Docket No. 516R - The United Illuminating Company (Ul) } Connecticut
application for a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility } Siting
and Public Need for the Fairfield to Congress Railroad } Council
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 UI’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 UI’s existing Ash Creek, Resco, }

Pequonnock and Congress Street Substations traversing the }

municipalities of Bridgeport and Fairfield, Connecticut. }

Court-ordered Remand Regarding Connecticut Siting } November 19. 2025
Council’s February 15, 2024 Final Decision pursuant to } ’
Connecticut General Statutes 8 4-183(j). }

Joint Response to UI’s Petition for Reconsideration
On Behalf of the Town of Fairfield, the City of Bridgeport, Sasco Creek Neighbors
Environmental Trust, the National Trust for Historic Preservation in the United States,
Pequot Library Association, Sasquannaug Association for Southport Improvement, Inc.,
United Properties, Invest 11, 2190 Post Road, LLC, International Investors, GP, Trinity
Episcopal Church, Southport Congregational Church, Stephen Ozyck, Andrea Ozyck and
David Parker

The Parties listed above (the “Parties”) hereby respond to the Petition for Reconsideration
brought by The United Illuminating Company (“UI”) in connection with the above-referenced
Docket. For the reasons set forth below, the Parties believe that Ul has inappropriately styled a
request for a clarification of the Council’s decision in this Docket as a request that the Council
reconsider its vote and vote yet again on the matter, despite providing the Council with no new
evidence or material. The Parties therefore submit that the appropriate course of action is for the
Council to keep its October 16, 2025 decision intact, but modify its Opinion, and perhaps other
documents, so that the documents more closely comport with the Council’s decision. This will

allow for the avoidance of all doubt as to why the Council denied UI’s Application.
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l. UD’s Petition Should Be Denied Because the Council Unambiguously Denied
Approval of UI’s Application and the Draft Remand Documents

UI’s Petition asks the Council to reconsider its denial of the Application on the sole basis
that the Council’s final decision package, which included draft documents written in anticipation
of the Application’s approval, “can only be construed as supporting approval of the Project.”

(Ul Petition, at p. 3, citing Attachment 1). Ul, however, ignores the most important fact: On
October 16, 2025, the Council denied approval of the October 9, 2025 Draft Remand Findings of
Fact, Draft Remand Opinion, Draft Remand Decision and Order, and Draft Remand Conclusions
of Law (referred to herein as the “Draft Remand Documents™). The mere fact that these drafts
were included with the Council’s mailing of its final decision does not convert that denial into an
approval.

The procedural history of this proceeding is clear and undisputed.

On February 16, 2024, the Council rejected UI’s proposed Southern Overhead Route,
voting instead to approve the “Hannon- Morissette Alternative.” On appeal, the Connecticut
Superior Court concluded that the Council exceeded its statutory authority because UI’s
Application did not propose modifications to the 1130 Line north of the railroad tracks. Upon
remand, on June 12, 2025, the Council held a “straw vote” in favor of denying UI’s application
for the Southern Overhead Route. Prior to the formal vote scheduled for June 26, 2025, Ul
moved for a stay of the proceedings in this Docket, arguing that the Council was improperly
constituted. Following appointments of new Council members by the Governor, on August 29,
2025, the Council’s staff sent “draft Remand Findings of Fact” to Council members. (Ul
Petition, Attachment 9, 9-4-25 Tr. p. 11 In. 12-13). One week later, on September 4, 2025, in
another straw vote of Council members, the Council reversed itself and voted in favor of UI’s

Application. Based on that non-binding straw vote, the Vice Chair, acting as the presiding



officer, directed the Council’s staff to “draft a[n] opinion and decision and order approving the
proposed project as filed by United Illuminating.” (Ul Petition, Attachment 9, 9-4-25 Tr. p. 14,
In. 20-21). On October 9, 2025, as instructed, the staff generated the Draft Remand Documents
and circulated them to Council members.

UI’s Application and the Draft Remand Documents came up for a vote at the Council’s
October 16, 2025 meeting. (See Connecticut Siting Council Energy/Telecommunications
Meeting Agenda dated October 9, 2025, attached as Exhibit 1). At the meeting, after reviewing
the Draft Remand Documents, the Vice Chair explained, “We’ll now move to the final vote on
the documents and the conclusion of this docket.” (Ul Petition, Attachment 12, 10-16-25 Tr. p. 6
In. 30-31) (emphasis added). Five members, constituting a majority of the Council, then voted to
deny approval of the Draft Remand Documents and UI’s Application — as it had done on two
previous occasions. (Ul Petition, Attachment 12, 10-16-25 Tr. p. 7 In. 15-17).

The Council’s final decision unambiguously denies approval of UI’s Application and the
Draft Remand Documents. (See Ul Petition, Attachment 1). Indeed, the first page of the Draft
Remand Documents clearly states: “By vote during its October 16, 2025 regular meeting, the
Council denied the above-referenced application for a Certificate of Environmental
Compatibility and Public Need for the Fairfield to Congress Railroad Transmission Line 115-kV
Rebuild Project.” (Id.) (emphasis added). The Council’s final decision also includes a
Certification signed by each Council member certifying that five members voted “No” and three

members voted “Yes,” and a Notice clearly stating that the Council “denied this application.”

(1d.).



Because UI’s Petition for Reconsideration is based on the false claim that the Council
adopted the findings of fact and conclusions of law contained in the Draft Remand Documents —
when in fact the opposite is true — the Petition should be denied.

1. The Council’s Decision is Supported by Substantial Evidence in the Record.

The Council has now thrice! decided that UI’s Application for approval of the Southern
Overhead Route does not satisfy the requirements for a certificate of environmental compatibility
and public need (“Certificate”) set forth in the Public Utilities and Environmental Standards Act,
Chapter 277A of the Connecticut General Statutes, Conn. Gen. Stat. 88 16-50g, et seq.
(“PUESA”). To the extent Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-50p(a)(3) or § 4-180(c) require any further
articulation by the Council, the remedy is not to grant UI’s Application; but rather to issue
revised Findings of Fact, Opinion, Decision and Order, and/or Conclusions of Law that explain
the reasons for denial.

There is overwhelming evidence in the record supporting the Council’s rejection of the
Southern Overhead Route. Ul proposed a massive unnecessary expansion of transmission
capacity, and the Southern Overhead Route would have had enormous adverse impacts on
private and municipal properties of historic, cultural, and religious significance, including an
unacceptable taking of more than 19 acres of property. Moreover, as described more fully in the

filings by the parties in Docket 516 and 516R?, UI has not proven a “public need” for the

! The Council denied approving the Southern Overhead Route once on February 16, 2024, once when it took
the straw vote on June 12, 2025, and again on October 16, 2025.

2 This includes the following filings, which are incorporated and restated as if fully set forth herein:

a) Town of Fairfield Post-Hearing Brief and Proposed Findings of Fact dated January 11, 2024, available at
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/csc/1_dockets-
medialibrary/1_media_do500_600/do516/fairfieldsubmissions/do516fairfieldbrieffofcombined_a.pdf?rev=fa89
b216bb74410fb6fe5e9e90d7584e&hash=E6CCDAOBCDFF71A6706A3008DBD4E3FD (identified in Docket
516 as “Town of Fairfield Additional Post-Hearing Brief and Proposed Findings of Fact, 01/11/24”).



https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/csc/1_dockets-medialibrary/1_media_do500_600/do516/fairfieldsubmissions/do516fairfieldbrieffofcombined_a.pdf?rev=fa89b216bb74410fb6fe5e9e90d7584e&hash=E6CCDA0BCDFF71A6706A3008DBD4E3FD
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/csc/1_dockets-medialibrary/1_media_do500_600/do516/fairfieldsubmissions/do516fairfieldbrieffofcombined_a.pdf?rev=fa89b216bb74410fb6fe5e9e90d7584e&hash=E6CCDA0BCDFF71A6706A3008DBD4E3FD
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/csc/1_dockets-medialibrary/1_media_do500_600/do516/fairfieldsubmissions/do516fairfieldbrieffofcombined_a.pdf?rev=fa89b216bb74410fb6fe5e9e90d7584e&hash=E6CCDA0BCDFF71A6706A3008DBD4E3FD

b)

d)

€)

f)

9)

h)

)

k)

)

Town of Fairfield Comments to Council's Draft Findings of Fact dated February 8, 2024, available at
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/csc/1 dockets-

medialibrary/1_media_do500 600/do516/fairfieldsubmissions/do516town-of-fairfieldcomments-to-proposed-
findings-of-
fact_a.pdf?rev=c39587cfd34c412ea8ede5ebbb50734e&hash=F5C10C8F92E6F1058D4695DB959FA3ES.
Town of Fairfield and City of Bridgeport Joint Letter to the Council dated June 6, 2025, available at
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/csc/1 dockets-

medialibrary/1 _media_do500 600/do516r/proceduralcorrespondence/do516r-fairfield bridgeportjoint-letter-to-
siting-council-6-6-

25 a.pdf?rev=629ch295cccc450487b2f92fh639a130&hash=ABD132C3B6AFCD061E6514963BE91020.
City of Bridgeport Post-Hearing Brief dated January 11, 2024, available at https://portal.ct.gov/-
/media/csc/1_dockets-medialibrary/1 _media do500 600/do516/bridgeportsubmissions/do516-
bridgeportposthearingbrief a.pdf?rev=b8e90b1555a543dea0b7474057eb9b46&hash=6FF5F3F145E2A89633D
FOAD2ES7EQACA.

SCNET Group Post-Hearing Brief dated January 11, 2024, available at https://portal.ct.gov/-
/media/csc/1_dockets-medialibrary/1 _media_do500 600/do516/pandirequests/post-hearing-brief-of-the-scnet-
intervenors_a.pdf?rev=1601a807d1254588bd87c217ba527465&hash=9F8AF06BD5E245D6ADB65DD94344
DC6D.

SCNET Group Proposed Findings of Fact dated January 11, 2024, available at https://portal.ct.qgov/-
/media/csc/1_dockets-medialibrary/1 _media_do500 600/do516/pandirequests/proposed-findings-of-fact-of-the-
scnet-
intervenors_a.pdf?rev=b9293480dd084cff8260eff5f86ee045&hash=51891BCF81A4B8ES6C4A4A9A113EDOO
7.

SCNET Group Comments and Proposed Revisions to Council's Draft Findings of Fact dated February 8, 2024,
available at https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/csc/1_dockets-

medialibrary/1_media_do500 600/do516/sascocreeksubmissions/scnet-intervenors-comments-and-proposed-
revisiontocsc-draft-findings-of-
fact_a.pdf?rev=ac05a14346684cbb9c0e4f45276ch6fl&hash=3F6826A1B50B57EBC27D2B5447AA4349.
National Trust for Historic Preservation Post-Hearing Brief dated January 11, 2024, available at
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/csc/1_dockets-

medialibrary/1 _media_do500 600/do516/chrisrussosubmissions/national-trust-comments-on-ui-application-for-
fairfield-to-congress-railroad-transmission-line--
jan.pdf?rev=50eedac3e8334c398a87fc57196bca36&hash=8E182289CB9B453BF804B7A00CB567D7.
Southport Congregational Church Proposed Findings of Fact dated January 11, 2024, available at
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/csc/1_dockets-medialibrary/1 _media_do500 600/do516/pandirequests/20240111-
Itr-ct-siting-council-southport-congregational-proposed-findings-of-fact-docket-no-
516.pdf?rev=0e19483498df46279f9e88aeceabaach0&hash=A5E99AA5A6336BA52AA331A1D480D93C.
Southport Congregational Church Comments and Proposed Revisions to Council's Draft Findings of Fact dated
February 8, 2024, available at https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/csc/1_dockets-

medialibrary/1_media_do500 600/do516/sascocreeksubmissions/20240208-Itr-ct-siting-council-southport-
congregational-do516southportcongochurchcomments-and-
propos.pdf?rev=0b448e6c7c7c4d298ea6483ch82bcea0&hash=D782D5B1002FCFD59AD7E4DD45624532.
Town of Fairfield, City of Bridgeport and SCNET Group Joint Comments on Council's Draft Remand Findings
of Fact dated June 20, 2025, available at https://portal.ct.qov/-/media/csc/1 dockets-

medialibrary/1 _media_do500 600/do516r/proceduralcorrespondence/do516r joint-dfof-

comments_wecl a.pdf?rev=7f905ce08d574cc9b62dc7eel24bd585&hash=72A5B5DA28A0C96907980505F81F
CFE2.

Town of Fairfield, City of Bridgeport and SCNET Group Joint Comments on Council's Draft Remand Findings
of Fact dated September 11, 2025, available at https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/csc/1_dockets-
medialibrary/1_media_do500 600/do516r/proceduralcorrespondence/do516r-2025-09-11-final-joint-comments-
to-draft-remand-
fof.pdf?rev=887f7980b5944cd88h762c344b83e3a0&hash=2C063006E750CFABBESE681E258D9D74.
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https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/csc/1_dockets-medialibrary/1_media_do500_600/do516/pandirequests/proposed-findings-of-fact-of-the-scnet-intervenors_a.pdf?rev=b9293480dd084cff8260eff5f86ee045&hash=51891BCF81A4B8E86C4A4A9A113ED007
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https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/csc/1_dockets-medialibrary/1_media_do500_600/do516/sascocreeksubmissions/scnet-intervenors-comments-and-proposed-revisiontocsc-draft-findings-of-fact_a.pdf?rev=ac05a14346684cbb9c0e4f45276cb6f1&hash=3F6826A1B50B57EBC27D2B5447AA4349
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/csc/1_dockets-medialibrary/1_media_do500_600/do516/sascocreeksubmissions/scnet-intervenors-comments-and-proposed-revisiontocsc-draft-findings-of-fact_a.pdf?rev=ac05a14346684cbb9c0e4f45276cb6f1&hash=3F6826A1B50B57EBC27D2B5447AA4349
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https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/csc/1_dockets-medialibrary/1_media_do500_600/do516/chrisrussosubmissions/national-trust-comments-on-ui-application-for-fairfield-to-congress-railroad-transmission-line--jan.pdf?rev=50eedac3e8334c398a87fc57196bca36&hash=8E182289CB9B453BF804B7A00CB567D7
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/csc/1_dockets-medialibrary/1_media_do500_600/do516/chrisrussosubmissions/national-trust-comments-on-ui-application-for-fairfield-to-congress-railroad-transmission-line--jan.pdf?rev=50eedac3e8334c398a87fc57196bca36&hash=8E182289CB9B453BF804B7A00CB567D7
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/csc/1_dockets-medialibrary/1_media_do500_600/do516/chrisrussosubmissions/national-trust-comments-on-ui-application-for-fairfield-to-congress-railroad-transmission-line--jan.pdf?rev=50eedac3e8334c398a87fc57196bca36&hash=8E182289CB9B453BF804B7A00CB567D7
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/csc/1_dockets-medialibrary/1_media_do500_600/do516/pandirequests/20240111-ltr-ct-siting-council-southport-congregational-proposed-findings-of-fact-docket-no-516.pdf?rev=0e19483498df46279f9e88aeea6aaeb0&hash=A5E99AA5A6336BA52AA331A1D480D93C
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https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/csc/1_dockets-medialibrary/1_media_do500_600/do516/sascocreeksubmissions/20240208-ltr-ct-siting-council-southport-congregational-do516southportcongochurchcomments-and-propos.pdf?rev=0b448e6c7c7c4d298ea6483cb82bcea0&hash=D782D5B1002FCFD59AD7E4DD45624532
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/csc/1_dockets-medialibrary/1_media_do500_600/do516r/proceduralcorrespondence/do516r_joint-dfof-comments_wcl_a.pdf?rev=7f905ce08d574cc9b62dc7ee124bd585&hash=72A5B5DA28A0C96907980505F81FCFE2
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/csc/1_dockets-medialibrary/1_media_do500_600/do516r/proceduralcorrespondence/do516r_joint-dfof-comments_wcl_a.pdf?rev=7f905ce08d574cc9b62dc7ee124bd585&hash=72A5B5DA28A0C96907980505F81FCFE2
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/csc/1_dockets-medialibrary/1_media_do500_600/do516r/proceduralcorrespondence/do516r_joint-dfof-comments_wcl_a.pdf?rev=7f905ce08d574cc9b62dc7ee124bd585&hash=72A5B5DA28A0C96907980505F81FCFE2
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/csc/1_dockets-medialibrary/1_media_do500_600/do516r/proceduralcorrespondence/do516r_joint-dfof-comments_wcl_a.pdf?rev=7f905ce08d574cc9b62dc7ee124bd585&hash=72A5B5DA28A0C96907980505F81FCFE2
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/csc/1_dockets-medialibrary/1_media_do500_600/do516r/proceduralcorrespondence/do516r-2025-09-11-final-joint-comments-to-draft-remand-fof.pdf?rev=887f7980b5944cd88b762c344b83e3a0&hash=2C063006E750CFABBE5E681E258D9D74
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/csc/1_dockets-medialibrary/1_media_do500_600/do516r/proceduralcorrespondence/do516r-2025-09-11-final-joint-comments-to-draft-remand-fof.pdf?rev=887f7980b5944cd88b762c344b83e3a0&hash=2C063006E750CFABBE5E681E258D9D74
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/csc/1_dockets-medialibrary/1_media_do500_600/do516r/proceduralcorrespondence/do516r-2025-09-11-final-joint-comments-to-draft-remand-fof.pdf?rev=887f7980b5944cd88b762c344b83e3a0&hash=2C063006E750CFABBE5E681E258D9D74
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/csc/1_dockets-medialibrary/1_media_do500_600/do516r/proceduralcorrespondence/do516r-2025-09-11-final-joint-comments-to-draft-remand-fof.pdf?rev=887f7980b5944cd88b762c344b83e3a0&hash=2C063006E750CFABBE5E681E258D9D74

Southern Overhead Route, nor has it proven that any purported need outweighs the significant
adverse environmental impacts of the Southern Overhead Route, as required by Conn. Gen. Stat.
8§ 16-50p(a)(3)(A)-(C). In addition, Ul has failed to establish that “that the overhead portions . . .
of the [Southern Overhead Route] are cost effective and the most appropriate alternative based
on a life-cycle cost analysis of the facility and underground alternatives to such facility” and “are
consistent with the purposes of” PUESA as required by Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-50p(a)(3)(D).

Indeed, draft decision documents prepared by Council staff identify multiple bases for the
Council’s denial of the Southern Overhead Route based on UI’s inadequate evaluation of
underground alternatives, the significant adverse environmental impacts of the Southern
Overhead Route and the existence of a potential alternative (i.e., the Hannon-Morissette
Alternative). See October 16, 2025 Draft Remand Opinion, at p. 4 (rejecting UI’s underground
cost estimate as “overstated”); February 15, 2024 Draft Opinion, at p. 3 (same); p. 10 (noting that
the Hannon-Morissette Alternative “is at a greater distance from the Southport Historic District
and the Fairfield Historic District”); p. 11 (noting that “the Hannon-Morissette Alternative has
the advantage of providing more distance from the transmission facilities to residential and
historic areas to the south” and “represents the best alternative consistent with the reasonable
requirements of the public health, safety and welfare.”); p. 12 (noting that “the Hannon-
Morissette Alternative is the superior overhead configuration in terms of overall MF
mitigation”).

The Superior Court held that PUESA prohibits the Council from approving the Hannon-
Morissette Alternative because UI’s Application did not propose modifications to the 1130 Line
in its Application. In fact, Ul never even prepared a design of the Hannon-Morissette

Alternative that could allow the Council to balance public need against environmental impact.



Whether the most appropriate alternative is an all-underground route (as the undersigned parties
contend) or the Hannon-Morissette Alternative (as the Council previously concluded), it cannot
be disputed that the Council is authorized by the plain language of Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-
50p(a)(3) to deny approval upon concluding that the Southern Overhead Route is neither the
“most appropriate alternative” nor “consistent with the purposes of” PUESA. Sadly, Ul has yet
to bring forth a meaningful articulation of an all-underground route or the Hannon-Morissette
Alternative, and therefore, the Council could not properly consider either of those alternatives
when reaching its decision.

The Council has appropriately denied the Southern Overhead Route as incompatible with
PUESA on three separate occasions. UI’s attempt to seek reversal of the final decision based on
Draft Remand Documents that the Council explicitly voted to reject is utterly baseless. The
undersigned parties, therefore, request that the Council deny UI’s Petition and, to the extent it

deems necessary, articulate the reasons for the denial.



Respectfully submitted,
TOWN OF FAIRFIELD

By: /s/ David A. Ball

David A. Ball, Esq.

David E. Dobin, Esq.
Cohen and Wolf, P.C.

1115 Broad Street
Bridgeport, CT 06604

Tel. (203) 368-0211

Fax (203) 394-9901
dball@cohenandwolf.com
ddobin@cohenandwolf.com

CITY OF BRIDGEPORT

N AE Y/

Lee D. Hoffman

Liana Feinn

Pullman & Comley, LLC
90 State House Square
Hartford, CT 06103-3702
860-424-4300 (p)
860-424-4370 (f)
Ihoffman@pullcom.com
Ifeinn@pullcom.com



INTERVENORS: SASCO CREEK NEIGHBORS
ENVIRONMENTAL TRUST INC., NATIONAL TRUST
FOR HISTORIC PRESERVATION, PEQUOT LIBRARY
ASS., SASQUANAUG ASS. FOR SOUTHPORT
IMPROVEMENT, INC., UNITED PROPERTIES, INVEST
11, 2190 POST ROAD LLC, TRINITY EPISCOPAL
CHURCH, INTERNATIONAL INVESTORS, STEPHEN
OZYCK, ANDREA OZYCK, & DAVID PARKER

By: %W/“f@yﬁ]@*év

Mario F. Coppola, Esqg.
Matthew L. Studer, Esq.
Berchem Moses PC

1221 Post Road East, Suite 301
Westport, CT 06880

Telephone No.: (203) 227-9545
Facsimile No.: (203) 226-1641
Juris No.: 065850
mcoppola@berchemmoses.com
mstuder@berchemmoses.com

SOUTHPORT CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH

By:  /s/ Brian A. Spears
Brian E. Spears, Esq.
Leslie A. Cahill, Esq.
Spears Manning & Martini LLC
2425 Post Road, Suite 203
Southport, CT 06890
Telephone: 203-292-9766
Facsimile: 203-292-9682
Email: bspears@spearsmanning.com

Icahill@spearsmanning.com

CC: Service List



EXHIBIT 1

STATE OF CONNECTICUT

CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL
Ten Franklin Square, New Britain, CT 06051
Phone: (860) 827-2935 Fax: (860) 827-2950

E-Mail: siting.council@ct.gov

Web Site: portal.ct.gov/csc

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL

DATE: October 9, 2025

TO: Council Members

FROM: Melanie Bachman, Executive Director“%

RE: Connecticut Siting Council Energy/Telecommunications Meeting

An Energy/Telecommunications meeting of the Connecticut Siting Council via Zoom Remote
Conferencing will be held on Thursday, October 16, 2025, at 1:00 p.m. Please note that the draft documents
related to the agenda items will be available to view on-line on our website at portal.ct.gov/csc under the
Tab - Meetings and Minutes - on the left-hand side of the home page.

Join Zoom Meeting
https://us06web.zoom.us/i/88176926763 ?pwd=faY vMnOhboMoK8NQ6awSq2e6KFb&i0.1

Meeting ID: 881 7692 6763
Passcode: P39clp

Dial +1

929 205 6099 US (New York)

Meeting ID: 881 7692 6763
Passcode: 045572

AGENDA
Minutes of October 2, 2025.

DOCKET NO. 516R — The United [lluminating Company (UI) application for a 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 UI’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 UI’s existing Ash Creek, Resco,
Pequonnock and Congress Street Substations traversing the municipalities of Bridgeport and
Fairfield, Connecticut. Court-ordered Remand Regarding Connecticut Siting Council’s February
15, 2024 Final Decision pursuant to Connecticut General Statutes §4-183(j). Draft Remand
Findings of Fact, Draft Remand Opinion, Draft Remand Decision and Order, and Draft Remand
Conclusions of Law.
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10.

DOCKET NO. 536 — Tarpon Towers III, LLC and Cellco Partnership d/b/a Verizon Wireless
application for a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public Need for the construction,
maintenance, and operation of a telecommunications facility and associated equipment located at
78 Goshen East Street, Norfolk, Connecticut. Draft Findings of Fact.

PETITION NO. 1645A — VCP Mansfield LF, LLC d/b/a Verogy request to amend its Declaratory
Ruling, pursuant to Connecticut General Statutes §4-176 and §16-50k, for the construction,
maintenance and operation of a 1.8-megawatt AC solar photovoltaic electric generating facility and
associated equipment located at the former Mansfield Landfill, 221 Warrenville Road, Mansfield,
Connecticut, and associated electrical interconnection. CGS §4-176 Deadline for Action — Set Date
for Decision.

PETITION NO. 1665 — TRITEC Energy Development, LLC (TRITEC Americas, LLC) petition
for a declaratory ruling, pursuant to Connecticut General Statutes §4-176 and §16-50k, for the
construction, maintenance and operation of a 1-megawatt solar photovoltaic electric generating
facility and associated equipment located at 74 Bokum Road, Old Saybrook, Connecticut, and
associated electrical interconnection. Decision.

PETITION NO. 1673 — Cellco Partnership d/b/a Verizon Wireless, New Cingular Wireless PCS,
LLC (AT&T), and T-Mobile Northeast, LLC (T-Mobile) joint petition for a declaratory ruling,
pursuant to Connecticut General Statutes §4-176 and §16-50k, for modifications to an existing
telecommunications facility and installation of associated equipment located at the Burlington Fire
Department, 719 George Washington Turnpike, Burlington, Connecticut. Decision.

PETITION NO. 1677 — Cellco Partnership d/b/a Verizon Wireless petition for a declaratory ruling,
pursuant to Connecticut General Statutes §4-176 and §16-50k, for modifications to an existing
telecommunications facility and installation of associated equipment located at 323 Route 81,
Killingworth, Connecticut. Decision.

PETITION NO. 1688 — Greenskies Clean Energy LLC petition for a declaratory ruling, pursuant
to Connecticut General Statutes §4-176 and §16-50k, for the construction, maintenance and
operation of a 1.2-megawatt AC solar photovoltaic electric generating facility and associated
equipment located at 81 and 93 Lake Street, Manchester, Connecticut, and associated electrical
interconnection. Schedule.

Tower Share Request Consent Calendar - Item Nos. 9-10
TS-T-MOBILE-069-250915 — T-Mobile request for an order to approve tower sharing at an
existing telecommunications facility located at 520 Bailey Hill Road, Killingly, Connecticut.

Decision.

TS-ATT-144-250918 — AT&T request for an order to approve tower sharing at an existing
telecommunications facility located at Jeffrey Place, Trumbull, Connecticut. Decision.
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11. Administrative Matters
e Regular Items
» Upcoming Calendar Events:

e Docket No. 540, Thursday, October 23, 2025, evidentiary hearing session beginning
at 2:00 p.m. and public comment session beginning at 6:30 p.m. via Zoom remote
conferencing.

e Energy/Telecommunications Meeting, Thursday, October 30, 2025, beginning at 1:00

p.-m. via Zoom remote conferencing.

cc: Secretary of the State
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