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STATE OF CONNECTICUT
CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL

The United llluminating Company (Ul) application for a . Docket No. 516R
Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public

Need for the Fairfield to Congress Railroad

Transmission Line 115-kV Rebuild Project that consists

of the relocation and rebuild of its existing 115- kilovolt

(kV) electric transmission lines from the railroad

catenary structures to new steel monopole structures

and related modifications along approximately 7.3 miles

of the Connecticut Department of Transportation’s

Metro-North Railroad corridor between Structure B648S

located east of Sasco Creek in Fairfield and Ul's

Congress Street Substation in Bridgeport, and the

rebuild of two existing 115-kV transmission lines along

0.23 mile of existing Ul right-of-way to facilitate

interconnection of the rebuilt 115-kV  electric

transmission lines at Ul's existing Ash Creek, Resco,

Pequonnock and Congress Street Substations

traversing the municipalities of Bridgeport and Fairfield,

Connecticut . November 3, 2025

PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF
THE UNITED ILLUMINATING COMPANY




l. Introduction

The United llluminating Company (“UI” or the "Company”), respectfully submits this
Petition for Reconsideration pursuant to § 4-181a(a) of the Connecticut General Statutes
(“Conn. Gen. Stat.”) to request the Connecticut Siting Council (“Council”) reconsider its
October 16, 2025 denial (the “Denial”’) of the Company’s application (the “Application”)
for the issuance of a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public Need (the
“Certificate”) in connection with the Fairfield to Congress Railroad Transmission Line
115-kilovolt (“kV”) Rebuild Project (the “Project”). As the Council has repeatedly found,
there is a strong public need for this Project, which will replace 60-year-old, deteriorated
Ul transmission infrastructure, which sits atop 100-year-old, Connecticut Department of
Transportation (“CTDOT”) owned railroad catenaries, with new infrastructure that
conforms with modern safety and construction standards in order to more safely and
reliably provide electric transmission in Fairfield County and the ISO-NE region. For
example, the Project would use new independent single and double circuit monopoles
capable of withstanding extreme weather conditions (i.e. 0.5” radial ice, Category 3
Hurricane wind speeds), unlike the infrastructure currently in place. The Project would
also separate, in as many areas as possible, the Ul wires from the CTDOT catenaries,
allowing both the Ul transmission facilities and the railroad to be maintained
independently based on the needs of each, rather than having to wait for coordinated

opportunities to perform maintenance and repairs." Any adverse environmental effects

L Additionally, CTDOT has indicated that maintaining the 115-kV lines on the railroad catenary
structures would be inconsistent with CTDOT’s plans to improve train speed and railroad service and “would
continue to hamper CTDOT’s maintenance of its railroad lines and equipment, which requires coordination
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of the Project do not outweigh the public need. Undoubtedly, this is why the Siting Council
initially approved the Application in its vote on September 4, 2025. The Council has never
found otherwise, yet inexplicably issued the Denial without providing any basis therefor.
The Council acted illegally and arbitrarily in flipping its vote with absolutely no reasons

provided.

Ul's request for reconsideration of the Denial is warranted. The Denial plainly
violates Conn. Gen. Stat. §§16-50p(a)(3) and 4-180. Specifically, Conn. Gen. Stat. §16-
50p(a)(3) requires that the Council “shall file, with its order [granting or denying an
application] an opinion stating in full its reasons for the decision . ..” CGS § 16-50p(a)(3)
(emphasis added). The only reasons cited by the Siting Council in its Opinion support
approval of the Application. And Conn. Gen. Stat. § 4-180 requires that the Council
‘render a final decision” in any matter pending before it, and that final decision “shall be
in writing or orally stated on the record and, if adverse to a party, shall include the
agency'’s findings of fact and conclusions of law necessary to its decision . ..” Again here,
the “decision” is a single sentence “denying” the Application with no indication as to what
provision of Conn. Gen. Stat. §16-50p Ul has failed to satisfy. Moreover, “[flindings of fact
shall be based exclusively on the evidence in the record and on matters noticed.” Id.
Here, the Council’s Denial did not “state in full its reasons for its decision” or “include the
Council’s findings of fact and conclusions of law necessary to its decision.” For reasons
that are entirely unexplained, the Council did neither. There is good reason for these

statutory requirements. There is no question that public infrastructure projects such as

with Ul for transmission line outages.” Department of Transportation Comments, August 18, and
September 27, 2023.



the Project at issue here and six other similar Projects previously approved by the Council
along the railroad have been or are in the process of being completed. Without any
explanation as to why the Project was denied, Ul is left — after several years of developing
the Project and diligently participating in the regulatory process to evaluate it — with no
guidance as to what, if any, issues the Council had with the proposed solution to the
important public need the Project sought to address. The public is left with aging,
deteriorating infrastructure that poses significant safety and reliability concerns and
denying the Company’s Application will add years to the start of construction on any
alternative and, as presented in the record, put reliability and safety at significant risk.
Rather, the only findings of fact and conclusions of law included with the Council’s
Denial clearly support the granting of the Application. That the record in this proceeding
clearly shows that the certificate should have been approved, is yet another reason the
Council’s Denial violates the relevant statutes. The Council’s Denial documents can only
be construed as supporting approval of the Project:
[T]here is a public need for the proposed facilities and the effects associated with
the construction of rebuilt 115-kV electric transmission facilities and associated
equipment in Fairfield and Bridgeport and related improvements to the Ash Creek,
Resco, Pequonnock, and Congress Street Substations in Bridgeport (Project),
including effects on the natural environment, ecological balance, public health and
safety, agriculture, forests and parks, scenic, historic, and recreational values, air
and water purity, fish, aquaculture and wildlife are not disproportionate either alone
or cumulatively with other effects compared to need, are not in conflict with the
policies of the state concerning such effects, and are not sufficient reason to deny
the application. Therefore, the Council directs that a Certificate of Environmental
Compatibility and Public Need, as provided by CGS §16-50k, be issued to The
United llluminating Company ... for the construction, maintenance and operation

of the rebuilt electric transmission facilities.

October 16, 2025 Remand Decision and Order at 1 (the “Remand Decision”)
(Attachment 1).2

2 Identical language appears in the Council’'s February 15, 2024 Decision and Order in Docket 516
(the “Docket 516 Decision”).



Il Procedural History

The Company submitted its application to the Council on March 17, 2023. The
application was for a certificate to the Project involving the removal of the existing,
approximately 60-year-old 115-kV transmission lines and Ul-owned infrastructure
(“bonnets”) that are presently located on the support columns of the CDOT catenary
structures that span the MetroNorth Railroad (“MNR?”) tracks. The Project is part of Ul’s
long-term plan for relocating its electric transmission facilities along the CTDOT corridor
in Fairfield and New Haven counties to enhance the reliability and resiliency of the electric
transmission grid both locally and regionally, a long-term plan that started in 2012 when
the Company addressed NERC related clearance violations and continuing to this day as
work in being completed in New Haven, West Haven, Orange and Milford which was
approved by the Council in Docket 508. The Project extends along the CTDOT corridor
for 7.3 miles from Catenary Structure B648S, located within the CTDOT corridor just east
of Sasco Creek in the Town of Fairfield (the “Town” or “Fairfield”), to UlI's Congress Street
Substation in the City of Bridgeport (the “City” or “Bridgeport”). The Project will also
involve the rebuild of two 115-kV lines along a 0.23-mile Ul right-of-way (“ROW?”) that
extends from the CTDOT corridor southeast to Ul's Ash Creek Substation and will
connect the rebuilt 115-kV lines to Ul's Ash Creek, Resco, New Pequonnock and
Congress Street substations.

The Docket 516 Decision and the Remand Decision are based on a lengthy,
thorough and inclusive administrative process that extended over a 31-month period. That
process met all statutory criteria and included the participation of 24 intervening parties

and six days of evidentiary hearings.



Following the close of the record in Docket 516, at the Council’s February 1, 2024
meeting, the Council reviewed draft findings of fact (Attachment 2) after which a non-
binding straw poll of the Council members was taken. See February 1, 2024 Meeting
Minutes, Attachment 3. As reflected in the meeting minutes, four of the Members
(Silverstri, Golembiewski, Near and Morissette) voted in favor of the Hannon-Morissette
Alternative (“‘HMA”).3 One member (Nguyen) voted “no”, one member (Lynch) did not
vote and one member (Carter) abstained.

Two weeks later, at the Council's February 15, 2024 meeting, the Council reviewed
the findings of fact, opinion, decision and order and conclusions of law (Attachment 4).
Members Silvestri, Near and Morissette again voted in favor of the HMA joined by
Member Lynch. Member Nguyen again voted “no” while Member Golembiewski did not
vote in favor of the HMA as he had previously, but instead abstained, along with Member
Carter, who again abstained.

The Council’s approval of the HMA was appealed to Superior Court by various
parties and intervenors. On April 23, 2025, the Court issued a decision sustaining the
appeal, because — while Ul's application sought to rebuild the 1430 Line — the HMA
approved by the Council would have also affected a portion of the 1130 Line north of the
MNR tracks, which was not part of Ul's Application. The Court remanded the matter back
to the Council “for proceedings consistent with this memorandum of decision.” See

Attachment 5.

3 The HMA was the Council’'s determination that a 2 mile stretch of the 7 mile Project should run
along the north side of the Metro-North Railroad corridor instead of the south side as Ul initially proposed.
The HMA has a slightly different route and configuration but included many of the same attributes as the
Project initially proposed by Ul: it contemplates an overhead design, with the transmission lines fixed to
freestanding monopoles, primarily in the existing right-of-way.
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The Council opened Docket 516R to manage the remand. At the Council's
June 12, 2025 meeting as part of Docket 516R, the Council reviewed draft findings of
fact. The draft findings are nearly identical to the February 15, 2024 findings of fact in
Docket 516, with a limited number of additional findings primarily concerning the court-
ordered remand. See Attachment 6. Following discussion on the draft findings of fact, a
non-binding straw vote was conducted on the Company’s proposed Project. Members
Golembiewski and Morissette voted to approve the Company’s Project but Members Hall,
Carter, Nguyen and Syme voted “no” and Member Lynch abstained. See Attachment 7
for the meeting transcript.

On June 24, 2025 the Company filed a motion with the Council asking to stay its
decision regarding the Project because the membership of the Council was not properly
constituted as required by the Council’s enabling legislation, Conn. Gen. Stat. §16-50 et.
seq. and specifically Conn. Gen. Stat. §16-50j(b). On June 26, 2025, the Council
approved Ul's motion. See Attachment 8 for Meeting Minutes.

Following the appointment of a new Member (Williams), on September 4, 2025 the
Council again reviewed draft findings of fact. The findings are consistent with prior drafts
considered by the Council with only limited additional findings regarding the adjudicatory
process. Another non-binding straw vote was taken on the Company’s proposed Project.
Members Morissette, Williams, Lynch, Golembiewski, Hall and Carter voted “yes” with
Members Nguyen, Syme voting “no”. See Attachment 9 for Meeting Transcript. At the
end of the discussion Mr. Morissette directed Council staff to “draft an opinion and
decision and order approving the proposed project as filed by United llluminating.” /d. at

14.



On September 16, 2025, Governor Lamont asked the Council to delay the final
vote on the project that was scheduled for September 18, 2025 in order to give the parties
time to develop a “better alternative.” Attachment 10. On September 17, 2024, the parties
and intervenors also requested the Council remove the project from the September 18,
2025 agenda and a motion to table was approved by the Council at the Council’s meeting.
Attachment 11.

At the Council’s October 16, 2025 meeting the Council again reviewed the draft
findings of fact which are consistent with prior drafts considered by the Council. The
Council also reviewed the Remand Opinion, Remand Decision and Order, and Remand
Conclusions of Law. See Meeting Transcript at Attachment 12. These were the only
materials presented to the Council for the meeting and the Council reviewed each of the
combined 153 pages with no comments or objections. /d. No Member requested further
discussion and no Member commented in any way on any of the decision documents,
and certainly did not express any concern with or offer any correction or addition to any
document. /d. Atthe end of the review of the decision documents the Council conducted
the final vote on the project.

-  Member Golembiewski indicated that his “department [DEEP] supports the

Hannon-Morissette Alternative, so | will be voting no.” Member Golembiewski
voted “no” notwithstanding the fact he had voted “yes” in the June 12, 2025
and September 4, 2025 straw votes, offering no rationale for his changed
position other than stating that DEEP preferred the HMA — an option that was
not before the Council for consideration and an explanation that is irrelevant to

the applicable statutory standards.



- Member Nguyen voted “no”, offering no explanation for his vote or any
discussion as to how the Project fails to meet the statutory standards.

- Member Carter voted “to deny the application” with no explanation or
discussion as to how the Project fails to meet the statutory standards.

-  Member Syme voted “no” with no explanation or discussion as to how the
Project fails to meet the statutory standards.

- Member Lynch voted “no”, with no explanation or discussion as to how the
Project fails to meet the statutory standards or as to why he changed his
position from his “yes” vote during the September 4, 2025 straw vote.

- Members Williams, Hall and Morissette voted “yes” and their votes to approve
are consistent with the draft decision documents.

The final vote means that three members (Golembiewski, Carter and Lynch) who voted
in favor of the Project at the September 4, 2025 meeting, switched their vote a little over
a month later and voted to deny the Project without offering any explanation for the
change.

On October 17, 2025 the Council issued a letter which provides that by a “vote
during its October 16, 2025 regular meeting, the Council denied the above-referenced
application... Enclosed are the Council's Remand Findings of Fact, Remand Opinion,
Remand Decision and Order and Remand Conclusions of Law.” See Attachment 1.

Importantly, however, the Remand Decision Documents — which are nearly
identical to the decision documents issued by the Council for each meeting since the
remand from the Superior Court — clearly state that there is a public need for the Project

and that the effects of the Project on the natural environment, ecological balance, public



health and safety, agriculture, forests and parks, scenic, historic, and recreational values,
air and water purity, fish, aquaculture and wildlife are not a sufficient reason to deny the
Application. The Remand Decision Documents direct that a Certificate of Environmental

Compatibility and Public Need, as provided by CGS §16-50k, be issued to UI.

Ml Legal Argument

The requested reconsideration is warranted because an error in law needs to be
corrected, Conn. Gen. Stat. § 4-181a(a)(1)(A), and there is other good cause for
reconsideration, Conn. Gen. Stat. § 4-181a(a)(1)(C). Specifically, the Council failed to
meet the requirements of § 4-180 of the Connecticut General Statutes that provides that
in all contested case the agency shall “render a final decision within ninety days following
close of the evidence or the due date for the filing of briefs, whichever is later, in such
proceedings” and that the decision “shall include the agency’s findings of fact and
conclusions of law necessary to its decision, including the specific provisions of the
general statutes or of regulations.. upon which the agency bases its decision.” Similarly,
the Council’'s own statute provides a similar directive to the Council to file “an opinion
stating in full its reasons for the decision.” Conn. Gen. Stat. §16-50p(a)(3). The Council’s
Denial fails to meet these statutory provisions because (1) the decision documents —
which approve the Project — are completely and arbitrarily inconsistent with the Council’s
October 17, 2025 letter purporting to deny the Company’s Application and (2) the decision
documents contain no findings or fact or conclusions of law that support a denial of the
application or otherwise indicate how the Project fails to meet applicable statutory

requirements for approval.



To the contrary, the Remand Decision Documents contain the following unrefuted

statements:

1.

2.

There is a public need for the Project.

The Project is necessary for the reliability of the electric power supply of the
state, serves the interests of electric system economy and reliability, and
conforms to a long-range plan for resiliency of the electric systems serving the
state and interconnected utility systems.

After considering the policies of the state concerning the natural environment,
ecological balance, public health and safety, scenic, historic and recreational
values, agriculture, forests and parks, air and water purity, and fish,
aquaculture and wildlife, and other environmental concerns, including EMF, the
Council determined that the environmental effects can be sufficiently mitigated

and do not overcome the public need for the facility.

. The Council found that the location of the rebuilt transmission line will not pose

an undue hazard to persons or property along the area traversed by the
transmission line.
The Council determined that the existing right of way shall serve as the buffer

zone to protect public health and safety

. The Council considered reasonable alternatives and found that the proposed

Project is the best alternative consistent with the reasonable requirements of

the public health, safety and welfare.
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7. The Council will issue a Certificate (with conditions) for the construction,
maintenance, and operation of the Project.
Remand Opinion at 12 and 13.

There are over 7,200 pages of relevant evidence in this Docket. Remand
Conclusions of Law at 14. It has been 2.5 years since the Company first submitted its
Application to the Council. Two dozen parties and intervenors were involved in
Docket 516. The Council held a six-day evidentiary hearing on the Application on July 25,
August 29, October 17, November 16, November 28 and December 12, 2023. During the
hearings, Ul presented a 14 member panel that included industry experts from a diverse
range of fields, available to answer any questions the Council had about the
environmental impacts of the Project. The Council and the parties and intervenors issued,
and Ul answered, over 250 interrogatories and 20 request of late filed exhibits. The
hearings included a public comment phase where members of the public were able to
submit comments to the Council. The Docket 516 Decision Documents as well as the
Remand Decision Documentrs reflect a thorough administrative process and reflect the
considered conclusions of the Council after evaluating voluminous evidence and is plainly
supported by substantial evidence.

There is nothing in the record to suggest that the Remand Decision Documents
are incorrect as drafted nor does the record support the Council’s Denial of the Project.
To the contrary, the Remand Decision Documents accurately reflect the evidence in the
record, which fully supports the significant public need for the Project and — after thorough
investigation of the environmental impacts — concludes the public need outweighs the

environmental effects. By concluding otherwise — with absolutely no attempt to justify this
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conclusion and no record support on which it could if it had tried — the Council has violated
Conn. Gen. Stat. §§4-180 and 16-50p. Rather, other than Mr. Golembiewski’'s comment
that DEEP prefers the HMA to the Project proposed in the Application, no Council member
offered any explanation as to why they did not support the Project.* The only conclusion
from the extensive Decision Documents is that the Project meets the standards set forth
in Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-50p. Nothing in the Remand Decisions Documents suggests
otherwise.

To grant a certificate for an electric transmission line (either as proposed or as
modified by the Council), the Council must find and determine: (A) “a public need for the
facility and the basis of the need”; (B) “[t]he nature of the probable environmental impact
of the facility alone and cumulatively with other existing facilities, including a specification
of every significant adverse effect”; (C) an explanation of “[w]hy the adverse effects or
conflicts . . . are not sufficient reason to deny the application”; and (D) whether “the facility
conforms to a long-range plan for expansion of the electric power grid . . . and will serve
the interests of electric system economy and reliability,” and “that the overhead portions,
if any, . . . are cost effective and the most appropriate alternative . . . .” Conn. Gen. Stat.
§ 16-50p(a)(3). The Council properly considered each of these elements and issued the
Docket 516 Decision Documents and the Remand Decision Documents granting the
Application based on its analysis and the substantial evidence in the record.

The Council has found that there is a public need for the Project as defined in

Conn. Gen. Stat. §16-50/(h). In analyzing whether a public need exists, relevant

4 While DEEP may prefer another route, Mr. Golembiewski did not express any concerns or identify
any issues with the Project. Nor did Mr. Golembiewski explain how the Project has changed from the time
he voted to approve the Project on September 4, 2025 until October 15, 2025 so as to explain his change
in vote.
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considerations include whether the Project will advance energy security at the local,
regional, state, and interstate levels to protect “adequate and reliable public utility services
at the lowest reasonable cost to consumers . . . .” See Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-50g. Ul
provided a full explanation of the public need for the Project. The Application states that
“[tIhe Project will serve a public need by ensuring that the existing 115-kV lines are rebuilt
to continue to provide reliable electric service to the region [and] ‘ensure the safety and
integrity of existing infrastructure over its useful life through the timely planning and
budgeting for maintenance, repairs, and necessary upgrades’ and will ‘minimize the
potential risks and impacts from natural hazards, such as flooding, high winds, and
wildfires . . . .”” Docket 516 Application at 5-28. The administrative record demonstrates
that the Project is necessary to upgrade the aging infrastructure (i.e., the aging bonnet
and catenary structures above the Metro-North railroad right-of-way) to ensure grid
reliability and nothing in the record or the various Docket 516 Decision Documents and
the Remand Decision Documents suggests otherwise.

Based upon the Company’s design of the Project, including the proposed Project
route and overhead line configuration, the construction and operation of the Project will
not have significant permanent adverse effects on the environment or pose an undue
hazard.

The Project is the most prudent solution for resolving the physical limitations (i.e.
age-related deterioration, corrosion) of the aged infrastructure along the 7.3 mile Project
area from Catenary Structure B648S which is located within the CTDOT corridor just east
of Sasco Creek in Fairfield to Congress Street Substation in Bridgeport. The Siting

Council should grant this Motion, reconsider the Application and approve it based on the
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record and law. If it fails to do so, Ul reserves all rights going forward (including but not
limited to taking an appeal and seeking discovery) in order to determine why three Council

members inexplicably changed their votes.®

IV.  Conclusion

The record demonstrates that the Project complies with all applicable statutes and
regulations. As demonstrated by the evidence in the record and the Council’s prior
findings, there is a public need for this Project and the proposed location of the rebuilt
115-kV lines, and the effects associated with the construction, operation and maintenance
of the Project — including electromagnetic fields, which will not pose an undue hazard to
person or property — are not sufficient reason to deny the Application. The foregoing is
supported by the Docket 516 Decision Documents as well as the Remand Documents.
For the foregoing reasons, the Company respectfully requests that the Council reconsider
its October 16, 2025 vote since there is nothing in the record to support the Council’s
Denial, the Council’s Decision Documents do not support it, and the Council’s Denial

violates Conn. Gen. Stat. §§4-180 and 16-50p.

5 The Company has sent Freedom of Information Act (“FOIA”) letters to the Town, City and elected
officials for information concerning various communications between September 4, 2025 through and
including October 16, 2025 regarding Dockets 516 and 516R. The Company further reserves its right to
supplement this Petition based on information received in response to the FOIA requests. See Attachment
13 which is the Company’s FOIA letter to the Council.
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