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Figure D-4, Depiction of Conduits constructed in Pedestrian Bridge 

The proximity of the cables to the travel surface of the bridge would result in higher fields directly above 

the bridge surface relative to the remainder of the project.  A summary of the calculated fields is included 

in Table D-2.  The calculations are also depicted in Figure D-5. 

Table D-2, Summary of Calculated Magnetic Fields for the Pedestrian Bridge 

Calculated Magnetic Field Levels (mG; AAL) – Revised 7/24/2017 

Section Edge of Bridge Max on Bridge 

Pedestrian Bridge 27.8 49.4 
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Figure D-5, Calculated Magnetic Fields in the vicinity of the Pedestrian Bridge 

Reduction of these magnetic field levels immediately above the bridge could be achieved by one of three 

potential techniques, including:   

▪ Addition of ground continuity conductors 

▪ Installation of a conducting plate such as aluminum or copper 

▪ Installation of a steel plate 

In the event that the Council were to approve a project design that incorporated the pedestrian bridge, it 

would require a Field Management Design Plan specific to the pedestrian bridge.  In contrast to the 

pedestrian bridge, a trenchless crossing of Indian Harbor would result in low above ground magnetic 

fields typical to the rest of the Alternate Modified Project.   
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 Q. In the course of developing the Proposed Modified Project, did Eversource confirm 119 

the reliability need the Council found to exist in its Opinion and Findings of Fact? 120 

A. Yes, we did. 121 

Q. What did you do to confirm that need? 122 

A. First, in light of the Council’s conclusion that the scope of the GSLP, which would have 123 

provided reliability for a 30- to 40-year planning horizon, was unnecessarily large and therefore 124 

unnecessarily costly, we determined to assess the needed scope of system improvements based upon the 125 

historical 2013 peak load on the Greenwich 27.6-kV system served by the Cos Cob Substation, which 126 

was 130.5 MVA.  We felt that this peak load, which had occurred within the last three years, could be 127 

deemed representative of current conditions.  We then ran a set of contingency simulations assuming that 128 

peak load.  The results of those simulations confirmed the same reliability deficiencies in the existing 129 

system identified by the Council in its May 2016 decision: potential overloads of the distribution feeders 130 

supplying power to Prospect Substation from Cos Cob Substation; and potential transformer overloads 131 

at Cos Cob Substation and at Prospect Substation.  132 

Q. Please explain the contingencies that were simulated to test the reliability of the 133 

Greenwich distribution system using the 2013 peak load, and the results of those tests. 134 

A. In order to understand the contingencies that were simulated and their results, it is useful 135 

to refer to the simplified schematic one-line diagram of the Greenwich 27.6-kV system in Figure 1 below.  136 

This illustration is consistent with, but less detailed than, the diagram in Finding of Fact 143. 137 

 138 

Figure 1, Greenwich Distribution System (Rev. 1) 139 

 140 
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A one-line diagram of the Proposed Modified Project is provided below:293 

  294 

     Figure 5, Proposed Modified Greenwich Substation and Line Project (Rev. 1)  295 

 Q. Does the Proposed Modified Project resolve the existing reliability problems you 296 

previously described of overloaded distribution feeders and insufficient transformation capacity? 297 

 A. Yes, it does.  The addition of the two new 115-kV supply lines to the new 298 

Greenwich Substation provides ample feeder capacity, and the addition of the two new 299 

transformers at the new Greenwich Substation, together with the existing transformers at Cos 300 

Cob, provides ample transformation capacity.  The four existing 27.6-kV distribution feeders 301 

will be off-loaded in this configuration, which will provide redundancy for the Greenwich 302 

secondary network under all load conditions.   303 

  Q. Does the Proposed Modified Project resolve the inability of the existing system to 304 

transfer load between substations in the event of transformer losses? 305 

         A.        Yes.  In the event of the failure of a single transformer at the new Greenwich Substation, 306 

the remaining transformer would be capable of serving the load until the failed transformer was returned 307 

to service, even under peak conditions, so there would be no need for transferring load to another 308 

substation.  In the event of the loss of a single transformer at Cos Cob under peak conditions, load would 309 

be automatically transferred to the new Greenwich Substation, and the capacity of the remaining 310 
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