly outline in this

 09       drawing that I'm asking for what is associated

 10       with the aerial easement, and what is necessary

 11       for the easement for installing the pole.  So it's

 12       clearly identified how far with the work pad, of

 13       what I heard from the construction manager this

 14       afternoon, that the work pad would not go too far

 15       beyond the bollards so the work may be contained

 16       within the bollards and in the corner of the

 17       proposed, I'll call it, the construction easement.

 18            I think a picture is worth a thousand words

 19       in this, in this situation.  And I think if we had

 20       that, it may help the Council determine which way

 21       to go on this particular case.

 22            So Attorney McDermott, do you think that's

 23       something that we could be provided?

 24  MR. McDERMOTT:  Absolutely, Mr. Morissette.

 25            We can certainly do that.
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 01  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

 02  MR. McDERMOTT:  And I will just say there is no concept

 03       of aerial easements, but we understand the

 04       assignment, so.

 05  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Very good.  Well, let me

 06       make sure I understand then.  In 17 of 29, the

 07       easement that is the proposed UI permanent

 08       easement, isn't that the 18-foot aerial easement?

 09  MR. McDERMOTT:  Yeah -- well, I guess -- perhaps,

 10       Ms. Potasz is on the panel.

 11            She's from the company's real estate group,

 12       and I think probably best that I go on mute and

 13       let her answer your question.

 14  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Attorney McDermott.

 15  THE WITNESS (Potasz):  Good afternoon.

 16  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Good afternoon.

 17  THE WITNESS (Potasz):  If someone can tell me if you

 18       see me and hear me?  I'm not quite sure.

 19  THE HEARING OFFICER:  I can hear you, but I can't see

 20       you.

 21  THE WITNESS (Potasz):  Okay.  Let me check.

 22  THE HEARING OFFICER:  But as long as we hear you,

 23       that's fine.

 24  THE WITNESS (Potasz):  Okay.  My computer says you

 25       should be able to see me -- but be that as it may,
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 01       here I am.

 02  THE HEARING OFFICER:  There you are.

 03  THE WITNESS (Potasz):  Okay.  So my name again is

 04       Annette Potasz for UI, and thank you for the

 05       question.

 06            And the concept of aerial easement, we have

 07       to be careful about, you know, how we present that

 08       to you.  The purpose of our easement, of course,

 09       we have wires up in the air, and in those

 10       particular locations there is nothing on the

 11       ground.

 12            We just have our wires, but the purpose of

 13       the easement is also to protect the wires from

 14       everything below it, down to the ground and all

 15       the way up into infinity.  So we don't want to

 16       mislead anybody by saying, well, we have an aerial

 17       easement, but that doesn't mean we control what's

 18       underneath it.

 19            Part of the purpose is to make sure that you

 20       don't put a permanent structure, and there's

 21       language in our easements to protect that.  We

 22       have vegetation management concerns.  If there was

 23       trees, we'd have to make sure that we trim the

 24       trees.

 25            So I always just get a little uncomfortable
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 01       with that concept of aerial, because I don't want

 02       the customers to be misled about what we mean by

 03       it.

 04            It's an overhead easement, rights for the --

 05       for the lines to be above, but it also gives us

 06       the right to make sure nobody does something all

 07       the way down to the ground that impacts our

 08       rights.

 09  MR. HANNON:  Turning to page 17 of 29, the permanent

 10       easement that is shown between P724S and P725S,

 11       that is an aerial easement.  Is that correct?

 12  THE WITNESS (Potasz):  It's an overhead easement, yes.

 13  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Yes.  Okay.

 14  THE WITNESS (Potasz):  Yeah.

 15  THE HEARING OFFICER:  So that doesn't mean just because

 16       the aerial easement, which is 18 feet from the

 17       center line, which we heard today, does not limit

 18       the property owner to utilize that facility as

 19       long as it has no permanent structures built

 20       within that area?

 21  THE WITNESS (Potasz):  Correct.  Yes, they retain their

 22       rights to use the land.

 23  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  So I think the drawing

 24       hopefully will help clarify a little bit of what

 25       we're dealing with here, because I'm interested to
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 01       see the area -- I'm going to call it the aerial

 02       easement, versus what you need for the actual

 03       work, work pad easement to construct and install

 04       the facility.  Okay?  So sorry to belabor the

 05       point, but I thought that would be helpful for the

 06       Council to see that.

 07            I'm going to go back to some testimony that

 08       was relating to design criteria.  We've gotten a

 09       lot of comments about the designing the facilities

 10       to be able to withstand impact of greater than

 11       category three hurricanes.

 12            And my first question is, the design criteria

 13       in which you are utilizing is both UI's internal

 14       criteria for a cat-three, but there is an

 15       overriding governing body -- and I think that is

 16       National Electric Code.  Is that correct?

 17            Or could you please explain which, which

 18       dictates the category three?

 19  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Mr. Morissette.  This is

 20       MeeNa Sazanowicz.

 21            The category three wind loading is a UI

 22       criteria.  That is not a requirement in the NESC,

 23       which -- which is what we designed to.

 24  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  So the NESC is silent on

 25       the design criteria for hurricane loading?
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 01  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  For hurricane wind loading,

 02       yes, that is correct.

 03  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  All right.  Now to design

 04       for category four, obviously your structures would

 05       need to be much more robust, and there would be a

 06       delta cost associated with it.

 07            Is there a magnitude associated with that,

 08       that you can share with us?

 09  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Mr. Morissette, this is

 10       MeeNa Sazanowicz again.

 11            We have not evaluated those higher wind

 12       speeds.  We have utilized the category three wind

 13       speeds in our design criteria.  That is what we

 14       have historically been exposed to here in

 15       Connecticut in the -- in the past couple years.

 16  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  So it's really based on

 17       historically, historically what we have seen in

 18       Connecticut, and category three is your design

 19       criteria?

 20  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  That is correct.

 21  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Very good.  Thank you.

 22            Okay.  I'd like to go to the response to

 23       Siting Council Question Number 83, and it has to

 24       do with the 1430 line and Eversource's portion

 25       going to Sasco Creek.
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 01            Now in the response it basically indicated

 02       that eversource and UI, well, would have to

 03       constrain the 1430 line, because -- up until the

 04       time that Eversource would upgrade their portion

 05       of the line -- which is not very much, which is

 06       .68 of a mile.

 07            First of all, I know this isn't -- you may

 08       not know this, but I'm going to ask it anyways.

 09       Has Eversource indicated when they're going to

 10       upgrade their portion of the line?

 11  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Mr. Morissette, this is

 12       MeeNa Sazanowicz again.  We -- we do have

 13       coordination meetings with them, however I am not

 14       aware of a final and, sort of, the state for their

 15       section of line.

 16  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Fair enough.  Okay.  Now

 17       the operationally constraining the line, what

 18       impact will that have?  Obviously, you're

 19       increasing the conductor size to 1590, so

 20       therefore you have operation capabilities to go

 21       higher, but the 1272 is limiting you.

 22            Is that going to be an issue, or is it

 23       within -- you're well within the parameters, and

 24       it's nothing to worry about?

 25  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Mr. Morissette, this is
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 01       MeeNa Sazanowicz again.

 02            There are no concerns with having the

 03       existing 1272 and UI's 1590 conductors in terms of

 04       UI's needs.

 05  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Is that a short-term

 06       answer or a long-term answer?

 07            Or it doesn't matter?

 08  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  I am not aware of any UI

 09       needs for the full capacity of the -- the -- of

 10       not having the full capacity of the 1590 ACSS

 11       conductor, however I can't speak at this time to

 12       the needs of the -- the Eversource system.

 13  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  All right.  Thank you.

 14            Okay.  Now I'm going to turn to Attachment

 15       CSC-79-1, and thank you for providing this.  I

 16       found it very useful.

 17            The first thing that kind of jumped out at me

 18       was, we've got the 1130 line on the north side of

 19       the track, and that's on a single monopole.  And

 20       it's approximately, let's say -- let's call it

 21       four miles.

 22            Is UI's first pole, the 736N, is that UI's

 23       first pole in this, and the rest of it is

 24       Eversource's?

 25  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Mr. Morissette, this is

�0099

 01       Matthew Parkhurst.  Can you repeat that question?

 02  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Sure.  I'm sorry.  I'm on

 03       attachment CSC-79-1, which is the one-line diagram

 04       you provided for me with the line numbers on it.

 05       Again, thank you very much.

 06            The north side of the track, the 1130 line,

 07       UI's first pole -- is that 735 north?

 08  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Mr. Morissette, this is

 09       MeeNa Sazanowicz.

 10            UI owns up to the sixth pole that is parallel

 11       to the bottom, at 648S.  I don't have the pole

 12       number off the top of my head, but that's

 13       something that I can look up.

 14  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  All right.  So that was

 15       P648S.  So if I go across from that, that's where

 16       the pole is on 1130.

 17            So my question -- let me just get to the

 18       point here.  Is it possible to move the 1430 line

 19       north on double circuit monopoles with the 1130

 20       line?

 21  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Mr. Morissette, this is

 22       MeeNa Sazanowicz.

 23            Are you asking about completely rebuilding

 24       the 1430 line with -- I'm sorry, 1130 line with

 25       double circuits containing the 1130 and 1430 line,
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 01       and not modification of the 1130 line, double

 02       circuit (unintelligible) the poles, that is.

 03  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Well, first of all, can the 1130

 04       line structures accommodate an additional circuit?

 05  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  No.  Mr. Morissette, this is

 06       MeeNa Sazanowicz.  They -- they cannot accommodate

 07       an additional circuit based on their configuration

 08       and also loads that they were specifically

 09       designed for.

 10  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Considering their loads, does

 11       that include foundation and structures?

 12  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Physical loads of the

 13       conductors along with the -- the different weather

 14       cases.  Yes -- I'm sorry.  Yes, structures and

 15       foundations, not a --

 16  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.

 17  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  (Unintelligible.)

 18  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  So to accommodate the 1430

 19       line with the 1130, it would be a complete

 20       rebuild.

 21  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  That is correct.

 22  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  And a complete rebuild

 23       will require new foundations and stronger poles in

 24       a double circuit configuration?

 25  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  That is correct.
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 01  THE HEARING OFFICER:  So technically it is achievable,

 02       assuming that you have the proper easements and so

 03       forth?

 04  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  That is correct.

 05  THE HEARING OFFICER:  But technically it's feasible.

 06       Economically, that's a question we probably need

 07       to answer, whether rebuilding that portion -- and

 08       it's about, probably about 4 miles, 3.75 to 4

 09       miles of double-circuit monopoles on the north

 10       side of Metro North Railroad, and then crossing

 11       over to Ash Creek.

 12            Have you looked at that?

 13  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Mr. Morissette, this is

 14       MeeNa Sazanowicz.  We have not looked at that.

 15  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Well, can you look at it?

 16  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Yes.

 17  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  All right.  I think that

 18       would be helpful.

 19            I suspect the delta is to bring those to

 20       double monopoles, double circuit monopoles.  And

 21       constructability is going to be extremely

 22       expensive, but I think having that on the record

 23       would be helpful.

 24            The other alternative is to underground it

 25       from there, too.  And as you stated before 720
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 01       feet was like 30 million.  So I suspect that this

 02       3 and a half, 3.75 miles would be several million.

 03            If you happen to have -- actually, if you

 04       have the answer to that as well, you could include

 05       it.  So it would be undergrounding and double

 06       circuit monopoles on the north side of the track

 07       from the pole, your first pole on the 1130 line to

 08       Ash Creek.

 09            Now, I did notice that in some, some areas

 10       you did have a delta configuration.  Do you know

 11       why that is, you go from a suspension to a delta

 12       configuration in some locations?

 13  THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Mr. Morissette, this is

 14       MeeNa Sazanowicz.

 15            Those were built in the -- the early

 16       'nineties, and I -- I do not have the background

 17       design criteria for -- for those design

 18       parameters.

 19  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Very good.  Thank you.

 20       Thank you for that.  That concludes my questions

 21       for this afternoon.

 22            So we will continue in accordance with the

 23       Council's July 27, 2023, continued evidentiary

 24       hearing memo.  We will continue with the

 25       appearance of BJ's Wholesale Club.  Thereafter, we
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 01       will continue with the appearance of the Applicant

 02       for cross-examination by the new parties and

 03       interveners.

 04            But before we move on, Attorney McDermott,

 05       would you like to go through the late files before

 06       we continue?

 07  MR. McDERMOTT:  It seems like a good time to do that,

 08       yes.

 09  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  I have a late file on the

 10       customer-funded project treatment.

 11            We have a late file by Mr. Perrone that is

 12       based on CSC Number 4.  The estimate associated

 13       with undergrounding number 6 versus Docket 508,

 14       option G.

 15  MR. McDERMOTT:  Yes.

 16  

 17            (Late-Filed Exhibit Number 2, marked for

 18       identification and noted in index.)

 19  

 20  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Then we have Mr. Hannon who's

 21       looking for further analysis on Late-File Number 3

 22       relating to the hand digging and what depth, and

 23       what protocols were used.

 24  MR. McDERMOTT:  Yes.

 25  
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 01            (Late-Filed Exhibit Number 3, marked for

 02       identification and noted in index.)

 03  

 04  THE HEARING OFFICER:  I have requested a drawing

 05       associated with the BJ's easement, including

 06       overhead and work pad.  And then cost estimates

 07       for double circuit monopole of structure 648 south

 08       to Ash Creek and also include a cost for

 09       underground.

 10  

 11            (Late-Filed Exhibit Number 4, marked for

 12       identification and noted in index.)

 13  

 14  MR. McDERMOTT:  Mr. Berman has something to say on the

 15       late files, I think.

 16  THE WITNESS (Berman):  Yeah, just I think, everybody,

 17       we should think about what we're going to describe

 18       the late file as.  I think we have called it a

 19       "customer-funded project," was the term.  This is

 20       not that.

 21            We should come up with a new term to describe

 22       what we're going to try to tease out in that, in

 23       that offering.

 24  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Certainly.

 25            You can call it whatever you'd like.
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 01  THE WITNESS (Logan):  We can -- we can call it a

 02       regionalized cost versus non regionalized, or

 03       something like that.

 04  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.  Okay.  Mr. Silvestri,

 05       did you have something you wanted to add?

 06  MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, Mr. Morissette.  And again,

 07       sorry for the interjection.

 08            I had asked this question earlier back when

 09       we first met about the connection to Eversource,

 10       but I didn't ask the specific question, when this

 11       proposed line is tied into the Eversource line at

 12       Sasco Creek, does it connect to the bonnets on

 13       Metro North Railway?

 14  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  So Mr. Silvestri, this is

 15       Matthew Parkhurst.

 16            If you now pull up the -- to have a visual

 17       late-file exhibit -- or response to Interrogatory

 18       79 and the 79-1.

 19  MR. McDERMOTT:  We can't pull it up, but you can refer

 20       to it.  Everyone has it, so.

 21  THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  So the -- the existing

 22       conductors supported on the existing bonnet

 23       structure 647 will remain as they are, still

 24       supported by that bonnet.  The next bonnet to the

 25       east, on the east side of Sasco Creek is bonnet
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 01       B647 -- 648S.

 02            We will basically cut our conductors and add

 03       that bonnet and terminate them at the new pole, so

 04       the new Pole P648S.

 05            So yes, the existing conductors will be on

 06       the bonnets from B647S west, back towards

 07       Eversource's and UI -- Eversource's Sasco Creek

 08       substation.

 09  MR. SILVESTRI:  Very good.  I thought that was the

 10       case.  I just wanted to verify it.

 11            So thank you again for your response.

 12            And Mr. Morissette, thank you for the

 13       opportunity to ask that.

 14  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Silvestri.

 15            Okay.  We'll continue with BJ's Wholesale

 16       Club Company.  Will the party present its witness

 17       panel for purposes of taking the oath, and

 18       Attorney Bachman will administer the oath.

 19  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Yes, thank you, Mr. Morissette.  Our

 20       Witness today, BJ's witness today will be Patrick

 21       Netreba.  That's our sole witness who filed

 22       prefiled testimony last week.

 23  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.  Thank you.

 24            Attorney Bachman?

 25  
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 01  P A T R I C K    N E T R E B A,

 02            called as a witness, being first duly sworn

 03            by ATTORNEY BACHMAN, was examined and

 04            testified under oath as follows:

 05  

 06  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Attorney Bachman.

 07            Please begin by verifying all the exhibits by

 08       the appropriate sworn witness.

 09  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Yes.  Thank you, Mr. Morissette.

 10            Mr. Netreba, I'm directing your attention to

 11       BJ's prefiled testimony of August 22nd with

 12       attached Exhibits A through F.

 13            Did you prepare and/or supervise this

 14       document and the creation of these exhibits?

 15  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yes.

 16  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Is the document your testimony,

 17       complete and accurate to the best of your

 18       knowledge?

 19  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yes.

 20  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Do you have any changes or revisions

 21       you wish to make at this point?

 22  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  No.

 23  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Do you adopt your prefiled testimony

 24       in Exhibits A to F as BJ's testimony and exhibits?

 25  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yes.
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 01  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Thank you.

 02            Mr. Morissette, I would ask that

 03       Mr. Netreba's prefiled testimony and Exhibits A-F

 04       be admitted as full exhibits.

 05  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.

 06            Thank you, Attorney Casagrande.

 07            Does any party or any intervenor object to

 08       the admission of BJ's Wholesale Club Inc's

 09       exhibit?  Attorney McDermott?

 10  MR. McDERMOTT:  No objection.

 11  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

 12            Attorney Burdo?

 13  

 14                        (No response.)

 15  

 16  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Attorney Russo?

 17  MR. RUSSO:  No objection.

 18  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

 19            Attorney Schaefer?

 20  MR. SCHAEFER:  No objection.

 21  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

 22            Attorney Herbst?

 23  MR. HERBST:  No objection.

 24            And just for the record, I conferred with

 25       Attorney Burdo a short time ago.  He had to step
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 01       away for a minute, but he did not object to any

 02       additional evidence either.

 03  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.  Thank you.  The

 04       exhibits are hereby admitted.

 05            Thank you, everyone.

 06            We will now begin with cross-examination of

 07       BJ Wholesale Club Inc by the Council, starting

 08       with Mr. Perrone.  Mr. Perrone?

 09  MR. PERRONE:  Thank you, Mr. Morissette.

 10            There was an interrogatory from BJ's

 11       Wholesale Club to UI, number eleven, where it

 12       mentions a proposed future gas station

 13       development.

 14            Are you familiar with that?

 15  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yes.

 16  MR. PERRONE:  Where on the property would the proposed

 17       gas station development be located?

 18            We could use sheet 17 of 29.

 19  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yeah, that's what I was just

 20       pulling out.  Just bear with me for one second

 21       while I grab that plan.

 22            Yeah, so you're referencing sheet 729,

 23       Attorney Perrone.  The station -- which is in its

 24       early part of development, for clarity and for

 25       information for all of you, would be substantially
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 01       in the location where the easement is proposed,

 02       just west.

 03            If north is up, it is Pole 723S.

 04  MR. PERRONE:  How close to 723S, approximately?

 05  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  The station would be aligned.

 06            Again, we're in the concept phase of this,

 07       sir.  So this is subject to change, but aligned

 08       with the spines of the parking, parallel with

 09       Metro North's railway line.

 10            The distance from the station to the pole,

 11       tens of feet.

 12  MR. PERRONE:  In your prefiled testimony, I know

 13       there's a lot of discussion on 724S, but given the

 14       proposed gas station development, is it BJ's

 15       preference to have P723S completely onto the

 16       railroad right-of-way?

 17  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  I would prefer to see all of

 18       these poles on the railroad right-of-way and have

 19       no impacts to me, sir -- but Pole 724S is by far

 20       and away the larger concern from our standpoint.

 21            But yes, answering your question, Pole 723S

 22       also has impacts to our future development,

 23       including the gas station of this property.

 24  MR. PERRONE:  Thank you.  That's all I have.

 25  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Perrone.
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 01            We'll now continue with cross-examination by

 02       Mr. Silvestri, followed by Mr. Nguyen.

 03            Mr. Silvestri?

 04  MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, Mr. Morissette -- but

 05       Mr. Perrone stole my questions.

 06            I have nothing else to add.  Thank you.

 07  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.  Thank you,

 08       Mr. Silvestri.

 09            We will continue cross-examination by

 10       Mr. Golembiewski.  Mr. Golembiewski?

 11  MR. GOLEMBIEWSKI:  I have no questions.  Again,

 12       Mr. Perrone asked my question.  Thank you.

 13  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

 14            We'll continue with Mr. Hannon.  Mr. Hannon?

 15  MR. HANNON:  I have a general question.  Part of the

 16       dialogue came up earlier -- and this is looking at

 17       sheet 17 of 27 on UI's submission.  And it appears

 18       as though there is the proposed temporary access

 19       over the parking structure.  Is that correct?

 20  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  I believe that was the

 21       testimony provided by UI, sir.

 22  MR. HANNON:  Okay.  And I guess I'm just having a

 23       problem sort of lining everything up with this

 24       being a parking structure.  So if you could maybe

 25       give me a better description of what the lot
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 01       actually looks like?

 02            Because to me, I'm thinking of a parking

 03       garage that's elevated.

 04  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yeah.

 05  MR. HANNON:  You've got the parking out in front of the

 06       lot which appears to be at ground level, but can

 07       you give me a little better clarity as to what I'm

 08       looking at over there?

 09  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yeah, and -- and I -- I wish

 10       you had an aerial in front of you, because you

 11       could see it.

 12            But our building is constructed in an

 13       elevated fashion with regard to the front of the

 14       site along Black Rock Turnpike.  So if you're

 15       driving down Black Rock Turnpike, either the north

 16       or south configuration and you turn to the right

 17       or left, you'll see a parking deck underneath the

 18       grade or the finished front elevation, which is

 19       our building.

 20            So that's where the parking deck is located,

 21       and if you look at any aerial on Google, or Bing,

 22       or whatever, you'll see a concrete area and an

 23       asphalt area.  The concrete area in front of our

 24       store is -- is the parking deck, sir.

 25            So that, that shows where the -- the
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 01       structure has been constructed and has been there

 02       since the -- the early nineties.  And below the

 03       surface parking, which you'll see on the aerial,

 04       is -- is another set of parking spaces that are at

 05       grade or at the basement level, if you will.

 06            So I hope that makes sense.

 07  MR. HANNON:  It does.  Thank you.

 08            And if I'm understanding things correctly,

 09       part of the concern with a proposed access in this

 10       area is the weight of the equipment and whether or

 11       not that existing structure could support some of

 12       the proposed equipment that would be going to and

 13       from the work area.

 14            Is that correct?

 15  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  That is one concern we have.

 16            That is correct, sir.

 17  MR. HANNON:  Okay.  Thank you.  I do not have any other

 18       questions.  Thank you.

 19  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Hannon.

 20            Turning to Exhibit B as part of your prefiled

 21       testimony you provided a very nice drawing, thank

 22       you.  And the drawing basically shows a tractor

 23       trailer's ability to make that corner by the

 24       proposed 724 pole.

 25            So what this is basically telling me is that
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 01       the tractor trailers need all the area up to the

 02       bollards, especially if they're going to be

 03       parking in the one or two -- two bay slots.

 04            Is that interpretation correct?

 05  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yes, sir, it is.  If you look

 06       at the exhibit, you'll note that the radius is

 07       shown there, or what we call truck envelopes.

 08  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Uh-huh?

 09  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  And they show the movement of

 10       the trucks, the outside edge of the truck, if you

 11       will, as it moves through.

 12            And for every single dock position that we

 13       have, pretty much all of the pavement area is

 14       required to be used for -- for maneuvers.

 15            It's a very tight dock, sir.

 16  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Yes, thank you.

 17            It does look very tight.

 18            Now, if UI was able to limit their easement

 19       area to within the bollard area only, would that

 20       be helpful to you?

 21  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Certainly, it would be much

 22       better than having a UI piece of equipment, or a

 23       pallet, or some other type of work equipment in

 24       the area that would be coincident with our truck

 25       maneuvers.  Yes.
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 01  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Great.  So if they could approach

 02       it by the adjacent property, or stay within the

 03       easement area of where the bollards are outlined,

 04       because then that would relieve BJ's from any

 05       logistical problems getting trucks in and out of

 06       there.

 07  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  That would appear to be the

 08       case, as they would not be occupying the same

 09       space that we currently use.

 10  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.  Okay.  Thank you.

 11       Thank you very much.  That concludes my

 12       cross-examination for this afternoon.

 13            We will now continue with cross-examination

 14       of BJ's Wholesale Club, Inc, by the Applicant,

 15       Attorney McDermott.  Attorney McDermott, please?

 16  MR. McDERMOTT:  Thank you, Mr. Morissette.

 17            Mr. Netreba, BJ's Wholesale Club is a

 18       publicly traded company?

 19  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yes, sir.  That is correct.

 20  MR. McDERMOTT:  And subject to check, gross revenues

 21       for 2023 were about $19 billion?

 22  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  You can go to

 23       BJsInvestorRelations.com and pull that -- but I'll

 24       trust that you did, and say yes.

 25  MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.  Do you have any idea what BJ's
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 01       Wholesale Club profits were in 2022?

 02  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  I'm not really at liberty to

 03       say that.  That's confidential and proprietary

 04       information, Attorney McDermott.

 05  MR. McDERMOTT:  Well, according to the BJ's website

 06       that you referred me to, gross profits were about

 07       $3.43 billion?

 08  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Fair enough.

 09  MR. McDERMOTT:  So it's actually not a confidential

 10       number?

 11  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  I'm sorry.  I thought you meant

 12       for this particular store.  I apologize.

 13            On a gross basis we, of course, report that

 14       and you can find that, yes.

 15  MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.  So gross -- gross profits were

 16       4.3 -- or 3.4 billion dollars.  If my math is

 17       right, assuming there's 8,760 hours in a year,

 18       BJ's was making approximately $390,000 profit an

 19       hour.

 20  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  I'll trust your math is

 21       correct, sir.

 22  MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.  And just to break that down

 23       farther, that would be about $6,500 a minute

 24       profit?

 25  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Again, I trust that you've
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 01       completed that correctly.

 02  MR. McDERMOTT:  And as we discussed previously, the

 03       move to move that structure that we've been

 04       talking about that's identified in the late-file

 05       exhibit, item 2-1 is about $71,000.  Right?

 06  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  I believe that's what the UI

 07       engineer reported earlier today, yes.

 08  MR. McDERMOTT:  All right.  So if my math on the BJ's

 09       profit is correct, it would take about eleven

 10       minutes for BJ's to make the profit required to

 11       pay the $71,000.  Correct?

 12  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  That's correct, which is why we

 13       offered a substantial contribution to solve the

 14       problem.

 15  MR. McDERMOTT:  But that's not exactly fair to all the

 16       other entities along the lines, the daycare

 17       centers, the government organizations, you know,

 18       the residents, the individual property owners, the

 19       people who aren't making over $3 billion in

 20       profit.

 21            It's not really fair that you can come in

 22       with your deep pockets and just pay to get rid of

 23       the problem.  Is it?

 24  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Mr. Morissette, I'll object.

 25            That's argumentative.
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 01  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Attorney McDermott, will you give

 02       a response?

 03  MR. McDERMOTT:  I think it's asking for an opinion.

 04       Does he think it's fair that one entity can pay

 05       $71,000 to, you know, move -- move the, quote,

 06       unquote, problem, whereas another entity can't?

 07  MR. CASAGRANDE:  I'm going to --

 08  MR. McDERMOTT:  It's almost an environmental justice

 09       type of question, Mr. Morissette.

 10  THE HEARING OFFICER:  I'm going to sustain the

 11       question, and please move on.

 12  MR. McDERMOTT:  You're going to sustain the question,

 13       or sustain the objection?

 14  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Sustain the objection, excuse me.

 15  MR. McDERMOTT:  How many BJ's Wholesale clubs are there

 16       in the United States?

 17  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  257.  Again, is that what BJ's

 18       Investor Relations says today, sir?

 19  MR. McDERMOTT:  I thought you worked for the company

 20       and you would know how many stores they had.

 21            So I'll accept over 200 stores.  Correct?

 22  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Fair enough.

 23  MR. McDERMOTT:  And do each of them have the same

 24       amount of deliveries that you say the Fairfield

 25       store has, between 5 -- 15, and 20 trucks a day?
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 01  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  That's an average number.  It

 02       varies upon the volume of the store in question.

 03            A store in a rural area would have less

 04       deliveries than a store in an urban area.

 05  MR. McDERMOTT:  And are you, as -- I'm sorry.  I'm

 06       looking for your title -- the Director of Real

 07       Estate.

 08            Are you familiar with the real estate in each

 09       of those clubs throughout the country?  Or do you

 10       have a regional overview, I guess?

 11  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  I couldn't represent to you

 12       here today that I know every single club, Attorney

 13       McDermott.

 14            But I'm the Director of Real Estate for BJ's

 15       Wholesale Club for this part of the country,

 16       including the area that is north of, say,

 17       Washington, D.C.

 18  MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.  Thank you.  So you have 15 to 20

 19       deliveries a day.  Do those deliveries come

 20       automatically, or are they scheduled?

 21            Do you know when they're going to arrive?

 22  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  I would point you to my

 23       testimony where I provided a summary of the

 24       inventory management system and the fact that it's

 25       computerized, and the fact that we have on-demand
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 01       deliveries based on consumer demand of a

 02       particular product.

 03  MR. McDERMOTT:  So are there periods during the day

 04       when there's no deliveries going on?

 05  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Are there periods during the

 06       day when there's no delivery going on?

 07  MR. McDERMOTT:  Correct.

 08  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Of course there's periods

 09       during the day when there's no delivery.

 10  MR. McDERMOTT:  And have you ever had to shut down a

 11       loading dock area, say, to repave the parking?

 12            To repave the lot, or otherwise do

 13       maintenance or -- yeah, I guess that's it -- do

 14       maintenance at the loading dock area?

 15  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Attorney McDermott, I

 16       understand your line of thought and questioning

 17       here, and I understand that you're questioning me

 18       about whether or not we shut our loading docks

 19       down, and for how long and what the real impact

 20       is.

 21            But I will tell you that we strive, as I

 22       mentioned in my testimony, not to shut our loading

 23       dock down ever as it is a direct correlation to

 24       how best we can service our members who pay for

 25       the privilege of shopping.

�0121

 01  MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.  I know -- no, I appreciate your

 02       non-responsive answer, but how about responding to

 03       my question?

 04  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Of course, there are time

 05       periods when the loading dock must be maintained

 06       if a pothole had to be filled, or if there was an

 07       accident that needed to be addressed.  Of course.

 08  MR. McDERMOTT:  I'd like to refer you to Exhibit C to

 09       your prefiled testimony.  I believe this is a shot

 10       of BJ's loading dock area where there's four

 11       trailers.

 12            Are you with me on that?

 13  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Is -- I'm sorry, Attorney

 14       McDermott.  Is that the truck turning template?

 15            Or is that the --

 16  MR. McDERMOTT:  It looks like a Google Earth road shot

 17       of the loading area.

 18            It's Exhibit C to your prefiled testimony.

 19  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Okay.  Yes, I have it.

 20            Yes, go ahead.

 21  MR. McDERMOTT:  So there's four -- if I count them,

 22       four trailers sitting there?

 23  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yeah.

 24  MR. McDERMOTT:  Where are the trucks?

 25  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  The truck probably had left its
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 01       bay at that point and had departed for another

 02       location.  Or if the aerial was so poor you might

 03       not have been able to make out the truck.

 04            I'm sorry.  I can't comment on either one.

 05  MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.

 06  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  You might not have been able to

 07       see the truck, Attorney McDermott.

 08  MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.  I take it you don't have Exhibit

 09       C in front of you?

 10  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  I'm working to pull it up.  I

 11       have exhibit --

 12  MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.

 13  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  -- if you'll just bear with me

 14       for one second?

 15            Exhibit D was the truck turn figure, or?

 16  MR. McDERMOTT:  Exhibit C, as in Charlie.

 17  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yeah.  Okay.  Yes, I see it.

 18  MR. McDERMOTT:  And so you see the four -- the four

 19       trailers with no trucks?

 20  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yes, sir, I do.

 21  MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.  And so my question is, why are

 22       there no trucks?

 23  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  So occasionally we have what's

 24       called a drop trailer where -- where the truck

 25       will move along to its next location to pick up a
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 01       trailer to account for the time it takes to unload

 02       the merchandise.  So it depends on the -- how

 03       quickly we can unload the merchandise.

 04            Sometimes we have a stock room that cannot

 05       take all the merchandise and have a truck that has

 06       to wait, but these are -- it's a fluid equation in

 07       terms of the receiving operation.

 08  MR. McDERMOTT:  All right.  And this loading dock in

 09       Fairfield has five bays?

 10  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  It has one, two, three, four,

 11       five -- yes, four that are -- are usable.

 12            I don't know if we use the fifth one, sir.

 13            I'm sorry, I don't know the answer to the

 14       question.

 15  MR. McDERMOTT:  All right.  So looking, looking again

 16       at Exhibit C, beyond the fourth trailer there's a

 17       brown building?

 18  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Uh-huh.

 19  MR. McDERMOTT:  Do you know what building that is?

 20  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Is that the Feroleto Steel

 21       building?  Is that what you're referring to?

 22  MR. McDERMOTT:  I'm just asking you what -- if you know

 23       what that building is?

 24  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yeah.  You know, I'm -- I'm

 25       sorry.  I'm still looking for that Exhibit C.
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 01            I apologize.  I'm just going off my memory at

 02       this point.  Apologies, Mr. McDermott.

 03  MR. McDERMOTT:  No worries.

 04  

 05                            (Pause.)

 06  

 07  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Is it possible to put it up on

 08       the screen?  I'm sorry.

 09  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Unfortunately, it's not.

 10  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Attorney McDermott, I -- I do

 11       apologize.  I'm sorry, I'm having a hard time

 12       finding that, that exhibit.  I do apologize, sir.

 13  MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.  Well, let me move on.

 14            Maybe we can circle back, and maybe I could

 15       ask Attorney Casagrande or Mortelliti to perhaps

 16       e-mail it to you or something?

 17  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yeah, that would be fine.

 18  MR. McDERMOTT:  In the petition for party status that

 19       your attorneys filed, on page 2 it says the

 20       project as proposed involves the Applicant

 21       acquiring an estimated 19.25 acres of permanent

 22       easements, including 19.1 acres for the rebuild of

 23       115 kV lines and 0.15 acres for permanent

 24       easements -- permanent access to the lines.

 25            It then says, these proposed easements, if

�0125

 01       acquired, would impede BJ's Wholesale Club's

 02       redevelopment of this property.

 03            Can you explain to me why the UI's

 04       acquisition of approximately 19.25 acres of

 05       permanent easements would have an impact on BJ's?

 06  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Sure.  A pretty easy answer on

 07       that, sir.  The easement proposed would remove

 08       land area that I would otherwise normally be able

 09       to develop for purposes of building expansion,

 10       that gas station, as we've mentioned before.

 11            So it would reduce my developable area.

 12  MR. McDERMOTT:  So is it your position that BJ's has

 13       19.25 acres --

 14  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  No.

 15  MR. McDERMOTT:  -- that UI is acquiring?

 16  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  No.  I think what the statement

 17       was supposed to -- was stating was that the area

 18       that UI would capture as part of its easement,

 19       should the power line be installed, would reduce

 20       my developable area, a potential area that I could

 21       develop, if you follow me.

 22            That's what we were saying.

 23  MR. McDERMOTT:  I see.

 24            And what is that conclusion based on?

 25  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  The testimony that the UI real
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 01       estate person previously entered into the record

 02       in that you're not allowed to construct a

 03       structure or any other permanent feature within

 04       that easement.

 05  MR. McDERMOTT:  Now the motion for intervener status

 06       was filed on June 27th, and the hearing that

 07       you're referring to took place in July.  So your

 08       statement came before that testimony.

 09            That's true.  Isn't it?

 10  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yes, sir.

 11            I believe that to be the case, yes.

 12  MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.  And so I'll ask the question

 13       again, what is your conclusion about the easements

 14       based on, given the fact that the statement that I

 15       read to you was written prior to the testimony

 16       that you're referring to?

 17  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  The easement plan that was

 18       provided on sheet 17 of 29 that indicates where

 19       the permanent UI, proposed UI permanent easement

 20       would be located in Orange.

 21  MR. McDERMOTT:  You were asked a question about the

 22       redevelopment, the potential redevelopment of a

 23       gas station at the Fairfield property?

 24  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yes, sir.

 25  MR. McDERMOTT:  Would you -- I guess, Mr. Morissette,
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 01       I'd like to ask for a late file from BJ's.  Maybe

 02       they could take the drawing that's included in the

 03       prefiled testimony and add to that the location of

 04       the proposed gas station.

 05            That would be exhibit -- I think you

 06       referenced it, Exhibit B.

 07  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Exhibit B?

 08            Attorney Casagrande, is that possible?

 09  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Certainly, Mr. Morissette.

 10  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.  Thank you.

 11  

 12            (Late-Filed Exhibit Number 5, marked for

 13       identification and noted in index.)

 14  

 15  MR. McDERMOTT:  Thank you.

 16            Have you provided the information about the

 17       location of the gas station previously to UI?

 18  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  I don't believe so, no.  It's

 19       so far in its concept phase at this point, we

 20       would have no reason to.

 21  MR. McDERMOTT:  But yet you want the Council to take

 22       that into consideration when considering the

 23       location of UI's infrastructure?

 24  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yes, we do because we very much

 25       would like to construct a gas station at this
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 01       location.

 02  MR. McDERMOTT:  But that's not the type of information

 03       you think would be helpful to UI to know when

 04       designing their project?

 05  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Why would we go to UI regarding

 06       a gas station that we would construct on a

 07       property when you don't have any jurisdiction?

 08            Attorney McDermott, I just got a copy of

 09       Exhibit C.  I'm sorry.  I have the wrong PDF.  If

 10       you'd like to address that, we can now as well.

 11  MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.  Thank you.

 12  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yes, no problem.

 13            Thank you for your patience.

 14  MR. McDERMOTT:  In your prefiled testimony on page 4,

 15       you say since -- this is the last question on that

 16       page beginning in the second sentence, since the

 17       proposed installation and maintenance of P724S in

 18       addition to the permanent right-of-way, as well as

 19       the location of the temporary work pad in BJ

 20       Wholesale Club's loading dock would invariably

 21       cause disruption and delays to loading dock

 22       operations.  There will be a corresponding

 23       reduction in product movement and delivery.

 24            Why are you so conclusive that there will be

 25       disruptions and delays in loading dock operations?
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 01  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Well, if you look at the sheet

 02       17 of 29, you can see the gray box has identified

 03       it as the proposed work pad.  And if you scale

 04       that off even just empirically, you can see that

 05       it's a lot more than the 18 feet that would be

 06       required for the easement when -- I -- I guess

 07       this is my conjecture, that the proposed work pad

 08       is the area required to construct the poles of 724

 09       and 725, and the remainder of the ones that are

 10       there.

 11            So if there's equipment inside the loading

 12       dock area and I'm trying to use that same area to

 13       deliver products, there would be a reduction in my

 14       capacity to conduct business, Attorney McDermott.

 15  MR. McDERMOTT:  And what's your understanding about the

 16       duration of time that would be required for the

 17       work of that area?

 18  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  We have tried to engage UI on

 19       that and we -- it's been communicated to us that

 20       we cannot engage in that until the easement is

 21       approved.

 22  MR. McDERMOTT:  Sorry.  UI has told you that they won't

 23       discuss how long it will take them to, or how long

 24       they would need a work pad for?

 25  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  I think better put is that we
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 01       couldn't discuss the terms and conditions of the

 02       easement.  I believe you were a part of that

 03       discussion, sir.

 04  MR. McDERMOTT:  That's fine.  I believe I was part of

 05       that discussion.

 06            But the question is, do you have an

 07       understanding about the construction duration, how

 08       long UI would be at the BJ's Wholesale Club

 09       property on any particular day to complete any of

 10       the tasks required?

 11  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  No, because UI wouldn't engage

 12       in a frank discussion about the terms and

 13       conditions of the easement.  It's a bit of a

 14       circular reference, I believe.

 15  MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.  Would it surprise you to learn

 16       that I had conversations with your attorney in

 17       which I've described to him the duration of time

 18       that would be required for UI to construct any

 19       aspect of the project, including maintenance of

 20       the property?

 21  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Objection.  Calls for discussion of

 22       settlement negotiations -- which Attorney

 23       McDermott has repeatedly warned me would be

 24       admissible in this proceeding.

 25            So I think it's highly inappropriate for him
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 01       to ask that question.

 02  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Attorney McDermott, do you want

 03       to restate the question?

 04  MR. McDERMOTT:  I'll withdraw the question.

 05  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.  Thank you.

 06  MR. McDERMOTT:  And I apologize, Attorney Casagrande.

 07       I did not mean to cross that line.

 08  MR. CASAGRANDE:  I understand.  Thank you.

 09  MR. McDERMOTT:  I appreciate your point.

 10            Is there a duration of time, an hour, two

 11       hours?  Is there some length of time that would be

 12       acceptable to BJ's for UI to conduct work in the

 13       loading dock area?  Or is your position that no

 14       work, however short, can take place in the loading

 15       dock area?

 16  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Attorney McDermott, as I've

 17       mentioned in my prefiled testimony, it's a

 18       function of the time period of when this would

 19       happen.

 20            If you happened to say this to me on March

 21       17th of a random day in a random year, you know, I

 22       might not have an issue with that.  But if you

 23       come to me and say, it's going to be the five days

 24       before July 4th, or the three days before

 25       Thanksgiving, or the four days before any other
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 01       major holiday, there's significant impacts to our

 02       business.

 03            And even on the random day, there's

 04       significant impacts to our business because our

 05       members come to expect that we are going to

 06       deliver the product to them.  And if someone

 07       doesn't show up -- if someone shows up and they

 08       don't have access to those products, they quickly

 09       ask themselves, why am I paying for the ability to

 10       buy cheap diapers?  Or water?  Or milk, or any

 11       other product that we sell if it's not there?

 12            Our entire business, as I mentioned to you in

 13       my prefiled testimony, is based on logistics and

 14       the efficient flow of product from point A to B.

 15            If we break that, we fail.

 16  MR. McDERMOTT:  Now you previously mentioned there's a

 17       scheduling software.  So would it be possible for

 18       you to identify blocks of time during the course

 19       of a year where UI could have access, you know,

 20       from 2:30 to 4:30 in the morning on a random

 21       Tuesday to do the work?

 22            Or -- again, I'm asking the question, are you

 23       saying that there's no block of time during the

 24       course of the year that can be scheduled and set

 25       aside?
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 01  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Deliveries are scheduled on an

 02       on-demand basis based on customer demand of

 03       product, which is a kind of constant state of, not

 04       of people, but change, I should say.

 05            So for me to tell you that there is a time

 06       period that would work, there's really no time

 07       period that works.  We're constantly taking

 08       trucks, as I mentioned in my testimony, 15 to 20

 09       per day to be able to -- to run our business here.

 10            The loading dock is by far the most active

 11       portion of our business, with the exception of the

 12       front door where everyone walks in every day, sir.

 13       We're constantly taking trucks.  We have daily

 14       store deliveries.  We have team members entering

 15       and exiting.  It is an active place, 24/7.

 16  MR. McDERMOTT:  24/7.  365?  Or are there any --

 17  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yes, sir.  Yes, sir.  Yes.

 18  MR. McDERMOTT:  Do you have a log of your daily

 19       deliveries?

 20  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  A log of our daily deliveries?

 21  MR. McDERMOTT:  Yes.  I mean, can you say for certain

 22       that there's 15 to 20 trucks a day, or is that

 23       just -- have you taken an average?

 24            Is there a low day?

 25  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  15 to 20 is about -- about

�0134

 01       right for this club, sir.  That's correct.

 02  MR. McDERMOTT:  So going back to Exhibit C.

 03  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Sure.

 04  MR. McDERMOTT:  Now that you have it in front of you --

 05  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yes.

 06  MR. McDERMOTT:  What is the building that is beyond the

 07       fourth trailer?

 08  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  That is the Fero -- that is the

 09       steel building.

 10  MR. McDERMOTT:  That is the steel building?

 11  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yes, sir.

 12  MR. McDERMOTT:  And you would agree with me, it appears

 13       that there are two -- it looks like a loading dock

 14       area.  Are those loading docks that are, kind of,

 15       it looks like around the corner, perhaps?

 16            I'm not sure how to describe the location.  I

 17       was wondering if you know where the location of

 18       the loading docks are for the steel building?

 19  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yeah.  So if you're looking at

 20       that photo -- and thank you for your patience

 21       while we pulled it up.  There's -- there's three

 22       trucks that are shown there without a cab trail --

 23       not -- not a trailer, but a truck that goes with

 24       them.

 25            And then beyond that, there appears to be

�0135

 01       space for one, if not two additional locations.

 02       It's tough to tell by this picture as it's an

 03       oblique angle, but I believe that there's two

 04       other locations in there.

 05            And then following that on the far side,

 06       there's what we call a drop trailer, which is a

 07       trailer that is waiting to be picked up by our

 08       logistics folks to move back to our distribution

 09       facility.

 10  MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.  In your prefiled testimony on

 11       page 3, you say to Feroleto Steel -- sorry about

 12       my pronunciation -- offers a paved area in the

 13       rear of the property that is not encumbered by an

 14       active loading dock area.

 15            What do you mean by, not encumbered by an

 16       active loading dock area -- or an active loading

 17       dock?  Sorry.

 18  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Well, if you look at the

 19       aerial, Attorney McDermott, you'll see that

 20       there's no loading dock.  And by that I mean, a

 21       concrete apron that you'd find at the front of the

 22       Feroleto -- I hope I'm saying that right -- Steel

 23       building, which shows a piece of concrete that

 24       their trucks are parked on top of.

 25            That's the standard in the industry for a
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 01       loading dock.  That's what I meant by that.

 02  MR. McDERMOTT:  Have you discussed the UI project with

 03       the steel company?

 04  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  No, sir, we have not.

 05            I have not.

 06  MR. McDERMOTT:  So you don't know how they would feel

 07       about the placement of a transmission structure on

 08       their property?

 09  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  I have no idea, sir.

 10  MR. McDERMOTT:  So you -- but would like UI to do that?

 11            You'd like them to move the structure onto

 12       the steel company property?

 13  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  I'd like them to move it to a

 14       location that's not in such an active location for

 15       a business.  That is correct, yes.

 16            In this case, that business happens to be me,

 17       yes.

 18  MR. McDERMOTT:  You say -- in your prefiled testimony

 19       you say, therefore BJ's Wholesale Club submits

 20       that installing P724S in the rear paved area of --

 21       I'm skipping the name of the company -- the

 22       steel's property is a more than reasonable

 23       alternative.

 24            But you don't know that it's not going to be

 25       as difficult to site it there, or that they're

�0137

 01       going to be receptive to it.  You just don't want

 02       it in your backyard.  Is that right?

 03  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  It would appear to me that it's

 04       in an easier location.  It's in a paved area.  You

 05       can access it.  You can access it from both sides

 06       of their building, as opposed to our building,

 07       which has much more constraints in terms of the

 08       parking deck, the rear drive aisle, and the fact

 09       that in our area we are running 15 to 20 trucks

 10       per day.

 11            From there, from my perspective in my view of

 12       their situation, they are not running 15 to 20

 13       trucks per day in that area.  And even if they

 14       did, they have multiple ways of ingress and

 15       egress, whereas we do not.

 16  MR. McDERMOTT:  What's the maximum number of trucks

 17       that can simultaneously use the loading dock area

 18       at any one time?

 19  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Okay.  The number of berths --

 20       it's one, two, three, four.  It's either -- it's

 21       probably five locations, four to five, let's say.

 22  MR. McDERMOTT:  How often is it that all five of the

 23       bays are being used?

 24  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  I don't have that answer for

 25       you right now, I'm sorry to say.
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 01  MR. McDERMOTT:  How long is -- approximately how long

 02       is each truck parked there for?

 03  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  It depends on the delivery and

 04       the merchandise.  If it's a refrigerated truck, it

 05       might be quicker because we're trying to get that

 06       merchandise into a climate-controlled environment.

 07            If it's a non-refrigerated truck and we don't

 08       have space for the product, either in our stock

 09       room or out on the floor, it might wait for a bit,

 10       as you can see in the photo in -- in Exhibit C.

 11  MR. McDERMOTT:  Would it be possible for you to

 12       provide, say, a 90-day log of the deliveries that

 13       were -- yeah, the deliveries that were made at

 14       BJ's?  You know, pick a 90-day period as an

 15       example of the volume and the time of the

 16       deliveries?

 17  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  That -- that might trend upon

 18       proprietary information, sir, that I'd rather not

 19       have in the public domain -- but we'll take that

 20       under advisement.  How about that?

 21  MR. McDERMOTT:  No, that's not sufficient.

 22            Mr. Morissette, I'll ask you to weigh in on

 23       the position of the Witness, that it's

 24       proprietary.  It does not seem to me to be

 25       proprietary, but I'm not sure what the
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 01       confidential nature of the number of deliveries

 02       would be since he's essentially already indicated

 03       it's 15 to 20.  I'm just looking for a breakdown

 04       of that number over the course of 90 days.

 05  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Attorney McDermott.

 06            Attorney Casagrande, you want to weigh in on

 07       this?

 08  MR. CASAGRANDE:  Well, Mr. Morissette, I have to defer

 09       to my client's observations of what would be

 10       proprietary or not.  I'm not prepared to comment

 11       on that at this point.

 12  THE HEARING OFFICER:  You have no insight as to whether

 13       the information is confidential, or not?

 14  MR. CASAGRANDE:  I can't comment on that at this time.

 15  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.

 16            Attorney Bachman, would you like to weigh in

 17       on this?

 18  MS. BACHMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Morissette.

 19            Certainly, a motion for protective order

 20       could be filed if it's confidential information,

 21       and we would take that up at the next hearing or

 22       during one of our regular meetings.

 23            Thank you.

 24  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.  Thank you.

 25            With that, we will take a late file of the
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 01       90-day log of deliveries.  And if it is

 02       confidential, then file a protective order and we

 03       will handle it accordingly and maintain it

 04       confidential for only those that would require the

 05       need to utilize the information.

 06  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Mr. Morissette, we can agree to

 07       that so long as the information is -- is retained

 08       in a confidential fashion, sir.

 09  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Absolutely.  Very good.

 10  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Thank you.

 11  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

 12  

 13            (Late-Filed Exhibit Number 6, marked for

 14       identification and noted in index.)

 15  

 16  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Attorney McDermott, please

 17       continue.

 18  MR. McDERMOTT:  Thank you.  The location of the pole

 19       that is going to go in what I refer to as the

 20       grassy knoll behind the bollards.

 21            You're familiar with that location?

 22  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  I am, yes.  Thank you.

 23  MR. McDERMOTT:  So the location -- am I correct that

 24       you don't have a problem necessarily with the

 25       location of that pole, because the location of the
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 01       pole itself will not impede the operations at the

 02       loading dock?  Is that correct?

 03  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  That is correct so long as the

 04       easement didn't overlap the areas where my trucks

 05       need to operate, the work easement -- or permanent

 06       easement for that matter.  I guess they're the

 07       same based on our prior testimony.

 08  MR. McDERMOTT:  Right.  And so it comes down to the

 09       construction and, I guess, arguably maintenance --

 10       although maintenance is probably not a frequent

 11       occurrence, but it really comes down to the

 12       construction of the structure rather than its

 13       location.  Is that correct?

 14  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  I would say it's the initial

 15       construction as well as the ongoing maintenance.

 16       If UI decided to park a truck in that area, I

 17       would not be able to use the loading dock, period,

 18       full stop.

 19  MR. McDERMOTT:  You would not be able to use the

 20       loading dock area while the truck was in place.

 21            Right?

 22  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Correct.  Yes, that's correct,

 23       sir.  Thank you for finishing my thought.

 24            I appreciate that.

 25  MR. McDERMOTT:  But the permanent easement would not

�0142

 01       impede access, right?

 02            The easement itself, that's not an issue?

 03  THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Easements go with rights for

 04       those that possess them.  What rights do you have

 05       in the easement to do things, and how does that

 06       impact my ability to circulate delivery vehicles,

 07       trucks in the loading dock?

 08            So it's never just the easement.  It's the

 09       rights that go with the easement, of course.

 10  MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.  Mr. Morissette, I believe that's

 11       all I have for the BJ's panel.  Thank you.

 12  THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Attorney McDermott.

 13            We're going to conclude the hearing for

 14       today, and there will be a continuation by the

 15       Connecticut Siting Council.  The Council announces

 16       that we will continue the evidentiary session of

 17       this public hearing on Tuesday, October 17, 2023,

 18       at 2 p.m., via Zoom remote conferencing.

 19            A copy of the agenda for the continued remote

 20       evidentiary hearing session will be available on

 21       the Council's Docket 516 webpage, along with a

 22       record of this matter, the public hearing notice,

 23       instructions for public access to the remote

 24       evidentiary hearing session, and the Council's

 25       citizens' guide to Siting Council's procedures.
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 01            Please note that anyone who has not become a

 02       party or intervener, but who desires to make his

 03       or her views known to the Council may file written

 04       statements to the Council until the record closes.

 05            Copies of the transcript of this hearing will

 06       be filed with the City Clerk's office in

 07       Bridgeport and the Town Clerk's office in

 08       Fairfield for the convenience of the public.

 09            I hereby declare this hearing adjourned.

 10            And thank you, everyone, for participating

 11       this afternoon and have a good evening.

 12  

 13                        (End:  5:13 p.m.)

 14  
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 01                           CERTIFICATE

 02  

               I hereby certify that the foregoing 143 pages

 03       are a complete and accurate computer-aided

          transcription of my original verbatim notes taken

 04       of the remote teleconference meeting of THE

          CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL in Re:  DOCKET NO. 516,

 05       THE UNITED ILLUMINATING COMPANY APPLICATION FOR A

          CERTIFICATE OF ENVIRONMENTAL COMPATIBILITY AND

 06       PUBLIC NEED FOR THE FAIRFIELD TO CONGRESS RAILROAD

          TRANSMISSION LINE 115-kV REBUILD PROJECT THAT

 07       CONSISTS OF THE RELOCATION AND REBUILD OF ITS

          EXISTING 115-KILOVOLT ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION LINES

 08       FROM THE RAILROAD CATENARY STRUCTURES TO NEW STEEL
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 09       ALONG APPROXIMATELY 7.3 MILES OF THE CONNECTICUT

          DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION'S METRO-NORTH

 10       RAILROAD CORRIDOR BETWEEN STRUCTURE B648S LOCATED

          EAST OF SASCO CREEK IN FAIRFIELD AND UI'S CONGRESS

 11       STREET SUBSTATION IN BRIDGEPORT, AND THE REBUILD

          OF TWO EXISTING 115-kV TRANSMISSION LINES ALONG

 12       0.23 MILE OF EXISTING UI RIGHT-OF-WAY TO

          FACILITATE INTERCONNECTION OF THE REBUILT 115-kV

 13       ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION LINES AT UI'S EXISTING ASH

          CREEK, RESCO, PEQUONNOCK AND CONGRESS STREET

 14       SUBSTATIONS TRAVERSING THE MUNICIPALITIES OF

          BRIDGEPORT AND FAIRFIELD, CONNECTICUT, which was

 15       held before JOHN MORISSETTE, Member and Presiding

          Officer, on August 29, 2023.

 16  

 17  

 18                      _________________________________
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 19                      Notary Public
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 1                         (Begin:  2 p.m.)



 2



 3   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Good afternoon, ladies and



 4        gentlemen.  Can everyone hear me okay?



 5             Very good.  Thank you very much.  We'll now



 6        proceed.



 7             This continued remote evidentiary hearing



 8        session is called to order this Tuesday, August



 9        29, 2023, at 2 p.m.  My name is John Morissette,



10        Member and Presiding Officer of the Connecticut



11        Siting Council.



12             If you haven't done so already, I ask that



13        everyone please mute their computer audio and



14        telephones now.



15             A copy of the prepared agenda is available on



16        the Council's Docket Number 516 webpage, along



17        with the record of this matter, the public hearing



18        notice, instructions for public access to this



19        remote public hearing, and the Council's Citizens



20        Guide to Siting Council Procedures.



21             Other members of the Council are



22        Mr. Silvestri, Mr. Nguyen, Mr. Golembiewski, and



23        Mr. Hannon.



24             Members of the staff are Executive Director



25        Melanie Bachman, Siting Analyst Michael Perrone,
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 1        and Fiscal Administrative Officer Lisa Fontaine.



 2             This evidentiary session is a continuation of



 3        the public hearing held on July 25, 2023.  It is



 4        held pursuant to the provisions of Title 16 of the



 5        Connecticut General Statutes and of the Uniform



 6        Administrative Procedure Act, from the United



 7        Illuminating Company for a certificate of



 8        environmental compatibility and public need for



 9        the Fairfield to Congress Railroad transmission



10        line 115 kV rebuild project that consists of the



11        relocation and rebuild of the existing 115



12        kilovolt electric transmission line from the



13        railroad catenary structures to new steel monopole



14        structures, and related modification along



15        approximately 7.3 miles of the Connecticut



16        Department of Transportation Metro North Railroad



17        corridor between structures B648S, located east of



18        Sasco Creek in Fairfield, and UI's Congress Street



19        Substation in Bridgeport; and the rebuild of two



20        existing 115 transmission lines along .23 miles of



21        existing UI right-of-way to facilitate



22        interconnection of the rebuilt 115 electric



23        transmission line at UI's existing Ash Creek,



24        Resco, Pequonnock, and Congress Street



25        Substations, transversing the municipalities of
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 1        Bridgeport and Fairfield, Connecticut.



 2             A verbatim transcript will be made available



 3        of this hearing and deposited in the City Clerk's



 4        office of Bridgeport and the Town Clerk's office



 5        of Fairfield for the convenience of the public.



 6             We will take a 10 to 15-minute break at a



 7        convenient juncture around 3:30 p.m.



 8             We have four motions on the agenda this



 9        afternoon, the first of which is on August 23,



10        2023, Sasco Creek Neighborhood Environmental Trust



11        Incorporated, Stephen Oyzck, Andrea Ozyck, Karin



12        Mahfouz, William Danylko, and David Parker



13        submitted a request for intervenor and CEPA



14        Intervenor status.



15             On August 28, 2023, UI filed an objection.



16             Attorney Bachman may wish to comment.



17             Attorney Bachman?



18   MS. BACHMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Morissette.



19             Beside the objection and the timing, staff



20        does recommend approval of the request.



21             Thank you.



22   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Attorney Bachman.



23             Is there a motion?



24   MR. SILVESTRI:  Mr. Morissette, I'll move approval.



25   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Silvestri.
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 1             Is there a second?



 2   MR. NGUYEN:  Quat Nguyen, second.



 3   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Nguyen.



 4             We have a motion by Mr. Silvestri to approve



 5        the request for intervener and CEPA intervener



 6        status, and we have a second by Mr. Nguyen.



 7             We'll now move to discussion.



 8             Mr. Silvestri, any discussion?



 9   MR. SILVESTRI:  No discussion.



10             Thank you, Mr. Morissette.



11   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



12             Mr. Nguyen, any discussion?



13   MR. NGUYEN:  I have no discussion.  Thank you.



14   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



15             Mr. Golembiewski, any discussion?



16   MR. GOLEMBIEWSKI:  No discussion.  Thank you.



17   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Hannon, any discussion?



18   MR. HANNON:  No discussion.  Thank you.



19   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.  And I have no



20        discussion.  We'll now move to the vote.



21             Mr. Silvestri, how do you vote?



22   MR. SILVESTRI:  Vote to approve.  Thank you.



23   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



24             Mr. Nguyen, how do you vote?



25   MR. NGUYEN:  Vote to approve.  Thank you.
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 1   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



 2             Mr. Golembiewski, how do you vote?



 3   MR. GOLEMBIEWSKI:  Vote to approve.



 4   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



 5             Mr. Hannon, how do you vote?



 6   MR. HANNON:  Vote to approve.  Thank you.



 7   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.  And I vote to



 8        approve.  We have a unanimous decision.  The



 9        motion passes.  The request for intervenor and



10        CEPA intervenor status is approved.



11             Moving on to motion number two.  On August



12        24, 2023, the following entities requested



13        interveners and CEPA intervenor status, and an



14        additional evidentiary hearing.  Those parties are



15        2190 Post Road, LLC; Invest II International



16        Investors; Pequot Realty, LLC; 916 Post Road



17        Associates, LLC; SF Station Street, LLC; Maura



18        Garych; Metro Holding Company, LLC; SG Pequot 200,



19        LLC; 516 Paci Restaurant; 461 Broad Street, LLC;



20        and Bridgeport 11823, LLC.



21             On August 28, 2023, UI filed an objection.



22             Attorney Bachman may wish to comment.



23             Attorney Bachman?



24   MS. BACHMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Morissette.



25             Again, beside the timing, staff recommends
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 1        that we grant the request for intervener and CEPA



 2        intervener status, and group the LLCs together



 3        under General Statutes Section 16-50n, subsection



 4        c, on the basis that they have similar interests



 5        and they are all represented by Attorney



 6        Christopher Russo.



 7             And we also recommend granting the request



 8        for the additional evidentiary hearing.



 9             Thank you.



10   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Attorney Bachman.



11             Is there a motion?



12   MR. SILVESTRI:  Mr. Morissette, I'll move to approve



13        the requests for the grouped parties, if you will,



14        as well as the additional hearing.



15   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Silvestri.



16             Is there a second?



17   MR. HANNON:  Hannon, second.



18   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Hannon.  We have a



19        motion by Mr. Silvestri to approve the request to



20        group intervener and CEPA intervener status with



21        an additional evidentiary hearing, and we have a



22        second by Mr. Hannon.



23             We'll now move to discussion.



24             Mr. Silvestri, any discussion?



25   MR. SILVESTRI:  No discussion, Mr. Morissette.  Just to
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 1        comment about the timing -- but right now I guess



 2        it's moot.  Thank you.



 3   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Silvestri.



 4             Mr. Nguyen, any discussion?



 5   MR. NGUYEN:  I have no discussion.  Thank you.



 6   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



 7             Mr. Golembiewski, any discussion?



 8   MR. GOLEMBIEWSKI:  I have no discussion.



 9   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



10             Mr. Hannon, any discussion?



11   MR. HANNON:  No discussion.  Thank you.



12   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.  And I have no



13        discussion.  We'll now move to the vote.



14             Mr. Silvestri, how do you vote?



15   MR. SILVESTRI:  Vote to approve.  Thank you.



16   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Nguyen, how do you vote?



17   MR. NGUYEN:  Vote to approve.  Thank you.



18   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



19             Mr. Golembiewski, how do you vote?



20   MR. GOLEMBIEWSKI:  Vote to approve.  Thank you.



21   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Hannon, how do you vote?



22   MR. HANNON:  Vote to approve.  Thank you.



23   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.  And I vote to



24        approve.  We have a unanimous decision.  The



25        grouping of intervener and CEPA intervener status
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 1        is approved with the addition of an additional



 2        hearing, evidentiary hearing.  Thank you.



 3             Moving on to motion number three.



 4             On August 28, 2023, Fairfield Station Lofts,



 5        LLC, requested intervener status and CEPA



 6        intervener status, and an additional evidentiary



 7        hearing.



 8             On August 28, 2023, UI filed an objection.



 9             Attorney Bachman may wish to comment.



10             Attorney Bachman?



11   MS. BACHMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Morissette.



12             Again, aside from the timing, staff



13        recommends approval of intervener status and CEPA



14        intervener status, as well as the additional



15        evidentiary hearing.  Thank you.



16   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Attorney Bachman.



17             Is there a motion?



18   MR. HANNON:  Hannon, motion to approve the request.



19   THE HEARING OFFICER:  And the hearing as well,



20        Mr. Hannon?



21   MR. HANNON:  That is correct.



22   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



23             Is there a second?



24   MR. GOLEMBIEWSKI:  I'll second.



25   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Golembiewski.
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 1             I have a motion by Mr. Hannon to request to



 2        approve the intervener status and CEPA intervener



 3        status along with the additional evidentiary



 4        hearing, and we have a second by Mr. Golembiewski.



 5             We'll now move to discussion.



 6             Mr. Silvestri, any discussion?



 7   MR. SILVESTRI:  No discussion.



 8             Thank you, Mr. Morissette.



 9   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Nguyen, any discussion?



10   MR. NGUYEN:  No discussion.  Thank you.



11   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



12             Mr. Golembiewski, any discussion?



13   MR. GOLEMBIEWSKI:  No discussion, thank you.



14   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Hannon, any discussion?



15   MR. HANNON:  No discussion.  Thank you.



16   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.  And I have no



17        discussion.  We'll now move to the vote.



18             Mr. Silvestri, how do you vote?



19   MR. SILVESTRI:  Vote to approve.  Thank you.



20   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Nguyen?



21   MR. NGUYEN:  Vote to approve.  Thank you.



22   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Golembiewski?



23   MR. GOLEMBIEWSKI:  Vote to approve.  Thank you.



24   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.  Mr. Hannon?



25   MR. HANNON:  I vote to approve.  Thank you.
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 1   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.  And I vote to



 2        approve.  We have a unanimous decision.  Fairfield



 3        Station Lofts, LLC, is granted intervener status



 4        and CEPA intervener status along with an



 5        additional hearing, evidentiary hearing.



 6             Moving on to motion number four.  On August



 7        28, 2023, the Town of Fairfield requested party



 8        status and an additional evidentiary hearing.



 9             Attorney Bachman may wish to comment.



10   MS. BACHMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Morissette.



11             Consistent with the other recommendations, we



12        recommend that -- staff recommends to grant party



13        status, and the request for the additional



14        hearing.  Thank you.



15   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Attorney Bachman.



16             Is there a motion?



17   MR. GOLEMBIEWSKI:  I'll make a motion to approve the



18        intervener status -- or party status and the



19        additional evidentiary hearing.



20   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Golembiewski.



21             Is there a second?



22   MR. NGUYEN:  Nguyen, second.



23   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Nguyen.



24             We have a motion by Mr. Golembiewski to grant



25        the Town of Fairfield party status and to approve





                                 15

�









 1        the additional evidentiary hearing, and we have a



 2        second by Mr. Nguyen.



 3             We'll now move to discussion.



 4             Mr. Silvestri, any discussion?



 5   MR. SILVESTRI:  No discussion.



 6             Thank you, Mr. Morissette.



 7   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Nguyen, any discussion?



 8   MR. NGUYEN:  No discussion.  Thank you.



 9   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Golembiewski, any discussion?



10   MR. GOLEMBIEWSKI:  No, no discussion.  Thank you.



11   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Hannon, any discussion?



12   MR. HANNON:  No discussion.  Thank you.



13   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.  And I have no



14        discussion.  We'll now move to the vote.



15             Mr. Silvestri, how do you vote?



16   MR. SILVESTRI:  Vote to approve.  Thank you.



17   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Nguyen, how do you vote?



18   MR. NGUYEN:  Vote to approve.  Thank you.



19   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Golembiewski, how do you



20        vote?



21   MR. GOLEMBIEWSKI:  Vote to approve.  Thank you.



22   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Hannon, how do you vote?



23   MR. HANNON:  Vote to approve.  Thank you.



24   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



25             And I vote to approve.  The Town of Fairfield
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 1        is granted party status and an additional



 2        evidentiary hearing.  Thank you, everyone.  We'll



 3        now continue with the appearance of the Applicant.



 4             In accordance with the Council's July 27,



 5        2023, continued evidentiary hearing memo, we will



 6        continue with the appearance of the Applicant, the



 7        United Illuminating Company, to swear in their new



 8        witnesses, David Leslie and Matthew Scully, and



 9        verify the new exhibits marked as Roman numeral



10        two, items B11 and '13 on the hearing program.



11   S H A W N    C R O S B I E,



12   C O R R E N E    A U E R,



13   M A T T H E W    P A R K H U R S T,



14   B R I A N    G A U D E T,



15   T O D D    B E R M A N,



16   Z A C H    L O G A N,



17   M e e N A    S A Z A N O W I C Z,



18             recalled as witnesses, having been previously



19             sworn, were examined and testified under oath



20             as follows:



21



22   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Attorney Bachman, can you please



23        begin by swearing in Mr. Leslie and Mr. Scully?



24



25
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 1   D A V I D    L E S L I E,



 2   M A T T H E W    S C U L L Y,



 3             called as witnesses, being first duly sworn



 4             by ATTORNEY BACHMAN, were examined and



 5             testified under oath as follows:



 6



 7   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Attorney Bachman.



 8             Attorney McDermott, please begin by



 9        identifying the new exhibits you have filed in



10        this matter and verifying the exhibits by the



11        appropriate sworn witness?



12             Attorney McDermott, thank you.



13   MR. McDERMOTT:  Mr. Morissette, good afternoon.



14             Mr. Leslie, Applicant's Exhibit Number 11 is



15        your resume, which was received by the Council on



16        August 11, 2023.



17             Are you familiar with that document?



18   THE WITNESS (Leslie):  I am.



19   MR. McDERMOTT:  And do you have any changes or



20        revisions to that document?



21   THE WITNESS (Leslie):  I do not.



22   MR. McDERMOTT:  And do you adopt that as Applicant's



23        Exhibit 11 in this proceeding?



24   THE WITNESS (Leslie):  I do.



25   MR. McDERMOTT:  Thank you.
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 1             And Mr. Crosbie, as the senior member of the



 2        panel, are you familiar with the company's



 3        responses to the Council's Interrogatory Set 3



 4        dated August 22, 2023, which is Applicant's



 5        Exhibit Number 12?



 6   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Yes, I am.



 7   MR. McDERMOTT:  And do you have any changes or



 8        revisions to those interrogatory responses?



 9   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  No, I don't.



10   MR. McDERMOTT:  And do you adopt those as a full



11        exhibit in this proceeding?



12   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Yes, I do.



13   MR. McDERMOTT:  And are you familiar with Applicant's



14        late-filed exhibits that are dated August 22,



15        2023, Applicant's Exhibit Number 13?



16   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Yes, I am.



17   MR. McDERMOTT:  And do you have any changes or



18        revisions to those late files?



19   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  No, I don't.



20   MR. McDERMOTT:  And do you adopt them as an exhibit in



21        this proceeding?



22   THE WITNESS (Leslie):  Yes, I do.



23   MR. McDERMOTT:  Thank you.  Mr. Morissette, I'd ask



24        that Exhibits 11, 12, and 13 be admitted as full



25        exhibits in this proceeding?
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 1   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Attorney McDermott.



 2             Does any party or intervener object to the



 3        admission of the Applicant's new exhibits?



 4             Attorney Casagrande, or Attorney Mortelliti?



 5   MR. CASAGRANDE:  No, your Honor, we do not object.



 6   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Attorney Casagrande.



 7             Attorney Burdo?



 8   MR. BURDO:  No.



 9   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.



10             Attorney Russo?



11   MR. RUSSO:  No.



12   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



13             Attorney Schaefer?



14   MR. SCHAEFER:  No, thank you.



15   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



16             Attorney Herbst?



17   MR. HERBST:  No objection.



18   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



19             The exhibits are hereby admitted.



20             We will begin with cross-examination of the



21        Applicant by BJ's Wholesale Club, Inc.  Attorney



22        Casagrande, are you going to take the honors?



23   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Yes, Mr. Morissette.  Thank you.



24   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.  Thank you.



25             Please continue.
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 1   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Good afternoon, everyone.  I wanted to



 2        drill down first on the total project cost.  And



 3        I'm referring to UI's response to the Council's



 4        Interrogatory 11, which is UI's Exhibit 3 in this



 5        hearing.



 6             And in that response, the witness panel



 7        indicated that -- and I believe it was



 8        Mr. Ragozzine and Mr. Crosbie -- that the total



 9        project costs would be $255 million, and that's



10        also referred to on page 2-17 of the application.



11             The Witnesses indicated at that time that the



12        cost could be up to 50 percent higher, or 25



13        percent lower.  Have you drilled down on whether



14        that range can be narrowed as of this date, of



15        total project cost?



16   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Good afternoon.



17             This is Shawn Crosbie with UI.



18             Currently, the project total cost that we



19        indicated, two-fifty-five -- 255 million, sits at



20        that amount.  As we progress and our engineering



21        design headed towards IFC drawings, or issue for



22        construction, finalizing that based on any



23        potential adjustments to the design related to the



24        Siting Council conditions, we would refine those



25        costs as necessary.
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 1   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Thank you.  Thank you, Mr. Crosbie.



 2             I'd like to talk a little bit about the



 3        effect on the project on existing land uses.  And



 4        I'm referring, Mr. Morissette, to Exhibit 3, UI



 5        Exhibit 3, which is UI's response to Council



 6        Interrogatory 48.



 7             And in that exhibit, I believe it was



 8        Ms. Auer -- if I have the name right -- said that



 9        the project is fully consistent with FERC



10        guidelines which advocate the prioritization of



11        the use of existing rights of way by different



12        kinds of utilities in order to avoid or minimize



13        impacts to existing land uses and environmental



14        resources.



15             So my question is, FERC advocates staying



16        within the existing right-of-way whenever possible



17        to avoid impacts to existing land uses.  Correct?



18   THE WITNESS (Auer):  Thank you.  This is Correne Auer.



19             Correct.



20   MR. CASAGRANDE:  And that's not just effect on



21        environmental resources, but any existing land



22        uses.  Correct?



23   THE WITNESS (Auer):  I believe so, yes.



24             It's to stay within the utility corridor.



25   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  And you --
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 1   THE WITNESS (Auer):  (Unintelligible) --



 2   MR. CASAGRANDE:  I'm sorry.  Did you finish?



 3             I didn't mean to interrupt.



 4   THE WITNESS (Auer):  Just as much as you can, yeah, as



 5        much as possible.



 6   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Thank you.  And UI tried to comply



 7        with that objective, did it not, in preparing this



 8        application?



 9   THE WITNESS (Auer):  Yes.



10   MR. CASAGRANDE:  All right.  And in fact, I'll just



11        refer the Council to the application pages ES-10,



12        which refers -- says that UI considered options to



13        avoid or minimize impacts to existing land uses.



14             That's a fair summary of your position,



15        Ms. Auer?



16   THE WITNESS (Auer):  Yes, with -- I would say with a



17        focus on avoidance of the environmental resources.



18   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  But again, the FERC guidelines



19        is not limited to just avoiding environmental



20        impacts.  It's avoiding or minimizing impacts on



21        any existing land uses.  Correct?



22   THE WITNESS (Auer):  Correct.



23   MR. CASAGRANDE:  All right.  So for instance, I'd like



24        to invite the panel's attention to the July 25th



25        hearing, and I'm referring to pages 73 to 74 of
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 1        that hearing.  And on those pages, Mr. Silvestri



 2        asked a few questions about the location of Pole



 3        745N, which again, for the record is depicted on



 4        sheet 21 of 29 in volume 2 of the application.



 5             Do you have that sheet 21 in front of you?



 6   MR. McDERMOTT:  Attorney Casagrande, can you give us



 7        the page number again just so we're all --



 8   MR. CASAGRANDE:  The page number of the hearing?



 9   MR. McDERMOTT:  No, the page -- the map number.



10   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Oh, sure.  It's page 21 of 29.



11   MR. McDERMOTT:  Thank you.



12   MR. CASAGRANDE:  And so Mr. Silvestri asked the panel



13        to address that, that location.  And he asked the



14        panel, why couldn't you just stay on the south



15        side of the tracks instead of crossing the tracks



16        to put it on the north side?



17             And Mr. Parkhurst, is he here today -- by the



18        way, Mr. Parkhurst?



19   MR. McDERMOTT:  He is, yes.



20   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay, thank you.  At pages 74 to 75 of



21        the hearing transcript, Mr. Parkhurst said this.



22             He said, starting at Pole 738, which is on



23        sheet 20 of 29, that was on the north side of the



24        tracks, as that is a currently vacant lot.  Do you



25        remember that testimony, Mr. Parkhurst?
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 1   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Yes, I do.



 2   MR. CASAGRANDE:  And then you said as you get closer to



 3        Howard Avenue, you get to a multi-story -- I



 4        believe it was an apartment building, and that was



 5        one of the items we tried to stay away from.



 6             Remember that?



 7   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Yes, I do.



 8   MR. CASAGRANDE:  And you also said we looked at the



 9        built environment a lot, and that's why within



10        this congested area we do go from the north side



11        to the south side and then back.  Correct?



12   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  In that area, yes.



13             That's correct.



14   MR. CASAGRANDE:  And then just directing your attention



15        to page 105 of the hearing transcript,



16        Mr. Parkhurst, you went on to say this.



17             You said, we tried to stay away from the



18        higher congested residential areas in Bridgeport



19        and north of the corridor, and east of 740 between



20        Pole 745 and Pole 752.  That is why we cross south



21        with both circuits, as that area is residential in



22        nature and quite -- I would classify it as urban



23        in nature up in Bridgeport.



24             Between 737 and 745, the land, there was more



25        available land on the north side of the railroad
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 1        corridor.  In addition, that there was a



 2        multi-story building that we wanted to avoid on



 3        the south side of the corridor just west of Pole



 4        745 and -- 745S and existing UI pole RT5.



 5             Do you remember that testimony,



 6        Mr. Parkhurst?



 7   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Yes, I do.



 8   MR. CASAGRANDE:  All right.  So at least in that



 9        instance UI decided to cross the tracks from south



10        to north and then back in order to minimize the



11        effect on existing uses in that corridor.



12             Correct?



13   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  In that area, yes.



14   MR. CASAGRANDE:  And I'd like now to direct the panel's



15        attention to UI Exhibit 8, Hearing Exhibit 8,



16        which is UI's answer to BJ's Interrogatories 1 and



17        2.  That's the July 18, 2023 filing.



18             You have said already -- the panel has



19        already said you considered options to avoid



20        impacting existing uses.  Correct?



21   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Correct.



22   MR. CASAGRANDE:  All right.  Now in that interrogatory



23        exhibit, or in those responses you were responding



24        to questions about Feroleto Steel, the property



25        immediately to the east of the BJ's property on
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 1        the south side of the tracks.  And that is



 2        shown -- if I could direct your attention to sheet



 3        17 of 29, which is in attachment V2.4 of the



 4        application, just to orient you with what we're



 5        looking at?



 6             In your response to those interrogatories by



 7        BJ's you said, UI has not approached Feroleto to



 8        discuss the placement of the transmission poles on



 9        that property or the existing -- or how it will



10        affect the existing impacts on that property, nor



11        have you approached any other property owner.



12             Correct?



13   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  That's correct.



14   MR. CASAGRANDE:  And you also said -- and this is on



15        page 23 of the hearing transcript, Mr. Parkhurst,



16        you stated that UI has considered no other



17        alternative design configurations between



18        structures 721 south and 725 south.  Correct?



19   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  At that time?  No.



20   MR. CASAGRANDE:  You mean, at the time you filed the



21        application?



22   MR. McDERMOTT:  I believe you referenced a transcript



23        cite, Attorney Casagrande?



24   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Yes.



25   MR. McDERMOTT:  I believe he was saying at the time of
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 1        the transcript that was the -- you were accurate.



 2   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  Thank you, Attorney McDermott.



 3             So as of that hearing date, July 25th, you



 4        had not even considered the alternative of moving



 5        Pole 724S from the BJ's property onto the Feroleto



 6        property to the east.  Correct?  As of that date?



 7   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  That's correct.



 8   MR. CASAGRANDE:  What is your understanding of the



 9        nature of the business of Feroleto Steel?



10             I'm not sure who on the panel would want to



11        respond to that, but a general question, what is



12        the panel's understanding of the nature of



13        Feroleto Steel's business on that property?



14   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  This is Shawn Crosbie with UI.



15             They're a commercial steel operations that



16        conducts business at that address.



17   MR. CASAGRANDE:  All right.  And I also want to refer



18        to UI's answers to BWC's Interrogatory Number 2,



19        which is the July 18th submission.  And in that



20        answer, Mr. Parkhurst said -- you said the entire



21        Feroleto lot is paved, and thus in an effort to



22        not encumber the paved area it is placing Pole



23        725S north of the paved area.  Correct?



24   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  That's correct.



25   MR. CASAGRANDE:  And you said that this would result in
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 1        this Pole 725S having to support the Metro North



 2        signal wires at that location.  Correct?



 3   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  That's correct.



 4   MR. CASAGRANDE:  So it is feasible to have your



 5        monopoles support Metro North signal wires in at



 6        least some locations?  A fair statement?



 7   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  That's fair.



 8   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Now, have you determined whether the



 9        paved area that you referred to in your answer on



10        the Feroleto property is necessary for the



11        operation of its business in any way?



12   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  No -- Attorney Casagrande, this



13        is Shawn Crosbie.  Could you just repeat that



14        question one more time for me?



15   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Sure.  Have you determined whether the



16        paved area on the Feroleto property is necessary



17        for the operation of its business on that



18        property?



19   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  One more time -- so I can



20        understand it, a third time?



21   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Have you determined or at least looked



22        into whether the paved area on the Feroleto



23        property is necessary for the operation of its



24        business?



25   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  We've had no discussion with
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 1        Feroleto Steel to determine if they need to have



 2        that asphalt area for their business relative to



 3        the design of our construction project.



 4   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Are you all done, Mr. Crosbie?  Sorry.



 5   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Yes, I'm -- yes, I'm finished.



 6             Thank you.



 7   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  Thank you.  And then the same



 8        answer to BJ's Interrogatory 2 in the July 18th



 9        response, you said when locating Pole 724S, which



10        is the pole at the northeast corner of BJ's



11        property, you said UI is utilizing an undeveloped



12        piece of land adjacent to the railroad corridor.



13             Correct?



14   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Correct.



15   MR. CASAGRANDE:  And when you said the undeveloped



16        piece of land, you're referring to BJ's Wholesale



17        property?



18   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  I'm referring to the grassy



19        outcrop on BJ's Wholesale property.  Correct.



20   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Well, that -- that and any other



21        portion of BJ's property.  Were you just focusing



22        on the grassy portion to the north?



23   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Yes.



24   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.



25             And that is BJ's Wholesale property?
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 1   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Correct.



 2   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Now what's the basis for your



 3        assertion that this property is undeveloped?



 4   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  During numerous site walks,



 5        we -- we noticed that it is unpaved, unused.



 6        There's barriers on all the sides, including a



 7        fence separating the steel company property and



 8        this grassy outcrop.



 9             And there's also bollards separating the



10        driveway on BJ -- on the BJ's wholesale property,



11        and this grassy area that appears to have



12        previously been home to a railroad spur.



13   MR. CASAGRANDE:  So when you were focusing on the word



14        "undeveloped," you meant the grassy area.



15             Correct?



16   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Correct.



17   MR. CASAGRANDE:  All right.  Now the right-of-way which



18        UI seeks goes farther south from the grassy area



19        into BJ's loading dock operations.



20             Does it not?



21   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  I believe the grassy area



22        is -- is north of the bollards.  So the bollards



23        would be inhibiting vehicle traversing.



24   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Yeah, but that's not my question.  My



25        question is the right-of-way easement that you're
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 1        seeking goes south of the bollards, and several



 2        feet into BJ's Wholesale loading dock area.



 3             Correct?



 4   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  The easement, yes.



 5   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  Now have you seen -- and



 6        Mr. Morissette, I'll be guided by your judgment on



 7        this.



 8             But I just want to ask the panel if they had



 9        seen Mr. Natriba's pre-filed testimony that we



10        filed on August 22nd.  I'm not asking you to



11        comment on it.  I'm just -- have you seen it?



12   THE HEARING OFFICER:  You are asking the panel to



13        confirm that they've seen it?



14   MR. CASAGRANDE:  No, I'm asking the Witnesses to



15        confirm that they've seen it.



16   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Very good.



17   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  May I have the question asked



18        again?



19   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Have you seen Mr. Natriba's prefiled



20        testimony that we filed last week on August 22nd?



21   MR. McDERMOTT:  Attorney Casagrande, you know, I don't



22        know if you want each of the members of the panel



23        to say they've seen it or not -- or the company



24        has seen it and received it?  Yes.



25   MR. CASAGRANDE:  I just -- well, I was wondering
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 1        particularly whether Mr. Parkhurst had seen it,



 2        because he is the engineer on the project.



 3   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Yes, I have.



 4   MR. McDERMOTT:  And to be clear, Mr. Parkhurst is one



 5        of several engineers on the project.



 6        Ms. Sazanowicz is also an engineer on the project,



 7        and she's part of the panel as well.



 8   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  Thank you for that.



 9             So after reviewing Mr. Natriba's testimony,



10        are you willing to modify or amend the assertion



11        that the property south of the bollards is



12        undeveloped?



13   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  South of the bollards?



14             No, that -- that's not undeveloped.



15   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Do you have any reason to disagree



16        with Mr. Natriba's testimony about the impact that



17        locating this easement on BJ's property will have



18        on its business operations at that location?



19   MR. McDERMOTT:  I'm going to object to the question



20        given the fact that none of mister -- that



21        testimony Attorney Casagrande is referring to is



22        not in evidence and hasn't been subject to



23        cross-examination at this point.



24             So it's not appropriate to rely on it at this



25        point.
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 1   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Any comment, Mr. Casagrande?



 2             Go ahead.



 3   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Yeah.  I mean, it is -- it's an



 4        exhibit.  I'm asking the Witness not to comment on



 5        the substance of the exhibit.  The exhibit will be



 6        introduced through Mr. Natriba in a little while.



 7             And all I'm asking them is, based on review



 8        of that exhibit, do they still stand by their



 9        position that the easement on BJ's property will



10        not have an impact on its business operations?



11   MR. McDERMOTT:  Well, that's just the point,



12        Mr. Morissette.  We don't know at this point what



13        the testimony is about BJ's operations.  So it's



14        not possible for this panel to opine about whether



15        they agree with something that's not in the record



16        at this point.



17   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.  Thank you,



18        Mr. McDermott.  Do any of the other attorneys have



19        an opinion on this?  Attorney Burdo?



20   MR. BURDO:  Not at this time.



21   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Attorney Russo?



22   MR. RUSSO:  Not at this time.



23   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Attorney Schaefer?



24   MR. SCHAEFER:  Not at this time.  Thank you.



25   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.  And Attorney Herbst?
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 1                          (No response.)



 2



 3   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Attorney Bachman, do you have an



 4        opinion on this?



 5   MS. BACHMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Morissette.  I don't have



 6        an opinion on it.  I was just going to see if I



 7        could ask Attorney Casagrande if perhaps he can



 8        ask his question in more general terms, rather



 9        than refer specifically to something that is not



10        at present in the record.



11   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Attorney Bachman.



12             Attorney Casagrande?



13   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Yes.  Thank you, Attorney Bachman.



14             Let me try it this way.  Do you have any



15        reason to believe, as you sit here today, that the



16        easement going south onto BJ's property into its



17        loading dock operations will not interfere with



18        its business on that location?



19   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  This is Shawn Crosbie with UI.



20        So the easement that you're requesting, Attorney



21        Casagrande, is that the easement that you believe



22        UI is requesting for the activity of constructing



23        the pole on -- in that area?



24   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Well, I guess I'm asking both.  I



25        mean, there's going to be activity in constructing
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 1        the pole, which I assume would involve use of the



 2        loading dock and also post construction.



 3   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  We would not have the use of



 4        your loading dock, and we would work to work with



 5        BJ's as the property occupant for our construction



 6        activities to minimize, if any, impacts to your



 7        operation.



 8   MR. CASAGRANDE:  All right.  Let's move on to a little



 9        bit -- a few more questions on Feroleto's



10        application.  I'd like to show you, the panel,



11        appendix C to the application.  And I'm



12        specifically referring to sheet 22 of 39.



13             And I know this is an environmental



14        simulation, but I think it gives the panel a



15        pretty good idea of Feroleto's operations to the



16        east of the BJ's building, and in the far right of



17        that, of that photo.



18             Just to be clear, does that photo fairly



19        depict the BJ's property and the Feroleto property



20        to the east of it?



21   THE WITNESS (Gaudet):  This is Brian Gaudet with



22        All-Points.  Which photo is that again, Attorney



23        Casagrande?



24   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Sheet 22 of 39, which is appendix C to



25        the application.
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 1   THE WITNESS (Gaudet):  Give me one minute to find that



 2        and make sure I'm on the right page here.



 3   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Sure.



 4   THE WITNESS (Gaudet):  Is it a photo number that you



 5        can reference on there?



 6   MR. CASAGRANDE:  It's hard to read the exhibit.  It's



 7        really fine print, but it's sheet 22.



 8             If you look in the legend, it says, sheet 22



 9        of 39, down in the bottom right-hand corner of the



10        legend.



11   MR. McDERMOTT:  So appendix C, Attorney Casagrande, is



12        photo simulations?



13   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Yes.



14   MR. McDERMOTT:  Submitted by All-Points?



15   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Yes.



16   MR. McDERMOTT:  So can you identify the photo?  Each of



17        the photos has a photo number on it.



18   MR. CASAGRANDE:  22 of 39.



19   THE WITNESS (Gaudet):  If I'm looking at the



20        (unintelligible) attachment to the CSC page here,



21        sheet 22.



22             Appendix C appears to be, at least what I'm



23        looking at, it's the Dupont Avenue out in front of



24        the library.  It seems like that would be the



25        inaccurate location.  I'm looking at --
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 1   MR. CASAGRANDE:  (Unintelligible) --



 2   THE WITNESS (Gaudet):  -- photo twelve, which is



 3        labeled, Ash Creek Boulevard, Fairfield.



 4             There's a water tank to the right.



 5             Is that the photo you're referencing?



 6   MR. CASAGRANDE:  No.  I mean, it's in the record.



 7             It's appendix C, sheet 22 of 39.



 8   MR. McDERMOTT:  Attorney Casagrande, appendix C to the



 9        application is entitled, visual assessment report



10        including photo simulations.  There is no



11        numbering system on the photos that you're using.



12             So the photos are 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and they go



13        up to photo 22.  We are unable to identify what



14        you're looking at.



15   MR. CASAGRANDE:  All right.  Well, let me try it this



16        way.  The photo is described as Fairfield to



17        Congress 115 kilovolt T-line project; Fairfield



18        County, Connecticut, water resources delineation



19        map.



20   MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.  So --



21   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Yeah, that's what I was -- I said it



22        was an environmental simulation.



23             But my question is, in looking at that photo



24        does it accurately depict the BJ's property and



25        the Feroleto property to the east, at least from
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 1        an aerial point of view?



 2   MR. McDERMOTT:  So do we have that in front of us?



 3   THE WITNESS (Auer):  It's in the wetlands report.



 4   THE WITNESS (Berman):  This is Todd Berman for the



 5        Applicant.  I'm going to address that.



 6             So that, that photograph would represent a



 7        Google Earth-based -- based map.  We can't really



 8        make a representation on what it does or doesn't



 9        include.



10   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Well, do you disagree that in the



11        right-hand corner you have that very lengthy



12        rectangular building, which is off of Black Rock



13        Turnpike?  That is BJ's property.  Is it not?



14   THE WITNESS (Berman):  I'm not -- I'm just going to



15        cite to the source of the base map.  I'll let



16        Correne Auer from my team comment.



17   THE WITNESS (Auer):  Thank you.  This is Correne Auer.



18             I have the map in front of me, sheet 22 of



19        39.  Is there a certain resource map?  Or is it



20        just called the background resource map?



21   MR. CASAGRANDE:  It's called water resources



22        delineation map.



23   THE WITNESS (Auer):  Okay.



24   MR. CASAGRANDE:  I'm just asking a simple question.



25             Does this, at least from an aerial point of
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 1        view, show the location of the BJ's property and



 2        the Feroleto Steel manufacturing plant to the east



 3        of the property?  That's all I'm asking.



 4   THE WITNESS (Auer):  (Inaudible.)



 5   MR. McDERMOTT:  I don't know if you heard that.  She



 6        said, yes, Attorney Casagrande.



 7   MR. CASAGRANDE:  She said, yes?  Okay.  Thank you.



 8             Now looking at that photo and looking at the



 9        Feroleto's building to the east of the BJ's



10        property, does that depict any loading areas on



11        the north side of the Feroleto's Steel plant?



12   THE WITNESS (Auer):  I'm not sure what would



13        necessarily classify it as a loading area, and I



14        can't say just from a snapshot aerial view whether



15        it's a loading area or not.



16   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  Let me ask it this way.  Is the



17        UI panel aware that there are any loading



18        operations of any significance in the area north



19        of the Feroleto's building?



20   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Attorney Casagrande, we're not



21        aware of any loading operations.



22   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Thank you.  Are you aware that the



23        Feroleto's loading operations are actually located



24        on the southwest side of the Feroleto's property?



25   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  This is Shawn Crosbie with UI.
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 1             Again, and we're not aware of that.



 2   MR. CASAGRANDE:  You didn't think it would be important



 3        to find that out?



 4   MR. McDERMOTT:  Objection, argumentative.



 5   MR. CASAGRANDE:  I'll move on.



 6             Do you agree that placing Pole 724S on the



 7        Feroleto's property would have minimal impact on



 8        Feroleto's operations?



 9             Or you just do not know the answer to that?



10   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Shawn Crosbie again with UI.



11             We wouldn't know the answer to that.  Sorry.



12   MR. CASAGRANDE:  By the way, I just want to -- I know



13        this is an environmental, or water resources map,



14        sheet 22 of 20 -- 39.



15             But can you tell me, if you look at the map



16        right down the center, going north to south is



17        Black Rock Turnpike.  Is that a fair statement?



18   THE WITNESS (Auer):  Yes, I believe you are correct.



19   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  What I'm asking is, what are



20        the double yellow lines on that sheet depicting?



21             In other words, specifically, it shows a



22        double yellow line that proceeds west off of Black



23        Rock Turnpike.  Then it proceeds north along the



24        BJ's parking area and deck.



25             What does this purport to depict?
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 1             What's the point of that?



 2   THE WITNESS (Auer):  That was our proposed access route



 3        adjacent to the railroad corridor at the time of



 4        the report.



 5   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Now, are you aware that there are



 6        weight restrictions in the parking deck area in



 7        front of BJ's operations, weight restrictions on



 8        the tonnage of vehicles that can traverse that



 9        area?



10   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  We would get into those



11        conversations with the property owner post



12        approval of our project to determine those kinds



13        of things, but weight restrictions and other



14        components of property owner's property that



15        restricts or constrains our activities, we would



16        acknowledge that post approval.



17   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Let me just drill down on that a bit.



18             You're proposing an accessway easement coming



19        in from Black Rock Turnpike over the parking deck,



20        then proceeding north in front of the building,



21        presumably to get to the right-of-way at the north



22        end of the building.  Why?



23             Why wouldn't it be appropriate to drill down



24        that information before you even file this



25        application?
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 1   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Again, we do not typically talk



 2        to property owners pre-filing the application.



 3        These are conceptualized proposed access routes to



 4        the best case of our design, as we see it.



 5             As mentioned previously, Attorney Casagrande,



 6        we continue to refine our design related to our



 7        financials and other components such as wetland



 8        impacts, areas that we access, et cetera.



 9             Right now, this is our proposed activity for



10        our Fairfield/Congress project that we saw when we



11        were generating this, this document as appendix B,



12        so.



13   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  Thank you.  And just to put a



14        pin on this, I take it you have not determined at



15        this point whether heavy construction or



16        maintenance equipment that UI would need to



17        traverse this area would exceed any weight



18        restrictions in this parking area.  Correct?



19   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  That's correct, but as -- as I



20        mentioned, we would work with the property owner



21        as we became closer to finalizing construction



22        activity.



23   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Well, isn't it true that if you --



24        let's say you changed the access easement to go



25        through the Feroleto property.  Couldn't it be
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 1        shifted onto the Feroleto's property in order to



 2        avoid this, access in this, what I understand is a



 3        very sensitive area in terms of weight loads?



 4             Is that not feasible?



 5   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  That would be by the property



 6        owner's standpoint, and we could get to that point



 7        as we work with them through things post



 8        application approval.



 9   MR. CASAGRANDE:  But you're asking for this application



10        to be approved, to approve this existing



11        right-of-way on BJ's property using these egress



12        and ingress routes.



13             What happens if there's an approval?



14             I mean, why wouldn't it have been appropriate



15        to approach Feroleto's before this application was



16        filed to see if you could avoid the impacts on



17        BJ's property by just accessing the, you know, the



18        right-of-way in Pole 724S from Feroleto's?



19   MR. McDERMOTT:  I'm going to object to the question.  I



20        think it's important to keep in mind that prior to



21        BJ's becoming involved we had no reason to reach



22        out to Feroleto's.



23             The company has proposed what it thinks is a



24        very appropriate design in the BJ's area.  So it's



25        only because BJ's now disagrees that Feroleto is
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 1        part of this property.  And the job of the Siting



 2        Council, as you know, is to consider the proposal



 3        by the company.



 4             If it's decided that this is not a good



 5        location and Feroleto's is the appropriate



 6        location, that's fine, but there was no reason for



 7        the company to start reaching out to Feroleto's



 8        because it thinks it has a workable and



 9        appropriate and cost-effective proposal that is



10        involved, you know, in the BJ's area.



11             So you know, if Attorney Casagrande wants to



12        reach out to Feroleto's and have a discussion with



13        them, he's welcome to do that.  The company's



14        policy and what is required by the Siting



15        Council's statutes and regulations is to bring a



16        proposal to the Council for its consideration and



17        approval.  The company has done that.



18             We don't go up and down the right-of-way



19        asking each property owner if they like the



20        proposal and if they're comfortable with the



21        proposal.  We have a lot of design criteria that



22        are used in the design of the project.  We follow



23        those and we present the project to the Council



24        for its consideration.



25   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Attorney McDermott.
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 1             Attorney Casagrande, any response?



 2   MR. CASAGRANDE:  I mean, I guess what I'm asking is, is



 3        UI saying it was my client's responsibility to



 4        contact Feroleto's, as opposed to UI's



 5        responsibility to contact both Feroleto's and BJ's



 6        before it filed this application?



 7             Is that the testimony?



 8   MR. McDERMOTT:  Well, to the extent I'm a lawyer, I'm



 9        not testifying -- but I'm objecting to your



10        position that the company had some responsibility



11        to approach Feroleto's.  We did not.



12             We designed the, as I said, the project as --



13        and I apologize for saying we.



14             UI has designed the project in accordance



15        with its design standards and best practices and



16        keeping costs into consideration, and we have



17        presented the -- UI has presented the proposal to



18        the Council.



19             BJ's doesn't like the proposal and wants us



20        to go somewhere else -- but you know, to my point,



21        UI does not walk up and down the transmission line



22        looking for receptive property owners that would



23        like to have this project in their backyard.



24             That's not the system that is set forth in



25        the Siting Council statutes.
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 1   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Attorney McDermott.



 2             Attorney Casagrande, would you kindly ask the



 3        question in a different way so we can get an



 4        answer for you?



 5   MR. CASAGRANDE:  I'm not sure I remember the question



 6        at this point.



 7   THE HEARING OFFICER:  I'm not sure I do either, but



 8        please, let's continue?



 9   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Well, let me just add -- and I guess



10        I'll direct this to the panel.  So if the Council



11        determines that the proposed location on BJ's is



12        not feasible, it will have a significant



13        disruption.  Then you're saying, that's when you



14        would approach Feroleto's?



15   THE WITNESS (Berman):  We will -- this is Todd Berman



16        speaking.  We will wait for the Council to render



17        a decision on the process that we are embarked on



18        right now tonight.  And when that happens and that



19        gets adjudicated, that will inform our next steps.



20   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  Thank you.  I'd like to focus



21        on the actual pole locations for a minute.  And I



22        guess the best way to refer to that would be to



23        refer to sheet 17 of 29, which is volume 2 of the



24        application.



25             Do you have that in front of you?
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 1   MR. McDERMOTT:  I think we're all set, Attorney



 2        Casagrande.  Thank you.



 3   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  Great.  So -- and again, I know



 4        this is very hard to read, but Pole 723S is



 5        located toward the northwestern corner of BJ's.



 6             Correct?



 7   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  This is Shawn Crosbie with UI.



 8             Yes.



 9   MR. CASAGRANDE:  And Pole 724S is located pretty much



10        directly north of the loading area on BJ's



11        property.  Correct?



12   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Yes.



13   MR. CASAGRANDE:  And Pole 725 -- I'm sorry, 725 -- 255,



14        sorry.  No, wait, 725S is located north of the



15        Feroleto property.  Correct?



16   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Yes.



17   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  So let's just focus on Pole



18        723S for a minute.  In the November 25 hearing, I



19        believe it was Mr. Parkhurst who said that UI had



20        agreed to move that pole 18 inches north so it is



21        off BJ's property entirely.  Correct?



22   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Mr. Casagrande, this is



23        Matthew Parkhurst.  Yes, that's correct.



24   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  And that would put that pole in



25        the Metro North right-of-way.  Correct?
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 1   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Correct.



 2   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Now, 724S is partially on BJ's



 3        property, as shown on sheet 17 of 29.



 4             But in fact, just not focusing on the pole,



 5        the proposed easement area onto the BJ's property



 6        extends south onto BJ's property all along its



 7        northern border.  Correct?



 8   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Shawn Crosbie with UI.



 9             Yes, that's correct.



10   MR. CASAGRANDE:  And by my math -- and you can correct



11        me if I'm wrong, it extends 37 feet into BJ's



12        property, and specifically the loading area.



13             Correct?



14   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  No.



15             No, I do not believe that's correct.



16   MR. CASAGRANDE:  What's your best estimate on how far



17        it extends?



18   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  We -- so the -- the permanent



19        easement would be 18 feet from the old center line



20        south.



21   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  But it would extend



22        significantly into the loading operations area.



23             Correct?



24   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Within about 18 feet, yes.



25   MR. CASAGRANDE:  And the area of the easement, I think
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 1        Mr. Crosbie testified on July 25th, that would be



 2        required from BJ's is between a half and three



 3        quarters of an acre.  Correct?



 4   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  This is Shawn Crosbie with UI.



 5             Yes, I believe that was said.



 6             Attorney Casagrande, it would help if, you



 7        know, you're referring to -- when you say easement



 8        or temporary construction easement, or permanent



 9        easement, for the purposes of maintenance long



10        term there are different complexities as it



11        relates to what we do for construction and



12        operational purposes.



13             So when you ask the question, it would help



14        so we could understand how you'd like the answer



15        back from UI with our expert testimony.



16   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  That's helpful.  Thank you.  I



17        guess my point is the right-of-way easement



18        doesn't distinguish between construction



19        activities and maintenance activities.



20             Right?  It's one permanent easement.



21   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Yes, that's correct.  If



22        there's -- there -- yes, the permanent easement is



23        defined as, it's in sheet 17 of 29 as you



24        referenced it, and as Mr. Parkhurst referenced the



25        dimension.
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 1   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Thank you.  Now at the July 25th



 2        hearing, Mr. Perrone asked Mr. Parkhurst if Pole



 3        724S could be shifted into the Metro North



 4        right-of-way.



 5             Do you remember that question, Mr. Parkhurst?



 6             And I'm referring to page 22 and 23 of the



 7        July 25th hearing.



 8   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Yes, I do remember that.



 9   MR. CASAGRANDE:  All right.  And you responded that in



10        order to do that, place the pole, shift it onto



11        the railroad right-of-way, UI would have to



12        support the Metro North signal's wires at that



13        location, which as now we are monitoring complete



14        separation between the Metro North and UI



15        infrastructure.  Correct?



16   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  That's correct.



17   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.



18   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  The Pole 724S --



19        (unintelligible).



20   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  Now -- but it could be done.



21             Right?  It would be technically feasible to



22        do that?



23   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Yes.



24   MR. CASAGRANDE:  In fact, you're doing it for Pole



25        725S.  Aren't you?  You're shifting that pole
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 1        entirely off of the Feroleto property into the



 2        right-of-way.  Right?



 3   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  That's correct.



 4   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  Mr. Perrone also asked the



 5        panel about if you could get the Council the



 6        approximate cost of shifting Pole 724.  This is on



 7        page 23 of the hearing transcript.  And I believe



 8        Attorney McDermott said that UI would report back.



 9             And I understand that you have filed a



10        Late-Filed Exhibit 1 on August 22, to which I



11        would direct your attention, and specifically I'm



12        referring to attachment LF-1-1.



13             And if you can get to that, you'll see that's



14        a cost table that you provided for locating the



15        proposed structures and the associated foundations



16        off of BJ's property.



17             Do you have that in front of you, panel?



18   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Yes, I do.



19   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  So in that, in that table you



20        said that the cost of relocating 723S into the



21        Metro North right-of-way would be zero dollars.



22             Correct?



23   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  That's correct.



24   MR. CASAGRANDE:  And the cost of relocating Pole 724S



25        fully off of BJ's property -- and I assume that
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 1        means onto the Farolito property -- would be



 2        $72,100.  Correct?



 3   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Mr. Casagrande, I'd like to



 4        make a correction.  So that would -- the 72,100



 5        and the 60,000; E-1 and E-2 would be the



 6        relocation of the Pole 724S off of BJ's Wholesale



 7        Club property onto Metro North CT, that property.



 8   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  Thank you.  So the total



 9        incremental cost to this project of locating Pole



10        724S off of BJ's and into the Metro North corridor



11        is between 60,000 and 72,000.  Correct?



12   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  That's correct.



13   MR. CASAGRANDE:  And as you testified, the total



14        project cost for this project is around $255



15        million.  Correct?



16   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Attorney Casagrande, this is



17        Shawn Crosbie with UI.  So the dollar value



18        represented in what was just asked of



19        Mr. Parkhurst includes the -- the redesign and



20        relocation of it.



21             There are additional costs that are accounted



22        for relative to adjustments made at this point, or



23        any point in a project related to costs of



24        internal employees and other evaluations, material



25        costs that potentially cascade out.  So there are
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 1        additional costs that we have.



 2             When we design a project, we design it for



 3        the most cost-efficient, effective, compliant to



 4        the design criteria that we have.  So that was



 5        what's in front of the Council right now as our --



 6        as our project.



 7   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  But by your best current



 8        estimate, that it's going to be about 72,000, give



 9        or take.  Correct?



10   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Yes.



11   MR. CASAGRANDE:  All right.  So by my math, if you take



12        $72,000 and you divide it by $255 million, that



13        comes out to .00028235 percent.



14             Do you agree with me?  I mean, you could do



15        the math yourself, but that, that's what my math



16        comes up with.



17   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Shawn Crosbie.



18             Yes, I believe you, Attorney Casagrande.



19   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  And that's almost -- that's



20        negligible in terms of this overall project cost.



21             Is it not?



22   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Attorney Casagrande, I



23        wouldn't disagree it's negligible, but as I



24        mentioned, there are other factors that go into it



25        in terms of just -- than just the cost.
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 1   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Well, but just in terms of the cost



 2        it's really a rounding error.  Is it not?



 3   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  I'm not sure I understand the



 4        rounding error -- but for one location the project



 5        is, you know, a hundred-plus locations that we're



 6        doing this for, so.



 7             And again, we presented our application as we



 8        feel our project is most compliant with the



 9        mechanisms, that we redesign it and submit it to



10        the Council for review for it.



11             So this one location, yes, I don't disagree.



12        $72,000 as referenced, is that percentage, but we



13        look at the project as a whole when we develop a



14        transmission line, we build a project like this.



15   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Thank you.  Let's assume for the



16        moment that BJ's agreed to reimburse UI for all or



17        the part of the costs of relocating that pole,



18        either onto Metro North or onto Feroleto.



19             I believe at the last hearing, the panel



20        said, well, it's not just a matter of writing a



21        check.  You'd have to get PURA approval for that.



22             Correct?



23   MR. McDERMOTT:  I'm going to say, I don't agree with



24        that.  I think PURA was probably not mentioned in



25        that conversation.  It was probably the Siting
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 1        Council.  But if it was PURA, it probably should



 2        have been the Siting Council.



 3             So let's put it that way.



 4   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  Fine.  That's fine.  So you're



 5        saying, you'd have to get the Siting Council's



 6        approval for that cost reimbursement?



 7   MR. McDERMOTT:  Oh, a cost reimbursement?



 8   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Yeah, yeah.



 9   MR. McDERMOTT:  So who wants to?



10   THE WITNESS (Berman):  I'll take a whack at that.  This



11        is Todd Berman for United Illuminating.  I -- I



12        don't even really know whether that's allowed for



13        in the statutory framework of the Siting Council.



14        I think it's -- it's a question based on -- on an



15        assumption.



16             I don't really understand where it's going.



17   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Well, would you not agree with me that



18        by having BJ's privately fund the cost of moving



19        the poles, all other things being equal, that



20        would lower the rate base for this project.



21             Correct?



22   THE WITNESS (Berman):  No.  No, I -- I do not agree



23        with your fundamental assertion.



24   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Why not?



25   THE WITNESS (Berman):  Because there are so many
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 1        complexities to what you just outlined in a bumper



 2        sticker that I don't think it's at all a fair



 3        representation of the kind of due diligence that



 4        goes into these efforts one bit.



 5   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  So you're saying, you'd have to



 6        do some due diligence.  Correct?



 7   THE WITNESS (Berman):  No.  No, I'm not saying we would



 8        have to do more diligence.



 9   MR. CASAGRANDE:  At the last hearing the panel said --



10        and maybe it was PURA.  Maybe it was the Siting



11        Council, but they said that you'd have to get



12        approval for that.



13             All I'm asking is that, you could get that



14        approval.



15   MR. McDERMOTT:  Can I just ask -- yeah, I think he's



16        remote.  Is Mr. Logan on, on with us?



17   THE WITNESS (Logan):  Yes, I am, Mr. McDermott.



18   MR. McDERMOTT:  I feel like this was probably your area



19        of testimony since it has to do with cost recovery



20        of the project.  Maybe you could address Attorney



21        Casagrande's line of questions?



22   THE WITNESS (Logan):  I can certainly try to address



23        those questions.  Mr. Casagrande, these lines are



24        ISO New England classified as pool transmission



25        facilities.  So these costs are not just borne by
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 1        Connecticut ratepayers, but these costs are



 2        regionalized amongst all the New England



 3        transmission owners per -- based on load share.



 4             So it's -- it's not as simple as just



 5        focusing on one structure's cost.



 6   MS. BACHMAN:  All I'm asking --



 7   THE WITNESS (Logan):  (Unintelligible) --



 8   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Go ahead.  I'm sorry.



 9   THE WITNESS (Logan):  No, I was just going to say that



10        that's -- completes my answer.



11   MR. CASAGRANDE:  All right.  And all I'm asking is



12        whether, if the Council decided that you should



13        move the pole, would you not at least consider



14        BJ's offer to pay for that expense?



15             I'm not saying it would go through, but would



16        you at least not -- would you consider it?  Right?



17   THE WITNESS (Logan):  No.  Mr. Casagrande, this is Zach



18        Logan.  No, I don't believe we can even consider



19        it.  It's not statutorial-ized.



20             I don't think we can even do that.



21   MR. CASAGRANDE:  And do you have any statutory



22        authority for that?



23             I know I'm springing this on you now.



24   THE WITNESS (Logan):  Right.  Maybe "statutory" wasn't



25        the right word, but -- again, this is Zach
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 1        Logan -- more in a regulatory framework.  We're



 2        dabbling into what we would consider a



 3        customer-funded project, and those have their own



 4        complexities and regulatory guidelines and



 5        regulations that need to be followed.



 6             So that's getting a little bit out of my area



 7        of expertise.  So I don't know if I -- I shouldn't



 8        comment any further on that, but I know there's



 9        specific recovery mechanisms for each and it's --



10        it's difficult to blur those two lines.



11   MR. CASAGRANDE:  All right.  Thank you.



12             Mr. Morissette, would it be appropriate at



13        this time to ask the Council to ask UI to submit a



14        late-filed exhibit that addresses that issue of



15        whether and how if BJ were to agree to fund the



16        relocation of Pole 724S, what would be the



17        procedure for doing that?



18   THE HEARING OFFICER:  I'll ask Attorney Bachman to



19        comment on this issue.  She may have some advice



20        as to how this best could be handled.



21             Attorney Bachman?



22   MS. BACHMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Morissette.



23             I believe what Mr. Logan was getting at was



24        that ISO New England has a planning advisory



25        committee that meets to discuss transmission cost
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 1        allocation throughout the New England region.



 2             Perhaps it might be helpful and responsive to



 3        Attorney Casagrande if we could see the



 4        guidelines, or at least a link to guidelines that



 5        would show a customer, you know, a customer-funded



 6        project.



 7             Although I do understand those are merchant



 8        projects, but if he could see maybe the difference



 9        between how full transmission facilities and



10        customer-funded projects are treated at ISO New



11        England, I think that might answer the question.



12   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.



13   MR. McDERMOTT:  If I may, Mr. Morissette?



14             If I could, Mr. Morissette?



15             To the extent that Attorney Casagrande is



16        asking for, you know, statutory or legal analysis,



17        I'm prepared to address that in the brief.  I



18        don't know that that's appropriate for a late



19        file.



20             I acknowledge Attorney Bachman's suggestion



21        is a little bit more in keeping with what's



22        customary at the Council in terms of late files,



23        but you know, if we want to brief the statutory



24        provisions regarding customer-funded projects and



25        whether or not this project could accept the
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 1        21,000 -- or 71,000 dollars, I'm prepared to do



 2        that in the brief.



 3             But we can certainly do what Attorney Bachman



 4        just suggested in terms of the ISO committee



 5        information.



 6   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Well, I'm leaning towards a late



 7        file explaining how a customer-funded project



 8        would be treated, and also links to the ISO's



 9        treatment of customer-funded projects.



10             Just so that's clear, going forward that if



11        it is available and available to UI, then we



12        should understand it.  So if we could do that,



13        that will be a Late-File 1.  Thank you.



14   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Thank you, Mr. Morissette.



15



16             (Late-Filed Exhibit Number 1, marked for



17        identification and noted in index.)



18



19   MR. CASAGRANDE:  I'd like to address the issue of the



20        issue of span length between poles, and I'm



21        referring to pages 60 to 61 of the July 25th



22        hearing.



23             And at that hearing, Mr. Parkhurst, I believe



24        you said that when you increase the span lengths



25        between poles, that would require higher poles and
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 1        larger foundations, and therefore additional



 2        easements to account for more blowout in the swing



 3        between the poles.  Is that a fair statement?



 4   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Yes, I think as a general



 5        statement, yes.



 6   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  But it is feasible, is it not,



 7        to install what I understand are called



 8        anti-galloping devices on the new lines in order



 9        to minimize swing events during wind events?



10             Correct?



11   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Attorney Casagrande, this is



12        MeeNa Sazanowicz.  Anti-galloping devices are used



13        and installed specifically for galloping events,



14        which is when you have ice accretion or ice flow



15        around the conductors and a certain wind blowing



16        on that ice flow.



17             That causes the galloping phenomena.



18   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  But my point is it would be



19        feasible to install an anti-galloping device,



20        let's say, between Pole 723 South and Pole 725



21        South so as to eliminate the need for Pole 724



22        South.  Fair statement?



23   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  I think these are separate



24        discussions.  Just installing anti-galloping



25        devices does not equate to elimination of poles in
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 1        a span.



 2   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Well, let's talk about that.  At page



 3        68 and 69 of the hearing, Mr. Silvestri asked the



 4        panel whether it had considered anti-galloping



 5        devices to reduce the number of mid-span



 6        structures.



 7             And Mr. Parkhurst answered -- again, this is



 8        page 69 of the transcript.  He said anti-galloping



 9        devices can be installed on new lines, but it's



10        sound engineering practice to try to stay away



11        from those for new lines or rebuilding existing



12        lines unless we really have to.



13             Remember that, Mr. Parkhurst?



14   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Yes, Mr. Casagrande.



15             I remember that.



16   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  So it can be done.  Correct?



17   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Correct.



18   MR. CASAGRANDE:  And would you agree that when UI



19        considers whether you really have to, in your



20        words, whether you really have to install



21        anti-galloping devices, would you agree that an



22        important factor is whether the anti-galloping



23        device off of BJ's property would either eliminate



24        the need for a mid-span pole, i.e., 724S, or at



25        least reduce the right-of-way area onto the BJ's
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 1        property?



 2   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Mr. Casagrande,



 3        anti-galloping devices will not decrease any



 4        blowout.  They're not used for increasing



 5        right-of-way lifts.  They're used to eliminate the



 6        vibrations of the conductors when ice is accreted



 7        on the conductors with wind blowing on them.



 8             So use of anti-galloping devices is not



 9        equivalent to reduction of a pole.  It's used to



10        aid in eliminating a specific phenomenon of ice on



11        the conductors.



12   MR. CASAGRANDE:  But it would reduce the area of the



13        right-of-way that you would need onto adjacent



14        properties.  Correct?



15   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  That's not what they are



16        designed for.



17   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Well, I'm just going back to page 68



18        and 69 of the transcript, and that's what



19        Mr. Parkhurst said.



20   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Mr. Casagrande, this is



21        Matthew Parkhurst.  So we're looking -- I think



22        we're looking at two different issues here.



23             So the -- yes, certain spans could have



24        anti-galloping devices installed that will allow



25        for maybe a shorter decreased space, spacing





                                 64

�









 1        separation between the wires vertically.



 2             But if you have a longer span length, longer



 3        than 470 feet, and we know that you -- your



 4        required right-of-way to blowout will start to



 5        increase from that 18-foot value UI provided



 6        before, that you raise here to accommodate for



 7        conductor blowout.  Movement left to right as the



 8        wind blows, that is not controlled by



 9        anti-galloping devices.  Two different issues.



10   MR. McDERMOTT:  And Mr. Morissette, I should say also



11        for the record to be complete on page 68,



12        Mr. Parkhurst does say, in addition and with



13        regard to anti-galloping devices, although yes,



14        they can be installed on new lines, it's sound



15        engineering practice to stay away from these for



16        new lines or rebuilding existing lines unless --



17        unless we really have to.



18             So I just want to give complete context to



19        Mr. Parkhurst's answer.



20   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Well, I just quoted that from his



21        testimony.  So I think we already have the



22        context.



23             So just to wrap this up, is it a fair



24        statement that UI did not consider installing an



25        anti-galloping device between Poles 723 and 725 in
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 1        order to eliminate the need for Pole 724, or to



 2        reduce the area of the right-of-way?  Correct?



 3   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  UI did not perform a



 4        galloping analysis in this area.



 5             And the anti-galloping devices, again are for



 6        reduction of the high-amplitude/low-frequency



 7        events of the conductors as they gallop and create



 8        a wave, so you don't have conductors touching and



 9        have a flashover.  That's the purpose of the



10        anti-galloping devices.



11             It is not to eliminate a pole, and it is not



12        to eliminate additional right-of-way because of



13        blowout issues.  They're two separate items.



14   MR. CASAGRANDE:  What is it?  What's the length between



15        Pole 723 South and Pole 725 South?



16             What's the span?



17   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Give me one moment to find



18        the map.



19   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Mr. Casagrande, this is



20        Matthew Parkhurst.  Approximately 738 feet.



21   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  Thank you.  Just a few more



22        questions, Mr. Morissette.  I want to talk about



23        the lay-down area during construction.  My



24        question to the panel is, could this lay-down area



25        be located in another area of BJ's property?
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 1             I'm specifically referring to the northwest



 2        corner of BJ's property.  If you look at sheet 17



 3        of 29, there's, you know, a lot of parking area in



 4        that northwest corner.  Why wouldn't it be



 5        feasible to just put the lay-down area in that



 6        northwest corner so it wouldn't interfere during



 7        construction with BJ's loading operations?



 8   MR. McDERMOTT:  Sorry.  Attorney Casagrande, you're



 9        saying the company has identified a lay-down area?



10   MR. CASAGRANDE:  I frankly don't know if you have or



11        not -- but the question is, where do you intend to



12        put it?  And could you put it in the northwest



13        corner away from the loading operations so as to



14        avoid interruptions with those operations?



15   MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.  I'm sorry to be difficult, but



16        are you talking work pad, or are you talking



17        lay-down area?



18   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Both.



19   MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.  The lay-down area is typically a



20        D and M plan.  So the company has not identified



21        any lay-down areas at this point to my knowledge.



22             So I'll ask the panel to just answer on



23        perhaps the work area, or the work pad area.



24   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Attorney Casagrande, this is



25        Shawn Crosbie with the UI.  So as Attorney
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 1        McDermott said, the lay-down area would be



 2        identified in the D and M plan.  The work pad, or



 3        the work area that we identified, you can refer to



 4        it on sheet 17 of 29.



 5             That again is a proposed area where we would



 6        have our construction vehicles going in and out of



 7        there.  Again, we can work with the property owner



 8        on times that, you know, we -- we get in and out



 9        of that property to perform our needed



10        construction as we have proposed it within our



11        application.



12             You know, we -- we propose a general area



13        that work activities would occur and we



14        anticipate, you know, that's what we need to



15        perform safe operations of that transmission line



16        construction.  And again, we work with our



17        property owners along the way and try and identify



18        the most efficient means of the area needed for a



19        work area.



20   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Thank you.  A quick question on



21        whether or not it's feasible to place underground



22        lines between 723, and either 724 or 725.



23             Would it be feasible to install the



24        transmission line between those poles underground



25        using a directional boring procedure?
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 1   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Mr. Casagrande, this is



 2        MeeNa Sazanowicz with UI.



 3             It is cost prohibitive to install this



 4        particular section of transmission line



 5        underground just based on the physical needs for



 6        needed required ampacity of the overhead section,



 7        as well as the additional complexities of the



 8        protection and control equipment that would be



 9        needed to -- to enable us to do that.



10             To do an underground section between 723 and



11        725 would also be inclusive of a transition



12        station, which would include a small fenced-in



13        yard with a control house.  Also we would need two



14        riser poles at each side of the transition.



15             So a much larger construction area, and



16        certainly not the most cost effective solution for



17        this project.



18   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Do you have any idea what the cost



19        would be for just the underground between these



20        two locations?



21   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  I do not have that



22        calculated.  That's something that we can look



23        into, if requested.



24   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  I'd like to ask for a



25        late-filed exhibit on that, please, Mr.
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 1        Morissette.



 2   MR. McDERMOTT:  Mr. Morissette, can I have one second



 3        with the panel?



 4   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Yes, certainly.  Go right ahead.



 5



 6                             (Pause.)



 7



 8   MR. McDERMOTT:  Mr. Morissette, I won't keep the



 9        Council and all the parties waiting.  We actually



10        have done that math; it's just that we need to



11        locate it.



12             So instead of taking a late file right now,



13        perhaps we can do a read-in after the break and I



14        hope to be able to get you that answer.



15   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  That sounds great.



16             Thank you.



17             So we're looking for a cost estimate from



18        structure P723S to P725S.



19             Is that correct, Attorney Casagrande?



20   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Yes, Mr. Morissette.



21   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Great.



22             Okay.  Thank you, Mr. McDermott.  We'll get a



23        read-in later on in the afternoon.  Thank you.



24             Attorney Casagrande, anything else?



25   MR. CASAGRANDE:  I just have a couple more.  I may be a





                                 70

�









 1        little bit redundant, so forgive me -- but I just



 2        want to make sure I've covered everything.



 3             If Pole 724 were to be located in the



 4        northeasterly most corner of BJ's, which is where



 5        it's proposed, would it be feasible to have the



 6        construction and maintenance areas on the Feroleto



 7        property to avoid disturbing the loading



 8        operations at BJ's?



 9   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Mr. Casagrande, this is



10        MeeNa Sazanowicz.



11             To have the pole the most furthest north



12        and -- and close to the -- the fence line abutting



13        the Feroleto's property, for pole setting and --



14        and some other activities, I believe you would be



15        a smaller work pad in that area that may come



16        across a portion, a small portion of the paved



17        area on the -- the BJ's wholesale club.



18             But the -- the remainder of the pad would be



19        further north.



20   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  But after construction, would



21        it not be feasible to have the maintenance



22        easement area located on the Feroleto's property,



23        as opposed to BJ's property to avoid disruptions



24        to BJ's business?



25   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Mr. Casagrande, this is
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 1        MeeNa Sazanowicz again.



 2             Anticipation for any future maintenance as it



 3        stands today would be limited to aerial thermal



 4        imaging of the transmission lines to investigate



 5        hot spots, or potential vegetation management to



 6        maintain clearances to the lines, as well as



 7        physical boots on the ground inspectors to do



 8        visual inspections of the line.



 9             There is not any anticipated reoccurring need



10        to get onto the property with large bucket trucks



11        or -- or vehicles.



12   MR. CASAGRANDE:  All right.  This is an exhibit from



13        the previous testimony, so I won't get into it --



14        but I just want to ask the panel, are you familiar



15        with the fact that there are large poles to the



16        north of Feroleto's property?



17             And I think it's part of the lattice -- or I



18        think it's UI's poles that seem to have space on



19        one of the gantry arms for additional wires.



20             Are you aware of those, that large pole north



21        of Feroleto's?



22   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Yes, we are aware of those.



23   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  Why wouldn't it be feasible to



24        locate the easement or the poles on those large



25        poles, as opposed to a separate 724S poles?
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 1   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Yes, Mr. Casagrande.  Those



 2        are structures that were built, I believe, in the



 3        late 'nineties.  And our steel monopoles are built



 4        per specific loading requirements and weather



 5        events.



 6             As such, we would not be able to have



 7        additional wires on the poles, as well as they are



 8        physically designed only to maintain one service.



 9        We would not be able to add additional wires.



10   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Okay.  Thank you.



11             Mr. Morissette, I have no further questions.



12   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Attorney Casagrande.



13             At this point, before we continue with



14        cross-examination of the Applicant by the Council,



15        we're going to take a ten-minute break.  So we



16        will return at 3:40, and we will continue with the



17        cross-examination of the Applicant by the Council.



18             Thank you, everyone.



19             We'll see you in 10 minutes.



20



21                 (Pause:  3:30 p.m. to 3:40 p.m.)



22



23   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, everyone.



24             Is the Court Reporter back?



25   THE REPORTER:  I am, and we are on the record.
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 1   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.  Thank you.



 2             And thank you, everyone.



 3             We will continue with cross-examination of



 4        the Applicant by the Council on the new exhibits,



 5        starting with Mr. Perrone, followed by



 6        Mr. Silvestri.  Mr. Perrone?



 7   MR. McDERMOTT:  Mr. Morissette?



 8   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Yes?



 9   MR. McDERMOTT:  Sorry.  I didn't let you get very far,



10        but we do have an answer to the undergrounding, if



11        you want to do that now?  Or we can hold on that.



12   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Let's do it now.  Thank you.



13   MR. McDERMOTT:  I think Ms. Sazanowicz has that



14        information regarding the cost of the



15        undergrounding between the two poles that Attorney



16        Casagrande had mentioned.



17   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.  Thank you.



18   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Thank you.  This is MeeNa



19        Sazanowicz with the UI.



20             So in looking at the approximate 738-feet



21        difference for the -- the span length between 723S



22        to 725S, we anticipate a cost estimate to



23        underground that section of around $30 million.



24             This is inclusive of the larger-sized duct



25        bank that we would need, along with the transition
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 1        station and all the equipment that would be



 2        associated with undergrounding the section.



 3   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.



 4             Thank you for that response.



 5             With that, we will continue with



 6        cross-examination by Mr. Perrone, followed by



 7        Mr. Silvestri.  Mr. Perrone?



 8   MR. PERRONE:  Thank you, Mr. Morissette.



 9             On page 26 of the transcript of the last



10        hearing, I had asked Mr. Logan about the type of



11        projects eligible for the ISO New England asset



12        condition list.



13             My additional question is, generally is there



14        also a cost minimum to be eligible for the asset



15        condition list, such as 5 million in pool



16        transmission costs?



17   THE WITNESS (Logan):  Yes, Mr. Perrone.



18             This is Zach Logan.  You are correct.  The



19        minimum cost to get on the asset condition list is



20        $5 million.



21   MR. PERRONE:  And turning to Late-File Exhibit Number



22        1, which is the cost alternatives for BJ's, the



23        items 2-1 and 2-2, could you explain the



24        differences between a dead-end structure and a



25        suspension structure for P724S?
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 1   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Hi, Mr. Perrone.  This is



 2        Matthew Parkhurst.



 3             A dead-end structure is where the conductors



 4        basically terminate, and then where various reels



 5        of conductor are connected together at that dead



 6        end.  And those structures are designed so that



 7        they can support one -- one side of the conduct --



 8        one side of the pole having no conductor on them,



 9        and the other side of the -- the pole having all



10        the conductors intact.



11             A suspension structure is basically just like



12        a mid-span support where it's there just to hold



13        the conductor.  So it's designed for a lot less



14        loads, and typically much smaller than a dead-end



15        structure.



16   MR. PERRONE:  Would the suspension structure require



17        guy-wires?



18   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  No, Mr. Perrone, it would



19        not.  All of these structures would be supported



20        on concrete drilled piers, eliminating the need



21        for guy-wires.



22   MR. PERRONE:  Now returning to the BJ's property on



23        sheet 17 of 29, looking at the proposed work pad



24        area, which areas would UI anticipate having



25        construction matting with that, especially
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 1        relative to P724S?



 2   THE WITNESS (Scully):  So, Mr. Perrone, this is Matthew



 3        Scully, UI Construction Manager.



 4             We would only have to mat really the grassy



 5        area around structure 724S.  We would use some



 6        individual matting for crane operations that would



 7        go under their outriggers, but they would be



 8        removed at the end of every day.



 9             We may have to do a small lip to get up over



10        the curb onto the grassy area behind BJ's parking



11        lot, but nothing that would really prohibit truck



12        access around their loading docks.



13   MR. PERRONE:  Returning to a cost topic.  In response



14        to Council Interrogatory 14, there was the cost



15        table -- and I'm going to focus on column A, which



16        is the transmission costs.



17             Alternative number 6, which was all



18        underground through streets, a little over 9 miles



19        long, and about 977 million for transmission



20        costs.  Looking at Docket 508, the cost table,



21        which is Figure 15, their option G had a



22        comparable line length, about nine and a half



23        miles, and the transmission costs were about 290



24        million.



25             So for comparable lengths, we're looking at
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 1        977 million versus 290 million.



 2             Could UI explain the difference?



 3   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Mr. Perrone, this is Shawn



 4        Crosbie.



 5             Can you just give us the reference to what



 6        you're looking at in terms of UI's response again?



 7   MR. PERRONE:  Sure.  The UI's cost table under response



 8        to Council Interrogatory 14, that will be



 9        alternative number 6, transmission costs.  And



10        that will be compared to Docket 508, option G,



11        which is figure 15, the transmission costs for



12        that there.



13             So the all underground through streets



14        comparisons.



15   THE WITNESS (Crosbie):  Mr. Perrone, this is Shawn



16        Crosbie.  You're going to -- I respectfully ask we



17        get back to you on that so we can pull both of



18        those attachments and give you a complete answer?



19   MR. PERRONE:  Sure.



20             Moving onto Council Interrogatory 86, which



21        is in set 3, the NESC conductor clearance



22        requirements for a billboard were identified.



23             My question is, for the billboard that was



24        mentioned in Council Interrogatory Number 3, the



25        one off of Washburn Street, W-a-s-h-b-u-r-n, in
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 1        Bridgeport -- my question is, would UI's project



 2        comply with NESC clearance requirements relative



 3        to that billboard?



 4   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Mr. Perrone, this is Matthew



 5        Parkhurst.  Yes, it will.



 6   MR. PERRONE:  Moving onto the July 24, 2023, letter



 7        from the State Historic Preservation Office, has



 8        UI had any discussions with SHPO since that letter



 9        regarding possible mitigation measures relative to



10        the three historic districts, Southport, Barnum



11        and Bishop, or the railroad itself?



12   THE WITNESS (Auer):  Hi, this is -- Mr. Perrone, this



13        is Correne Auer.



14             There hasn't been additional correspondence



15        regarding mitigation at this point.



16   MR. PERRONE:  Also on the historic topic mentioned in



17        the July 24th SHPO letter on page 2, I'm going to



18        focus on the railroad itself.



19             Are there portions of the railroad corridor



20        that are more historically sensitive than others?



21        Or is the historic sensitivity of the railroad



22        corridor basically uniform for the project?



23   THE WITNESS (Leslie):  This is David Leslie from UI.



24             The entire corridor is sensitive.



25   MR. PERRONE:  Does it make any difference for the style
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 1        of the catenaries, because there's the original



 2        lattice-style catenary and there's some newer ones



 3        that have the cross-armed catenary?



 4   THE WITNESS (Leslie):  This is again David Leslie from



 5        UI.  Could you repeat that question?



 6   MR. PERRONE:  In terms of the historic sensitivity of



 7        the railroad right-of-way itself, some of the



 8        catenary structures are the original lattice type,



 9        and there's also some that were upgraded to a



10        cross-arm type.



11             From a historic sensitivity perspective, does



12        that make much difference?



13   THE WITNESS (Leslie):  Sure.  So I think that SHPO



14        would be the one to opine on this, but they --



15        they do not -- they view it all as the same



16        resource.  And so any impact to whether it's the



17        new or updated, or the older version is an impact



18        to it.  So it's all the same to them, generally.



19   MR. PERRONE:  Thank you.  That's all I have for UI.



20   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Perrone.



21             We will now continue with cross-examination



22        by Mr. Silvestri, followed by Mr. Nguyen.



23             Mr. Silvestri, good afternoon.



24   MR. SILVESTRI:  Good afternoon, Mr. Morissette, and



25        thank you, and good afternoon to everyone.





                                 80

�









 1             I did want to follow up to the line of



 2        questioning from Attorney Casagrande, and just now



 3        with Mr. Perrone, regarding the August 22, 2023,



 4        late file and getting back to Q-LF-1, and the



 5        attachment that goes with that.



 6             When it was discussed about item number 2-1



 7        and 2-2, do you know the approximate location



 8        where the pole would be put, that's P724S, where



 9        it would be put off of the BJ property?



10             Or did it just go north onto the Metro North



11        right-or-way, or somewhere else?



12   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Good afternoon,



13        Mr. Silvestri.  This is Matthew Parkhurst.



14             So 2-1 and 2-2 were both -- had the pole



15        moved nine -- approximately nine foot east, closer



16        to Feroleto Steel, then they moved



17        approximately -- approximately five to six foot



18        north, so that the entire foundation would be



19        placed on Metro North property.



20   MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you for that response.



21             And would there be adjustments -- I believe



22        you mentioned this -- in height for either of



23        those two options?



24   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  For both of those options,



25        Mr. Silvestri, it would require a five-foot
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 1        increase in height per side.



 2   MR. SILVESTRI:  And if you went with a dead end, it



 3        would probably need a deeper foundation.



 4             Would that be correct?



 5   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Deeper and wider, that's



 6        correct.



 7   MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  Putting costs aside for a



 8        moment, would there be a preference for UI between



 9        item 2-1 and 2-2?



10   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  I believe 2-2, that is the --



11        the suspension structure at that location.



12        Changing that, changing that structure from a dead



13        end to a suspension would put the dead end, the



14        required dead end at 720, which overall is a



15        better, better construction approach and design



16        approach.



17             Having the suspension structure at 720 for --



18        also allows a smaller -- a smaller work pad on --



19        on the BJ's property.



20   MR. SILVESTRI:  I'm not sure which one was preferred.



21   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  The -- the suspend -- 2-2



22        for -- for anything including Pole 724S being the



23        suspension-type structure.



24   MR. SILVESTRI:  Very good.  Thank you.



25             And how would that affect the proposed UI
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 1        permanent easement that appears, say, on drawing



 2        sheet 17 of 29?



 3   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  The structure type would --



 4        would not affect the permanent easement.  The



 5        permanent easement of the southern boundary is



 6        based on 25 foot from conductor, or 18 foot in



 7        this case from pole center line.



 8             And so if 724 is just shifted up 5 feet,



 9        that, the right-of-way line would also be shifted



10        up 5 foot at that, the node for 724S.



11   MR. SILVESTRI:  So a couple feet, but nothing



12        substantial?



13   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  No.



14   MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  Thank you.  That's all I had for



15        that particular line of questioning, but I need to



16        go back to volume one, the original submittal, to



17        try to clear some stuff up in my head.



18             And I'd like you to go to volume one.  It's



19        page 9-9 and page 9-10.  This talks about the



20        all-underground route that could be a possible



21        alternative, if you will.



22             Just let me know when you have that drawing,



23        and I'll continue?



24   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Mr. Silvestri, we have



25        the -- have that figure in front of me.
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 1             This is MeeNa Sazanowicz.



 2   MR. SILVESTRI:  Very good, thank you.



 3             My understanding is the potential cost for



 4        going underground with the route that's depicted



 5        in those two figures would surpass $1 billion.



 6             Is that correct?



 7   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Based on our conceptual cost



 8        estimates, that is correct, Mr. Silvestri.



 9   MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  Then the related question,



10        there's a note in there that describes and says a



11        portion of the route would go through back yards,



12        and I believe that's around or in the South Gate



13        Lane area.



14             If I'm correct at that, why would it have to



15        go through backyards?



16   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Mr. Silvestri, this is MeeNa



17        Sazanowicz.



18             The reasoning why that you are correct in



19        that one section would be through the back yards;



20        due to our continued communications with CT DOT,



21        the underground transmission line would not be



22        able to be installed within the railroad corridor.



23             And the only -- based on the sensitive areas



24        to the west of our connection point, the easiest



25        route, I guess, to a public street node we'd be
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 1        able to exit would be parallel to the railroad



 2        tracks there, but would need to be on private



 3        property.



 4   MR. SILVESTRI:  Okay.  Then maybe one more question on



 5        that.  When you look at page 9-10, the underground



 6        route, it starts on the north side of the tracks,



 7        if you will, and then kind of cuts across the



 8        tracks around the Fairfield metro area where you



 9        have an interconnection to Ash Creek Substation,



10        and then it would continue south.



11             Why would that occur, crossing the tracks, if



12        you will?



13   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Mr. Silvestri, the reason



14        why the line diverges and -- and goes north in



15        that area is because of the existing 345 kV



16        underground transmission line.



17             So we would not want to parallel that



18        existing installation or ratings inserts, and



19        physical, you know, ability to install the -- the



20        115 kV lines.



21   MR. SILVESTRI:  Understood, thank you.  The last



22        question I do have is, if that were to come to



23        fruition, or at least in the hypothetical aspect



24        of it, where it goes underground towards Ash Creek



25        Substation, you would also be going underneath Ash
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 1        Creek itself?



 2   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Mr. Silvestri, that would be



 3        correct.  Yes, we would go under the -- the entire



 4        route underground would include an underground or



 5        HDD section to get to Ash Creek.



 6   MR. SILVESTRI:  Very good, thank you.



 7             Thank you for your response.



 8             Mr. Morissette, that is all I have.



 9             Thank you.



10   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Silvestri.



11             We'll now continue with cross-examination by



12        Mr. Nguyen, followed by Mr. Golembiewski.



13             Mr. Nguyen?



14   MS. BACHMAN:  Mr. Morissette, I believe Mr. Nguyen had



15        to leave.



16   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.  Thank you, Attorney



17        Bachman.



18             We'll now continue with cross-examination by



19        Mr. Golembiewski, followed by Mr. Hannon.



20             Mr. Golembiewski?



21   MR. GOLEMBIEWSKI:  Thank you, Mr. Morissette.



22             I do not have any questions at this time.



23   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Golembiewski.



24             We'll now continue with cross-examination by



25        Mr. Hannon, followed by myself.  Mr. Hannon?
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 1   MR. HANNON:  Thank you.  I do have a couple of



 2        follow-up questions from the meeting, I guess, or



 3        the hearing on the 25th, which ties in with the



 4        late file that came in August 22, 2023, from UI.



 5             Question number three -- and it talks, again,



 6        this deals with the wetland area.  And it states



 7        in the answer, all floodplain areas were field



 8        investigated for the presence of poorly drained,



 9        very poorly drained alluvial floodplain soils and



10        submerged soils.



11             I guess my question is -- because I'm looking



12        back at volume one -- actually volume 1A in the



13        appendices.  I mean, it talks about soil samples



14        were taken by a hand boring to document soil



15        morphology and characterize the wetland and upland



16        areas.  But yet, some of the deep test pits that



17        were dug, you know, five feet below the surface,



18        there was water.



19             So I'm curious, I mean, does anybody have any



20        information as to how far the testing was done by



21        hand, the hand borings?  Because I'm familiar with



22        some situations in my hometown where they actually



23        had to go down seven, eight feet before they found



24        alluvial soils because of fill that's been brought



25        in.
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 1             I'm assuming that there's a lot of urban fill



 2        associated with this entire line, the railway



 3        line.  So can anybody answer that?



 4   THE WITNESS (Auer):  Thank you for your question,



 5        Mr. Hannon.  This is Correne Auer.



 6             I would have to go back and look through



 7        the -- the logs and confer with the soil and



 8        wetland scientists that took the samples just to



 9        give you an accurate answer on that.



10             So is that something we can provide?



11   MR. HANNON:  Yeah, because also in the answer it talks



12        about these areas failed to meet the federal



13        definition of wetlands.



14             It's not state definition of wetlands.



15             But I'm just having a hard time understanding



16        how if the testing was done by hand -- I can



17        understand typically you may go down 18 inches, 24



18        inches, something like that, but yet so many of



19        the test pits have water even at 5, 6 feet.



20             I'm just curious as to, again how everybody



21        came up with the definition of the wetland areas



22        where floodplain just seems to be totally outside



23        that area.  So that, that's still an issue that I



24        have.



25             But following up on what was presented in
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 1        volume one, this is sort of a general question.



 2        This is on page 6-12 and 6-13.



 3             So 6-12 is the listing, I think, of the



 4        proposed monopoles and the area that is



 5        anticipated to impact flood storage volume.



 6             Do you have that one?



 7   THE WITNESS (Auer):  I do.



 8   MR. HANNON:  Okay.  So I guess my question is twofold.



 9        One is, are there any plans to do any type of



10        mitigation for the 4100 cubic feet of lost flood



11        storage capacity?



12             But I want to tie that in with the last



13        sentence on page 6-13, where UI will coordinate



14        with Connecticut DEEP.  Have you done anything or



15        had any conversations with DEEP to determine



16        whether or not there might be some mitigation



17        required?



18   THE WITNESS (Auer):  Not at this time.  That would be



19        done during our permitting process, and -- and we



20        have not filed or submitted applications for



21        permits yet.



22   MR. HANNON:  Thank you.  I do not have any other



23        questions at this point in time -- but again, I'm



24        still sort of hung up on the wetlands and



25        floodplain definition.  So thank you.
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 1   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Hannon.



 2             So we have one outstanding question



 3        associated with Late-File Number 3 relating to the



 4        wetlands and flood/floodplain testing protocols.



 5             Is that correct?



 6   MR. HANNON:  Yes.  And again, it's specifically



 7        mentioned in volume 1A that they did hand testing



 8        or hand augering.



 9             I'm just kind of curious as to the depth they



10        went to based on the fact that if there's a lot of



11        urban fill, they may not have gone down far enough



12        to find the very poorly, poorly drained -- very



13        poorly drained alluvial or floodplain soil.



14             So that's my question.



15   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.  Thank you,



16        Mr. Hannon.



17             Okay.  I do have some questions.  I would



18        like to try to clarify something here relating to



19        the situation at BJ's.  And I'm going to throw



20        this out, if it's possible to provide a drawing as



21        to that corner where structure P724S is proposed



22        to be located?



23             And within that drawing, outline the



24        locations associated with what's in the



25        application, and the location which is going to
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 1        be -- was proposed in 2-1 and 2-2, and then the



 2        proposed location in 2-3 and '4.



 3             Well, there will be three locations, but I



 4        would also like to make sure that -- I think



 5        there's a little confusion as far as what is



 6        overhead easement rights and the easement for



 7        installing the pole.



 8             And if we could clearly outline in this



 9        drawing that I'm asking for what is associated



10        with the aerial easement, and what is necessary



11        for the easement for installing the pole.  So it's



12        clearly identified how far with the work pad, of



13        what I heard from the construction manager this



14        afternoon, that the work pad would not go too far



15        beyond the bollards so the work may be contained



16        within the bollards and in the corner of the



17        proposed, I'll call it, the construction easement.



18             I think a picture is worth a thousand words



19        in this, in this situation.  And I think if we had



20        that, it may help the Council determine which way



21        to go on this particular case.



22             So Attorney McDermott, do you think that's



23        something that we could be provided?



24   MR. McDERMOTT:  Absolutely, Mr. Morissette.



25             We can certainly do that.
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 1   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



 2   MR. McDERMOTT:  And I will just say there is no concept



 3        of aerial easements, but we understand the



 4        assignment, so.



 5   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Very good.  Well, let me



 6        make sure I understand then.  In 17 of 29, the



 7        easement that is the proposed UI permanent



 8        easement, isn't that the 18-foot aerial easement?



 9   MR. McDERMOTT:  Yeah -- well, I guess -- perhaps,



10        Ms. Potasz is on the panel.



11             She's from the company's real estate group,



12        and I think probably best that I go on mute and



13        let her answer your question.



14   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Attorney McDermott.



15   THE WITNESS (Potasz):  Good afternoon.



16   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Good afternoon.



17   THE WITNESS (Potasz):  If someone can tell me if you



18        see me and hear me?  I'm not quite sure.



19   THE HEARING OFFICER:  I can hear you, but I can't see



20        you.



21   THE WITNESS (Potasz):  Okay.  Let me check.



22   THE HEARING OFFICER:  But as long as we hear you,



23        that's fine.



24   THE WITNESS (Potasz):  Okay.  My computer says you



25        should be able to see me -- but be that as it may,
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 1        here I am.



 2   THE HEARING OFFICER:  There you are.



 3   THE WITNESS (Potasz):  Okay.  So my name again is



 4        Annette Potasz for UI, and thank you for the



 5        question.



 6             And the concept of aerial easement, we have



 7        to be careful about, you know, how we present that



 8        to you.  The purpose of our easement, of course,



 9        we have wires up in the air, and in those



10        particular locations there is nothing on the



11        ground.



12             We just have our wires, but the purpose of



13        the easement is also to protect the wires from



14        everything below it, down to the ground and all



15        the way up into infinity.  So we don't want to



16        mislead anybody by saying, well, we have an aerial



17        easement, but that doesn't mean we control what's



18        underneath it.



19             Part of the purpose is to make sure that you



20        don't put a permanent structure, and there's



21        language in our easements to protect that.  We



22        have vegetation management concerns.  If there was



23        trees, we'd have to make sure that we trim the



24        trees.



25             So I always just get a little uncomfortable
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 1        with that concept of aerial, because I don't want



 2        the customers to be misled about what we mean by



 3        it.



 4             It's an overhead easement, rights for the --



 5        for the lines to be above, but it also gives us



 6        the right to make sure nobody does something all



 7        the way down to the ground that impacts our



 8        rights.



 9   MR. HANNON:  Turning to page 17 of 29, the permanent



10        easement that is shown between P724S and P725S,



11        that is an aerial easement.  Is that correct?



12   THE WITNESS (Potasz):  It's an overhead easement, yes.



13   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Yes.  Okay.



14   THE WITNESS (Potasz):  Yeah.



15   THE HEARING OFFICER:  So that doesn't mean just because



16        the aerial easement, which is 18 feet from the



17        center line, which we heard today, does not limit



18        the property owner to utilize that facility as



19        long as it has no permanent structures built



20        within that area?



21   THE WITNESS (Potasz):  Correct.  Yes, they retain their



22        rights to use the land.



23   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  So I think the drawing



24        hopefully will help clarify a little bit of what



25        we're dealing with here, because I'm interested to
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 1        see the area -- I'm going to call it the aerial



 2        easement, versus what you need for the actual



 3        work, work pad easement to construct and install



 4        the facility.  Okay?  So sorry to belabor the



 5        point, but I thought that would be helpful for the



 6        Council to see that.



 7             I'm going to go back to some testimony that



 8        was relating to design criteria.  We've gotten a



 9        lot of comments about the designing the facilities



10        to be able to withstand impact of greater than



11        category three hurricanes.



12             And my first question is, the design criteria



13        in which you are utilizing is both UI's internal



14        criteria for a cat-three, but there is an



15        overriding governing body -- and I think that is



16        National Electric Code.  Is that correct?



17             Or could you please explain which, which



18        dictates the category three?



19   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Mr. Morissette.  This is



20        MeeNa Sazanowicz.



21             The category three wind loading is a UI



22        criteria.  That is not a requirement in the NESC,



23        which -- which is what we designed to.



24   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  So the NESC is silent on



25        the design criteria for hurricane loading?
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 1   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  For hurricane wind loading,



 2        yes, that is correct.



 3   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  All right.  Now to design



 4        for category four, obviously your structures would



 5        need to be much more robust, and there would be a



 6        delta cost associated with it.



 7             Is there a magnitude associated with that,



 8        that you can share with us?



 9   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Mr. Morissette, this is



10        MeeNa Sazanowicz again.



11             We have not evaluated those higher wind



12        speeds.  We have utilized the category three wind



13        speeds in our design criteria.  That is what we



14        have historically been exposed to here in



15        Connecticut in the -- in the past couple years.



16   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  So it's really based on



17        historically, historically what we have seen in



18        Connecticut, and category three is your design



19        criteria?



20   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  That is correct.



21   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Very good.  Thank you.



22             Okay.  I'd like to go to the response to



23        Siting Council Question Number 83, and it has to



24        do with the 1430 line and Eversource's portion



25        going to Sasco Creek.
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 1             Now in the response it basically indicated



 2        that eversource and UI, well, would have to



 3        constrain the 1430 line, because -- up until the



 4        time that Eversource would upgrade their portion



 5        of the line -- which is not very much, which is



 6        .68 of a mile.



 7             First of all, I know this isn't -- you may



 8        not know this, but I'm going to ask it anyways.



 9        Has Eversource indicated when they're going to



10        upgrade their portion of the line?



11   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Mr. Morissette, this is



12        MeeNa Sazanowicz again.  We -- we do have



13        coordination meetings with them, however I am not



14        aware of a final and, sort of, the state for their



15        section of line.



16   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Fair enough.  Okay.  Now



17        the operationally constraining the line, what



18        impact will that have?  Obviously, you're



19        increasing the conductor size to 1590, so



20        therefore you have operation capabilities to go



21        higher, but the 1272 is limiting you.



22             Is that going to be an issue, or is it



23        within -- you're well within the parameters, and



24        it's nothing to worry about?



25   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Mr. Morissette, this is
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 1        MeeNa Sazanowicz again.



 2             There are no concerns with having the



 3        existing 1272 and UI's 1590 conductors in terms of



 4        UI's needs.



 5   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Is that a short-term



 6        answer or a long-term answer?



 7             Or it doesn't matter?



 8   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  I am not aware of any UI



 9        needs for the full capacity of the -- the -- of



10        not having the full capacity of the 1590 ACSS



11        conductor, however I can't speak at this time to



12        the needs of the -- the Eversource system.



13   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  All right.  Thank you.



14             Okay.  Now I'm going to turn to Attachment



15        CSC-79-1, and thank you for providing this.  I



16        found it very useful.



17             The first thing that kind of jumped out at me



18        was, we've got the 1130 line on the north side of



19        the track, and that's on a single monopole.  And



20        it's approximately, let's say -- let's call it



21        four miles.



22             Is UI's first pole, the 736N, is that UI's



23        first pole in this, and the rest of it is



24        Eversource's?



25   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  Mr. Morissette, this is
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 1        Matthew Parkhurst.  Can you repeat that question?



 2   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Sure.  I'm sorry.  I'm on



 3        attachment CSC-79-1, which is the one-line diagram



 4        you provided for me with the line numbers on it.



 5        Again, thank you very much.



 6             The north side of the track, the 1130 line,



 7        UI's first pole -- is that 735 north?



 8   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Mr. Morissette, this is



 9        MeeNa Sazanowicz.



10             UI owns up to the sixth pole that is parallel



11        to the bottom, at 648S.  I don't have the pole



12        number off the top of my head, but that's



13        something that I can look up.



14   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  All right.  So that was



15        P648S.  So if I go across from that, that's where



16        the pole is on 1130.



17             So my question -- let me just get to the



18        point here.  Is it possible to move the 1430 line



19        north on double circuit monopoles with the 1130



20        line?



21   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Mr. Morissette, this is



22        MeeNa Sazanowicz.



23             Are you asking about completely rebuilding



24        the 1430 line with -- I'm sorry, 1130 line with



25        double circuits containing the 1130 and 1430 line,
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 1        and not modification of the 1130 line, double



 2        circuit (unintelligible) the poles, that is.



 3   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Well, first of all, can the 1130



 4        line structures accommodate an additional circuit?



 5   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  No.  Mr. Morissette, this is



 6        MeeNa Sazanowicz.  They -- they cannot accommodate



 7        an additional circuit based on their configuration



 8        and also loads that they were specifically



 9        designed for.



10   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Considering their loads, does



11        that include foundation and structures?



12   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Physical loads of the



13        conductors along with the -- the different weather



14        cases.  Yes -- I'm sorry.  Yes, structures and



15        foundations, not a --



16   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.



17   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  (Unintelligible.)



18   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  So to accommodate the 1430



19        line with the 1130, it would be a complete



20        rebuild.



21   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  That is correct.



22   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  And a complete rebuild



23        will require new foundations and stronger poles in



24        a double circuit configuration?



25   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  That is correct.
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 1   THE HEARING OFFICER:  So technically it is achievable,



 2        assuming that you have the proper easements and so



 3        forth?



 4   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  That is correct.



 5   THE HEARING OFFICER:  But technically it's feasible.



 6        Economically, that's a question we probably need



 7        to answer, whether rebuilding that portion -- and



 8        it's about, probably about 4 miles, 3.75 to 4



 9        miles of double-circuit monopoles on the north



10        side of Metro North Railroad, and then crossing



11        over to Ash Creek.



12             Have you looked at that?



13   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Mr. Morissette, this is



14        MeeNa Sazanowicz.  We have not looked at that.



15   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Well, can you look at it?



16   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Yes.



17   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  All right.  I think that



18        would be helpful.



19             I suspect the delta is to bring those to



20        double monopoles, double circuit monopoles.  And



21        constructability is going to be extremely



22        expensive, but I think having that on the record



23        would be helpful.



24             The other alternative is to underground it



25        from there, too.  And as you stated before 720
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 1        feet was like 30 million.  So I suspect that this



 2        3 and a half, 3.75 miles would be several million.



 3             If you happen to have -- actually, if you



 4        have the answer to that as well, you could include



 5        it.  So it would be undergrounding and double



 6        circuit monopoles on the north side of the track



 7        from the pole, your first pole on the 1130 line to



 8        Ash Creek.



 9             Now, I did notice that in some, some areas



10        you did have a delta configuration.  Do you know



11        why that is, you go from a suspension to a delta



12        configuration in some locations?



13   THE WITNESS (Sazanowicz):  Mr. Morissette, this is



14        MeeNa Sazanowicz.



15             Those were built in the -- the early



16        'nineties, and I -- I do not have the background



17        design criteria for -- for those design



18        parameters.



19   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Very good.  Thank you.



20        Thank you for that.  That concludes my questions



21        for this afternoon.



22             So we will continue in accordance with the



23        Council's July 27, 2023, continued evidentiary



24        hearing memo.  We will continue with the



25        appearance of BJ's Wholesale Club.  Thereafter, we
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 1        will continue with the appearance of the Applicant



 2        for cross-examination by the new parties and



 3        interveners.



 4             But before we move on, Attorney McDermott,



 5        would you like to go through the late files before



 6        we continue?



 7   MR. McDERMOTT:  It seems like a good time to do that,



 8        yes.



 9   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  I have a late file on the



10        customer-funded project treatment.



11             We have a late file by Mr. Perrone that is



12        based on CSC Number 4.  The estimate associated



13        with undergrounding number 6 versus Docket 508,



14        option G.



15   MR. McDERMOTT:  Yes.



16



17             (Late-Filed Exhibit Number 2, marked for



18        identification and noted in index.)



19



20   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Then we have Mr. Hannon who's



21        looking for further analysis on Late-File Number 3



22        relating to the hand digging and what depth, and



23        what protocols were used.



24   MR. McDERMOTT:  Yes.



25
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 1             (Late-Filed Exhibit Number 3, marked for



 2        identification and noted in index.)



 3



 4   THE HEARING OFFICER:  I have requested a drawing



 5        associated with the BJ's easement, including



 6        overhead and work pad.  And then cost estimates



 7        for double circuit monopole of structure 648 south



 8        to Ash Creek and also include a cost for



 9        underground.



10



11             (Late-Filed Exhibit Number 4, marked for



12        identification and noted in index.)



13



14   MR. McDERMOTT:  Mr. Berman has something to say on the



15        late files, I think.



16   THE WITNESS (Berman):  Yeah, just I think, everybody,



17        we should think about what we're going to describe



18        the late file as.  I think we have called it a



19        "customer-funded project," was the term.  This is



20        not that.



21             We should come up with a new term to describe



22        what we're going to try to tease out in that, in



23        that offering.



24   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Certainly.



25             You can call it whatever you'd like.
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 1   THE WITNESS (Logan):  We can -- we can call it a



 2        regionalized cost versus non regionalized, or



 3        something like that.



 4   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.  Okay.  Mr. Silvestri,



 5        did you have something you wanted to add?



 6   MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, Mr. Morissette.  And again,



 7        sorry for the interjection.



 8             I had asked this question earlier back when



 9        we first met about the connection to Eversource,



10        but I didn't ask the specific question, when this



11        proposed line is tied into the Eversource line at



12        Sasco Creek, does it connect to the bonnets on



13        Metro North Railway?



14   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  So Mr. Silvestri, this is



15        Matthew Parkhurst.



16             If you now pull up the -- to have a visual



17        late-file exhibit -- or response to Interrogatory



18        79 and the 79-1.



19   MR. McDERMOTT:  We can't pull it up, but you can refer



20        to it.  Everyone has it, so.



21   THE WITNESS (Parkhurst):  So the -- the existing



22        conductors supported on the existing bonnet



23        structure 647 will remain as they are, still



24        supported by that bonnet.  The next bonnet to the



25        east, on the east side of Sasco Creek is bonnet
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 1        B647 -- 648S.



 2             We will basically cut our conductors and add



 3        that bonnet and terminate them at the new pole, so



 4        the new Pole P648S.



 5             So yes, the existing conductors will be on



 6        the bonnets from B647S west, back towards



 7        Eversource's and UI -- Eversource's Sasco Creek



 8        substation.



 9   MR. SILVESTRI:  Very good.  I thought that was the



10        case.  I just wanted to verify it.



11             So thank you again for your response.



12             And Mr. Morissette, thank you for the



13        opportunity to ask that.



14   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Silvestri.



15             Okay.  We'll continue with BJ's Wholesale



16        Club Company.  Will the party present its witness



17        panel for purposes of taking the oath, and



18        Attorney Bachman will administer the oath.



19   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Yes, thank you, Mr. Morissette.  Our



20        Witness today, BJ's witness today will be Patrick



21        Netreba.  That's our sole witness who filed



22        prefiled testimony last week.



23   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.  Thank you.



24             Attorney Bachman?



25
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 1   P A T R I C K    N E T R E B A,



 2             called as a witness, being first duly sworn



 3             by ATTORNEY BACHMAN, was examined and



 4             testified under oath as follows:



 5



 6   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Attorney Bachman.



 7             Please begin by verifying all the exhibits by



 8        the appropriate sworn witness.



 9   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Yes.  Thank you, Mr. Morissette.



10             Mr. Netreba, I'm directing your attention to



11        BJ's prefiled testimony of August 22nd with



12        attached Exhibits A through F.



13             Did you prepare and/or supervise this



14        document and the creation of these exhibits?



15   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yes.



16   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Is the document your testimony,



17        complete and accurate to the best of your



18        knowledge?



19   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yes.



20   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Do you have any changes or revisions



21        you wish to make at this point?



22   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  No.



23   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Do you adopt your prefiled testimony



24        in Exhibits A to F as BJ's testimony and exhibits?



25   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yes.
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 1   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Thank you.



 2             Mr. Morissette, I would ask that



 3        Mr. Netreba's prefiled testimony and Exhibits A-F



 4        be admitted as full exhibits.



 5   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.



 6             Thank you, Attorney Casagrande.



 7             Does any party or any intervenor object to



 8        the admission of BJ's Wholesale Club Inc's



 9        exhibit?  Attorney McDermott?



10   MR. McDERMOTT:  No objection.



11   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



12             Attorney Burdo?



13



14                         (No response.)



15



16   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Attorney Russo?



17   MR. RUSSO:  No objection.



18   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



19             Attorney Schaefer?



20   MR. SCHAEFER:  No objection.



21   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



22             Attorney Herbst?



23   MR. HERBST:  No objection.



24             And just for the record, I conferred with



25        Attorney Burdo a short time ago.  He had to step
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 1        away for a minute, but he did not object to any



 2        additional evidence either.



 3   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.  Thank you.  The



 4        exhibits are hereby admitted.



 5             Thank you, everyone.



 6             We will now begin with cross-examination of



 7        BJ Wholesale Club Inc by the Council, starting



 8        with Mr. Perrone.  Mr. Perrone?



 9   MR. PERRONE:  Thank you, Mr. Morissette.



10             There was an interrogatory from BJ's



11        Wholesale Club to UI, number eleven, where it



12        mentions a proposed future gas station



13        development.



14             Are you familiar with that?



15   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yes.



16   MR. PERRONE:  Where on the property would the proposed



17        gas station development be located?



18             We could use sheet 17 of 29.



19   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yeah, that's what I was just



20        pulling out.  Just bear with me for one second



21        while I grab that plan.



22             Yeah, so you're referencing sheet 729,



23        Attorney Perrone.  The station -- which is in its



24        early part of development, for clarity and for



25        information for all of you, would be substantially
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 1        in the location where the easement is proposed,



 2        just west.



 3             If north is up, it is Pole 723S.



 4   MR. PERRONE:  How close to 723S, approximately?



 5   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  The station would be aligned.



 6             Again, we're in the concept phase of this,



 7        sir.  So this is subject to change, but aligned



 8        with the spines of the parking, parallel with



 9        Metro North's railway line.



10             The distance from the station to the pole,



11        tens of feet.



12   MR. PERRONE:  In your prefiled testimony, I know



13        there's a lot of discussion on 724S, but given the



14        proposed gas station development, is it BJ's



15        preference to have P723S completely onto the



16        railroad right-of-way?



17   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  I would prefer to see all of



18        these poles on the railroad right-of-way and have



19        no impacts to me, sir -- but Pole 724S is by far



20        and away the larger concern from our standpoint.



21             But yes, answering your question, Pole 723S



22        also has impacts to our future development,



23        including the gas station of this property.



24   MR. PERRONE:  Thank you.  That's all I have.



25   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Perrone.
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 1             We'll now continue with cross-examination by



 2        Mr. Silvestri, followed by Mr. Nguyen.



 3             Mr. Silvestri?



 4   MR. SILVESTRI:  Thank you, Mr. Morissette -- but



 5        Mr. Perrone stole my questions.



 6             I have nothing else to add.  Thank you.



 7   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.  Thank you,



 8        Mr. Silvestri.



 9             We will continue cross-examination by



10        Mr. Golembiewski.  Mr. Golembiewski?



11   MR. GOLEMBIEWSKI:  I have no questions.  Again,



12        Mr. Perrone asked my question.  Thank you.



13   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



14             We'll continue with Mr. Hannon.  Mr. Hannon?



15   MR. HANNON:  I have a general question.  Part of the



16        dialogue came up earlier -- and this is looking at



17        sheet 17 of 27 on UI's submission.  And it appears



18        as though there is the proposed temporary access



19        over the parking structure.  Is that correct?



20   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  I believe that was the



21        testimony provided by UI, sir.



22   MR. HANNON:  Okay.  And I guess I'm just having a



23        problem sort of lining everything up with this



24        being a parking structure.  So if you could maybe



25        give me a better description of what the lot
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 1        actually looks like?



 2             Because to me, I'm thinking of a parking



 3        garage that's elevated.



 4   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yeah.



 5   MR. HANNON:  You've got the parking out in front of the



 6        lot which appears to be at ground level, but can



 7        you give me a little better clarity as to what I'm



 8        looking at over there?



 9   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yeah, and -- and I -- I wish



10        you had an aerial in front of you, because you



11        could see it.



12             But our building is constructed in an



13        elevated fashion with regard to the front of the



14        site along Black Rock Turnpike.  So if you're



15        driving down Black Rock Turnpike, either the north



16        or south configuration and you turn to the right



17        or left, you'll see a parking deck underneath the



18        grade or the finished front elevation, which is



19        our building.



20             So that's where the parking deck is located,



21        and if you look at any aerial on Google, or Bing,



22        or whatever, you'll see a concrete area and an



23        asphalt area.  The concrete area in front of our



24        store is -- is the parking deck, sir.



25             So that, that shows where the -- the
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 1        structure has been constructed and has been there



 2        since the -- the early nineties.  And below the



 3        surface parking, which you'll see on the aerial,



 4        is -- is another set of parking spaces that are at



 5        grade or at the basement level, if you will.



 6             So I hope that makes sense.



 7   MR. HANNON:  It does.  Thank you.



 8             And if I'm understanding things correctly,



 9        part of the concern with a proposed access in this



10        area is the weight of the equipment and whether or



11        not that existing structure could support some of



12        the proposed equipment that would be going to and



13        from the work area.



14             Is that correct?



15   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  That is one concern we have.



16             That is correct, sir.



17   MR. HANNON:  Okay.  Thank you.  I do not have any other



18        questions.  Thank you.



19   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Hannon.



20             Turning to Exhibit B as part of your prefiled



21        testimony you provided a very nice drawing, thank



22        you.  And the drawing basically shows a tractor



23        trailer's ability to make that corner by the



24        proposed 724 pole.



25             So what this is basically telling me is that
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 1        the tractor trailers need all the area up to the



 2        bollards, especially if they're going to be



 3        parking in the one or two -- two bay slots.



 4             Is that interpretation correct?



 5   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yes, sir, it is.  If you look



 6        at the exhibit, you'll note that the radius is



 7        shown there, or what we call truck envelopes.



 8   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Uh-huh?



 9   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  And they show the movement of



10        the trucks, the outside edge of the truck, if you



11        will, as it moves through.



12             And for every single dock position that we



13        have, pretty much all of the pavement area is



14        required to be used for -- for maneuvers.



15             It's a very tight dock, sir.



16   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Yes, thank you.



17             It does look very tight.



18             Now, if UI was able to limit their easement



19        area to within the bollard area only, would that



20        be helpful to you?



21   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Certainly, it would be much



22        better than having a UI piece of equipment, or a



23        pallet, or some other type of work equipment in



24        the area that would be coincident with our truck



25        maneuvers.  Yes.
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 1   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Great.  So if they could approach



 2        it by the adjacent property, or stay within the



 3        easement area of where the bollards are outlined,



 4        because then that would relieve BJ's from any



 5        logistical problems getting trucks in and out of



 6        there.



 7   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  That would appear to be the



 8        case, as they would not be occupying the same



 9        space that we currently use.



10   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.  Okay.  Thank you.



11        Thank you very much.  That concludes my



12        cross-examination for this afternoon.



13             We will now continue with cross-examination



14        of BJ's Wholesale Club, Inc, by the Applicant,



15        Attorney McDermott.  Attorney McDermott, please?



16   MR. McDERMOTT:  Thank you, Mr. Morissette.



17             Mr. Netreba, BJ's Wholesale Club is a



18        publicly traded company?



19   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yes, sir.  That is correct.



20   MR. McDERMOTT:  And subject to check, gross revenues



21        for 2023 were about $19 billion?



22   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  You can go to



23        BJsInvestorRelations.com and pull that -- but I'll



24        trust that you did, and say yes.



25   MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.  Do you have any idea what BJ's
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 1        Wholesale Club profits were in 2022?



 2   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  I'm not really at liberty to



 3        say that.  That's confidential and proprietary



 4        information, Attorney McDermott.



 5   MR. McDERMOTT:  Well, according to the BJ's website



 6        that you referred me to, gross profits were about



 7        $3.43 billion?



 8   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Fair enough.



 9   MR. McDERMOTT:  So it's actually not a confidential



10        number?



11   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  I'm sorry.  I thought you meant



12        for this particular store.  I apologize.



13             On a gross basis we, of course, report that



14        and you can find that, yes.



15   MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.  So gross -- gross profits were



16        4.3 -- or 3.4 billion dollars.  If my math is



17        right, assuming there's 8,760 hours in a year,



18        BJ's was making approximately $390,000 profit an



19        hour.



20   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  I'll trust your math is



21        correct, sir.



22   MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.  And just to break that down



23        farther, that would be about $6,500 a minute



24        profit?



25   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Again, I trust that you've
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 1        completed that correctly.



 2   MR. McDERMOTT:  And as we discussed previously, the



 3        move to move that structure that we've been



 4        talking about that's identified in the late-file



 5        exhibit, item 2-1 is about $71,000.  Right?



 6   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  I believe that's what the UI



 7        engineer reported earlier today, yes.



 8   MR. McDERMOTT:  All right.  So if my math on the BJ's



 9        profit is correct, it would take about eleven



10        minutes for BJ's to make the profit required to



11        pay the $71,000.  Correct?



12   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  That's correct, which is why we



13        offered a substantial contribution to solve the



14        problem.



15   MR. McDERMOTT:  But that's not exactly fair to all the



16        other entities along the lines, the daycare



17        centers, the government organizations, you know,



18        the residents, the individual property owners, the



19        people who aren't making over $3 billion in



20        profit.



21             It's not really fair that you can come in



22        with your deep pockets and just pay to get rid of



23        the problem.  Is it?



24   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Mr. Morissette, I'll object.



25             That's argumentative.
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 1   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Attorney McDermott, will you give



 2        a response?



 3   MR. McDERMOTT:  I think it's asking for an opinion.



 4        Does he think it's fair that one entity can pay



 5        $71,000 to, you know, move -- move the, quote,



 6        unquote, problem, whereas another entity can't?



 7   MR. CASAGRANDE:  I'm going to --



 8   MR. McDERMOTT:  It's almost an environmental justice



 9        type of question, Mr. Morissette.



10   THE HEARING OFFICER:  I'm going to sustain the



11        question, and please move on.



12   MR. McDERMOTT:  You're going to sustain the question,



13        or sustain the objection?



14   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Sustain the objection, excuse me.



15   MR. McDERMOTT:  How many BJ's Wholesale clubs are there



16        in the United States?



17   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  257.  Again, is that what BJ's



18        Investor Relations says today, sir?



19   MR. McDERMOTT:  I thought you worked for the company



20        and you would know how many stores they had.



21             So I'll accept over 200 stores.  Correct?



22   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Fair enough.



23   MR. McDERMOTT:  And do each of them have the same



24        amount of deliveries that you say the Fairfield



25        store has, between 5 -- 15, and 20 trucks a day?
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 1   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  That's an average number.  It



 2        varies upon the volume of the store in question.



 3             A store in a rural area would have less



 4        deliveries than a store in an urban area.



 5   MR. McDERMOTT:  And are you, as -- I'm sorry.  I'm



 6        looking for your title -- the Director of Real



 7        Estate.



 8             Are you familiar with the real estate in each



 9        of those clubs throughout the country?  Or do you



10        have a regional overview, I guess?



11   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  I couldn't represent to you



12        here today that I know every single club, Attorney



13        McDermott.



14             But I'm the Director of Real Estate for BJ's



15        Wholesale Club for this part of the country,



16        including the area that is north of, say,



17        Washington, D.C.



18   MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.  Thank you.  So you have 15 to 20



19        deliveries a day.  Do those deliveries come



20        automatically, or are they scheduled?



21             Do you know when they're going to arrive?



22   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  I would point you to my



23        testimony where I provided a summary of the



24        inventory management system and the fact that it's



25        computerized, and the fact that we have on-demand
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 1        deliveries based on consumer demand of a



 2        particular product.



 3   MR. McDERMOTT:  So are there periods during the day



 4        when there's no deliveries going on?



 5   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Are there periods during the



 6        day when there's no delivery going on?



 7   MR. McDERMOTT:  Correct.



 8   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Of course there's periods



 9        during the day when there's no delivery.



10   MR. McDERMOTT:  And have you ever had to shut down a



11        loading dock area, say, to repave the parking?



12             To repave the lot, or otherwise do



13        maintenance or -- yeah, I guess that's it -- do



14        maintenance at the loading dock area?



15   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Attorney McDermott, I



16        understand your line of thought and questioning



17        here, and I understand that you're questioning me



18        about whether or not we shut our loading docks



19        down, and for how long and what the real impact



20        is.



21             But I will tell you that we strive, as I



22        mentioned in my testimony, not to shut our loading



23        dock down ever as it is a direct correlation to



24        how best we can service our members who pay for



25        the privilege of shopping.
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 1   MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.  I know -- no, I appreciate your



 2        non-responsive answer, but how about responding to



 3        my question?



 4   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Of course, there are time



 5        periods when the loading dock must be maintained



 6        if a pothole had to be filled, or if there was an



 7        accident that needed to be addressed.  Of course.



 8   MR. McDERMOTT:  I'd like to refer you to Exhibit C to



 9        your prefiled testimony.  I believe this is a shot



10        of BJ's loading dock area where there's four



11        trailers.



12             Are you with me on that?



13   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Is -- I'm sorry, Attorney



14        McDermott.  Is that the truck turning template?



15             Or is that the --



16   MR. McDERMOTT:  It looks like a Google Earth road shot



17        of the loading area.



18             It's Exhibit C to your prefiled testimony.



19   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Okay.  Yes, I have it.



20             Yes, go ahead.



21   MR. McDERMOTT:  So there's four -- if I count them,



22        four trailers sitting there?



23   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yeah.



24   MR. McDERMOTT:  Where are the trucks?



25   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  The truck probably had left its
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 1        bay at that point and had departed for another



 2        location.  Or if the aerial was so poor you might



 3        not have been able to make out the truck.



 4             I'm sorry.  I can't comment on either one.



 5   MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.



 6   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  You might not have been able to



 7        see the truck, Attorney McDermott.



 8   MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.  I take it you don't have Exhibit



 9        C in front of you?



10   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  I'm working to pull it up.  I



11        have exhibit --



12   MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.



13   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  -- if you'll just bear with me



14        for one second?



15             Exhibit D was the truck turn figure, or?



16   MR. McDERMOTT:  Exhibit C, as in Charlie.



17   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yeah.  Okay.  Yes, I see it.



18   MR. McDERMOTT:  And so you see the four -- the four



19        trailers with no trucks?



20   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yes, sir, I do.



21   MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.  And so my question is, why are



22        there no trucks?



23   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  So occasionally we have what's



24        called a drop trailer where -- where the truck



25        will move along to its next location to pick up a
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 1        trailer to account for the time it takes to unload



 2        the merchandise.  So it depends on the -- how



 3        quickly we can unload the merchandise.



 4             Sometimes we have a stock room that cannot



 5        take all the merchandise and have a truck that has



 6        to wait, but these are -- it's a fluid equation in



 7        terms of the receiving operation.



 8   MR. McDERMOTT:  All right.  And this loading dock in



 9        Fairfield has five bays?



10   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  It has one, two, three, four,



11        five -- yes, four that are -- are usable.



12             I don't know if we use the fifth one, sir.



13             I'm sorry, I don't know the answer to the



14        question.



15   MR. McDERMOTT:  All right.  So looking, looking again



16        at Exhibit C, beyond the fourth trailer there's a



17        brown building?



18   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Uh-huh.



19   MR. McDERMOTT:  Do you know what building that is?



20   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Is that the Feroleto Steel



21        building?  Is that what you're referring to?



22   MR. McDERMOTT:  I'm just asking you what -- if you know



23        what that building is?



24   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yeah.  You know, I'm -- I'm



25        sorry.  I'm still looking for that Exhibit C.





                                123

�









 1             I apologize.  I'm just going off my memory at



 2        this point.  Apologies, Mr. McDermott.



 3   MR. McDERMOTT:  No worries.



 4



 5                             (Pause.)



 6



 7   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Is it possible to put it up on



 8        the screen?  I'm sorry.



 9   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Unfortunately, it's not.



10   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Attorney McDermott, I -- I do



11        apologize.  I'm sorry, I'm having a hard time



12        finding that, that exhibit.  I do apologize, sir.



13   MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.  Well, let me move on.



14             Maybe we can circle back, and maybe I could



15        ask Attorney Casagrande or Mortelliti to perhaps



16        e-mail it to you or something?



17   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yeah, that would be fine.



18   MR. McDERMOTT:  In the petition for party status that



19        your attorneys filed, on page 2 it says the



20        project as proposed involves the Applicant



21        acquiring an estimated 19.25 acres of permanent



22        easements, including 19.1 acres for the rebuild of



23        115 kV lines and 0.15 acres for permanent



24        easements -- permanent access to the lines.



25             It then says, these proposed easements, if
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 1        acquired, would impede BJ's Wholesale Club's



 2        redevelopment of this property.



 3             Can you explain to me why the UI's



 4        acquisition of approximately 19.25 acres of



 5        permanent easements would have an impact on BJ's?



 6   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Sure.  A pretty easy answer on



 7        that, sir.  The easement proposed would remove



 8        land area that I would otherwise normally be able



 9        to develop for purposes of building expansion,



10        that gas station, as we've mentioned before.



11             So it would reduce my developable area.



12   MR. McDERMOTT:  So is it your position that BJ's has



13        19.25 acres --



14   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  No.



15   MR. McDERMOTT:  -- that UI is acquiring?



16   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  No.  I think what the statement



17        was supposed to -- was stating was that the area



18        that UI would capture as part of its easement,



19        should the power line be installed, would reduce



20        my developable area, a potential area that I could



21        develop, if you follow me.



22             That's what we were saying.



23   MR. McDERMOTT:  I see.



24             And what is that conclusion based on?



25   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  The testimony that the UI real
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 1        estate person previously entered into the record



 2        in that you're not allowed to construct a



 3        structure or any other permanent feature within



 4        that easement.



 5   MR. McDERMOTT:  Now the motion for intervener status



 6        was filed on June 27th, and the hearing that



 7        you're referring to took place in July.  So your



 8        statement came before that testimony.



 9             That's true.  Isn't it?



10   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yes, sir.



11             I believe that to be the case, yes.



12   MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.  And so I'll ask the question



13        again, what is your conclusion about the easements



14        based on, given the fact that the statement that I



15        read to you was written prior to the testimony



16        that you're referring to?



17   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  The easement plan that was



18        provided on sheet 17 of 29 that indicates where



19        the permanent UI, proposed UI permanent easement



20        would be located in Orange.



21   MR. McDERMOTT:  You were asked a question about the



22        redevelopment, the potential redevelopment of a



23        gas station at the Fairfield property?



24   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yes, sir.



25   MR. McDERMOTT:  Would you -- I guess, Mr. Morissette,
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 1        I'd like to ask for a late file from BJ's.  Maybe



 2        they could take the drawing that's included in the



 3        prefiled testimony and add to that the location of



 4        the proposed gas station.



 5             That would be exhibit -- I think you



 6        referenced it, Exhibit B.



 7   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Exhibit B?



 8             Attorney Casagrande, is that possible?



 9   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Certainly, Mr. Morissette.



10   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.  Thank you.



11



12             (Late-Filed Exhibit Number 5, marked for



13        identification and noted in index.)



14



15   MR. McDERMOTT:  Thank you.



16             Have you provided the information about the



17        location of the gas station previously to UI?



18   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  I don't believe so, no.  It's



19        so far in its concept phase at this point, we



20        would have no reason to.



21   MR. McDERMOTT:  But yet you want the Council to take



22        that into consideration when considering the



23        location of UI's infrastructure?



24   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yes, we do because we very much



25        would like to construct a gas station at this
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 1        location.



 2   MR. McDERMOTT:  But that's not the type of information



 3        you think would be helpful to UI to know when



 4        designing their project?



 5   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Why would we go to UI regarding



 6        a gas station that we would construct on a



 7        property when you don't have any jurisdiction?



 8             Attorney McDermott, I just got a copy of



 9        Exhibit C.  I'm sorry.  I have the wrong PDF.  If



10        you'd like to address that, we can now as well.



11   MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.  Thank you.



12   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yes, no problem.



13             Thank you for your patience.



14   MR. McDERMOTT:  In your prefiled testimony on page 4,



15        you say since -- this is the last question on that



16        page beginning in the second sentence, since the



17        proposed installation and maintenance of P724S in



18        addition to the permanent right-of-way, as well as



19        the location of the temporary work pad in BJ



20        Wholesale Club's loading dock would invariably



21        cause disruption and delays to loading dock



22        operations.  There will be a corresponding



23        reduction in product movement and delivery.



24             Why are you so conclusive that there will be



25        disruptions and delays in loading dock operations?
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 1   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Well, if you look at the sheet



 2        17 of 29, you can see the gray box has identified



 3        it as the proposed work pad.  And if you scale



 4        that off even just empirically, you can see that



 5        it's a lot more than the 18 feet that would be



 6        required for the easement when -- I -- I guess



 7        this is my conjecture, that the proposed work pad



 8        is the area required to construct the poles of 724



 9        and 725, and the remainder of the ones that are



10        there.



11             So if there's equipment inside the loading



12        dock area and I'm trying to use that same area to



13        deliver products, there would be a reduction in my



14        capacity to conduct business, Attorney McDermott.



15   MR. McDERMOTT:  And what's your understanding about the



16        duration of time that would be required for the



17        work of that area?



18   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  We have tried to engage UI on



19        that and we -- it's been communicated to us that



20        we cannot engage in that until the easement is



21        approved.



22   MR. McDERMOTT:  Sorry.  UI has told you that they won't



23        discuss how long it will take them to, or how long



24        they would need a work pad for?



25   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  I think better put is that we
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 1        couldn't discuss the terms and conditions of the



 2        easement.  I believe you were a part of that



 3        discussion, sir.



 4   MR. McDERMOTT:  That's fine.  I believe I was part of



 5        that discussion.



 6             But the question is, do you have an



 7        understanding about the construction duration, how



 8        long UI would be at the BJ's Wholesale Club



 9        property on any particular day to complete any of



10        the tasks required?



11   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  No, because UI wouldn't engage



12        in a frank discussion about the terms and



13        conditions of the easement.  It's a bit of a



14        circular reference, I believe.



15   MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.  Would it surprise you to learn



16        that I had conversations with your attorney in



17        which I've described to him the duration of time



18        that would be required for UI to construct any



19        aspect of the project, including maintenance of



20        the property?



21   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Objection.  Calls for discussion of



22        settlement negotiations -- which Attorney



23        McDermott has repeatedly warned me would be



24        admissible in this proceeding.



25             So I think it's highly inappropriate for him
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 1        to ask that question.



 2   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Attorney McDermott, do you want



 3        to restate the question?



 4   MR. McDERMOTT:  I'll withdraw the question.



 5   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.  Thank you.



 6   MR. McDERMOTT:  And I apologize, Attorney Casagrande.



 7        I did not mean to cross that line.



 8   MR. CASAGRANDE:  I understand.  Thank you.



 9   MR. McDERMOTT:  I appreciate your point.



10             Is there a duration of time, an hour, two



11        hours?  Is there some length of time that would be



12        acceptable to BJ's for UI to conduct work in the



13        loading dock area?  Or is your position that no



14        work, however short, can take place in the loading



15        dock area?



16   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Attorney McDermott, as I've



17        mentioned in my prefiled testimony, it's a



18        function of the time period of when this would



19        happen.



20             If you happened to say this to me on March



21        17th of a random day in a random year, you know, I



22        might not have an issue with that.  But if you



23        come to me and say, it's going to be the five days



24        before July 4th, or the three days before



25        Thanksgiving, or the four days before any other
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 1        major holiday, there's significant impacts to our



 2        business.



 3             And even on the random day, there's



 4        significant impacts to our business because our



 5        members come to expect that we are going to



 6        deliver the product to them.  And if someone



 7        doesn't show up -- if someone shows up and they



 8        don't have access to those products, they quickly



 9        ask themselves, why am I paying for the ability to



10        buy cheap diapers?  Or water?  Or milk, or any



11        other product that we sell if it's not there?



12             Our entire business, as I mentioned to you in



13        my prefiled testimony, is based on logistics and



14        the efficient flow of product from point A to B.



15             If we break that, we fail.



16   MR. McDERMOTT:  Now you previously mentioned there's a



17        scheduling software.  So would it be possible for



18        you to identify blocks of time during the course



19        of a year where UI could have access, you know,



20        from 2:30 to 4:30 in the morning on a random



21        Tuesday to do the work?



22             Or -- again, I'm asking the question, are you



23        saying that there's no block of time during the



24        course of the year that can be scheduled and set



25        aside?
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 1   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Deliveries are scheduled on an



 2        on-demand basis based on customer demand of



 3        product, which is a kind of constant state of, not



 4        of people, but change, I should say.



 5             So for me to tell you that there is a time



 6        period that would work, there's really no time



 7        period that works.  We're constantly taking



 8        trucks, as I mentioned in my testimony, 15 to 20



 9        per day to be able to -- to run our business here.



10             The loading dock is by far the most active



11        portion of our business, with the exception of the



12        front door where everyone walks in every day, sir.



13        We're constantly taking trucks.  We have daily



14        store deliveries.  We have team members entering



15        and exiting.  It is an active place, 24/7.



16   MR. McDERMOTT:  24/7.  365?  Or are there any --



17   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yes, sir.  Yes, sir.  Yes.



18   MR. McDERMOTT:  Do you have a log of your daily



19        deliveries?



20   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  A log of our daily deliveries?



21   MR. McDERMOTT:  Yes.  I mean, can you say for certain



22        that there's 15 to 20 trucks a day, or is that



23        just -- have you taken an average?



24             Is there a low day?



25   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  15 to 20 is about -- about
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 1        right for this club, sir.  That's correct.



 2   MR. McDERMOTT:  So going back to Exhibit C.



 3   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Sure.



 4   MR. McDERMOTT:  Now that you have it in front of you --



 5   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yes.



 6   MR. McDERMOTT:  What is the building that is beyond the



 7        fourth trailer?



 8   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  That is the Fero -- that is the



 9        steel building.



10   MR. McDERMOTT:  That is the steel building?



11   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yes, sir.



12   MR. McDERMOTT:  And you would agree with me, it appears



13        that there are two -- it looks like a loading dock



14        area.  Are those loading docks that are, kind of,



15        it looks like around the corner, perhaps?



16             I'm not sure how to describe the location.  I



17        was wondering if you know where the location of



18        the loading docks are for the steel building?



19   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Yeah.  So if you're looking at



20        that photo -- and thank you for your patience



21        while we pulled it up.  There's -- there's three



22        trucks that are shown there without a cab trail --



23        not -- not a trailer, but a truck that goes with



24        them.



25             And then beyond that, there appears to be
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 1        space for one, if not two additional locations.



 2        It's tough to tell by this picture as it's an



 3        oblique angle, but I believe that there's two



 4        other locations in there.



 5             And then following that on the far side,



 6        there's what we call a drop trailer, which is a



 7        trailer that is waiting to be picked up by our



 8        logistics folks to move back to our distribution



 9        facility.



10   MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.  In your prefiled testimony on



11        page 3, you say to Feroleto Steel -- sorry about



12        my pronunciation -- offers a paved area in the



13        rear of the property that is not encumbered by an



14        active loading dock area.



15             What do you mean by, not encumbered by an



16        active loading dock area -- or an active loading



17        dock?  Sorry.



18   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Well, if you look at the



19        aerial, Attorney McDermott, you'll see that



20        there's no loading dock.  And by that I mean, a



21        concrete apron that you'd find at the front of the



22        Feroleto -- I hope I'm saying that right -- Steel



23        building, which shows a piece of concrete that



24        their trucks are parked on top of.



25             That's the standard in the industry for a
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 1        loading dock.  That's what I meant by that.



 2   MR. McDERMOTT:  Have you discussed the UI project with



 3        the steel company?



 4   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  No, sir, we have not.



 5             I have not.



 6   MR. McDERMOTT:  So you don't know how they would feel



 7        about the placement of a transmission structure on



 8        their property?



 9   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  I have no idea, sir.



10   MR. McDERMOTT:  So you -- but would like UI to do that?



11             You'd like them to move the structure onto



12        the steel company property?



13   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  I'd like them to move it to a



14        location that's not in such an active location for



15        a business.  That is correct, yes.



16             In this case, that business happens to be me,



17        yes.



18   MR. McDERMOTT:  You say -- in your prefiled testimony



19        you say, therefore BJ's Wholesale Club submits



20        that installing P724S in the rear paved area of --



21        I'm skipping the name of the company -- the



22        steel's property is a more than reasonable



23        alternative.



24             But you don't know that it's not going to be



25        as difficult to site it there, or that they're
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 1        going to be receptive to it.  You just don't want



 2        it in your backyard.  Is that right?



 3   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  It would appear to me that it's



 4        in an easier location.  It's in a paved area.  You



 5        can access it.  You can access it from both sides



 6        of their building, as opposed to our building,



 7        which has much more constraints in terms of the



 8        parking deck, the rear drive aisle, and the fact



 9        that in our area we are running 15 to 20 trucks



10        per day.



11             From there, from my perspective in my view of



12        their situation, they are not running 15 to 20



13        trucks per day in that area.  And even if they



14        did, they have multiple ways of ingress and



15        egress, whereas we do not.



16   MR. McDERMOTT:  What's the maximum number of trucks



17        that can simultaneously use the loading dock area



18        at any one time?



19   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Okay.  The number of berths --



20        it's one, two, three, four.  It's either -- it's



21        probably five locations, four to five, let's say.



22   MR. McDERMOTT:  How often is it that all five of the



23        bays are being used?



24   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  I don't have that answer for



25        you right now, I'm sorry to say.
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 1   MR. McDERMOTT:  How long is -- approximately how long



 2        is each truck parked there for?



 3   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  It depends on the delivery and



 4        the merchandise.  If it's a refrigerated truck, it



 5        might be quicker because we're trying to get that



 6        merchandise into a climate-controlled environment.



 7             If it's a non-refrigerated truck and we don't



 8        have space for the product, either in our stock



 9        room or out on the floor, it might wait for a bit,



10        as you can see in the photo in -- in Exhibit C.



11   MR. McDERMOTT:  Would it be possible for you to



12        provide, say, a 90-day log of the deliveries that



13        were -- yeah, the deliveries that were made at



14        BJ's?  You know, pick a 90-day period as an



15        example of the volume and the time of the



16        deliveries?



17   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  That -- that might trend upon



18        proprietary information, sir, that I'd rather not



19        have in the public domain -- but we'll take that



20        under advisement.  How about that?



21   MR. McDERMOTT:  No, that's not sufficient.



22             Mr. Morissette, I'll ask you to weigh in on



23        the position of the Witness, that it's



24        proprietary.  It does not seem to me to be



25        proprietary, but I'm not sure what the
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 1        confidential nature of the number of deliveries



 2        would be since he's essentially already indicated



 3        it's 15 to 20.  I'm just looking for a breakdown



 4        of that number over the course of 90 days.



 5   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Attorney McDermott.



 6             Attorney Casagrande, you want to weigh in on



 7        this?



 8   MR. CASAGRANDE:  Well, Mr. Morissette, I have to defer



 9        to my client's observations of what would be



10        proprietary or not.  I'm not prepared to comment



11        on that at this point.



12   THE HEARING OFFICER:  You have no insight as to whether



13        the information is confidential, or not?



14   MR. CASAGRANDE:  I can't comment on that at this time.



15   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.



16             Attorney Bachman, would you like to weigh in



17        on this?



18   MS. BACHMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Morissette.



19             Certainly, a motion for protective order



20        could be filed if it's confidential information,



21        and we would take that up at the next hearing or



22        during one of our regular meetings.



23             Thank you.



24   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Very good.  Thank you.



25             With that, we will take a late file of the
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 1        90-day log of deliveries.  And if it is



 2        confidential, then file a protective order and we



 3        will handle it accordingly and maintain it



 4        confidential for only those that would require the



 5        need to utilize the information.



 6   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Mr. Morissette, we can agree to



 7        that so long as the information is -- is retained



 8        in a confidential fashion, sir.



 9   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Absolutely.  Very good.



10   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Thank you.



11   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.



12



13             (Late-Filed Exhibit Number 6, marked for



14        identification and noted in index.)



15



16   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Attorney McDermott, please



17        continue.



18   MR. McDERMOTT:  Thank you.  The location of the pole



19        that is going to go in what I refer to as the



20        grassy knoll behind the bollards.



21             You're familiar with that location?



22   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  I am, yes.  Thank you.



23   MR. McDERMOTT:  So the location -- am I correct that



24        you don't have a problem necessarily with the



25        location of that pole, because the location of the





                                140

�









 1        pole itself will not impede the operations at the



 2        loading dock?  Is that correct?



 3   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  That is correct so long as the



 4        easement didn't overlap the areas where my trucks



 5        need to operate, the work easement -- or permanent



 6        easement for that matter.  I guess they're the



 7        same based on our prior testimony.



 8   MR. McDERMOTT:  Right.  And so it comes down to the



 9        construction and, I guess, arguably maintenance --



10        although maintenance is probably not a frequent



11        occurrence, but it really comes down to the



12        construction of the structure rather than its



13        location.  Is that correct?



14   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  I would say it's the initial



15        construction as well as the ongoing maintenance.



16        If UI decided to park a truck in that area, I



17        would not be able to use the loading dock, period,



18        full stop.



19   MR. McDERMOTT:  You would not be able to use the



20        loading dock area while the truck was in place.



21             Right?



22   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Correct.  Yes, that's correct,



23        sir.  Thank you for finishing my thought.



24             I appreciate that.



25   MR. McDERMOTT:  But the permanent easement would not
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 1        impede access, right?



 2             The easement itself, that's not an issue?



 3   THE WITNESS (Netreba):  Easements go with rights for



 4        those that possess them.  What rights do you have



 5        in the easement to do things, and how does that



 6        impact my ability to circulate delivery vehicles,



 7        trucks in the loading dock?



 8             So it's never just the easement.  It's the



 9        rights that go with the easement, of course.



10   MR. McDERMOTT:  Okay.  Mr. Morissette, I believe that's



11        all I have for the BJ's panel.  Thank you.



12   THE HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Attorney McDermott.



13             We're going to conclude the hearing for



14        today, and there will be a continuation by the



15        Connecticut Siting Council.  The Council announces



16        that we will continue the evidentiary session of



17        this public hearing on Tuesday, October 17, 2023,



18        at 2 p.m., via Zoom remote conferencing.



19             A copy of the agenda for the continued remote



20        evidentiary hearing session will be available on



21        the Council's Docket 516 webpage, along with a



22        record of this matter, the public hearing notice,



23        instructions for public access to the remote



24        evidentiary hearing session, and the Council's



25        citizens' guide to Siting Council's procedures.
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 1             Please note that anyone who has not become a



 2        party or intervener, but who desires to make his



 3        or her views known to the Council may file written



 4        statements to the Council until the record closes.



 5             Copies of the transcript of this hearing will



 6        be filed with the City Clerk's office in



 7        Bridgeport and the Town Clerk's office in



 8        Fairfield for the convenience of the public.



 9             I hereby declare this hearing adjourned.



10             And thank you, everyone, for participating



11        this afternoon and have a good evening.



12



13                         (End:  5:13 p.m.)
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 1                            CERTIFICATE



 2

               I hereby certify that the foregoing 143 pages

 3        are a complete and accurate computer-aided

          transcription of my original verbatim notes taken

 4        of the remote teleconference meeting of THE

          CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL in Re:  DOCKET NO. 516,

 5        THE UNITED ILLUMINATING COMPANY APPLICATION FOR A

          CERTIFICATE OF ENVIRONMENTAL COMPATIBILITY AND

 6        PUBLIC NEED FOR THE FAIRFIELD TO CONGRESS RAILROAD

          TRANSMISSION LINE 115-kV REBUILD PROJECT THAT

 7        CONSISTS OF THE RELOCATION AND REBUILD OF ITS

          EXISTING 115-KILOVOLT ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION LINES

 8        FROM THE RAILROAD CATENARY STRUCTURES TO NEW STEEL

          MONOPOLE STRUCTURES AND RELATED MODIFICATIONS

 9        ALONG APPROXIMATELY 7.3 MILES OF THE CONNECTICUT

          DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION'S METRO-NORTH

10        RAILROAD CORRIDOR BETWEEN STRUCTURE B648S LOCATED

          EAST OF SASCO CREEK IN FAIRFIELD AND UI'S CONGRESS

11        STREET SUBSTATION IN BRIDGEPORT, AND THE REBUILD

          OF TWO EXISTING 115-kV TRANSMISSION LINES ALONG

12        0.23 MILE OF EXISTING UI RIGHT-OF-WAY TO

          FACILITATE INTERCONNECTION OF THE REBUILT 115-kV

13        ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION LINES AT UI'S EXISTING ASH

          CREEK, RESCO, PEQUONNOCK AND CONGRESS STREET

14        SUBSTATIONS TRAVERSING THE MUNICIPALITIES OF

          BRIDGEPORT AND FAIRFIELD, CONNECTICUT, which was

15        held before JOHN MORISSETTE, Member and Presiding

          Officer, on August 29, 2023.

16
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18                       _________________________________

                         Robert G. Dixon, CVR-M 857

19                       Notary Public

                         My Commission Expires:  6/30/2025
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