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[WITNESS: JAMES CHALMERS]

AFTERNOON SESSI ON
(Hearing resuned at 1:25 p.m)
CHAI RVAN HONI GBERG M. Wight,
why don't you go next.
DIR WRI GHT: Thank you.

QUESTI ONS BY DIR WV\RI GHT:

Q

Good afternoon, Dr. Chalners. Craig Wight
with the Departnent of Environmental

Services. |I'mnmainly just going to want to
foll ow up on one area you tal ked this norning
with Attorney Manzelli on, and that's on the
properties that you visited, your list of 89
sites. Can you rem nd ne who provided you
wth alist of those properties?

Yeah, the Conpany provided -- | think I
probably made the question initially either
to M. Bisbee or M. Bellis, and then soneone

wi thin Eversource or one of their sub-- |

said, basically, | need a list of every
residential unit -- and that wouldn't include
anyt hi ng that Eversource owned -- but, you

know, all privately-owned residential units
where the hone is |located within a 100 feet

of the right-of-way in the overhead portions
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[WITNESS: JAMES CHALMERS]

of the proposed route.

Ckay. So you had identified that 100-f oot
criteria yourself.

Ch, yes.

And do you know how that 100 foot was
measured? | think we heard di stances can be
nmeasured in different ways in terns of

resi dential property?

Ri ght. That was in the context of MKenna's
Purchase, which was a little bit different

si tuati on.

Yeah, this woul d have been a takeoff, I
presune -- they weren't neasured on the
ground, |'d be al nost positive. They would
have been neasured from aerial inagery or
maps that the Conpany has. And it would be
t he cl osest portion of the attached
residential structures. So if it's a corner
of a garage, corner of a bedroomthat's
closest to the right-of-way, it would be the
per pendi cul ar di stance fromthat portion of
the structure closest to the right-of-way.
Ckay. So it would have been the cl osest

portion of the inhabited residence --
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[WITNESS: JAMES CHALMERS]

A Exactly.

Q -- not the center of the house, not the front
door or anything crazy like that. GCkay.

And your list of 89, these are al
exi sting properties within the existing
ri ght-of-way from Lancaster south; correct?

A That's correct.

Q Ckay. You included nothing in the new
ri ght-of-way; is that correct?

A Yeah, there weren't -- | nean, that was
eligible. Had there been honmes within a 100
feet, they woul d have been i ncl uded.

Q Ckay. So that woul d have been part of the
search, but there are no hones within 100
feet wwthin the new right-of -way.

A Correct. Correct.

Q Ckay. | just really quickly want to go
over -- | know you did -- these are basically
you call ed them "drive-by" or "w ndshield
appraisals"? |s that an accurate statenent?

A Ckay. You're tal king about the appraisals

now?
Q No, no. | just want to -- these, | want to
f ocus on these 89. | know t hese weren't --
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[WITNESS: JAMES CHALMERS]

Ckay.
-- the appraisals --
So the appraisers --

(Court Reporter interrupts.)
I just want to focus on these 89, not the
appraisal. But these were where you actually
went to these physically, you went to these
addr esses yoursel f.
Correct. And we used the term "w ndshi el d"
in the context of the appraisals, which were
sonething different in the case studies.
Correct.
Ckay. This is ne working on the inplications
of the Project and probably giving nyself
credit that I got out -- | was out of the
car. So it wasn't a windshield. It was, you
know, on the ground. And | would run up and

down the frontage trying to peek around the

back of the house, to the extent | could get
an angle. And as | indicated, on occasion |
would walk -- if | couldn't quite figure it

out fromthe street, | would walk up the

ri ght-of-way and look at it fromthat angle

and see if that answered the question.
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[WITNESS: JAMES CHALMERS]

Ckay. Because you could not actually
physically go on the property thensel ves.
Correct.

Ckay. So you established kind of the current
conditions. Was that during -- what tinme of
the year did you do this?

Thi s woul d have been done in sort of late
spring. It was kind of a transition in terns
of foliage, kind of a transition period. It
definitely wasn't full foliage, but it wasn't
February.

Ckay. And in terns of evaluating the
post-construction situation, you basically
had to visualize what was going to happen to
that site; is that correct?

Yeah. |It's actually pretty easy because,
like I say, in like 50 or maybe even 55 of
the cases, |'d give you the exact nunber, but
in the majority of the cases the existing
structures are visible. And the new
structures are close to the existing
structures, and so it was a no-brainer that

t he proposed structures would be visible. So

the nunber -- the tricky ones were where the
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[WITNESS: JAMES CHALMERS]

existing structures weren't visible -- and
there weren't that nany of them but there
were a few -- and then would the proposed
structures be visible. Wuld there be a
change, essentially. And sone of those were
pretty straightforward. Ohers, you know,
requi red sone -- you know, an estimate. And,
again, it should be pointed out that in no
way would I want you to think these are
definitive. Sonebody el se could go out and
come up with a different nunber, plus or

m nus one or two or three. M real object
was to be able to sit in front of you and say
it's a small nunber, it's a dozen or so,
could be 14, you know, could be -- | don't
know. Could be 15. But in the |arger schene
of things, the nunber of hones that are
close, that are going to have a change in
visibility, in the |arger scheme of things,
Is a small nunber.

Ckay. |I'mglad you -- you kind of went where
| was going next. And there's obviously a
lot to visualize. There's renoval of tree

buffers, potentially; there's a relocated 115
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[WITNESS: JAMES CHALMERS]

10

line; there's a new Northern Pass |line. So
that's a lot to visualize in ny mnd. |Is
this a techni que you' ve used before in other

situations?

A No, | don't think this particul ar change
in -- right. No, not -- no.
Q So this is not sonething you' ve done before,

this type of anal ysis.

A Well, | shouldn't -- the anal ysis has never
proceeded as this because, frankly, in a
transm ssion line case, we've never found an
effect. This is the first case -- again, in
sone of the Montana work we found effects,
but i n that case, that project never went
beyond the research report. So | never
opined with respect to the inpacts of a
project. This is the first project that I've
been involved in where |'ve testified to the
exi stence of effects because, frankly, it's
the first project where we've used the case
study approach, which is really the tool that
gives us the leverage on finding that smaller
nunber of properties where there is an

effect. |'ve done statistical analysis in
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[WITNESS: JAMES CHALMERS]

11

many cases and sinply haven't found an
effect. So this is unique in that respect.

Q Ckay. So | was just going to ask you next if
you had done this before. Had you gone back
and done a real-world check after the fact?
Qbvi ously you hadn't done that.

A Well, it's a good question. Because here --
let's just think about what woul d be invol ved
here. What |'msaying is there will be a
smal | nunber of properties that have these
speci al characteristics that, should they be
sold, should they go to market, sone
proportion of those, maybe half, m ght
experience a nmarket value effect. So what
you' d have to do is take that group of
properties, which | identified as 11, which
m ght be 13 or whatever, and then wait until
they're sold 5 years fromnow, 10 years from
now, 15 years from now, and then do case
studi es on those, do appraisals and
interviews and so forth. And what |I'm
suggesting is that if you did that, 1| think
you might find that maybe hal f of them have

an effect and roughly half of them don't.
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[WITNESS: JAMES CHALMERS]

But that's what you'd have to do. But that's
obviously -- | think I'"mout of here in 15
years, so you'd have to get sonebody else to
do it.

I was wondering nore in the lines of could
you go back and verify that, yes, this
structure which was not previously visible is
vi si bl e now, or where sonmewhere you t hought
maybe there wasn't going be a structure
visible, it was in fact visible after the
fact.

No. But it should be pointed out that, if,
for instance, that becones critical as an
eligibility criteria for sone kind of

program then | think it would be inperative
t hat that be done, in fact. Because mne is
a casual -- | don't know. Casual is probably
not quite the right word. But it is what it
iIs. But if I were going to want to nmake a
definitive statenent with respect to that
visibility or change in visibility, then I
woul d want to be on the property, and | woul d
want to see that property in the

after-condi tion. | n bot h. Bef or e-condi ti on,

12
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[WITNESS: JAMES CHALMERS]

13

I'd want to docunent that, and |I'd want to

see it in the after-conditi on and docunent

t hat .

Q I know you' ve answered this question a couple
times, but I'mgoing to ask it again,
anyways.

You stated repeatedly, | believe, you
find no difference. Once a structure's
visible, you don't believe there's a
di fference whether it's a 55-foot H-frane,
wooden structure versus 100-pl us-foot steel
| attice structure.

A. That's one of the central concl usions of the
research based on the literature in the first
i nstance. That questi on has been | ooked at.
| think of the 11 studies that | identified
that statistically address this issue, 7 of
themexplicitly address visibility w thout
proximty, and only 2 of those find an
effect, okay, 2 of the 7. And in both cases
that visibility effect is associated wth
ei t her encunbered or adjacent properties, but
not with properties that are not. So in

other words, there's a visibility effect, but
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[WITNESS: JAMES CHALMERS]

14

it di sappears when you back away fromthe
l'i ne.

And then our case study evi dence,
there's such a huge difference between the
Phase Il corridor in ternms of the anount of
infrastructure in the corridor and, say, sone
of the stuff we | ooked at over in the
seacoast area, we just don't see any
di fference there. And you nmay be scratching
your head a little bit. Mybe that doesn't
seemto nake sense to you --

Q | do struggle with that concept a little bit.

A Yeah. So | don't know whether it hel ps.
|*ve got a graphic fromthis Sanborn Road
case that has cone up a couple tines. There
are a coupl e houses that are right on Sanborn
Road. It mght be hel pful. Wuld you |ike
me to pull it up?

Q | can -- is it in the record? | can

certainly find it.

A It's not in the record.
Q Ch.
A. But let nme just sort of explain the concept.

And the concept is that, right now on Sanborn
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[WITNESS: JAMES CHALMERS]

15

Road you've got a couple of houses that are
right on top of the right-of-way and they
have cl ear views of the existing structures.
I'"'mfamliar with that |ocation.

Ckay. So, inmagine there are a coupl e ot her
houses that are in alnost all respects
identical to those, but not |ocated in that

| ocati on next to those structures, okay. Not
| ocated next to the right-of-way, okay. And
they all cone on the market at the sane tine.
Those two that are | ocated away fromthe

ri ght-of-way m ght have a hundred peopl e that
have sonme interest in it, and sone fraction
of those people actually go visit and wal k

t hrough the property, all right. GCkay.
That's the kind of potential buyer pool.

Wl |, what about the otherw se identical
properties close to that, that are right on
top of the right-of-way? Well, | think that
mar ket woul d thi n consi derably.

So there would be less interested peopl e?
Yeah. There might be 25 or there m ght be
20. You don't know exactly what that nunber

I S. But for certain it would be thin. Ther e
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[WITNESS: JAMES CHALMERS]

woul d be sone peopl e that have absolutely no
interest in living in that right-of-way.

Ckay. Now go down the road three years
wi th Northern Pass constructed, and instead
of in that section right now there's a
nonopol e on one side and then the 115 H frane
is in the center of the right-of-way. 1In the
Nort hern Pass situation, you're going to have
the 345 |line on the Hfrane steel structure
in the mddle, and you' re going to have
nmonopol es now on both sides. You're going to
have another 115 -- you're going to have the
rel ocated 115 and the existing 115, okay.
You're going to have three structures.

Ckay. Now, all these four houses go on
t he market again. Sane hundred people. How
many people are going to conme visit the hones
that are on the right-of-way now, in the
after-condition with Northern Pass? So, are
t here people who are going to say, Cee, |
woul d have lived in those houses with just
two structures 20 feet fromthe right-of-way,
but with three, I'"'mreally not interested? I

don't think so. You know, there obviously

16
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[WITNESS: JAMES CHALMERS]

could be one or two. But | think in general,
about 50 people wlling to Iive next to,
right next to a right-of-way with two
structures will be willing to live right next

to aright-of-way with three structures.

Q So you don't see a cunul ative effect, in your
opi ni on.

A Yeah. Now, a huge effect for sonmebody I|iving
there -- | don't know about a huge effect,
but they'Il definitely notice the change. |If

t he structures go from60 to 90 or go from 2
to 3, if you're living right there, you're
going to notice the change. But the question
Is: Does the market, which isn't making a
before and after conparison -- the nmarket is
just saying do | want to live next to a
corridor with either two structures or three
structures or 70-foot or 60 feet -- | think
in general, the narket sorts out on either
you're willing to accept a transm ssion |ine
corridor for whatever reason --

Q O you're not.

A. -- and it's largely independent of what's in

it. That's what our research shows, and

17
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that's kind of what commobn sense | eads nme to
concl ude.

Ckay. I n your table of 89 hones, you
identified 11 where you said, yes, there was
a change.

Correct.

And you're feeling those properties would
have an inpact to their property val ues --

Ri ght.

-- if they were sold today --

Ri ght.

-- or after the --

Ri ght.

In sone cases you went fromthere was no
visibility or none to partial, in sone cases
you went fromnone to clearly, and sone cases
you went partial to clearly.

R ght.

Is the i npact equal across all those
different scenarios, or is the inpact bigger
if you went fromnone to clearly?

"' m not sure.

Because you had estimated -- what is the

potential inpact? Wat's the percent i npact

18
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19

to these properties? Is it the 1 to
6 percent that you cited earlier in your
testi nony?
Wll, the 1 to 6 percent is what the
statistical literature tells us --
Ckay.
-- which probably is a pretty good i ndicator
here. The appraisal evidence in the case
studies is a little broader than that. It
goes fromone to, | think there's one that's
as large as 17. But you'd have to take a
really hard | ook at that appraisal before you
canme to that conclusion. |I'mnot at all sure
that that would be supported. So, you know,
I would think they would be in the range of
one to six.
Ckay. Thank you.

CHAI RMVAN HONI GBERG Ms.

Dandeneau.

QUESTI ONS BY MS. DANDENEAU:

Q

Hell o, Dr. Chalnmers. M nane is Rache
Dandeneau. |' mone of the public nmenbers of
the Conmttee. | have a few clarification

questions, including a little bit nore

{ SEC 2015- 06} [ Day 26 AFTERNOON Sessi on ONLY]{08-02-17}




© 00 ~N oo o b~ w N P

NN NN R R R R R R R R R R
A W N P O © 0 ~N O O M W N B O

[WITNESS: JAMES CHALMERS]

clarification on a couple of the answers that
you gave to M. Craig [sic].

You were tal king about thresholds for
di stances fromthe right-of-way to people's
hones. And | was curious if the sane answer
applies to a section of your report which
"Il read. It's Section 2.2.1 on Page 8, and
you' re tal king about the inpacts of HVIL on
property values. And you wote, and | quote,
"Where they are found, they tend to decrease
rapidly with distance fromthe HVTL. They
are usually small, very small, beyond
200 feet, and sel dom extend beyond 500 feet
fromthe HVTL."

Is this also in context of those
di stances from people's hones, or is it
property boundari es?
Good question. A, that's sumari zing the
l[iterature, not sunmari zing the New Hanpshire
specific research; right?

Ckay. Yup, | believe it was.

Q
A Yeah. No, that's inportant.
Q

Yup. Sure.

And you really have to | ook at every -- at

20
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A
Q

each of those statistical studies. So a
general statenent |ike that, boy, it's hard
because they're neasured in -- sone of them
use the centroid, sone themuse a property
boundary, and sonme of them use the hones. So
you just have to sort of bear that in m nd
that that's an approxi mation. | think nost
of those studies are in fairly urbani zed or
subur bani zed environnments. So we're talking
pretty small lots. So you don't get the kind
of dispersion that we did in the North
Country where the |lot is encunbered, but the
house is 1,000 feet away.
Ckay.
So it's probably not quite as big a problem
in the statistical literature because we're
generally dealing with snmall | ots.
Ckay. Al right. Thank you.

In Section 2.2 of your report, on
Page 6, you used the phrase "inproved
residential properties.”" Do you recall that
phr ase?
Sure.

What do you nean by that phrase?

21
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A I*'mjust distinguishing between a | ot or raw
| and, and then an i nproved property woul d be
one where sonething's been built on it.

Q Ckay.

A On the tax card there's a section titled
"I nprovenents."

Q Ckay. Perfect.

When you were bei ng questioned by M.
Pappas, did | hear you say, did | hear
correctly, that you said there was no good
reason to eval uate properties that had a vi ew
of a high-voltage transm ssion |ine?

A No, that doesn't make nuch sense.

Q Ckay. Do you know of research that has been
done that eval uates properties that have
vi ews of high-voltage transm ssion |ines and
if they're inpacted?

A Well, ny research of the properties that were
renoved fromthe -- well, that were greater

than a 100 feet --

Q Yup.

A -- of the case studies that where the hones
were nore than 100 feet, 25 of those -- there
are a total of 37 -- and 25 of those have a

22
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clear or partial view of the existing

transm ssion lines. So they're view
properties, essentially. They're set back,
sonme of them 800 feet, 900 feet, 1,000 feet.
Can | ask a clarification question there? So
the property boundaries thensel ves are
renoved fromthe right-of-way, or the houses
are renoved?

It's all based on -- the rel evant neasure, in
my view, is the house distance.

Ckay.

Because, yeah, | nean, it's -- that's the
poi nt of reference. So these are view
houses; right?

Ckay.

These are houses from which the lines can be
seen at a distance. And in those 25 cases,
there's only a single one in which we found a
sale price effect, and that's the property at
106 feet. So, essentially, 1 out of 25, and
that one is, for all practical purposes,

wi thin that 100-foot boundary.

Ckay. We've had sone focus on the word

"significant” in sonme of the questioning

23
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t oday, and yesterday | believe also. | have
a bi ol ogy background, and in virtually all of
the scientific literature and reporting that
| ' ve been exposed to, whenever the term
"significant" is used, often particul ar
statistical analysis values are given. For
exanple, in a regression analysis, a P value
and an R squared val ue would be given if
sonmet hi ng was stated as being statistically
significant. And so | was curious, because
l"mnot famliar with the type of analysis
t hat you've done, other than it's a nultiple
regression; is that correct?
Well, the only statistical analysis for
which -- in the context of the New Hanpshire
studi es would be the work that we did on
McKenna's Purchase. And there we coul d neke
statenents about results, and we could attach
unanbi guous statenents of significance to
t hose, okay, that we could say significant at
the 5 percent level or the 2 percent |evel.
The McKenna's Purchase results,
incidentally, are significant probably at

the -- |I'd have to | ook for sure. But
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they're very highly significant. And |I'm
quite sure they' d be significant at the

1 percent level. But the market activity
research, the M.S data, the subdivision
studi es and the case studi es, none of them
are statistical. And so the concept of
statistical significance sinply doesn't
apply.

Ckay. Actually, I think you were getting at
the neat of what |I'm |l ooking for here, just
t al ki ng about McKenna's Purchase, using those
percent ages that you just nentioned.

Can you explain to ne, because in terns
of those percentages, | don't recall seeing
li ke a P value, for exanple. Can you explain
tonme inalittle nore detail what those
percent age val ues nmean in terns of
statistical significance? Wen you say it's
1 percent statistically significant, |'m not
famliar wth what that neans.

Ckay. |I'msorry. Wat that neans, in
statistics, you' re never tal king about the
probability or certainty that sonething did

happen. You're tal king about the probability
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that it happened by chance. You're rejecting
the "null"™ hypothesis, that there's no
effect. You never confirmthat there is
effect. You just say | can confirmthe fact
that | can reject the hypothesis that there
Is not an effect, okay.

And the overall significance of the
McKenna's Purchase stuff doesn't even -- is
at such a high level, the probability that ny
concl usions are incorrect here, okay, is so
small that it doesn't even show up. |'ve got
Si X zeros associated wwth the F statistic,
whi ch neasures the overall reliability. So
It says that I"'mvirtually certain that
there's no effect of distance of the unit --
no statistically significant effect of
di stance of the unit fromthe transm ssion
line on the sal es price.

All right. Thank you. | appreciate that.
Does that hel p?
That does hel p, yeah. Thank you.

I have anot her question regarding the

view of structures. Wien Ms. Lee was

questioni ng you about seeing existing towers

26
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from pl aces that were not her actual house on
her property, she was even referring to
pl aces that were technically off of her
property, you mentioned that you don't
account for visibility of structures from an
access point such as Ms. Lee was referencing,
and only froma person's property, and
specifically fromtheir house.

As part of, or anywhere in your
anal ysis, did you do any sort of accounting
for view of the towers on people's property
away fromtheir actual honme? And I'll give
you an exanpl e here, because | think of the
honme as being the place where you're going to
spend virtually the nost tine on your
property. But what about a farm where
sonebody has, say, an apple orchard or their
barn or they're doing chores two or three
tinmes a day? So they're spending a good
chunk of tinme in other |ocations on their
property and it's not their house.

Is there any part of your anal ysis that
took into account the view of structures from

those potentially other | ocations on the
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property?
No, we're pretty restricted in our ability to
do that, not being able to get on the
property.
Ckay.
And in order for any of this stuff to be
meani ngful, it's got to be -- you have to be
able to operationalize it in the field. You
have to be able to tell people what to do and
how to do it. And you just get in a |ot of
trouble the nore conplicated you make it.

I have done statistical work where we
did in fact count nunber of structures
vi si bl e, and we never got any statistically
significant results on that. W actually did
that in the work we did in Connecticut and
Sout h Central Massachusetts sone tine ago.
But | did not ask our people in the field to
try to characterize that broader sense of
visibility. | just focused on the nost

visible structure and tell us how visible it

is, and then we'll see what we can learn from
t hat .
Ckay. | think that actually | eads perfectly

28
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to ny next question. | think M. Craig had
tal ked about this a little bit also.

You used the term "w ndshi el d anal ysi s"
or "eyeballing" a view of sonething -- not
sonet hing, of the potential structures. As
part of that sort of "eyebal ling" process,
did you try to evaluate distance, |ike either
fromthe hone to the structure or from where
you were on the road to the structure?

A That was all done on all the distance
cal culations to the nost visible structure.
We would identify where is the nost visible
structure, but then we'd mark that on a map
and then we'd scale it off of aerial i1nmagery.

Q Ckay. Al right. And that's all | have.
Thank you very nuch.

CHAI RVAN HONI GBERG Ms.

Weat her sby.

QUESTI ONS BY M. WEATHERSBY:

Q Good afternoon, Dr. Chal ners.

A Good afternoon.

Q I'mPatricia Weat hersby. |1'malso a public
menber of the Commttee, and | have a nunber

of questions. And |I'm probably going to go
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over sone ground al ready covered, and I
apologize. I'mjust trying to fully
under st and your testinony and sone of the
questions that have been asked of you.

As | understand your research, it was
really sort of in four parts. There was a
literature review, the case studies, the
subdi vi sion studies and then the M.S mar ket
analysis; is that correct?

Correct.

Ckay. And your general conclusion was that
there was no neasurable effect on the
property values as a result of the presence
of a high-voltage transm ssion |ine. But
where there were effects, the effects were
smal | and decreased with distance. O could
you - -

You' ve got three different things going

t here.

Ckay.

The | ast part of what you just summari zed was
a summary of the literature.

Ckay.

Ckay? That small decrease with di stance
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sonetines attenuate over tine.

The other two conclusions, there's a
gl obal conclusion as it relates to | ocal
regi onal real estate markets, which was nore
akin -- which was devel oped with sone
knowl edge of and in reference to the kind of
general notion of orderly devel opnent. Are
there regional effects? Are there effects on
| ocal markets? Not are there not effects on
i ndi vi dual properties, but are there market
effects on either a |l ocal or regional basis?
And on that | concluded there were not. But
With respect to individual properties, | very
clearly concluded that there is a category of
properties which could well be affected by
the Project. So we've got three sets of
concl usi ons there.

Q Ckay. And the properties that woul d be
affected were those that were within a 100
feet of the right-of-way and had a changed
view of a tower structure.

A Correct. That you can be close, but if
you're well screened, can't see it, you don't

seemto find an effect. But if you can see
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it, you do seemto find an effect about half
the tine. So if the Project resulted in sone
properties having visibility of structures,
t hen we'd expect their chances of effects
woul d go up.
Ckay. Thank you.

Going down a little deeper here then.
Regardi ng the case studies, we've tal ked a
| ot about armis length and that you feel as
t hough you adequately screened for
transactions that went to renewabl e
properties or other entities of Northern
Pass.
Yes.
And were you aware that Northern Pass used a
conpany cal l ed Quanta and vari ous other LLCs
under neath Quanta? There were other entities
that were working on behalf of the Project to
acquire properties. And were you nmade aware

of those entities, and did you screen for

t hat ?
| don't have any list of those. |'ve never
been made aware of that. On the list of 89

properties, when we went out and | ooked at
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those, those had all been -- any

conpany- owned properties had been eli mnated
fromthat. Because the Conpany did it, |
didn't have the know edge base to do that,
but they did.

The case studies, that screen was never
explicitly applied by us because, again, we
didn't have any know edge. But the
buyers/sellers were | ooked at, and if there
was a corporate -- typically if there was a
corporate entity, | nean, ordinarily we woul d
expect that to inply it was a bank or a
nort gage conpany, you know, and we'd
elimnate that as a forecl osure or whatever.
So we got sone perspective on that. Wat |
guess |'msaying, | guess, | don't remenber
any of those nanes that you just nentioned.
Ckay. And then you studied -- | think you
testified just a nonent ago, in response to
Ms. Dandeneau's question, that there were
properties beyond the 100-foot radius. |
t hink you said 37 properties that you studi ed
and you found one with a sales effect? Wre

those 37 part of the 89 case studies? |'m
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m xing u(p the different categories of
research which were -- the 37 properties were
beyond the 100 feet were part of which
anal ysi s?

A Ckay. And | get confused on the nunbers,
t 0o.

So the case studies are part of the

research report, okay, and there are 58 of
t hose. And when we were tal ki ng about the
37, that's a tabulation of the case study
results. And out of the analysis of the case
study results cane the finding that, by and
| arge, the properties that had an effect were
within a 100 feet and had either partial or
clear visibility, right. So that was the
result of the research. Didn't have anything
to do with Northern Pass, okay. The 100 feet
wasn't inposed by the research. The 100 feet
was a result of the research. That 10 -- |I'm
sorry -- that 9 out of the 10 were wthin 100
feet, and the other one was 106 feet, okay.
So that was a result of the research. On
t hat basis, then |I asked the Conpany, |'m now

going to |l ook at the effects of the Project,
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so | want to know how many properties are
there for which the honmes are within a 100
feet. |I'mnow applying what | |earned from
t he case study research to the Project. And
t hey then gave ne the list of 89 properties,
okay. And then out of those, it was ny
estimate that 11 are not only close, but they
will have a -- they will go from havi ng
either no or partial visibility to having
partial or clear visibility.

So your initial pool was the 58 properties,
37 of which were beyond 100 feet.

The hones were beyond 100 feet, correct.
From the edge of the right-of-way. And of

t hose 37 that were beyond 100 feet, only one
showed a market inpact as a result of being
cl ose to the right-of-way.

Exactly.

Ckay. Thank you. And then based on that,
you got the list -- you requested the |ist of
properties within 100 feet.

That becane the basis, then, for assessing

t he i npacts of the Project.

Ckay. And with those 89 case studies --
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They' re not case studi es.

Sorry. The list of 89.

Ri ght.

How nmany case studi es were there?
Fifty-eight.

Fifty-eight. GCkay.

So the 58 properties were the ones you
went out and talked to the -- you visited the
property, you followed up with the |isting
br oker. That was that whol e anal ysis that
M. Underwood's conpany hel ped you wth;
correct?

Correct.

So part of that was talking to the listing
br oker, and that was to understand if the
transm ssi on corridor had any effect on the
buyer's deci sion to purchase the property?
Well, | nmean, fundanentally it cane down to
any effect on sale price or marketing tine,
okay. You know, was the price that
ultimately was arrived at in that transaction
i nfl uenced by the HVIL? Was the narketing
time influenced by the HVTL?

Ckay. And then those properties were al so
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t he ones which you did the view change

anal ysis, partial to full. No?
A No.
Q Whi ch properties were those?
A Ckay. So, one nore time. So that's the

research, right.

Q That was t he 58.

A Ckay. So we go do the 58 case studies. And
when we got done with that -- and we have no
i dea what we're going to find, right. |
don't have the foggiest notion. W've been
working on this for a year and a half, no
i dea what we're going to find. Finally,
close to June of 2015, I'mable to tabul ate
it up. And | nust say, sonewhat to ny
surprise, | find that the only cases where we
found an effect were, for all practical
pur poses, wthin 100 feet, and all but one
had clear visibility. So here are two
attri butes of these properties. And if you
don't -- if you' re not within 100 feet or if
you don't have clear visibility, we don't
find an effect. kay?

So on that basis, then, | said, okay,
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then | think I understand the Project isn't
goi ng to change the di stance of any house,
and the Project isn't going to change
encunbrance, but the Project could change
visibility. And if it did, and the house was
cl ose, then our research woul d indicate that
the probability of effect would be -- you
know, m ght go up substantially. It m ght go
up essentially fromzero to 50 percent.

Ckay? So it's two stages using the results
of the first stage to notivate the inpact

anal ysi s.

Ckay. | got it.

And | think you testified when you went
out to the properties, you tried to determ ne
the view fromthe house; correct?

Yeah, the attenpt was to assess whet her --
the definition that | used was if you wal ked
around the perineter of the house, at any
poi nt in making that circunference would you
have an unobstructed view of the structure,
or would you be able to see a structure, and
if so, what kind of view would you have?

So it was done fromground | evel, regardl ess

38
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of whether the property may have been one,

two, three stories. It was --
A Yeah, it's not fromin the house because, you
know, | didn't have any basis to -- now, sone

of the case studi es asked the brokers whet her
it could be seen fromin the house, and
that's recorded in the case studies.

Q But your --

A But the visibility analysis that | did
subsequently was fromthe exterior of the
house, ground | evel.

Q So it's possible that the honmeowner, | ooking
out their second-story bedroom w ndow, may
have a nore expansive view than what you
consi dered at that ground |level fromthe
r oad.

A. That's right.

Q Ckay. | think npbst of ny questions have
al ready been asked and answered, but one of
the questions | had was concerni ng your
assertion that only the tower structure would
change -- the change in the view of the tower
structure woul d change the -- the change in

the view of a tower structure would change
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the market value of a property. And so if
you saw only wires and separators, | think
we' ve al ready established that woul dn't
af fect the val ue. But what about -- first,
do you have any research, or what is that
based on?
It's really an operational consideration.
Just a pragmati c consideration that, you
know, if there was sone way to conbi ne
conductor visibility with structure
visibility in a sensible and reliable way.
And we actually kind of started out thinking
maybe t hat was possi bl e; although, | never
actually thought it was going to be possible.
But there were sonme people who wanted to try
it. But I think it's just too -- you're
trying to see if conductors are visible
through the trees, and it's just -- we just
couldn't conme up with any operational way of
doing it that nade sense.

And so we're using structure visibility
to sone extent as a proxy for how intrusive
the corridor is -- the line is on the

property, | think as a practical matter. And
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I think it probably includes sone of the

i mpact of conductors. There may be a rare
case where you' ve got conductors that are --
sorry -- you've got structures that are
totally out of sight and you're at the

m dpoi nt between them and nmaybe the |lines are
sonewhat intrusive, the conductors are
sonewhat intrusive, but you can't see
structures. But | think that would be fairly
rare.

What about anal ysis concerni ng not just

hi gh-vol tage transm ssion |ine corridors, but
transition stations, substations, converter
stations? ddearly, large infrastructure for
a transmission line. D d you do any anal ysis
of properties located within a reasonabl e
proximty to those types of facilities?

| don't believe we had any that were
proximate to those | ocations. WIlIl, the case
studi es woul d have to have been | ocat ed

proxi mate to existing substations. |'d have
to |l ook at sonme of those schematics. But |I'm
virtually certain there are none that are

very close to substations or existing

41
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transiti on apparat us.
Did you | ook at each of the transition
stations and substations for this project
and - -
Vell, nowwe're into the --

(Court Reporter interrupts.)
-- whether there were residential properties
near by?
So there's nothing in the case study research
t hat addresses that. |In the inpact anal ysis,
I would think some of the sane principles
woul d apply, that if there's a change in
visibility, if you have a house that's very
close to a situation right now in which there
is no transition station visible, but it's
going to be 50 feet froma transition station
t hat becones visible, then I would think the
probability of effect would go up
significantly.
Do you think the effect on market value, if
you can -- now |I'm asking for specul ati on.
But in your opinion, would proximty to a
transition station be nore inpactful to the

mar ket val ue than a 100-foot tower? You
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know, is there a correlation between the
amount of infrastructure and the effect on
val ue?

Wll, | think, as | said a few m nutes ago,

ki nd of surprisingly, there doesn't appear to
be a significant effect. You know, again,

our Phase Il corridor results are very
simlar to our Phase | -- to our Corridor 2
results, to our seacoast results, and they
have very different |evels of infrastructure.
So | don't have any evidence specific to
substations. But our evidence so far is that
it's really adjacency to the infrastructure
in general, not to the anount of it.

Ckay. So that's kind of the sane analysis in
reachi ng your conclusion, that if there's one
pole -- one tower or six towers visible from
a property, it really doesn't natter; it's
just the fact that they're present.

Yeah. Again, obviously it could matter for
one or two people. But | think in general
there will be a certain segnent of the buyer
pool that won't consider it. But | think

once they will consider it, it's not clear to
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me that it's going to nake a difference
whether it's one or two towers that are in
the right-of-way, or one or two or three
towers in the right-of-way, or whether it's
70-foot towers versus 50 or 90 versus 70.

Q So, no difference nunber of towers, no
difference in height of towers, no difference
where on the right-of-way they're | ocat ed.

It all depends on whether there's clear
visibility or a visibility change from none

to partial, partial to clear, or none to

cl ear.

A Right. It depends on proximty and
visibility. |If they can't see any of it, it
doesn't matter what's out there. |If they can

see sone of it, then it doesn't matter

whet her they can see a little bit of it or a
lot of it. As long as it's clear that you're
very cl ose to and have unobstructed views of
transm ssion line corridors, then sonmeone
comng to that property to buy it inmmediately
knows, oh, that's the house next to the power
lines. And | don't think they're going to

know what the voltage is. | don't think
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they're going to say, That's the house next
to the two power lines. Oh, no, that's the
house next to the three power lines. | think
it's going to be the house next to the power
lines. And some people wouldn't consider
that, but | think other people would. And I
know t hey woul d because houses sell. And |
don't think there would be a sensitivity in
t hat buyer pool to the one versus two versus
t hree thing.

Ckay. The list of properties that you asked
Nort hern Pass for requested single-famly
honmes within a 100 feet of the right-of-way.
And you didn't include other types of
residential units because | think you
testified -- am | correct in understandi ng
you didn't include other types of units
because you felt that single-famly hones
woul d be the best indicator of the market?
The nost sensitive.

The nost sensitive?

The npbst sensitive housing segnment. And you
certainly would start there.

And why is that?
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Sinply because as density increases, you
know, as you go to attached housi ng, issues
of affordability, efficiency of smaller-space
units, you know, if you're really interested
in rural New Hanpshire or in the | onger
views, you don't buy a condo at MKenna's
Purchase. | nean, your views at MKenna's
Purchase are, you know, of garage doors. But
that's very functional; right? | nean, that
ki nd of a high-density urban project has a
definite market, and those are peopl e | ooking
for affordability, |ocation, convenience,

smal ler, efficient space. But if you're
really into aesthetics and views, you're nore
likely to be on the larger lots,
single-famly hone. So that's where we woul d
expect to find, the first place we'd find
sensitivity. Now, if we found a lot of it

or -- you know, that m ght then |l ead you to

| ook at other things. But that's where you'd
start. And the literature | would say
excl usi vel y addresses single-famly, detached
hones.

So, no manufactured housi ng, no condos, no
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nobi | e homes were i ncluded, even though those
properties may have been within 100 feet of

t he right-of -way?

No. Wien | say single-famly detached, I
woul d i nclude nodulars. | would not include
trailer parks, okay, transitory. But there
are at a |least a couple of our case studies
and subdi vi sion studies actually are of
nodul ar devel opments. But they're subdivi ded
lots that are owned in fee and have a

nmodul ar, in sone cases, nice nodular unit on
it.

One of your conclusions fromyour studies
was, | believe, that while there are sone
properties where the fair market val ue of

t hem may be affected by Northern Pass

Transm ssion Project, there really aren't
enough properties -- | think you found 11 --
to have a discernible effect on the regional
or local nmarkets; is that correct?

Yes.

How di d you define the regional narket?

Vell, I"'mnot really famliar enough with the

New Hanpshire market to talk to you about

47
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that in any -- with any precision. | would
think the | ocal market, at least in the
smaller -- in the nore rural areas, it would
essentially be defined on a town-by-town
basis. You'd have educational simlarity and
tax simlarity and so forth. You get into
Concord, and then there are going to be sone
submar kets that woul d be defined as the |ocal
mar ket. The regi onal nmarket m ght be Concord
in the aggregate, okay. M ght be the Concord
nmetropolitan area or the city. O sonetines
peopl e, you know, m ght think of a regi onal
mar ket as the seacoast area. M ght be
Portsnmout h, but five or six or seven
surroundi ng towns. But it really -- A it
depends a little bit on what the objective of
the definition is, what you're trying to
acconpl i sh.

But what I"'mreally saying is that, even
at the smallest |evel, which would be the
town, | would think, particularly sone of the
smal | er towns, you woul dn't have enough of an
effect for you to be able to | ook at the

town's statistics and see any inpact of the
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Project. Could well be an inpact on one or
two or three property owners, which would be
significant to them but there wouldn't be
any -- you wouldn't be able to | ook at that
data and detect, oh, here's where Northern
Pass was built because | see a blip.

Do you have the data on a town-by-town basis
or region?

Yeah, we | ooked -- we did sone town-by-town
anal ysis. The marketability -- the narket
activity analysis. The question that's sort
of been raised is does the prospect of the
Proj ect sonmehow chill the nmarket for the
towns through which, or for the properties at
| east close to the right-of-way? And so we

| ooked at every town through which the
proposed route passes, and we | ooked at every
sale wwthin a mle of the route in those 30
or so, 31 towns, and then we divided those
properties up into those properties that were
ei ther encunbered or adjacent -- Category I,
1-foot to 500 feet, 500 feet to a mle -- and
tried to see if there was any systenatic

effect in terns of either days on narket or
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sale price to list price ratios that

di stingui sh the encunbered or adjacent
properties relative to the proxi nate
properties, relative to the 500 feet to a
mle, and there was no difference in nmarket
resi stance associated with those three

di stance categories. So there doesn't appear
to be any systematic effect of the proposal
of the project on the market in the 31 towns.
That was, | think, the only town-specific
anal ysis that we were involved in.

And fromthat you extrapolate that there wll
be no effect on regional markets, even though
you're not quite sure what the boundaries of
t he regi on are.

Well, the conclusion with respect to | ocal
and regional markets is sinply a function of
t he nunber of the properties likely to be
affected. There's only a handful of
properties, and a handful of properties can't
affect | ocal and regional narkets.

' m going to change subjects here for just a
second to tal k about sonmething that |I don't

t hi nk anyone el se has tal ked about, and that
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is the Northern Pass Transm ssi on Project

Guar anty Program

Ckay.

Are you famliar with what | nean when | say
t hat ?

Yes.

What, in your view, is that progranf

Well, as it was descri bed by M. Quinlan,
it's based on ny research. The eligibility
criteria for that are based on ny research
whi ch indicated that there's a certain group
of properties that have certain
characteristics, in terns of proximty,
visibility and encunbrance, and that if
properties had those characteristics, they
woul d be eligible for the program There
woul d be an opt-out provision if they weren't
interested. |If they didn't opt out and had
occasion to sell their property in sone
specified period of tinme subsequent to
construction of the Project, they would

have -- and | suppose suspected that they got
| ess for their property when they sold it

than they woul d have had Northern Pass not
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been built, they would have the option of
retai ni ng an apprai ser who woul d apprai se the
property, as we did in our case studies,
usi ng conpar abl e sal es not affected by HVTL.
And if there was a di screpancy between the
val ue, the appraised val ue absent the

I nfl uence of the Northern Pass corridor, the
Conpany woul d conpensate the | andowner for

t he difference.

Q So | want to go through the eligibility
requi renments for that, which as you indicated
wer e based on your research, | believe.

MR. WEATHERSBY: And this, for
anyone who would like to ook, it's attached to
M. Quinlan's supplenental testinony. It's
Attachnment L to his March 24, 2017 testinony.
| can't pull it up, but I'll read --

A |'"ve got a copy.

BY M5. WEATHERSBY:

Q You got it. So the first one, to be an
eligible property it has to neet three
criteria. The first is that the property is
encunbered by the right-of-way easenent.

under stood from what you testified here that
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you found the property had to either be
encunbered or abut the right-of-way; isn't

t hat correct?

You're confusing two things. All of the
properties that we studied, our case study,
our 58 properties, we began by sel ecting
those fromthe pool that we thought woul d be
nost sensitive to inpacts. No sense goi ng
out a mle or two and | ooking at stuff that
doesn't have any chance of being affected,
but start with the nost affected. Therefore,
we started wth encunbered and adj acent
properties, and the result of that was every
property that we -- where we found an i npact
was encunbered, okay. So that's then the
basis for this criteria. The properties for
which we found an effect were encunbered,
were all encunbered.

Those 11 properties that you identified.

Ten. The 11 is --

Ten.

-- the other thing.

Ckay.

| apol ogize to --

53
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But anot her of your anal yses, you did find
properties that you thought had a market

ef fect based on a high-voltage transmn ssion
i ne that were not encunbered but were

adj acent to.

Ckay. W're going to get confused again
here. These criteria have nothing to do with
Nort hern Pass.

Isn't your opinion --

These criteria are based on the results of
the research report, okay. Sorry, but it's
real easy to confuse these two things, the 89
properties and the 58 case studies --

Let ne just naeke it easy for you. |Is it your
opi nion that a property that is not
encunbered by but adjacent to a right-of-way,
may have a structure cl ose by, a
single-famly hone, nay have a market effect
based on the devel opnent of a high-voltage
transm ssion line --

That's not what we found in the case studies.
Did any of your research fromthe various --
fine. It did not.

There's no evidence to that effect.
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Second criteria is that the property is

i mproved with a single-famly hone and sone
portion of the honme is |located within 100
feet of the right-of-way boundary. Again,
we're at the single-famly hone anal ysis.
That seens to exclude things that you al so
studi ed, and included |ike manufactured
hones, nobile hones --

Wien | use that term 1'mincluding nodul ars.
So it's your opinion, then, that Northern
Pass, the Applicant, intended single-famly
honmes to include nodul ar hones, you know, not
travel trailers, but stationary, nanufactured
hones, nobile honmes?

Yeah, that -- | don't know that |'ve mde
that definition explicit, nor am| confident

t hat they have. So that m ght need to be

clarified. But | presune they' re using
the -- since this is based on our research
and the research report, | think it's a fair

assunmption that they woul d be including the
sane things | included, which is
single-fam ly detached, including nodul ars.

But it would exclude, say, a two-famly hone

55
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or a bed and breakfast, another place where
peopl e reside pernanently or tenporarily, but
was not a single-famly hone.

That woul d be ny understandi ng. That m ght
need to be clarified, but that would be ny
under st andi ng.

Coul dn't those type of properties also be
affected if --

Coul d, but we sinply don't have evidence from
our case study research to support that.

And then there's the 100-foot right-of-way
boundary limtation. Didn't you find that
there was at | east one property that was 106
feet away - -

| did.

-- that had an effect? Do you think that

t hat 100 feet perhaps needs to be extended?

| don't know. The research is what it is.
The average was 33 feet. So | think 100 feet
is fair. But | can see that sonme case could
be nade for 106 if you're going to sinply
interpret the research literally.

Well, the purpose of this, isn't it, is to

conpensate those that have -- | nean, are
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proven. They have to go prove that their
property was affected by the Northern Pass
Transm ssion Project. So don't you want to
give -- wuldn't the Applicant want to give
as many, of course within reason, as many
property owners the opportunity to
participate in that evidentiary process?
Well, I think as many -- | nean, the critical
thing for a programlike this is that the
eligibility criteria have sone definitional
basis. They have to be rooted in sonething,
right. And it seens to ne that the only
thing you can really root it in is enpirical
data of sone sort. And the data that we have
here are basically the case study results.
Now, | think your point with respect to 100

or 106 is a decision that the Subcommttee

could make. | can understand why you m ght
put 100. | often talk in terms -- well,
actually, | acted on the basis of 100, right,
in the request that | nade for that reason
You know, | coul d have asked for all hones
within 106 feet, | guess. But | thought,

given the distribution of the results, 100
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was easier. But it's critical that these
eligibility criteria seens to be rooted in
the research. And we just don't have
anything -- so, to get to your point, we
don't have anythi ng on bed and breakfasts or
| odges or trailer parks or condos.

Q So it sounds like this programis just for 11
properties then.

A Well, be for any properties that neet these
criteria. But it's a small nunber.

Q And you' ve anal yzed this, and you found it
only nmeets 11 properties.

A That's ny -- yeah, that's the order of
magni t ude.

Q Anot her criteria is, of course, the
visibility change as we've al ready di scussed.

And then the sale of the hone. This is

for people who are trying to sell their
hones. And the sale has to be within five
years. | believe you've testified today that
t here's no consensus on the duration of the
mar ket effects of the Project. And | think
t hese are your words, that certainly it

doesn't end in four years, and that Phase I
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research suggests there's still an effect of
hi gh-vol tage transm ssion |ines on market

val ues encunbering -- of encunbered or
abutting properties. So do you believe that
mar ket val ue of a property nay still be
affected five years after the Project is
conpl et e?

Yes.

Do you think that that five-year restriction
should be in this property guaranty, property
val ue guaranty?

| really don't have any basis to opine wth
respect to the tine limt on it.

Well, didn't you say earlier that, |I think 10
out of the 58 cases there was still -- there
was an enduring market effect?

Wll, in all of the case studies, the

transm ssion |lines had been in place for sone
consi derabl e period of tinme, wth the
possi bl e exception of in the seacoast area.

I think there was one that was rel atively
new. So, yeah, these are effects that have
endured over a substantial period of tine.

What terns of that property val ue guaranty

59
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m ght you change to nmake it, if any, nore
fitting with properties that you feel may be
affected by the Project?

Wll, I"'mvery confortable with the
eligibility criteria because they have a --
because they' re grounded in the research we
did on the case studies. And | think the
case study research is consistent and
instructive. There could be new research

al ong those lines that m ght conme down the
road at sone point. And, you know, that
woul d have to be considered when and if that
happened. But at the nonent, | think that
does a good job of defining eligibility. But
t he ot her conponents of the program are

t hings that, you know, | really don't have
much to bring to bear on that, you know, the
time duration in particular. There's sone
smal|l evidence in the literature of effects
di m ni shing over tinme, but by the sane token,
you know, our case study results are show ng
results that are occurring over a substanti al
period of tinme. | think that's sonething

that you may be in as good a position to
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eval uate as ne.
Q Thank you. | don't have any further
questi ons.
CHAI RVAN HONI GBERG M.
| acopi no has a nunber of questions from
M. Way, who couldn't be here today. He may
al so have sone of his own. |'mnot sure.

QUESTI ONS BY MR WAY( ABSENT) READ BY MR | ACOPI NG

Q M. Chalners, I"'mgoing to ask you M. Way's
questions first. And he's broken them down
i nto categori es.

A Ckay.

Q I'"mgoing to read themin the way he wote
them The first group involves the term
"arms length properties.” And his first
question is: You nentioned that you | ooked
at the transcripts where M. Bowes di scussed
the property transfers. Wre you involved in
and/ or consulted regardi ng any purchases of
property for the Project with Eversource or
any of its related entities?

A No.

Q Ckay. Were any of these properties, in

addition to what Attorney Paci k referenced,
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i ncluded in your case studies or the
conpar abl e properties?

Not to nmy know edge.

Ckay. His second group of questions deal

W th seasonal property. Wth regards to
properties wth a separate mailing address,
you nentioned that you were not aware how
many are seasonal rentals. Is it fair to
assume that you al so don't know how many may
be |l ong-term | ease/ |l andl ord-type
arrangenment s?

| don't -- | think all | said was that if the
addresses were different, | thought one could
infer that it was a second hone or a seasonal
resi dence or a vacation hone. | don't think
the preanble to your question there was
sonmet hi ng | renenber sayi ng.

Ckay.

All 1 did was | just conpared the addresses
on the tax card to the property address
because -- and the basic point is that the
sales that we collected is not a huge nunber,
which is perhaps a problem but shoul d be

representative of what the housing stock is,
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you know, along those two corridors. | nean,
we shoul d be picking up -- you know, if
vacati on hones are 30 percent and per nanent
resi dences are 70, if you pick 60 at random
whi ch we did, essentially, then we should be
getting, you know, a 30/70 m x. |'m bl anki ng
on the county nane. Wat's the Sugar Hill
county?

Coos?

G af t on.

Grafton County.

In Gafton County, of the 20 sales we had, 10
of them had different addresses. And, you
know, that made sense. That was nuch | ess
the case in Hillsborough and Merri mack
Counties, which is what you' d expect. So,
you know, | think our case studies were, you
know, generally representative of the housing
m X.

| think the gist of his question, though, is
sonetines single-fam |y hones are | eased out
on a long-termbasis. | think that's what he
was addressi ng here.

Ch, so that could be an address difference
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t hen?

Yes.

Yeah, could be. Sure.

Sois it fair to assune that you al so don't
know how many of these hones had that type of
arrangenent ?

Sur e.

Ckay. Is it nore likely that |andlords w il
not be as inpacted by the view if they live
at a different nailing address?

| think that's fair.

You seemto indicate that those that frequent
seasonal homes will not be deterred by the
lines. MNow, this statenent seens to be out
of your wheel house with respect to appraisals
and nmore of a tourismdiscussion. Do you
have enpirical evidence to nake that -- to
state that opinion?

No.

Ckay. He then has sone questions about
tourisminpacts. That's the next section he
has here. He says you did not | ook at the

i npacts to comercial and industrial sites.

You may have answered this, but I"magoing to
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ask it anyway.

I"'mstill wondering why tourism
destinations which are often viewed rel ated
-- are often viewrelated, sorry, are not
consi dered part of the study. Do |
understand that you did not study tourism
attraction values, in part, because of his
opi nion that tourism would not be inpacted?
And | think "his,” again, is M. Nichols.
Yeah, that's correct.

Ckay. Wuld you have changed that if he had
said otherw se? Wuld you have changed your
approach if he had said ot herw se?

Possi bly. You know, if there was a -- you
know, if it was very person-specific,

busi ness-specific, | think the answer would
be no. But if there was sone regional, sone
significant regional tourismeffect, maybe
that's sonething we would have had to

I nvestigated further.

He goes on to say, | also thought that I
heard you say it was your belief that
visitors would not be deterred. Do you have

any evidence or experience to back up that
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Yeah, | don't. | certainly wasn't nmaking --
yeah, | don't know what the context of that

statenment was. But | wasn't opining with
respect to a tourismopinion or a visitor
opi ni on.
Ckay. His next group of questions is
centered around construction inpacts. The
first question is: You state that it is not
the job of the Site Evaluation Commttee to
eval uate the effects of the proposal, but
nore the operation of the Project as built.
G ven the duration of construction and the
I mpacts to date, what do you think will be
the effect on property val ues during
construction and the results on the
short-term nmarket, for exanple, along Route
116? | think he's -- | believe that he's
addr essi ng the underground portion of the
route at that point.
Ri ght, that woul d nake sense.

You know, |'ve never heard of anyone
addressi ng what are essentially transitory or

relatively short-termconstruction inpacts in
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terms of property values. You know,
certainly I've never heard of an assessor
who, you know, decreases the property val ue
in March and then increases it again in
Sept enber when the sewer nmain is repl aced.
So it seens to ne construction inpacts are
fundanentally an i ssue of planning and
mtigation. There certainly can be

i nconveni ence. There can be di sruption.

I think the nost telling thing with
respect to real estate values would be that |
coul d see a situation when you show a house,
you want to show it at its best. And | could
see a situation where soneone nm ght want to
show a house in May, and if the construction
were right in front of that house at that
time, that m ght not be the best tine to do
it. But | think, and ny understanding is
that, in the rural portions of the state
we're | ooking at probably a week's disruption
for a property; in Plynouth, sone of the nore
ur bani zed sections, a small nunber of nonths.
And | just don't see property values as being

a rel evant consideration in the context of
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that kind of a short-term di sruption.

Hi s next group of questions involves the

di scussions with the listing agents. And he
asks: When you spoke with listing agents, am
| correct that | heard you say there was no
scri pt or notes used?

Correct.

Then he states: | would think that there are
notes if you are quoting people; correct? |Is

it nore fair to say that notes were not kept

after translation -- transcript? He wote
“"translation.” He neans transcription,
t hough, |I'm sure.

| suspect that's correct. Certainly the way
I do it.

Ckay. What were the key points you were
searching for fromeach conversation?

The key point was the effect of the HVIL in
the transaction and on marketing tine. |
mean, the questions were pretty direct. W'd
start out with the condition -- and there
were al so sone questi ons about the physical
rel ati onship of the property to the

transm ssion line. Could you -- | know M.
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Underwood frequently asked how visible the
lines were frominside the house, in the

br oker's opinion. Again, |I'msort of
reluctant to rely on that, but that's
included in the interviews. But then they
typically noved quite quickly to the central
i ssue, which is do they think there was any
I mpact on the sale price or the marketing
tinme.

So those notes were nade by the brokers that
were contracted by you or by Eversource?
Right. Really, their appraisers.

|*'msorry. Appraisers.

But the case study authors, if you wll,
because there's al so the appraisers, Stanhope
and Correnti, actually are the fol ks who did
t he appraisals. And then the case study
authors were the fol ks at Am don and Bri an
Under wood.

Then going to nove on to substations. And
again, this may be sonething that you may
have answered. Were houses near substations
and transition stations eval uated?

No.
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You did answer that. Okay.

What about properties that are near a
station and have a view i npact of poles --
for instance, M. Thonpson? So, in other
words, they're near both the transm ssion
line and, | think in his case, the transition
station.

Yeah, I'mnot quite sure what the specifics
of that are. You know, | did say proximty
and visibilty. So if the Project is going to
materially change, it's probably not going to
change proximty, so it's going to materially
change visibility of either structures or if
a substation is suddenly going to appear.

Do you know if there were any appraisals
performed of properties that had that
situati on where there was a station and --
I"'msorry -- like a transition station and
the towers and the wires?

I don't believe so.

Ckay. His next group of questions deal with
program -- he entitles it "Program For
Econom c Loss."” Based on the report titled,

"Hi gh- Vol tage Transm ssion Lines in New
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Hanmpshire Real Estate Markets," a research
report by Janes Chal ners, of Chalners &
Associ ates, Northern Pass has devel oped a
guaranty program designed to ensure that
owners of those properties M. Chal ners
identified is nost likely to see property
val ue i npacts do not incur an economc | oss
in the event of a sale within five years
after the construction begins. That's where
his sentence ends. He then says the program
includes eligibility criteria aligned with
M. Chalnmers's findings and an opt - out
provi si on exerci sable by owners of eligible
property, a right of first refusal, and the
process by which an owner of eligible
property may seek paynment for dimnution in
property value. Wre you consulted on this
progran? Wio will be eligible for this
progran? And is it just single detached?
What about those not included in your nmarket
study? A lot of these were answered with
respect to Ms. Wat hersby. But were you
consul t ed about the progranf

Yes.
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I think we already went over who woul d be
eligible for it. And just at this point, at
|l east, it only involves single detached, if I
under st ood your | ast answers correctly.
Correct.

Single-fam |y detached.

What about those who you haven't
identified? You said you identified
approximately 11. Wat if there are fol ks
t hat you haven't identified? WII they be
el igible?

Yes. Yeah. And ny identification is not

i ntended to becone the definitive. M
identification was for purposes of giving you
a bal | park, order-of-nmagnitude estimte of
how many. You know, is this going to
potentially affect |ocal narkets or not?

To the extent this programis
I mpl enented, then | think on-site eval uation
of the existing condition and on-site
eval uati on of post-construction condition has
to occur. And ny street eval uation would not
be a substitute for that. You're going to

need a definitive evaluation, and that could
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well i1 ncrease the nunber of properties that
are eligible or, | suppose, possibly decrease
it.

Q Ckay. And his last group of questions have
to deal with the view tax or view prem um
and he says, | believe you said you're not
famliar with view taxes or prem uns. From
your experience, do you have a sense as to
t he potential inpact to nunicipalities from
property tax rebates or reductions as a

result of the Project?

A Well, just to clear up the preanble to that,
| just wasn't -- | wouldn't at least refer to
it. | think I knew what view tax referred

to, but it's slightly pejorative.

Q He's also referring to it as a "prem unf
al so.

A Yeah, okay. And so then what was the
question?

Q Question is: Do you have a sense as to the
potential inpact to nmunicipalities from
property tax rebates or reductions as a
result of the Project -- in other words,

because of a reduction of people's paynent of
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t axes based upon the view?

| do, and it wll be very small. Perhaps you
remenber M. Sansoucy testified that we coul d
|l earn quite a bit from assessor practice in
the towns with respect to what the
implications of the Project mght be in
regard to these kinds of considerations. And
he said that, A, encunbered properties
frequently are adjusted for encunbrance, and
possi bly also for intrusion; that adjacent
properties are affected; also properties,

what he called "tertiary properties,” which
are closer to what we're tal king about here
in terns of view properties, they're not
encunbered, they're not adjacent, but they

m ght be 500 feet away or 1,00 feet away, but
t hey m ght have the view that's inpacted by
the transm ssion line or by the Project. And
ny case study properties are all either
encunbered or adjacent, so that didn't
address -- | did | ook at those. Basi cal |l y,

t he encunbered properties are about 50/50

w th sonme adjustnent to the | and value. The

adj acent properties, there was only one that
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had a very, very snall adjustnent. But |
didn't have any of the so-called "tertiary
properties.” So | picked six towns, kind of
general ly representing, you know, kind of
nort h/ south al ong the Phase Il route, since
that was presunmably the nost intrusive |ine.
And | | ooked at Haverhill, Hopkinton, HIl,
Bedf ord, Concord and Londonderry. And | went
out to 600 feet on either side of the

Phase Il line and pulled the tax card for
every parcel for which any portion of the
parcel was wthin that 600-foot boundary.
Gave ne about 800 tax cards. About 500 of
themwould fall in the tertiary category,
nei t her adj acent nor encunbered. There were,
call it 100, a little |l ess than 100, that
were adjacent, and a little over 100 were
encunbered. The encunbered were adjusted
about 50/50. About 50 of them showed sone
adj ust ment for encunbrance. Snmall, but --

t he adj acent properties, one out of five out
of that 80, a little less than a 100, one out
of five were adjusted. And out of the 500

properties in the tertiary category, kind of
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view properties, zero. Not a single one out
of 500 had any assessor adjustnent for views.

So | think the answer to that question
is it wn't be a view adjustnent. It will be
a conbi nation of proximty or encunbrance
adj ustment. But once you nove away fromthe
line, | don't think there will be any
assessed val ue inplication what soever.
Ckay. He also states with respect to the
view i ssue that the Conmittee is required to
take into account the input from
muni ci palities and pl anni ng conmm ssi ons.
Were these entities consulted by you with
regards to the inpact of the view and their
opi nion on the tax prem um reductions?
That would really be M. Varney's area of
expertise. He dealt with sort of the
Institutional concerns.
Ckay. Those are all M. Way's questi ons.

MR 1TACOPINO D d you want ne

to go on to the few | had?

CHAI RVAN HONI GBERG  Sur e.

QUESTI ONS BY MR | ACOPI NO

Wth respect to the property val ue guaranty
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that you've discussed, if this Conmttee were
to grant the certificate and nake that
guaranty a condition, would you recomrend

t hat the Applicant be required to docunent

t he preconstruction conditions of each
property that may be eligible?

Yes.

And what in your opinion would be the best
way for the Applicant to do that?

Well, again, you all would be better -- you
attorneys could figure that out I think in a
way that woul d make sense. But you'd want to
do, you know, an on-site inspection that, you
know, provided a definitive account of what

t he existing condition is and then to be

foll owed up post-construction by the sane

ki nd of assessnent. And the criteria would

t hen have to be defined. You know, there
woul d be a lot of definitional issues that
woul d have to be addressed. But | think ny
work sort of outlined how that m ght worKk.

But |"msure it would have to be docunent ed.
Ckay. Your view and people like you are the

people who will be involved in that
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determ nation, so that's why we asked you.
So | take it when you say "docunent," you
mean phot ographi c evidence and things |ike
t hat ?

Yeah, tape neasure. Yeah, sonme conbi nation
of a tape neasure and photos |I woul d think
woul d be the way you do it.

Ckay. And do you have an opinion as to how
many properties would be inpacted if that
property val ue guaranty was extended to not
just homes encunbered, but hones adjacent to
the right-of-way that have the other
qual i fying conditions?

| really can't give you a nunber. My
suspicion is it would be a fairly snall
nunber. | don't know whet her that's hel pful.
But | can't give you the nunber. Order of
magni tude woul d be small. Mbst of these
hones at this distance are encunbered.

You did research, a fair anount of research
in this area before com ng to New Hanpshire
to do your New Hanpshire research. Your
Mont ana study seenms to be well-cited by

everybody who's involved in this. And if |
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under stand the Montana study, it had very
simlar conclusions to what you've determ ned
for the New Hanpshire studies; correct? 1In
ot her words, it was encunbrance, proximty
and visibility that determ ned price effects,
sales price effects?

A At the very nost general level. But they're
pretty different. There were 48 case studies
t hat are nost anal ogous, and in only one of
those in Montana did we find a sale price
ef fect. But the problemin Mntana -- well,
there are a | ot of areas of unconparability.
But of those 48 case studi es, sone of those
are 6,000-acre ranches. So, you know, the
I provenents are a snmall portion of the val ue
and it has nore to do with agricul tural
value. But we al so have rural tracks wth
vacation hones on them So it's a nuch nore
di verse set of properties than even in New
Hanmpshi re.

Q Your nain conclusion was the sane, though
wasn't it, that as far as a narket effect,
that there was little, if any?

A Yeah. Yeah. Yes, at the very highest |evel,
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I think that's fair.
M. Pappas got at this a little bit in his
cross-exam nation of you. What |I'mgoing to
ask you is obviously you know what
confirmation bias is; correct?
Well, | probably did at one tinme. Wy don't
you repeat it for ne so |l'msure we're on the
sane page.
Wll, let nme ask you this: D d you take any
measures to avoid or elimnate confirmation
bias? In other words, because you found this
result in a prior study, you're expecting to
find it again in this study?
Yeah. You know, the situations are so
different, okay. So you could say at the
very highest level there's sone simlarities
in the findings. But if we went through the
Mont ana study in any detail, it's got very
different components and the results really
are quite different.

But the other thing I would say
specifically with respect to your question is
it'd be very hard for ne to be bias in this

because you don't have any idea -- when |
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sel ected those subdivisions, | didn't have

t he foggi est notion where those were going to
end up, because until we went through the
chain of title, until we tabled it up, |

nmean, | was working on that for six or seven
or eight nonths before |I had any idea what
the data would show. And the sane thing on

t he case studies. You know, it is what it

is. And until those were tabled up -- and
when they were tabled up, | made a

t hree-by-three matrix, and I was darned if 9

out of the 10 yeses didn't all fall in that
| ower | eft-hand box, you know. | was
surprised, frankly, that it was that -- | was

very surprised that the results were that
consistent. So it's alittle hard for ne to
see how | could have brought any bias to

t hat .

Soif I were to put that in one sentence,
would | be correct to say that the nodel you
used, by its nature, elimnated confirnmation
bi as?

| think that's fair.

Ckay. There is this issue of the 100 feet
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fromthe right-of-way. And | just -- this
question keeps gnawing at ne. And | don't
know how broad it would actually occur. But
if you sit in a novie theater, or at least in
the old novie theaters, if you sit down in
the very front row, you see not nuch of the
t heater, not nmuch of the screen, so you had
to look up like this; whereas, if you sit in
t he way back, you probably couldn't see. But
if you sat right in the sweet spot in the

m ddl e, you get a great novie. And do you
see that at all, that sort of effect in your
anal ysis? O should we consider that effect
in your analysis? Should the Committee
consi der it?

Well, all | can say is that all |I'm working
off of is what we found, okay. | didn't
bri ng any preconceived notions. And | can't
real |y make concl usi ons beyond what the data
show, okay. And what the data showis that,
by and |l arge, the only place we got

effects -- there was one 106, there was one,
I don't know, m ght have been 190, maybe

170-foot. But the preponderance of the
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properties where there was an effect, there
were two or three that were right on the
right-of-way. There was a 7-footer, an
11-footer. The average, as | said, was

33 feet. And ny conclusion is that
essentially it's when the structures and the
transm ssion |ine becone part of the
property, they're so intrusive, that when you
t hink of that property, or the mnute you
visit that property, you know i nmedi ately
that you are adjacent to a transm ssion |ine.
There are other properties where, you know,
essentially it's peripheral. Yeah, | nean,
you | ook through the back yard and, oh, yeabh,
| can see it out back there. But it's not --
so it's the level of intrusion. And that

| evel of intrusion appears to be associ ated
generally with very, very close -- it doesn't
happen until it gets really right on top of

t he house, and then it's kind of i1 nescapable.
So every buyer who cones to that house -- you
know, every tine you cone hone you're | ooking
at that thing. A lot of these were often

peri pheral. | think you' d conme hone, you
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know, six nights out of seven and never see
it. You know, it sort of disappears.

So I think you were asking ne is there a
ki nd of sweet spot as we nbve back where
maybe it's nmore visible; whereas, if you're
right under it and you | ook under it or
through it or sonething, and that's really
not what we found. It seened like it was
just that it becomng a part of the, you
know, essentially part of the property and
attri bute of the house where we found
effects. But that's ny interpretati on of
that data. You could |ook at that data and
maybe conme to a little different -- and |
t hi nk, you know, your interpretation of that
data is as valid in sonme ways as mne. |
mean, that's sinply what we found. And, you
know, what we found was it had -- it was
where you had that extrene proximty and nore
of a front-row effect than the
m ddl e-of -t he-t heater effect.

Thank you. Let nme just switch gears for one
second. Ms. Schi banoff asked you about sort

of the "stigma effect” is what | think of it
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in ny owmn mnd. And you did respond to her
and tal k about the price effects not bearing
that out, | believe was essentially what your
answer was to her.

My question is in terns of the tine on
mar ket information. Does that serve as a
better proxy for the stigma, if you will?
Yeah, they both figure in. |t depends on
listing price, right. |If you know you've got
a problemand you |list appropriate to that
probl em your days on narket may be pretty
short. If you don't think you have a probl em
and you list too high, then you have a | ong
mar keting period. So it really --
It's an additional variable.
It's an additional variable.
Ckay. The only other question | have, and I
think it was wth Ms. Dandeneau, you
I ndi cated that your F val ue was
infinitesimal. Could that, as well as -- |
mean, obviously it says that, you know, your
statistics are reliable. But could such a
small F value also indicate a problemw th

t he nodel ?
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No probl em

Way not ?

No problem No, that's very -- | nean, the
results are very sensible. You know, it says
Unit A-- I've forgotten exactly what the
nunbers are. But it gives us a very precise

measure of the market val ue difference

between -- there are two types of units, Type
A and Type B. It gives us a precise neasure
of that. It gives us the units built. They

canme on, started in '88, '89. They were
built at difference tines. The older units
sell for alittle less. And the year in
which it sold makes a huge difference. They
canme on at about a hundred. Over the course
of the up-cycle in the md 2000s, 2005, 2006,
they got up to 200, and then they fell off
the cliff, went down to 130, 125, and now
they're up around 175. So all of those
things are precisely neasured. And the

di stance variables, the transm ssion |ine
vari abl es, the corridor variables sinmply have
no significance what soever.

Just for the record, and | should have said
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this as part of the question, we're talKking
about the MKenna's Purchase study.

A Correct.

Q Ckay. | have no other questions. Thank you.

CHAI RVAN HONI GBERG Comm ssi on-
er Bail ey.

QUESTI ONS BY COW SSI ONER BAI LEY:

Q Good afternoon. Mbst of ny questions have
been asked, but... when you were up in the
North Country, did you happen to stay at the
Mount ai n Vi ew?

A | did.

Q Did you read the history in the roon?

A Did | read the --

Q There's a card with sone history about
what the -- how the property cane to be.

A | suspect | did.

Q Ckay. Well, we were there | ast week and |

happened to read it. And what it said was
that, |ike in 1860, about, in the 1800s, a
st agecoach tipped over in the mddle of the
night. And the stagecoach driver told the
peopl e he was transporting to wal k up the

street a half a mle, that there was a house,
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and see if they would shelter themfor the
night. And they did. And they realized that
t he view was spectacul ar, and they asked if
t hey could cone back the next year and spend
a couple weeks as tourists. And |long story
short, the owners of that house decided to
make a business out of it, and the nanme of it
was The Mountain View House. And so today,
if you stand on the porch, | can't see the
transm ssion lines if they're there. But in
the future, if you can see the transm ssion
lines from Northern Pass, is it your
testinony that that wll have no inpact on

t hat property val ue?

No, | wouldn't offer an opinion on that.
Again, the resort economcs are conplicated
and not an area of ny expertise. But you'd
have to study that pretty darn hard and then
try to figure out what an increnmental change
in the view wuld do to that. Yeah, | just
woul dn't have the basis for opining on that.
Ckay. Yesterday | think you said that a
property that hadn't sold was of limted

value -- of limted use to your analysis on
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the i npact on market value fromthe

transm ssion |ine.

Correct.
Ckay. |If a house is attenpted to be sold and
it doesn't sell, or it sits on the narket for

three years, how does that inpact your

anal ysis on tine of market? Doesn't it skew
it by |eaving that out?

Well, | think you' ve got two questions there.
Thi s whol e i ssue of the extended marketing
peri od came up yesterday. | renenber a |line
of questions. And we | ooked at one specific
property that had been on the narket for a
year and then off the market for a while.

Ri ght.

So it's inportant to recogni ze that the
conpari son that we made was marketing tine of
the property in question relative to the
town, right, because that was sort of our
frame of reference. Cbviously, in Lancaster,
for exanple, the market was very soft in '10,
11, '12, '13, even to sone extent up to
present. So you've got to control for that;

whereas, the nmarket in Concord was nore
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robust and woul d have different days on
market. So the only way you could

meani ngful ly conpare the property days on
mar ket to the town average days on narket
woul d be if those are neasured in the sane
fashion. And in both cases those are
nmeasured in the context of the current
listing. That's the only neasure that we
have. So we were conparing the days on

mar ket under the current listing of the house
i n question, not its whole listing history,
because there's no -- and the days on narket
average for that town based on current
|istings, okay. So we had a conparable. So
| just wanted to clarify that.

The question -- and | renmenber we tal ked
about this in the Merrinmack Vall ey case, the
problemwth the wthdrawn |isting, and
there's certainly a possibility of w thdrawn
listings, is that there's just no way to get
at the -- | nean, how are you going to
identify the multiple, the many, nmany
different reasons that a listing could be

wthdrawn? | nean, you're really tal king
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about interviewing | guess the honeowners,
and t hen, you know, what people say isn't
necessarily -- you know, you'd have to
sonmehow try to sort through that.

In general, although people may be

di scouraged, nay have trouble selling a

place, if they want to sell it, typically it
wll get sold at sone point. And if it was
hard to sell, that sale price will be | ow,

right? There wasn't denmand for it, and we'l|l
pick it up at that point. But, you know,

we' ve got nmarket resistance -- narketing

resi stance neasures in everything we did.

You know, the case studies have a narketing
time. The subdivision studies | ook
explicitly at the timng of sales, and the
mar ket activity analysis | ooks at days on
market. So everything we did | ooked at that
in a way that was sort of feasible and
operational. W did not | ook at w thdrawn
listings. And | think there really wasn't --
it didn't seemto be an inperative to do that
fromother marketing time stuff we did. Even

If there had been, |I'm not sure how you' d do
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it. So that's kind of where we are on that.

Q Ckay. Thank you.

QUESTI ONS BY CHAI RVAN HONI GBERG

Q Dr. Chalners, virtually everything | could
have asked has been asked, although there are
a fewthings I want to talk with you about.

M. lacopi no asked you, when he -- what

you both referred to as a "novie theater
effect." | have a different perspective

question or area to tal k about or ask you

about .

If I"mstanding 50 feet fromaway from a
structure that's 50 feet tall, it has a
particular viewto ne. |If |I'm standing

75 feet away froma 75-foot-tall structure,
it has a certain viewto ne. |I'msure it's
not a one-to-one scale. There's probably
sone logarithmin there that affects
viewpoint. But did you take the height of
the structures into account in evaluating the
di stance fromthose structures?

A Well, distance is totally defined. | nean,
the distance is the distance fromthe hone

right to the nost visible structure. So
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that's sinply --

But that's to the base of that structure.
That's to the base of the structure, right.
But the height of the structure could nake it
appear to be a different distance away. |
mean, height -- | nean, it's classic art

t heory about how you draw perspective, isn't
it?

Right, right, the "veneer effect."”

So isn't that -- so | guess the answer is
"No. "

The answer is "No." R ght. No, we went to
the -- with the existing structures to the

nearest leg, if it's an Hfranme, and if it's
a proposed structure, we went to the center
of the little yellow square. And that would
be the di stance neasure.

The visibility assessnent that | did on
the 89, again, | don't know that the
perspective really figures into that. So |
think the answer is that the di stance doesn't
take that into account.

Shouldn't it? | nean, you and M. I|acopino

just agreed -- or | think you explained to
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M. lacopino that the feeling -- the

significant feeling is that if the structure
is on you, it is part of the property if it's
so close to you. But the height changes that

di stance, doesn't it, or the rel evant

di st ance?
Yeah, | understand your point. W didn't
take it into account. |"mnot sure -- |

mean, i s the presunption that the higher it
is, the less intrusive it is?

' mnot the expert here. | think your
presunption, or | think the work, the way you
approached this, was what -- how many nore
were visible after the construction -- or
woul d be visible after the construction based
solely on the on-the-ground base di stance.

But nore should be visible if the new
structures are taller. That's the first

I ssue that | have.

But then the second issue is the nore
subj ective one that may have an objective
conponent because it nay just be nmath about
how the taller structure appears to be cl oser

because it's taller.
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Coul d be.
Do you feel |ike you should have taken that
into account in your work?
Frankly, 1've never thought of it until
you' ve -- never thought about it until you' ve
rai sed the i ssue just now.

I think one of the things is that, given
a typical, you know, residential parcel
you' ve got a lot of different perspectives.
One of the inportant ones it seens to ne is
as you drive into your driveway as you comne
off the street into the driveway, you know,
you're getting a visual of your house and of
the setting of your house. And if this
structure is | oom ng, but you're back a
ways as you're com ng down the driveway --
Not if you're Ms. Lee.
You al so may have a deck in the rear, patio,
pool; right? And so there are a | ot of
different perspectives that natter, |
suspect. We didn't, you know, didn't try to
refine those. W just tried to say, frankly,
if I walk around the perineter of that house

on the outside, is there any point from which
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I can see again the cross-nenber where the
conductors are attached. | get your point.
In some ways, the footings of a lattice

structure may be nore obnoxi ous than just
that lattice work sort of plopped down on
your |lawn. O her cases --

Q Yeah, but | think your testinony is that what
you' re worried about people seeing is where

the wires connect to those towers.

A. Wll, that's how we define it. That' s how we
define it.
Q But your subjective viewis that what offends

people is the ability to see the structures
t hensel ves?

A Wll, that's what we -- the way we
operationalized it. But |I'mkind of
di scussing this with you now, and we're
tal ki ng about perspectives. And | think,
yeah, that's the guts of it. | nean, that's
kind of the working part of that structure.
And it strikes ne as the nost, in a sense,
conspicuous if you were to see it for the
first time. But we're tal king now about how

does it sort of inpinge on the property. And
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there | can see the point that you're
raising. | can also see, frankly, it's

al nrost the front-row effect; right? |If
you're in that front row, you're seeing nore
of the bottom of the structure than the top.
But there's got to be a sweet spot where as
you' re novi ng back that sweet spot changes,
dependi ng on how high the tower is; right?
Wll, yeah. And |I think soneone el se brought
up the point, you know, what if you're on the
second floor and you've got a different
perspecti ve.

Ri ght, right.

So there's probably several sweet spots.

I n your prior work, had you done studies or
eval uated situations where the new towers
were going to be as tall as the towers are on
this project?

|*ve never rendered an opinion. See, the
Mont ana study was never applied to a project.
The project went away. And the statistical
work that | did for Northeast Uilities ten
years ago was never applied to a project. So

t he answer would be "No."
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Changi ng gears. There has been reference --
you nake reference to a few different things.
Somreti mes you tal k about the literature,
which is one thing. You talk about the case
studi es and you tal k about the subdivision
studies. Can you just again -- | apol ogize
for making you reiterate this, but describe
each of those again for ne. And if | mssed
a category of things that are part of this
set, let nme know.
Yeah, okay. So the first step was to survey
the literature. That's Chapter 3 of the
research report. The next thing were the
case studies, Chapter 4 of the research
report, 58 of themin the three corridors,
which we call Corridor 1, 2, and then Study
Area 3. And | think those | end thenselves to
specific findings that are hel pful in
t hi nki ng about the inpact of Northern Pass.
Then there are the subdivision studies,
Chapter 5 of the research report, which is a
| ook at the sale of lots in 13 subdi vi si ons,
in which we find effects in 8. The effects

are |argely effects of encunmbrance. Were we
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find effects, they're | argely because the
right -- the easenent constrains the way in
whi ch the | ot can be devel oped.
Chapter 6 is the market activity

anal ysis, and that is a | ook at days on
mar ket and sale price to list price ratios
for properties at three different distance
| evels fromthe existing PSNH line in the 31
t owns t hrough which NPT is proposed to pass.

Q So, at least in the case studies and the
subdi vi si on studi es, various intervenors over
the | ast couple of days have found certain
flaws in the data, either om ssions or errors
of dates. | haven't been keeping a running
count, but | think we hit double digits in
t hings that people identified. W were
cl ose, anyway.

A Well, you know, there were two -- |'m--

Q W can -- | don't want to get into a
di scussi on about what's significant or |arge
or anything. There were sone; right?

A Yes.

Q How many woul d we need before we shoul d be

concerned about the quality of the analysis
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based on the data? Wuld it have to be 30,

50? What do you think?

A. Well, that's a judgnent call. | think
basically --

Q Wien woul d you start to get worried?

A Well, I'd worry when there's one. You know,
I mean, seriously. | take it really

seriously. But there's a prodi gi ous anount,
four and a half years' worth of work here, a
pr odi gi ous amount of stuff.

Q And yet, in a few nonths, Ms. Menard found a
nunber of m stakes in Deerfield, and Attorney
Paci k found a nunber of m stakes in Concord.

A No. What it -- | don't -- in Concord, we
found a two-story house. You know, there was
confusi on between a one-story house and a
two-story house. That's the only -- frankly,
the only places where there are corrections,
there were two appraisals. GCkay. There are
58 case studies. Everyone has an apprai sal.
There are two appraisals that have a bad conp
in them okay. And in both of those cases
t hey happen to have very good conps for both

of those. You pull that out, doesn't change

{ SEC 2015- 06} [ Day 26 AFTERNOON Sessi on ONLY]{08-02-17}




© 00 ~N oo o b~ w N P

NN NN R R R R R R R R R R
A W N P O © 0 ~N O O M W N B O

[WITNESS: JAMES CHALMERS]

A
Q

the inplication of the appraisal.

And then there were two subdi vi sion
studi es, which is where Ms. Menard spent nost
of her tine. The one that had the nost, got
t he nost attention was Allenstown. It was a
bad date. Scribner error on that. And then
we had m ssed the fact that two of the sales
were related parties, okay, not fair market,
okay. So there were two sales in there that
need to cone out. It happened that one of
t he sal es was an encunbered property and one
was an unencunbered property. So that didn't
affect the averages. No change in that.

And then on the Deerfield, the | ast one,
t he Haynes Road subdivision, there's just one
date change. And | think there was al so a
GLA, but --

Yeah, you don't need to rehash all of the
errors.

But that's it. That's it.

And | understand that it wouldn't change your
opi ni on.

Ri ght.

I"mreally just trying to get a sense of
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scale. And |'ve heard your answer, that you
want it all to be accurate and you don't |ike
it when it's not all accurate.
Ri ght.
| appreciate that, believe ne.

I think that's all | have.

CHAI RVAN HONI GBERG. Does anyone
on the Subcomm ttee have any questions? | see
M. ddenburg. M. d denburg, why don't you
go.

MR. CLDENBURG  Real qui ck.

Questions | ead to questi ons.

QUESTI ONS BY MR, OLDENBURG

Q

One of the things on the 10 or 11 that you
f ound woul d have property val ue change. You
said that all of them were encunbered. How
do you know that the property val ue change
isn't related to that encunbrance, that it's

the view that causes that i|issue?

| don't know that. | nean, it could very
well -- 1 nean, it's a conbination. |It's
just like | can't say whether it's the

proximty that's doing it or it's the

visibility that's doing it or it's the
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encunbrance. Now, sonetinmes you can kind of
tell that if the encunbrance has really
foul ed up the property, so you kind of know
that's what's driving it. But as a practical
matter, all we knowis it's the conbination
of those three. You pull one of those out,
you don't find it. But when the three of
them are together, you do find it. And
there's no way for ne to separate that out.
You can sort of use your own judgnent, kind
of look at it and you may be able to devel op
a hypot hesi s.

It looks like here the problemis nore
encunbrance than visibility or proximty.
But as a practical matter, the conclusion is
that it's the joint effect of those three
t hi ngs that causes the problem
That's all. Thank you.

CHAI RVAN HONI GBBERG. Anyone

el se?

[ No verbal response]

CHAI RVAN HONI GBERG M. \al ker,

| assune you have questions.

MR. WALKER:  Yes, | do.
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Probably | ess than a hal f-hour, but I
appreciate --
CHAI RVAN HONI GBERG Il think it
makes sense to take a short break, so we'l
take a break for ten m nutes.
(Recess taken at 3:26 p.m, and the
hearing resuned at 3:44 p.m)
CHAI RMVAN HONI GBERG M. \al ker,
you nay proceed.

MR. WALKER: Thank you, M.

Chairman. In light of the questions fromthe
panel, | have very few questions for M.
Chai r man.

REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY MR WALKER:

Q

Dr. Chalnmers, | wanted to clarify one thing.
There were a few questions fromthe
Commttee. | think it was from Ms.

Weat hersby and M. O denburg, and perhaps M.
Wight. But there were references to the 11
properties on your list of 89. And at sone
points they refer to those that could be

af fected, sone that would be affected. Can

you just clarify, as far as those 11
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properties, is it your opinion that they
could be affected by the proposed project?
Yes, that's correct. Those 11 properties
share the characteristics of the properties
for which we found effects. But of all the
properties that had those characteristics,
about only half of them actually showed the
effects. So what we're saying is that these
11 are in a category where the probability of
effect has gone up significantly, but | would
not expect all of those to be affected. |If
the case study results materialized, 1'd
expect about half of themto be affected
maybe. Pretty snall nunbers, though. So
maybe be a little nore than half, naybe be

|l ess than half. But it is not ny concl usion
that all of those would be affected. Sinply,
they're the ones for which the |ikelihood of
an effect wll go up due to the Project.
Ckay. Chairman Honi gberg, or it may have
been M. lacopino, also asked you about the
nunber when you' re considering a property

val ue guaranty program And there was a

questi on about whether it should be just the
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encunbered properties or properties that al so
abut. Does that list of 89 include
properties that abut?

Yes.

Yest erday, Attorney Pappas showed you a
bankruptcy petition that had been filed by
M. Underwood, which included sone

i nformati on about his personal finances, as
well as a conplaint that had all egati ons by
his ex-nmother-in-law. Do you recall that?

| do.

Does what Attorney Pappas showed you

yest erday i npact your opinion of the
apprai sal work done by M. Underwood?

No, it doesn't.

Does it change any of the concl usions that
you reached in this matter?

No, it doesn't.

Do you recall the discussion yesterday about
Brad Thonpson's property up in Stewartstown?
| do.

And do you recall that Attorney Baker asked
you -- and | can't recall exactly what he

asked you, but it was sonething to the effect
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that, if the proposed project went through
could it cause damage to M. Thonpson, and
you answered "Yes." \What did you nean by

t hat ?

That from M. Thonpson's perspective, the
change coul d be problematic fromhis own
personal perspective. But | didn't have an
opinion -- | wasn't rendering an opinion wth

respect to market value inpact on his

property. | really didn't have any basis for
that. | interpreted it as a question
about -- and I think it was kind of would he

view this as damagi ng his property, and I
essentially was saying that was a
possibility. But |I was not inplying that I
was rendering any kind of opinion with
respect to the market value of his property.
| didn't have any basis for that. | haven't
studied it. | don't know, frankly, nuch
about his property.

And earlier today, Attorney Cunni ngham was
referring to that earlier case where there
were sellers of easenent rights to PSNH  And

this was a nunber of years ago, | believe
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about 50 years ago, or nore than 50 years
ago. And he asked you whether the sellers of
t hose easenent rights could have anti ci pated
this project, and your answer was "No." \Wat
did you nean by that?

A That | don't think there's any reasonabl e way
t hat soneone at that period of tine could
have antici pated the specifics of this
project. But the easenent agreenent is
fairly specific with respect to uses that
m ght occur in that, promnently transm ssion
and distribution uses. So the uses in
general that m ght occur within that easenent
certainly could have been anti ci pated, but
t he specifics of NPT certainly couldn't, or
at least | wouldn't think. You' d have to
have a pretty good i nmagi nation to predict or,
you know, to have a sense. There was no way
to anticipate the specifics of this project.

Q And the | ast questions | have are with regard
to McKenna's Purchase. Do you recal
At t or ney Judge aski ng you questi ons about
McKenna's Purchase?

A | do.
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Q In particular, he was aski ng you about how
you neasured the distances fromthe
i ndi vidual units to the proposed -- or to the
corridor; correct?

A That's right.

Q And he questi oned why you used the front
door. And why is that? To nake your
nmeasurenents. |I'msorry. Wy you used the
front door to make your neasurenents.

A Ri ght. Because | needed a recogni zabl e poi nt
on the plan that would neasure the rel ative
di stance of each of the units fromthe
right-of-way. And the front door was the
only attribute of each individual unit that I
could identify on the plan, and that gave ne
a good, reliable neasure of relative
di stances. From the back of the buil ding,
you don't have that defining point, and it
woul dn't have worked as well.

Q But Attorney Judge was show ng you how t hey
performed the neasurenents fromthe cl osest
poi nt of the individual units to the
ri ght-of-way; correct?

A That's right.
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And you didn't have access to the property,

so you could not do that; correct?

Wll, | think he was probably doing that off
of -- well, | don't know how he did it. But
| didn't have access to the unit. But we

woul d have done the neasurenent | think off
of imagery in any event.
Did you seek access to the McKenna's Purchase
property?
| did. | asked M. Getz to inquire if |
coul d have perm ssion to enter the property
to -- 1 was really interested in getting a
sense of the visibility of the existing |lines
fromthe Project. | had sone photo
simulations. But | wanted to wal k around the
property and see how visible the existing
structures woul d be.
And do you know if that request was forwarded
to Attorney Judge?
That was ny under st andi ng, yes.

MR, WALKER: And Dawn, could you
pull up Applicant's exhibit, | believe it's
198.

BY MR WALKER:
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Q And what's in front of you, Dr. Chalners, is
the exhibit where a request for perm ssion to
enter McKenna was asked for. And Attorney
Judge deni ed that perm ssion; correct?

A That's right.

MR. WALKER: Not hing furt her,
M. Chai r man.
CHAl RVAN HONI GBERG Al l right.
If there's nothing else for Dr. Chal ners, then
I think we're done. Thank you.
THE W TNESS: Thank you.
CHAI RMVAN HONI GBERG M.
Needl eman, what's next on the docket here?
MR. NEEDLEMAN. We're going to
ask Ms. Bunker and Ms. Wdell to cone up.
CHAI RVAN HONI GBERG O f the
record.
(Di scussion off the record)
(VWHEREUPQN, CHERI LYN W DELL AND
VI CTORI A BUNKER were duly sworn and
cauti oned by the Court Reporter.)
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY MR WALKER
Q Good afternoon, Ms. Wdell. Over here.
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Cherilyn, over here.
CHAI RMVAN HONI GBERG Look to
your |eft.

BY MR WALKER

Q I'mtal king. So, good afternoon. And good
af t ernoon, Dr. Bunker.

So, for the record, Ms. Wdell, could
you just introduce yourself to the Commttee
and where you worKk.

A. (Wdell) Good afternoon. M/ nane is Cherilyn
Wdell. [1I'mthe principal of Wdell
Preservati on Services in Chestertown,

Maryl and. And |I'mthe expert w tness for
cul tural resources above ground today.

Q Thank you, Ms. Wdell. And in this matter
did you submt prefiled testinony dated
Cct ober 16, 20157

A (Wdell) Yes.

Q And that, for the record, is Applicant's
Exhi bit 18.

Dd you al so submt suppl enent al
prefiled testinony dated April 17, 2017?

A (Wdell) Yes, | did.

Q For the record, that is Applicant's
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Exhi bit 95.

Ms. Wdell, do you have changes that you
woul d l'ike to nmake to either your prefiled
testi nony or your supplenental prefiled
testi nony?

A (Wdell) Yes, | do. | have a correction on
Page 13 --

Q Hold on. Which one? 1Is it the prefiled

testi nony or the suppl enmental ?

(Wdell) It is the supplenental testinony.

Ckay.

(Wdell) Page 13, Line 4.

o > O >

And what is the change that you would like to

make?

A (Wdell) The change should be "no substanti al
adverse effect.”

Q Do you have any further changes you wish to
make to your testinony?

A (Wdell) | do not.

Q Have you done any additional work since you
subm tted your supplenental prefiled
testi nony?

A. (Wdell) Yes, there has been significant work

in the preparation of inventory forms,
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cultural | andscapes and effects tables, all
of whi ch have been subm tted.
Thank you.

Turning to you, Dr. Bunker.

l"msorry. M. Wdell, | forgot. Wth
that -- wth those changes, or the one change
that you made, do you affirm and swear by the
testinonies that you filed in this case?
(Wdell) Yes, | do.
Thank you.

Dr. Bunker, sane questions for you.
Coul d you introduce yourself to the
Comm ttee, please.
(Bunker) Yes. M nane is Dr. Victoria
Bunker. | amthe architectural consultant
for the Project.
You al so submitted prefiled testinony in this
matter, dated October 16, 20157?
(Bunker) Yes, | did.
And for the record, that is Applicant's
Exhi bit 17.
(Bunker) Yes.
Do you have any changes you wish to nake to

your prefiled testinony?
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A (Bunker) No changes.

Q You al so subm tted suppl enmental prefiled
testinony on April 17, 2017; is that right?

A. (Bunker) Yes.

Q For the record, that's Applicant's Exhibit
94.

Do you have any changes you w sh to nake
to that supplenental prefiled testinony?

A (Bunker) No changes. Thank you.

Q You, too, have done sone work since you fil ed
your supplenental prefiled testinony; is that
ri ght?

A (Bunker) Yes, that's true.

Q Can you generally describe the nature of the
wor k you' ve done?

A (Bunker) Yes. W have conpleted
ar cheol ogi cal Phase Il excavati ons at
potentially eligible sites, in ternms of field
exam nation this field season. W have al so
subm tted and have had revi ew conducted on
t he Phase Il archeol ogical site reports for
t he 2016 field season. And in addition, we
have recently been authorized to begin work

on Phase Il archeol ogical investigations for
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the Deerfield to Scobie |ine component.
Q Thank you. And do you confirmor affirm and
swear by your testinobnies in this case?
A (Bunker) Yes, | do.
Q Thank you.
MR. ROTH. Jereny, before you
give up the witness to cross, | didn't
under stand what Ms. Wdell's correction to her
suppl enental testinony was. Can you --
CHAI RVAN HONI GBERG M. \al ker,
you want to go through that again with her?
MR. WALKER:  Sur e.
BY MR WALKER:
Q It was to the supplenental prefiled
testinony. |If you could just read again the
page nunmber and the |ine.
A. (Wdell) Yes.
Q And for the record, that is Applicant's
Exhi bit 95.
A (Wdell) It is on Page 13, Line 4. 1t should
say "no substantial adverse effect."
VMR, WALKER: You all set, Peter?
MR, ROTH:  Yup.
W TNESS W DELL: Thank you.
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CHAI RMVAN HONI GBERG Is there
anyone here fromthe Busi ness Organi zati ons
G oup? | don't see anyone.

Gty of Franklin and Berlin?
I don't see anyone.

Wagner Forest Managenent? No

one here.
Counsel for the Public, M.
Rot h.
CROSS- EXAM NATI ON
BY MR ROTH:

Q Good aft ernoon.

A (Wdell) Good afternoon.

Q As | said earlier, it'd perfectly all right
with ne if Dr. Bunker retired for the day.
But if she wants to stay around and watch us,
that's fine, too. M questions are going to
be for you, Ms. Wdell.

From what | can discern, you were
brought into this case on behalf of Northern
Pass, the Applicants, in the spring of 2015;
Is that correct?

A. (Wdell) No, it was earlier than that. 1'm

sorry. It was earlier than that, but | can't
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recall precisely when. |[|'msorry.
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MR. ROTH. Ckay. Can you put up

421.

BY MR ROTH:

Q Now, per haps what you were doi ng was behi nd
the scenes. But it |ooks as though fromthis
e-mail fromAttorney Bisbee to M. Boi svert
at NHDR and others at NHDR -- did | get
that -- yeah, you were introduced to them
with a copy of your resune in March of 2015.
And if you | ook at the |ast paragraph, "I
wll also send Cherilyn Wdell's resune. As
| believe you know, we have retained her to
consult with Northern Pass and Preservation
Conpany." Does that refresh your nenory?
Was it in fact spring of 20157

A. (Wdell) I"'msorry. Sitting here right now,
I cannot recall precisely.

Q Ckay. And at that point, hadn't the
Appl i cant been discussing wwth DHR how to
approach the case and had brought in the
Preservati on Conpany and Nor mandeau
Associ ates to do that work at | east since

20137
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(Wdell) 1I"mnot aware of when those
conpani es were brought in to work with

Nort hern Pass.

Ckay. And at the tinme of your, what I
bel i eve was t he begi nni ng of your

I nvol venment, hadn't in fact the Preservation
Conpany submtted to DHR a draft of their

met hodol ogy report?

(Wdell) Could you repeat that question? D d
you ask when it was -- a draft was submtted?
March 3rd, the sane e-nmail that was sent on
March 3rd i ntroduci ng you and your resune,
there was also | believe a copy of a draft
report expl ai ni ng net hodol ogy.

(Wdell) Yes.

Is that true?

(Wdell) Yes.

Ckay. And they had al so done a nunber of
property identification forns for the town of
Lancaster at that point as well, hadn't they?
(Wdell) 1 cannot recall precisely what had
been conpl eted at that point.

Ckay. Now, |I'm showi ng you the draft that I

menti oned, the Preservati on Conpany's
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met hodol ogy report. Have you seen this
docunent before?

A. (Wdell) Yes, | have.

Q And in this report, the Preservati on Conpany
described this work as bei ng done by them
but that you had consulted with Northern Pass
and Preservation Conpany on this report and
assisted in the assessnent of potenti al
eligibility effects. |Isn't that what the
draft said at that point?

A. (Wdell) Yes.

Q Ckay. Now, | couldn't find that sane
statenment in the final version. 1Is that
because it wasn't true, or did you not agree
wi th the nethodol ogy?

A (Wdell) I cannot tell you why it was not in
that. | was intimately involved in the work
of the review of all of the historic
properties and in this report.

Q Ckay. So you did participate, but you don't
know why that particul ar sentence was | eft
out. D d you ask that it be taken out?

A. (Wdell) I did not.

Q Ckay. And one of the other things that's
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different fromthe draft and the final --
MR. ROTH. And can you give ne
Applicant's 14781.

BY MR ROTH:

Q One of the other things that's different
about the draft -- and there are a nunber of
things, but this struck me as nore than
stylistic -- was that Ms. Monroe said in the
final version, "W have not made any
assessnents in this report relative to RSA
162-H criterium on unreasonabl e adverse
effects.” Isn't that what she sai d?

A (Wdell) I don't know. Can you show ne the
portion where it states that in the docunent?

Q It should be on the screen in front of you

A (Wdell) I"'msorry. Yes, | see it. Thank
you.

Q And do you know why that wasn't in the draft?

>

(Wdell) | do not.

Q Is the reason you are testifying here today
and not Ms. Monroe, because Ms. Monroe woul d
not agree to opine that the Project as a
whol e versus its inmpact was an appropriate

neasure?
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A (Wdell) | certainly cannot speak for M.
Monroe. | ampart of this project because |
believe that | bring a great deal of
experi ence and know edge from havi ng been a
state historic preservation officer and
worked in the field of identification,
assessnment and mtigation of |arge projects
such as the Northern Pass Transm ssion
Pr oj ect .

Q Is it perhaps because Ms. Monroe believed
that certain resources would suffer
unr easonabl e adverse effects, and that's why
there's an exclusion for it in the final
version of the report?

A. (Wdell) I cannot speak for Ms. Monroe. |
can tell you that | do not believe that there
I s unreasonabl e adverse effect --

Q | understand that.

A (Wdell) -- on this project. And ny work
with Ms. Monroe, and all of ny conversations
with her, would lead ne to believe that we
are in agreenent wth that.

Q Ckay. And so she didn't ever tell you that,

j eez, you know, that particular |ocation,
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that inpact is going to be unreasonabl e?

A (Wdell) She never stated that to ne.

Q Ckay. So, by Novenber 30th of that year,
after the report and your testinony was
filed, the DHR saw the report and found it
| acki ng, didn't they?

A (Wdell) What are you referring to precisely?

MR. ROTH. Can you put up 4207?

BY MR ROTH:

Q On the Decenber 2nd, the Departnent of
H storic Resources filed a revised letter
wth the Commttee; is that correct? And |I'm
showi ng you that letter.

A (Wdell) Yes. Thank you. | see it.

Q ' m showi ng you Counsel for the Public
Exhibit 420. And this is a letter fromthe
New Hanpshire Division of Hi storic Resources,
dat ed Decenber 2nd, 2015. Have you seen this
| etter before?

A (Wdell) Yes, | have.

Q In this letter I think you'll find sone
commentary fromthe Departnent of H storic --
t he Division of Historical Resources about

the submttals that had been nade by the
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Applicants to the SEC, is that correct?

A (Wdell) Yes.

Q Ckay. And on Page 2, next page, if you'l
note that second sentence there says, "The
DHR al so notes that the narrative in the
Application and testinoni es contains sone
errors of fact and inconsistencies inits
description of the Section 106 process.” |Is
t hat what they sai d?

A. (Wdell) That's what it says in the letter,

yes.
Q Ckay.
MR. ROTH. CGo to the next page.
CHAl RVAN HONI GBERG O f the
record.
(Di scussion off the record.)
BY MR ROTH:
Q I think this letter is fairly critical of how

this was presented. And in it here, in the
second sentence here, didn't they say, "The
Application notes that little historical
research was conpleted for the Project area,
for individual properties or for potenti al

hi storic districts"; correct?
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A (Wdell) That's what the letter states, yes.

Q And, "Conclusions as to whether a property
was considered historic were based on a
vi sual assessnment and the consultant's
judgnment, rather than on an understandi ng of
a property's history and an analysis of its
significance..."; correct?

A (Wdell) The letter states that.

Q And did you agree with those concl usions that
t hey nade?

A (Wdell) I do not agree with those
conclusions at all. | believe that the
assessnment that was put together was fully
Section 106-conpliant, in that we used the
Nat i onal Park Service standards --

Q Ckay.

A. -- for determ ni ng whether properties were
eligible. And we al so used the definition
for "adverse effect" to determne effects in
t hat assessnent report.

Q Ckay. Didn't they also say there that the
identification findings were not
resear ch- based and were not reviewed by a

Section 106 | ead federal agency or state
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hi storic preservation office?

A (Wdell) It states that, yes. | think it's
I mportant --

Q Was that also true, as far as you know?

A (Wdell) If I can finish. | think it's

i mportant. You asked ne about the neeting in
March of 2015. One of the things that we
requested the DHR to do was to | ook at the
assessnment report, sone of the forns init,
and comment on it.

Q And didn't they tell you they wouldn't do
t hat ?

A (Wdell) Yes.

Q In fact, M. Boisvert wote to you -- wote
to M. Bisbee on March 3rd, the sane day this
was bei ng arranged, and said, "l see your
request regardi ng our providing gui dance on
t he approach NPT may take for the SEC
Application. But as we have discussed in
prior neetings with you, we wll not be
of fering an opini on or gui dance on the
docunents.” Isn't that what he said?

A. (Wdell) I don't have that letter in front of

me, so | can't concur with that. |'m sorry.
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MR. ROTH. Dawn, can you put the
ELMO up for a second?

A. (Wdell) Thank you.

BY MR ROTH:

Q "' mshowi ng you an e-nmail that was from
D rector Boisvert to M. Bisbee, Attorney
Bi sbee. D d you see this e-mail before?

(Wtness revi ews docunent.)

A. (Wdell) I cannot recall if | have seen that
precise e-mail, but | certainly have the
i nf or mati on.

Q Ckay. So you did -- you said the Applicants
had gone to DHR and asked for gui dance on
this. And was it al so your understanding
t hat DHR, apparently nore than once, said no,
t hat they woul dn't give that gui dance?

A. (Wdell) I don't know if it was nore than
once. But they certainly did not give us
gui dance.

But | would point out that this
information is two years old al nost. W have
done an extraordi nary anount of work since
all of this which neets all of the

requi renments for Section 106. W

{ SEC 2015- 06} [ Day 26 AFTERNOON Sessi on ONLY]{08-02-17}




© 00 ~N oo o b~ w N P

NN NN R R R R R R R R R R
A W N P O © 0 ~N O O M W N B O

[WITNESS PANEL: WIDELL|BUNKER]

128

have concl uded - -

Q Ms. Wdell, can | just stop you? W're going
to go through a ot of that stuff, so you'll
have plenty of tine to talk about it. You
don't need to extrapol ate upon what you have
done after this. W have sort of a rhythm
here that 1'd like to stick to. Believe ne,
we wll go through it all.

MR. ROTH. And can | go back to
t he overhead and back to the letter? Can you
gi ve ne the bottom paragraph of that page?

BY MR ROTH:

Q And in this letter, the Decenber 2nd | etter
didn't they also note that your assessnent of
t he i npacts was at odds with that used under
t he standard revi ew net hods under 106? Isn't
t hat what they sai d?

A (Wdell) No, not exactly. They tal ked about
using a different way of doing vi ewshed
anal ysis. Now, there are many ways to do
vi ewshed analysis if you were anal yzi ng
vi sual inpacts in the Section 106 process.
They were pointing out a way that | guess the

Departnent of Energy was doing it in this
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particular case. But there is no accepted
standard under Section 106 for using a
particul ar type of CAD or CGoogle. It is what
works well for the Applicant.

Q Well, apparently you and DHR are of differing
views on that, because they said the nethod
used to assess whether historical properties
were wthin view of the proposed project in
the Application also differs fromthe
vi ewshed nmappi ng prepared for the Section 106
review. 1Isn't that what they said?

A (Wdell) It states that, yes. But | would
clarify that once again. There may be a way
that DHR is nost famliar or DOE i s nost
famliar with for doing viewshed anal ysi s.

But there is no standard for Section 106 for
determ ning visual inpacts related to
nodel i ng.

Q But in either case, DHR was not satisfied
with the nmethod that you had chosen, and they
said the results differed betwen the two
met hods. Didn't they say that?

A (Wdell) The results they did not tal k about

in this statenent. So the viewshed anal ysi s
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t hat was bei ng used by Northern Pass was
different than the viewshed anal ysis that was
bei ng used by the Departnent of Energy, yes.
Ckay. Thank you.

And then this next paragraph, they also
said that using out-of-state guidelines, and
| think this refers to the Vernont and
Virginia guidelines that were referenced in
t he Preservation Conpany's report, was in
error, and you shoul d have applied the
f ederal guidelines under 36 CFR 800.5;
correct?

(Wdell) It states that in the letter. W
definitely in the assessnent report
definitely used 36 CFR 800.5. That is the
standard that's used by the Advi sory Counci l
on Historic Preservation for determ ning
adverse effects. | believe what you are
referring to are what we would -- we used as
tools. And | think we made that very clear
in the assessnment report. For applying this
particul ar federal regulation related to
visual effects, those tools are fromVirginia

and from Vernont, as you stated, and they are
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very inportant tools for determ ning visual
effect in our case for applying this
particul ar federal regulation. So, yes, we
used this federal regulation. W did not use
a different one.

Q Ckay. But it appears fromthis letter that
DHR didn't agree with that, and they said,
"This format has not been adopted in the
state of New Hanpshire, which uses a format
that nore closely tracks | anguage and
consi derations given at 36 CFR 800.5." And
doesn't that at | east suggest that they
didn't believe you foll owed 800.57?

A (Wdell) I can't speak to that. What it
suggests to ne is that they did not
under st and how we used these tools and that
we were applying the federal regul ations for
adverse effects.

Q And in that |ast sentence there, they said,
"Gven that, as well as the nethods used to
identify resources, the DHR cannot agree wth
t he Application's assessnent of effects to
hi storical resources.” Isn't that what they

t hought ?
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Q

(Wdell) It states that in their letter.
Yeah.

' mshow ng you Applicant's 116. And ny
question for you: Isn't it true that the
Preservati on Conpany's net hodol ogy that they
enpl oyed in assessing the -- identifying and
assessing resources that was filed along with
your testinony, and upon which your testinony
I's based, was not consistent wth the DHR
gui deli nes that were published in Decenber?
Isn'"t that correct?

(Wdell) The DHR gui delines that were
publ i shed? Can you tell ne --

I n Decenber of 2015.

(Wdell) 1'mnot sure which guidelines
you're referring to. I1'msorry, Peter
They're in front of you. These are

gui delines that were pronulgated by DHR i n
Decenber of 2015. Are you not famliar wth
t hese?

(Wdell) Yes, | amfamliar with these. |
didn't realize that you had changed the

vi sual . Thank you.

Sorry.
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(Wtness revi ews docunent.)

Q Don't those guidelines require for conpliance
with SEC rules, at | east as DHR sees them
t hat applicants prepare detailed i nventory
forns for the project of the sort that the
Preservati on Conpany belatedly did in the
|atter half of 2016, after your opinion was
made?

A (Wdell) We fully conplied with these
guidelines. And as | indicated to you,
basically you' re tal king ancient history now
because the inventory forns that have been
conpleted are fully in conpliance with this
policy nmenorandum as are the effects tables
t hat have been done are related to the
federal regulation provision that you just
cited. So |I think that the work product that
I's now before DHR, who has been extrenely
hel pful with Northern Pass in preparing all
of this and reviewwng it, is fully consistent
wi th their policy nmenorandum here.

Q | actually don't disagree with you about
that. What |I'mreferring to is the report

and docunentation that was provi ded as of --
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at the tine you nade your opinion and at the
time that the Application was filed. That
was not conpliant with these guidelines, was
it?

A (Wdell) It was fully Section 106-conpli ant,
that report. As | indicated to you earlier,
t he standards that we used to determ ne which
properties were eligible for consideration
t hat had significance and integrity, those
were the standards that are used by the
Nati onal Park Service for the Section 106
process by the Advisory Council. And
further, we also then used the definition for
finding an adverse effect from 36 CFR, Part
18, and applied it. W used those tools
t hat assist you in determ ning howto find
vi sual adverse effect from Vernont and
Virginia. But the assessnent report that I
based ny finding of no unreasonabl e adver se
effect absolutely was consistent wth
Secti on 106.

Q That's your opinion. But DHR apparently did
not agree with you, did they?

A (Wdell) They did not.
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Ckay. And even though, you know, maybe you
didn't know at that tinme that DHR didn't
agree with you, but the approach that you
followed is what you -- the approach that the
Preservati on Conpany followed is what you
relied on for your opinion; correct? You
didn't rely on all of the stuff that's been
done since then; correct?

(Wdell) That's absolutely not true.

Let ne just stop you because there's a

| ogi cal problemw th what you just said.

At the tine that you rendered your
opinion, all of the stuff that's been done
since then didn't exist, did it?

(Wdell) That's correct. It did not exist.
But what | --

So you could not have relied on it.

(Wdell) What has been done has only further
established and confirnmed ny origi nal
testinony that this Project wll not have an
unr easonabl e adverse effect on historic
resour ces.

The origi nal assessnent report that was

done was extrenely thorough. W | ooked at
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every single property that was in the area of
potential effect, which was 1284 properties.
We further then determ ned which ones, as |
stated, would neet those federal

requi rements with the Park Service --

That's all very nicely explained in your
report.

(Wdell) So there are 194 properties. And
then fromthat we determ ned there would be
12 adverse effects. Since then --

Yes. Ms. Wdell, that's --

CHAI RMVAN HONI GBERG Ms. Wdell,
Ms. Wdell --

W TNESS W DELL: Yes. Ckay.

CHAI RVAN HONI GBERG. Pl ease
let's stick to the questions that M. Roth asks
you.

W TNESS W DELL.: ' m sorry.
Thank you.

CHAl RVAN HONI GBERG And at a
later tinme, if you haven't had an opportunity
to say things you want to say, |I'mcertain that
M. Wal ker will give you an opportunity to

answer those questions, or M. Bisbee, whoever
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Is doing the exam nation at the tine.
W TNESS W DELL: Thank you
MR, ROTH: Thank you, M.

Chai r man.
BY MR ROTH:
Q O her than the individual inventory forns and

the Ii ke that have been prepared since
basically June of 2016, has the Preservation
Conmpany gone back, re-analyzed all of the
various resources that it identified inits
original report and prepared an updat ed
report for you and the Site Eval uation

Commi ttee?

A (Wdell) No, not exactly.

Q Ckay.

A (Wdell) I would say that Preservation
Conpany has done sone of the DHR i nventory
forms on precisely a nunber of the resources
that were in the assessnent form

Q | understand that. And | allowed you that in
nmy question, that that had been done.

Isn'"t it true that your opinion is based
on -- that the opinion in your testinony is

based upon the Preservati on Conpany's
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Cct ober 2015 report?

(Wdell) It is based on ny full review of

t hat report and --

And t he appendi x.

(Wdell) -- and the appendix and site visits.
| have traveled the entire |l ength of the
Project, and | have been involved in the

di scussi ons of both significance and
integrity on those properties, as well as the
application of the definition of "visual
adverse effect” on that.

Ckay.

(Wdell) And I have also reviewed all of the
new i nventory forns and --

And you' ve al ready nmade that point. You
don't need to repeat it.

(Wdell) Thank you.

Isn'"t it also true that the Preservation
Conpany's report is based on a net hodol ogy
and an approach that was discredited and

rej ected by DHR?

(Wdell) I would say that it is -- the letter
states that it is inconsistent with the

format that DHR i s nbst used to.

138

{ SEC 2015- 06} [ Day 26 AFTERNOON Sessi on ONLY]{08-02-17}




© 00 ~N oo o b~ w N P

NN NN R R R R R R R R R R
A W N P O © 0 ~N O O M W N B O

[WITNESS PANEL: WIDELL|BUNKER]

Let ne explain. DHR has very precise
inventory forns, both for individual
properties and for what they call "large
areas." The information that we provided to
themin the assessnent form were not on those
i nventory forns, and that was concerni ng.

That information nowis on the forns that DHR
i kes to receive the information in and uses
for their Section 106 process.
(Pause)

Q Based on this sentence, would you agree with
nme that DHR wasn't just concerned about
forms, they were actually concerned that the
nmet hods used to identify resources, they
couldn't agree with the Applicant's -- the
Application's assessnment of effects? Isn't
t hat what they said? This wasn't just about
fornms, was it?

A (Wdell) I't was about the identification of
properties, first and forenost. And that
is -- we were tal king about two processes
here. W have the SEC process for subm ssion
of the infornmation for evaluation, assessnent

and mtigation, and then we have the Section
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106 process. The Section 106 process is
entirely dependent upon the federal agency to
identify the historic properties that are
going to be assessed for effect. At the tine
that we were -- we submtted the Application
and prepared that assessnent form the
Departnent of Energy had barely begun its
project area forns or the |list of properties

to be inventoried.

Q This letter was witten to Pamel a Monroe of
the Site Evaluation Committee; correct?

A (Wdell) Yes.

Q And init, on Page 2 --

MR. ROTH. Can you give ne

Page 2, the top paragraph?

BY MR ROTH:

Q They weren't commenting on what was going to
DOE. They were conmmenting on what was in the
SEC application, weren't they?

A (Wdell) Yes, but let nme explain. They were

| ooking at the |list of properties to be
assessed and specifically tal ked about the
fact that the |ist had not been acquired from

the Departnent of Energy, as is normal for
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the Section 106 process.
MR. ROTH. Can you give ne
Appl i cant's 38?

BY MR ROTH:

Q

o >» O >

Ckay. So as | understand it, in response to
DHR s letter which was originally published
on Novenber 15th, but was updated on

Decenber 2nd in ways that are not material to
this conversation, as a result of that

|l etter, the Applicants and DHR entered into

t hi s Menorandum of Understanding. That's
Applicant's Exhibit No. 38. Can you see that
now?

(Wdell) Yes, | can. Thank you.

And you're famliar with this docunent?
(Wdell) Yes, | am

All right. And the MO, if | may call it
that, required Applicants to conpl ete survey
forms in accordance with NHDHR st andards and
to have themall in by Cctober 31, 2016. |Is
t hat your recoll ection?

(Wdell) | believe -- I'"mnot conpletely firm
on the date. But yes, that's exactly the

I ntent of the menorandum anong ot her things,
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yes.

MR. ROTH. Can you give ne the

third page? Gve ne the fourth, not the third.

BY MR ROTH:

Q And you can see here Paragraph 6, close to
the top, "NPT shall use best efforts to
conpl ete all above-ground historic resources

survey forns by Cctober 31, 2016."

A (Wdell) Yes.

Q Ckay. Now, that wasn't a hard stop, but that
was a best efforts kind of thing.

A (Wdell) Yes.

Q And did you nake that deadline?

A (Wdell) I... no, we did not.

Q Ckay. Is it fair to say that the process of

I nventoryi ng those resources on the forns
t hat DHR wanted is ongoing still?

A (Wdell) No, it's pretty well conpl et ed.
There are 123 forns that have been subm tted
to DHR and they have reviewed. There are
about eight that were an additional request
fromthem | believe just in the last two
weeks. But the identification of the

hi storic properties in the area of potenti al
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effect on the survey forns that DHR want ed

t hem has been conpl et ed.

Q And when was that conpleted? In March?

A. (Wdell) No, just in the -- very recently.
In July.

Q In July?

A (Wdell) Hmmm hmm

Q All right. Now, cranking the wayback machi ne
again a little bit here, by January of 2016,
only a nonth or so after the MOU, the letter
suggests --

MR. ROTH. Can you give ne

Exhi bit 419?

BY MR ROTH:

Q -- that DHR was expressing sone frustration

that, quote, key agreenents of the MOU was
bei ng neglected. And |I'm show ng you Counsel
for the Public 419, which is a letter from
again, M. Boisvert to M. Bisbee.

According to M. Boisvert, it appears
t hat he was not getting the nonthly reports,
quarterly neetings or the cultural resources
pr of essi onal tasked to work directly with

NHDHR: correct?
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A (Wdell) That is what the |letter states. |
woul d particularly point out that the
Menor andum of Under st andi ng was done in
Decenber. And very soon thereafter, and I
woul d hope that you would have the letter
indicating this, the nonthly reports were
done. Northern Pass hired a qualified,
meani ng Secretary of Interior Standards
prof essional, to nmanage all of the cul tural
resource above-ground and under ground for the
Project. And | believe the concerns in this
| etter were very nuch resolved in a very
short anount of tinme follow ng this.

Q That's good.

A. (Wdell) I would al so point out that the
Menor andum of Under st andi ng was done in the
begi nni ng of Decenber, and this is the
begi nni ng of January. And |I'm pretty busy
during that tine in ny life, so perhaps sone
t hi ngs were not done.

Q But it was sufficiently inportant to M.

Boi svert to wite to Attorney Bi sbee and send
a copy to the Site Evaluation Conmmttee,

wasn't it?
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A (Wdell) He clearly did that, yes.
MR. ROTH. And can | get 4247
BY MR ROTH:
Q Now | ' m showi ng you Counsel for the Public
Exhibit 424. And a few nonths | ater,
April 19th, M. Boisvert is unhappy again and
conplaining. And if you | ook at the second
page, that's 516, it says, "Dear Catherine,
t hank you for the nonthly report. It is
encouragi ng to see progress on the new
position, the work plan review and
archeol ogi cal investigations. However, it
appears that no progress has been nmade on
above-ground investigations.” Isn't that
what he sai d?
A (Wdell) That is what it says in this e-mail.
Q Ckay. And if you |l ook at Catherine
Finneran's reply on April 21st, she said, "W
are 'doubling down' on our efforts right now
to ensure we neet our own needs for the
Proj ect schedule, as well as our obligations
under the MOU'; correct?
(Wtness revi ews docunent.)

A (Wdell) It nmust be on the next page.
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Q It's on the first page. Sorry.
A (Wdell) Thank you. Ckay. Yes.

MR. ROTH: And then go to the
| ast page, 17 -- no, not the |ast page, the
next to the | ast page, 17. And highlight the
top two paragraphs.

BY MR ROTH:
Q Now, it appears at this point in M.

Boi svert's letter and his e-mail, he notes
that, as noted in an e-mail, in a previous
mail, | guess, "The DHR encourages Eversource

to focus on the expedited conpl eti on of
survey for above-ground properties
reconmended by DHR and t he Departnent of
Energy. |Instead, Eversource has decided to
re-evaluate or refine the list.” And then he
made some comments about the Seacoast
Reliability Project. And he closed, "Those
recommendat i ons should not be re-eval uated
based on the Seacoast Reliability Project,
particularly in light of the questions that
Eversource and its consultant continue to
have about the survey nethods needed for it."

I don't know exactly what he neant
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there, but it seenms to ne what he was sayi ng
is that, rather than conply with the MU and
produce the forms, the Applicants were
instead trying to essentially rewite the
rules of the gane. Wuldn't you get that
from what he's sayi ng here?

(Wdell) No, I can't speculate on this.

And is it fair to say that the first real
identification of resources pursuant to the
MOU began in June of 2016; correct?

(Wdell) I amnot sure of that. It would
have been entirely dependent on the Ii st
bei ng devel oped by the Departnent of Energy
t hrough the project area forns.

' mshowi ng you an e-nmail --

(Wdell) No, | don't have it. I|I'msorry.
There it is.

(Wdell) Thank you. | see it.

Ckay. This is an e-mail from Cat heri ne

Fi nneran, dated Wdnesday, June 15th, 2016.
And this we obtained through di scovery. And
init, it says, "The first inventory formis
bei ng submtted this week, and we expect to

be producing themon a reqgular rolling basis
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fromnow until late fall when we hope to
conpl ete, as anticipated, the MOU. "

Does that refresh your recoll ection
about getting the forns done by -- or
starting the forns in June?

A (Wdell) Yes.

Q So |''m 1l ooking now at your suppl enenta
testi nony, and there are a nunber of points
here I wanted to ask you about.

MR. ROTH. So could you give us
95, Applicant's.

A (Wdell) Yes, | have a copy of it in front of
nme so | can..

BY MR ROTH:

Q Ckay. And if you |l ook at Page 1, as you said
a nmonment ago, the Project considered 1284
separate properties or districts. O that
total, you determ ned 194 had a sufficient
visual relationship with the Project to nerit
further assessnment of their historical
character -- sorry -- their historic
character and potential effects of the
Project. And then you did, on the next page,

the assessnment report, detailed historic
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resource forns for those 194; correct?
(Wdell) Yes.

What do you nean by "sufficient visual

rel ati onshi p"?

(Wdell) A sufficient visual relationship is
where there is view of the Project from
either the property or the parcel itself, and
it is based on the viewshed analysis. There
m ght not be, but that is the primary --

begi nning point is the viewshed naps t hat

i ndi cate whether there is a possible view of
the Project on the property or the parcel
associated with it historically.

Ckay. So at this point there wasn't any
slicing and dicing along the lines of nore
than mnimal, mniml, substantial, that sort
of thing?

(Wdell) Absolutely there was, in that
anything that was a mninmal view -- neani ng
there was no view or it was very distant --
we did not include that. The viewshed

anal ysis was just the beginning point. Then
we | ooked at the property on site and then

did computer nodeling to determ ne the extent
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of the view, possible view of the Project
with the historic property.

Sois it fair to say that using this conputer
nodel i ng and the viewshed analysis, if the
conputer said no view, that property wasn't
consi dered any further?

(Wdell) Absolutely not. That's not an
accur at e st atenent what soever, no.

Ckay. And if it said mninmal view, there was
no further consideration.

(Wdell) That is not an accurate statenent
either. The viewshed analysis is based on,
as | said, first, the site visit to see

whet her there is a view now of the existing
transm ssion corridor. The transm ssion
corridor has been there 90 years in many

pl aces, at | east 60 years in nany other

pl aces. So you're able to determne that if
there is visibility now, there is likely to
be visibility wwith a project where there's an
i ncrease in height.

So if there's no visibility of the existing
transm ssion corridor, was that particul ar

property excluded from further anal ysis?
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(Wdell) Not necessarily. |If the viewshed
mappi ng showed that there was a potenti al
view, then we al so noved to a conputer
nodel i ng of the views fromthe possible area
of both the buil ding and the associ at ed

hi storic parcel.

And did you design that conputer nodel ?
(Wdell) I did not.

Did you --

(Wdell) It was designed -- the nodel of the
Project itself was designed by the engi neers
who have the data to informthe conputer to
determ ne that.

Did you run the nodel to neke those

det erm nati ons?

(Wdell) I did not run the nodel, no.

And who did that? Ws that the engi neers?
(Wdell) No. The nodel was run through two
trained individuals at Preservati on Conpany
who spent tine with Terry DeWan, our vi sual
assessnent consul tant.

Do you know anyt hi ng about how t hat nodel
wor ked?

(Wdell) From a conputer standpoint, no.
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Or even a | ogi c standpoint?

(Wdell) Absolutely froma | ogic standpoint,
yes -- neaning, in ny logic as a historic
preservation professional, |ooking at whether
t hose views m ght affect what we cal
"character-defining features of the
property,” nmeaning will it affect what is
signi ficant about that property. And that is
what we are trying to get to when we do a

vi sual anal ysis of historic properties,

whet her the Project is likely to affect the
integrity and significance of the property.
Understood. |I'mtal king about the nodel. So
the nodel has in it -- the nodel is trained
or designed to nake determ nati ons about
significance and integrity?

(Wdell) No. You apply different |ayers of
the view of the Project and the property
itself. You start with a topography, a
Googl e Earth topography, and then build upon
it 3D nodeling. |If there is an existing
woodl and, then there is a tool that you can
build a 40-foot tree wall. There's also an

ability to put in 3Dif there are buil dings.
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A

And then there is an ability to view anywhere
in the property fromwhat is called the "peg
men. "

But you didn't operate the nbdel and you
didn't design the nodel; right?

(Wdell) That's correct.

Ckay. |Is the approach that the nodeling took
part of at |east what DHR singled out in its
|l etter and said the results differed between
t he two net hods?

(Wdell) I"'mnot sure which letter. Can you
repeat that question for ne, please? Thank
you.

In the letter that | showed you a m nute ago,
and if we need to, | can bring it back up
again from DHR, where they said the results
di ffered between the two nethods, is that
what we're tal king about now, this nodeling

t hat was done wasn't satisfactory to DHR?
(Wdell) | cannot be sure conpletely of the
intent of DHR But | believe what DHR was
referring to was the vi ewshed nmappi ng.

Ckay.

(Wdell) The viewshed mappi ng that was used
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by Northern Pass had one format and the
viewshed map for the Departnent of Energy had

anot her .

Q Ckay. Have you and Preservati on Conpany made

any determ nation as to how nuch difference
It makes?

(Wdell) Between the two nodel s?

Q Bet ween t he way you approached vi ewshed

mappi ng and the way DHR t hought you shoul d
appr oach vi ewshed mappi ng.

(Wdell) Viewshed mapping is a tool that is
devel oped by those that npdel views froma
particul ar distance. | amnot a professional

i n conmputer nodeling for viewshed mappi ng.

Q Ckay. The question was: D d you or the

Preservati on Conpany make any determ nation
about how nmuch difference using one of those
nmet hods over the other nakes?

(Wdell) It wasn't necessary, and it isn't
necessary --

So answer is "No"?

Q
A. (Wdell) No. If | could explain?
Q

Sur e.

(Wdell) The viewshed map that was used for

{
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t he assessnment report provided us wth
information to | ook at the possible effects
to historic properties. It was conbined with
t hose used by the Departnment of Energy in
consultation with the DHR to | ook at the
effects on the historic properties that had
been identified and conpleted in the survey
forms. So now we have benefit of both of

t hose vi ewshed naps.

Ckay. But you didn't go back and | ook at the
two together and nmake a determ nati on about
how nuch difference it nade.

(Wdell) I't wasn't necessary. They're
informng fully the information that we are
providing to both DHR and SEC at this tine,
and it's being used to conplete the Section
106 process.

Ckay. So the answer is still "No."

(Wdell) Yes, that's true.

The approach that you took or the
Preservati on Conpany took, both with the

vi ewshed mappi ng and the conputer nodel that
you used, didn't that result in screening out

over a thousand potentially affected
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resources before assessnent of their
character and any of the effects of the
Pr oj ect ?

A. (Wdell) No. Let ne explain.

Q Certainly.

A (Wdell) Many of those properties did not
have sufficient integrity or significance to
be considered historic properties and they
wer e not i ncl uded.

Q So | guess what | don't understand is, so you
went back after you excluded a bunch of
properties based on the viewshed and the
conput er nodeling, and then you assessed them
for integrity and significance?

A. (Wdell) No. You always begin by determ ning
si gni fi cance.

Q You don't begin by how big is your APE and
how many properties of at | east 50 years old
are init? Isn't that where you begi n?

A (Wdell) You begin with the APE and the
nunber of properties that are 50 years or
ol der, unless there is sonething | ess than
t hat that needs to be considered. Yes,

that's exactly how you begin.
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Ckay. Thank you.

Now, you al so said in your suppl enental
testi nony that you've done much work to
advance the Section 106 process. Having
| ooked at a lot of it, | would concur with
that. And you said that the result is that
addi ti onal resources have been identified
that nay be potentially affected by the
Project, and additional assessnents have been
performed. Do you renenber saying that in
your suppl enental ?

(Wdell) Yes.

Thank you. And you didn't do that work
yoursel f, though, did you?

(Wdell) | participated in the review of

t hose properties, yes.

But the research, the investigation, the
preparing of the forns, all that stuff was
done by the Preservati on Conpany, wasn't it?
(Wdell) Yes, that's true.

Ckay. And isn't it true that the previous
screeni ng nay have overl ooked some of the
resources that were identified | ater, the

first tinme around -- if at five m nutes of
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five anybody can untangl e that question?
(Wdell) No, we have yet to find a property
t hat hadn't been included on our original
li st of properties within the area of
potential effect. Not that there couldn't be
one out there, but we have no -- we have not
had any brought to us. There have been
different ways of | ooking at the properties
fromdistricts. But no.
How about the Plain Road Historic District in
Dunmer? That wasn't in your report
initially, was it?
(Wdell) That's correct, it was not. But
there were the pieces and parts, as | said,
of it. They're individual properties that
made up the Plain Road District we had
identified in the assessnent report.
Ah, okay. Thank you for that clarification.
So how many nore did you find?
(Wdell) How many nore did | --
You said addi tional resources have been
identified. So how many nore of them are
t here?

(Wdell) I"msorry. 1'mnot understandi ng.
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In your testinony you said the result of all
this extra work under 106 is that additional
resources have been identified.

(Wdell) Yes.

How many nore?

(Wdell) | have sone information here. They
have been in the underground secti on.

So, only the underground?

(Wdell) No. There have been a 123 survey
forns conpleted. But that is out of a total
of 186 properties for the survey that is
bei ng done under Section 106 for DHR  They
have reviewed all those historic properties.
The assessnent form had approxi mately 194.
So you see that there was nany

simlarities --

Sounds |i ke --

(Wdell) -- not identical, but many
simlarities.

I"mjust trying to figure out what's goi ng
on, because it sounds |like what you said is
there's |l ess. But you said additional
resources have been identified, and |I'm

trying to understand how many of themthere
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wer e.

A (Wdell) The additional resources were nostly
i n the underground section.

Q Ckay. And those you' ve done property
identification forns for those -- or
inventory fornms, | should say?

A (Wdell) Yes, they have been --

Q And how many of them are there?

A (Wdell) If you'll give ne a nonent, | should
have information for you. | did not nenorize
all this.

Q Oh, | understand. This is an open-book test.

And whil e you're | ooking, perhaps you
can find how nany others that were not on the
under gr ound rout e.

(Wtness revi ews docunent.)
A. (Wdell) Well, nine individual properties
were included as districts.
And t hose are above ground?
(Wdell) It doesn't say, Peter.
' msorry?

(Wdell) It doesn't say.

o >» O > 0

So you don't know how many additi ona

resources have been identifi ed.
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A (Wdell) On the underground precisely, |
cannot answer that sitting here. No, |
can't.

Q And above ground, you say nine individuals
are included in districts.

A (Wdell) Well, I'"massum ng sone of that is
t he underground. The total nunber of
Nort hern Pass properties in the universe of
t he Division of Historic Resources is 186.
But then they actually requested 123
inventory forns to be conpleted, and then
there's a nunber of other things related to
t hat which --

Q Ckay. And the reason that there's 123
inventory forms and 186 properties is that
sone of the inventory forns include nore than
one property?

A (Wdell) Yes. Sone are also included in
cul tural | andscape studi es that have been
submtted. Sone are properties that have
al ready been inventoried or listed on the
Nat i onal Regi ster.

Q Ckay. Now, the cultural | andscape studies,

t hose are the broad-based two or three of

161

{ SEC 2015- 06} [ Day 26 AFTERNOON Sessi on ONLY]{08-02-17}




© 00 ~N oo o b~ w N P

NN NN R R R R R R R R R R
A W N P O © 0 ~N O O M W N B O

[WITNESS PANEL: WIDELL|BUNKER]

them t hat have been -- that they're working
on now, correct?

A. (Wdell) No, that's not accurate. There are
two or three that have been submitted to DHR
so far, but there's actually 11 cul tural
| andscape reports that have been done. And
they do incorporate a nunber of the surveyed
i nventory properties as well.

Q And so those cultural | andscape studi es have
been submitted to DHR at this point?

A (Wdell) | believe two of them have been
submtted so far

Q Ckay. Because a nonent ago you said 11 have
been submtted. So now there's two?

A. (Wdell) No, no. No, I'msorry. No.
Forgive ne if | made an error. | did not
mean that 11 had been submtted. Eleven have
been conpl et ed.

Q Ckay. They just haven't gone out the door
yet .

A (Wdell) That's correct.

Q All right. D d you prepare any of the
vari ous inventory forns submtted to DHR?

A (Wdell) I did not prepare them but I
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reviewed all of the information and
phot ogr aphs and mappi ng on t hem

Did you review the inventory forns?
(Wdell) Did I review the inventory forns?
Yes. They were done by a nunber of
consultants, as you know. And yes, | did
review all of them

Have you attended any of the quarterly

neeti ngs at DHR?

(Wdell) I attended no quarterly neetings,
no. | attended neetings with DHR earlier,
yes.

Ckay. Did you prepare any of the nonthly
reports?

(Wdell) I did not prepare any of the nonthly
reports.

Ckay. On Page 3 of your testinpbny you say,
"We have conpl eted many NHDHR effects
tables.” And does that "we" actually include
you, or was that all done by the Preservation
Conpany?

(Wdell) No, | was very nuch involved in the
revi ew and di scussi ons about the effects

t abl es.
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>

And when you say "many," we have 27 of them
I's that what you nean by "nany"?

(Wdell) There are others that are in draft
formthat I amreviewi ng and worki ng on now.
All right. But 27 is what's been subm tted
so far?

(Wdell) Yes.

Now, on Page 5 of your testinony, you
criticize Heritage Landscape's use of a
10-mle APE as a m sapplication of the SEC
rules. Do you renenber saying that?
(Wdell) Yes.

Are you an attorney?

(Wdell) No.

Have you previously worked on any SEC
matters?

(Wdell) No.

And other than in this case, have you ever
seen the Site Evaluation Conmmttee's rules
bef or e?

(Wdell) No.

And what nakes you qualified to render an
opinion on what is a m sapplication of the

rul es?
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A (Wdell) Because the definition of an APE in

the SEC rules cones directly fromthe
Section 106 process, which is, in this case,
it was determ ned by DHR in consultation wth
a federal agency, in this case, the
Departnent of Energy.

Q Ckay. And we'll go over that in a mnute or
maybe tonorrow.

MR. ROTH. How | ong do we go

t oday? Maybe we shoul d stop now.

CHAl RVAN HONI GBERG. | Dbel i eve

there are sone who would say that. | would say

sonetine in the next 15 to 20 m nut es. That

makes sense. | nean, if you need to go all the

way to 5:30, that's okay, too. Let's see if we

can wrap it up within the next 30 m nutes.
MR. ROTH: Ckay.
CHAI RMVAN HONI GBERG Not wr ap
your day. | understand what you nean. GCet to
a | ogi cal breaking point.
MR, ROTH: Al right.
BY MR ROTH:
Q Now, on Page 11 of your testinony, in

Foot note 4, you make anot her | egal opinion
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about m sapplication of the NH SEC

requi renent that the Project not have an

unr easonabl e adverse effect on historic
sites. Do you renenber that in Footnote 47
(Wdell) Yes, | see the Footnote 4. And it
refers specifically to the statenent, "M.
Newman revi ewed only resources |ocated in the
town of Deerfield and found that two historic
districts there present unreasonabl e adverse
effects.” So the footnote is referring to

t hat statenent.

So you say here, "The assessnent of

unr easonabl e adverse effect is for the
Project as a whole.” Isn't that what you
said here? |1s that your | egal opinion?
(Wdell) I don't state that it is applicable
to the entire -- | just say that this is a

m sapplication of the requirenent that the
Proj ect not have an unreasonabl e adverse
effect on historic sites.

But you say here, "The assessnent of

unr easonabl e adverse effect is for the
Project as a whole."” That's your opinion and

your --
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A (Wdell) Yes, it is.

Q And | just want to -- so you cited 301.14 for
that. That's one of the rules. And RSA
162-H: 16 1V(c); correct?

A. (Wdell) Yes.

Q And did you read those provisions?

A (Wdell) Yes.

Q Are you famliar with those?

A (Wdell) I don't have it nenorized, the exact
site, but --

Q We'll |ook at the rule.

A (Wdell) But | would expect they're rel ated

to the finding of unreasonabl e adverse effect
for historic sites.

Q Ckay. But you have read them

>

(Wdell) Yes.

Q All right. And did you wite this argunent
in this footnote, or did one of the attorneys
wite that?

A (Wdell) No, I wote ny entire testinony
nysel f.

MR ROTH. Al right. Can you
gi ve nme 301. 147?
BY MR ROTH:
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Q Ckay. We're show ng you Site Eval uation
Commttee Rule 301.14. And you cited (b)?

A. (Wdell) Yes.

Q And it | ooks like there are five subparts to
that. Can you show ne where in there it says
"project as a whole"?

A (Wdell) It does not.

Q Ckay. And based on your recollection, do you
remenber whet her anything in RSA 162-H: 16
says "project as a whole"?

A. (Wdell) I couldn't recall that precisely.

Q Ckay. 1'll represent to you that it does
not. WIIl you accept that?

A (Wdell) Yes.

Q Thank you.

For purposes of this project in front of
the Site Evaluation Commttee, you used the
one-mle APE, you and the Preservation
Conpany; correct?

A (Wdell) Yes.

Q And that one mle also isn't specified in the
SEC rules, is it?

A. (Wdell) No, but the definition of an APE

refers to the federal definition used by DHR
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MR. ROTH. GCkay. Can you give
me 800.16(d)? | don't know what that

exhibit...
BY VR ROTH
Q ' m showi ng you Counsel for the Public 417

which is a printout of the Federal Rule
800.16. And in the tiny print, bad for ny
eyes, it includes (d).

A. (Wdell) Yes, | see that.

Q And 800. 16(d) al so doesn't say "one nmle",
does it?

A (Wdell) No. But each area of potenti al
effect is different dependi ng on the project
itself, and it is determ ned by federal
regul ation, in consultation between the State
hi storic preservation office and the |ead
f ederal agency.

Q Ckay. But it doesn't say one mle.

>

(Wdell) That's correct.

Q All right. And I'mlooking at the letter
from DHR whi ch you very helpfully attached to
your testinony. And that's Applicant's

Exhi bit 95.

Isn't it true that in this |letter which
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you attached to your testinony, which is
Applicant's Exhibit 95, DHR didn't just say
one mle either, did they?

A. (Wdell) No.

Q In fact --

A (Wdell) They included, and this would be
normal, if there is a historic property that
goes over the line or needs to be incl uded,
that that is included. And that is what they
stated. You nornally use the size as
short hand when you're tal ki ng about an APE in
the field of historic preservation. Many of
t hem have provisions |like this.

Q I"mhaving a little bit of a hard tine
heari ng you.

A (Wdell) I"'msorry. You would normally talk
about a one-mle APE or a hal f-m | e APE,
which is what it is for Seacoast Reliability
Proj ect, even though you have a provision in
there to consider properties that m ght be
ri ght beyond one mle, as this one does.

Q Well, that's not what it says either. The
second sentence says, "As we discussed, the

approxi mate determnation is appropriate
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because there may be sone situati ons where
the visual effects nay extend sonewhat beyond
the one-mle |limt due to | ocal topographic
and historic factors"; correct?

(Wdell) Yes.

"Visual effects shall i1include not only
effects associated with the structures to be
constructed as part of the transm ssion |ine,

but al so physical disturbances of," and go to
t he next page, "current conditions such as
areas that are currently forested or

ot herw se vegetated that may be cleared in
order to construct the transm ssion line."
Correct?

(Wdell) Yes.

So that doesn't say there nmy be properties
that sort of straddle the line, does it?
(Wdell) It doesn't say that precisely. But
that is certainly, in ny experience in the
field, what it is referring to. It's also
referring to direct effects, not just visual
effects to be taken into consideration.

So woul d you agree with ne that under the

fairly logical read of what M. Boisvert
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A
Q
A
Q And Nort h Road?
A
Q
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wote here, that, for exanple, if a project
cut a big clearing across a hill side

two mles fromthe Project, or three m|es,
which | believe is the area that was used by
M. DeWan, but if it cut a big swath across a
hillside three mles away, and that had an
effect on the property, the resource, you
woul d i nclude that as part of the APE,

woul dn't you?

A. (Wdell) No, generally I would not, no.

Q So isn't that a | ogical construction of what

M. Boisvert said, though?
(Wdell) No, | do not agree with your

assessnent on that.

Q Ckay. And didn't the Preservati on Conpany

identify certain resources outside of the APE
as feeling the effects of the Project?
(Wdell) Yes.

Such as Weeks?

(Wdell) Yes.

(Wdell) Yes.
And Catanmount Hi Il and Bear Brook State Park?

(Wdell) I can't renenber that one precisely.

{
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Q Ckay. So we can differ about whet her the
effects are adverse or unreasonably adverse,
but I think you nust agree that there are
going to be visible effects -- or the Project
could be visible in places nore than one mle

froma historic resource; correct?

A (Wdell) Yes.

Q Ckay. And that could happen anypl ace al ong a
route, obviously except for the buried part.

A. (Wdell) Except for the --

Q The under ground part.

A (Wdell) GCh, yes. Right.

Q So | take it that when you and the

Preservati on Conpany did your research and

| ooked up the kind of resources that were in
the one-mle APE, you found a fair anmount of
stuff in there; right?

A (Wdell) Yes.

Q And given that M. DeWan, his zone of review
| believe is three mles, wouldn't it have
made sense to | ook and see what ki nd of
resources mght be out to three m|les?

A (Wdell) No. The Section 106 process is

specifically directed toward identifying
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hi storic properties within the area of
potenti al effect.

Q Not even in places such as what DHR
hypot hesi zed, you know, where there's
vegetated clearing for a project
infrastructure that's out there sonewhere?

A (Wdell) No, | believe that NHDHR di d not
tal k about three-mle clearing out beyond the
APE. They tal ked about, both from a
t opogr aphi cal or historical perspective,
there may be properties that just barely go
beyond the one-mle APE, and we are to take
that into consideration. That may happen
wth a historic district.

Q But that's your gloss. They didn't say that
in their letter, did they, the "just barely”
part ?

A (Wdell) It did precisely tal k about
t opography and historic factors to be taken
i nto consi derati on beyond the one-ml e APE.

Q But they didn't say "just barely."”

A (Wdell) No. Those were ny words. That's
correct.

Q And three mles is what M. DeWan used for
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hi s scenic eval uation; correct?

A (Wdell) I don't know.

Q And since, under the definition of "scenic
resources" under the SEC s rul es that
i ncl udes historic resources, why not use the
sane capture as DeWan uses? Because scenic
resources are also historic resources; are
t hey not?

A (Wdell) You asked if -- why we wouldn't use
t he sane process as Terry DeWan and then a
second. So, Terry -- the reason is that
they're very different. | nean, we are
eval uating visual effects on historic
properties which are defined. And the way
that that is done, which is |l ooking at first
t he significance of the property and then how
it will affect the integrity of the property,
iIs atotally different process, | believe. |
don't know what the Visual |npact Assessnent
process is. I'mnot an expert in that.

Q | thought the process was first to identify
properties in the APE, not to identify their
significance. D dn't we go over this

al ready?
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A (Wdell) You --
Q We're tal king now about the APE. And under
DeWan's APE -- or | guess that's the area of

potential visual inpact, APVI, it's

three ml es. I will offer that, and | think
that's correct. Maybe one of the attorneys
can correct me if I'mwong about that. But

a scenic resource in New Hampshire under the
rul es includes a historic resource; correct?

A (Wdell) Yes.

Q Yes? Okay. So if you're looking at a
hi storic resource as a scenic resource, in
terms of the overall capture for it sinply --
| think at the EPA stage, all you're doing is
coll ecting what you're going to anal yze;
correct? 1Isn't that the basic idea?

A. (Wdell) But I'mnot participating in doing a
Vi sual | npact Assessnent. So the whol e
process for doing that, | have no i dea how
they determ ne which historic sites they
specifically choose.

Q | understand. That's not what |'mtal king
about. In fact, didn't you consult with M.

DeWan about hi storic resources?
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(Wdell) Very little. | told himabout Weks
State Park and a coupl e of properties that
were on the National Register.

Yeah, so you only gave himstuff that was

actually on the National Register; correct?

(Wdell) Yes, in the conversation that | had
with --

But what |I'mtal ki ng about now -- and I

di gressed there. Wat |I'mtal king about now

is you' re establishing, you know, what your
APE is. And the APVI includes historical
resources out to three mles. |In terns of
just a very basic capture for your purposes

of anal ysis, why wouldn't you cast a broader

net ?
(Wdell) I would not. Let ne explain.

Once again, the area of potential effect
Is part of the Section 106 process. It's a

very inportant part because it is a very
careful discussion between the | ead federal
agency and the state historic preservation
office to determ ne the extent and nature of
the effects of the Project and what those

m ght be and where historic properties are

177

{ SEC 2015- 06} [ Day 26 AFTERNOON Sessi on ONLY]{08-02-17}




© 00 ~N oo o b~ w N P

NN NN R R R R R R R R R R
A W N P O © 0 ~N O O M W N B O

[WITNESS PANEL: WIDELL|BUNKER]

likely to be that could be affected. And so
you don't vary fromthat.

Wll, in this case you're conming in alittle
bit late, aren't you? You start in 2015, and
NHDR -- NHDHR and the Applicants and the DOE
in 2013 had already agreed on this

approxi mately one-mle APE, correct?
(Wdell) Yes. They agreed in 2013. |'m not
sure whi ch --

And that's for the Section 106 process;
correct?

(Wdell) Yes.

Because Brian MIIls doesn't have anything to
do wth the SEC, does he?

(Wdell) No. Actually, the SEC and

Section 106 are, of course, very different
processes.

Exactly.

(Wdell) They're very simlar, very much the
sane in that they both invol ve eval uati on,
assessnent of resources and mtigation. The
difference is that the SEC ends in a finding
of whether there is an unreasonabl e adverse

effect or not on historic sites; whereas,
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Section 106 ends, if you will, through
consultation with a determ nati on of whether
there's no effect, an adverse effect, or no
adverse effect and an agreenent docunent. In
this case, it's going to be a programmatic
agreenent. So they're very simlar. And the
APE is actually the sane for both, and the
identification process is --

Q There's nothing in --

(Court Reporter interrupts.)

Q ' msorry.

A (Wdell) The identification process is the
sane.

Q But there is nothing in the SEC rul es that
says that it nmust be one mle; correct?

A (Wdell) That's correct.

Q And there's nothing in the SEC rul es that
says it nmust be exactly what the Project and
DOE and NHDHR determ ned for the 106 process
either, is there?

A (Wdell) No. M understanding is that the
APE for evaluation of historic resources is
based on the APE established by DHR

Q You didn't performany analysis to determ ne
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whet her there m ght be reason to expand the
one-mle APE in any other places, in any
particul ar places, did you?

A. (Wdell) No.

Q So when M. Boisvert said it's approxi mately
one mle except where, as you say, naybe just
barely ought to be bigger, but as | say,
maybe t hat neans sonet hing nuch | arger, you
didn't performany analysis to go up and down
the line and say, you know, the APE here is
okay, a mle; over here, it ought to be a
mle and a half. You didn't make that
anal ysis, did you?

A (Wdell) That's correct. W did not nake
t hat anal ysi s.

Q Ckay. And I'm | ooking, for exanple, at the
Bristol Square -- the Bristol Central Square
Hi storic District as being 1.27 m |l es away;
correct? And it's already on the registry.
It's already on the National Register; right?

A (Wdell) 1'd have to | ook at materi al s.
There's approxi mately 180 properties, so...

t hank you very nuch.

Q This is the Applicant's exhibit, one of the
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tables for Bristol, | believe. And | think
it's in here. 1It's an aqua square. That's
t he | ast aqua square down.

(Wdell) Yes.

It says "outside APE 1.27 mles from
Project"; right?

(Wdell) Yes.

So, in this case, perhaps this would have
been a candi date to expand the APE to

1.28 mles to include the Bristol Central
Square Historic District. Do you agree?
(Wdell) No. | would want to | ook at the
Nati onal Register form But if it is --
obviously, it's a central square historic
district. Once again we go back to its
significance --

But there's no question about its
significance or its integrity. That's

al ready been determ ned.

(Wdell) Yes, but you have to have, and the
significance tells you then whether it has
significance that is related to views, and
t herefore there could be an adverse effect.

For exanple --
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Q But because it's outside --
(Court Reporter interrupts.)

A (Wdell) Thank you. For exanple,
agricultural, recreation, sumrer cottages,
t hose are three of the ones that we have
primarily seen in the Northern Pass Project.
In National Register properties, you have
certain criteria which relate to either broad
patterns of history, biography, architecture
or principally archeol ogy, as ny coll eague
Vicky, would attest to. And in the case of
the properties that are likely to be affected
by visual inpact, a visual adverse effect,
they are the ones that are -- that have
setting, viewsheds and | andscape related to
t hat significance that m ght be affected. So
it's very inportant not only to find the
hi storic properties, but to understand the
signi ficance and then understand how t hat
significance is conveyed on the | and.

Q Ckay. But you didn't do any of that because
the Bristol Central Square Hi storic D strict
was outside the APE; correct?

A (Wdell) That's correct. And it --
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Q Thank you.

A (Wdell) -- likely did not have significance
related to views fromthat historic district
out beyond the buildings. It had
architectural significance, or perhaps
significance in comunity planning, but
primarily because it is beyond the APE - -

Q Ckay.

A (Wdell) -- and unlikely to be adversely
affected visually by the Project.

Q Al'l right. Thank you.

And isn't it true, also, that the
Preservati on Conpany excluded much of the
Page H Il Agricultural D strict originally
because it was just outside of the APE?

A (Wdell) No. The Page H Il Hi storic District
I's one property that was inventoried and
determ ned not to have an adverse effect.

But | do not believe that it was not i ncluded
because it was outside of the APE

MR ROTH: | think I1'd like to
br eak here.

CHAI RVAN HONI GBERG.  Sounds

good. We'll break for the afternoon and be
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184

back agai n tonorrow norning.
MR. ROTH. Thank you, Ms. Wdell
and thank you Dr. Bunker.
(Hearing concluded at 5:27 p.m)
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Short hand Court Reporter and Notary Public
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pl ace and on the date herei nbefore set
forth, to the best of ny skill and ability
under the conditions present at the tine.

| further certify that | am neither
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