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INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS

Mr. Dudley, please state your full name and business address.

My name is Jay E. Dudley. My business address is 21 South Fruit Street, Suite 10,
Concord, NH 03301.

Please state your employer and your position.

I am employed by the New Hampshire Department of Energy (“DOE”) as a Ultility
Analyst for the Regulatory Support Division.

Please describe your professional background.

I started at the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (“Commission” or “PUC”)
in June of 2015 as a Utility Analyst in the Electric Division. Effective July 1, 2021, the
Electric Division was transferred to, and became part of, the newly created New
Hampshire Department of Energy and I am presently employed by that agency. Before
joining the Commission, I was employed at the Vermont Public Service Board (now
known as the Vermont Public Utilities Commission, “VT-PUC”) for seven years as a
Utility Analyst and Hearing Officer. In that position I was primarily responsible for the
analysis of financing and accounting order requests filed by all Vermont utilities,
including review of auditor’s reports, financial projections, and securities analysis. As
Hearing Officer, I managed and adjudicated cases involving a broad range of utility-
related issues including rate investigations, construction projects, energy efficiency,
consumer complaints, utility finance, condemnations, and telecommunications. Prior to
working for the VT-PUC, I worked in the commercial banking sector in Vermont for
twenty years where I held various management and administrative positions. My most

recent role was as Vice President and Chief Credit Officer for Lyndon Bank in

3
000003



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

Docket No. DE 21-030

Exhibit 22
Docket No. DE 21-030
Direct Testimony of Jay E. Dudley
Page 4 of 47

Lyndonville, Vermont. In that position I was responsible for directing and administering
the analysis and credit risk management of the bank’s loan portfolio, including internal
loan review, regulatory compliance, audit, and coordinating periodic bank examinations
by state and federal regulators. In performing those responsibilities, I also provided
oversight for the commercial and retail lending functions with detailed financial analysis
of large corporate relationships, critique of loan proposals and loan structuring,
consultation on business development efforts, and advised the Board of Directors on loan
approvals and loan portfolio quality. Prior to my role as Chief Credit Officer, I held the
position of Vice President of Loan Administration. In this position, I was responsible for
directing and administering the underwriting, processing, and funding of all commercial,
consumer, and residential mortgage loans. My responsibilities also included the
management of loan processing and loan origination staff and partnering with the
Compliance Officer to monitor and ensure compliance with all banking laws, regulations,
and the bank’s lending policy.

Please describe your educational background?

I received my Bachelor of Arts degree in Political Science from St. Michael’s College.
Throughout my career in banking, I took advantage of numerous Continuing Professional
Education (CPE) opportunities involving college level coursework in the areas of
accounting, financial analysis, real estate and banking law, economics, and regulatory
compliance. Also, during my tenure with the VT-PUC I took advantage of various CPE
opportunities including the Regulatory Studies Program at Michigan State University
(sponsored by the National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners “NARUC”),

Utility Finance & Accounting for Financial Professionals at the Financial Accounting

4
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Institute, Standard & Poors seminars on credit ratings for public utilities, and Scott

Hempling seminars on Electric Utility Law and Public Utility Regulation.

Have you previously testified before the Commission?

Yes. I previously submitted Staff testimony to the Commission in Docket No. DE 14-
238, Public Service Company of New Hampshire Generation Assets; Docket No. DE 15-
137, Energy Efficiency Resource Standard; Docket No. DE 16-383, Liberty Utilities
Request for Change in Rates; Docket No. DE 17-136, 2018-2020 NH Energy Efficiency
Plan; Docket No. DE 19-064, Liberty Utilities Request for Change in Rates; Docket No.
DE 19-057 Public Service Company of New Hampshire for Change in Rates; and Docket

No. DE 20-092, 2021-2023 Triennial Energy Efficiency Plan.

SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY

Please describe the purpose of your testimony today.

The purpose of my testimony is to provide DOE’s recommendation involving Unitil
Energy Systems, Inc. (“Unitil” or the “Company”) request filed on April 2, 2021, to
implement a permanent distribution rate increase to be effective on and after May 2,
2021, as it relates to capital investments and additions to Unitil’s rate base from 2017 to
2020. Based on the reports of the Company filed with the Commission, and DOE’s
extensive review of the Company’s capital expenditures, DOE believes that a number of
adjustments are warranted, as described in detail herein. The impact of these adjustments
on Unitil’s proposed revenue requirement has been quatified in the testimony of Donna

Mullinax.
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In addition, DOE recommends denial of Unitil’s multi-year rate plan as proposed
involving annual step increases planned for 2021, 2022, and 2023. DOE proposes one
step adjustment for 2021, but under a different and more formalized review process than
had been previously approved in prior rate cases, involving a prudence review of
individual capital projects that comprise Unitil’s 2021 step increase request.

Is DOE convinced that its recommendations for disallowances in this case will provide
just and reasonable results?

Yes. A key element of the just and reasonable standard, coupled with the Commission’s
requirement that a utility’s capital investments must be found to have been prudently made, is
that the Commission must weigh the interests of both the utility and the ratepayer in
reviewing the propriety of expenditures constituting the utility’s cost of service, rate base,
and rate of return before finding the proposed rate is just and reasonable. In the present
docket, DOE’s analysis indicates that Unitil overstated its revenue requirement by $10.9
million, and to allow such a requirement into rates would be unjust for Unitil’s ratepayers. In
addition, the Commission’s expectation that a utility’s investments are prudent, also rests on
the just and reasonable standard such that imprudent expenditures are inconsistent with the
standard and should be disallowed. As a result, DOE has found that approximately $12.8
million in capital investments between 2017 and 2020 were not adequately explained or

justified by the Company and that ratepayers should not be required to pay those costs.

REVIEW OF CAPITAL ADDITIONS FOR 2017 THROUGH 2020
Please summarize your conclusions regarding Unitil’s capital additions from 2017

through 2020.
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DOE maintains that certain of Unitil’s plant investments are not prudent, used and useful.
Specifically, DOE concludes that approximately $12.8 million in capital investments
between 2017 and 2020 were not adequately explained and justified by the Company and
that ratepayers should not be required to pay for these plant investments.

Why are Unitil’s capital investments under review in this rate case?

Unitil testifies that one of the primary drivers behind the need for an increase in rates is
the unrecovered costs associated with the amount of capital investments made by the
Company since its last rate case in 2016." During that period, Unitil invested
approximately $124.79 million in capital additions and improvements.”

First, regulated electric utilities are some of the most capital-intensive businesses that
exist given the substantial amount of investment that is required to build and maintain
reliable electric infrastructure. As a result, the significant and ongoing nature of those
investments are frequently the primary causes for utilities to request periodic increases in
rates. However, unlike unregulated competitive firms, regulated utilities cannot just
pursue any investment strategies available that maximize shareholder value. Regulators
must find that such expenditures are prudent, just and reasonable, and used and useful.
As cited above, one of Unitil’s primary justifications for the current rate increase request
is the downward pressure that additional capital expenditures have placed on the
Company’s revenues and rates of return.

Further, during the course of DOE‘s review of capital additions in this rate case, DOE
found some disparities between budgeted amounts and actual expenditures reported by

the Company. DOE also discovered some instances of excessive spending for some

! Hevert Testimony at 17 (Bates 19).

2.
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projects beyond what would be considered appropriate and necessary if least cost
principles had been observed. In those cases, the Company’s project documentation
reviewed by DOE provided little in the way of specific information as to root causes or
how the Company decided that those expenditures were prudent and economic, thus DOE
was unable to conclude that Unitil took appropriate measures to control costs or that
Unitil’s decision-making and due diligence process was reasonable or in the best interest
of ratepayers. As a result, DOE recommends disallowance of $12.8 million for some of
the plant investments reviewed. Those disallowances are discussed and outlined below.
As part of this rate case, did DOE’s Audit Division complete a financial audit of
Unitil’s books and records?

Yes. DOE’s Audit Division completed its final audit report on November 12, 2021. The
audit report was filed in this docket by Energy on November 16, 2021.

Did Audit encounter any issues similar to those DOE encountered in its review of
Unitil’s capital investments?

Yes. Audit staff reviewed only one large capital project which was the construction of
Unitil’s new Distribution Operations Center (“DOC”) in Exeter.  Audit found that
§577,144 in additional construction costs for the DOC were unitized by the Company in
2021 but also included in the 2020 test year rate base for recovery in this rate case. Audit
has recommended, and DOE agrees, that those costs should be excluded from the 2020
test year rate base.® In addition, Audit found that Unitil had included in the 2020 test
year rate base an investment of $38,082 for artwork within the new DOC. Audit

concluded that artwork is not necessary for the delivery of electric service to ratepayers

3 See Final Audit Report DE 21-030 dated November 12, 2021, Audit Issue #3 at 15 and 124.
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and recommended that the expenditure be excluded from the test year rate base.* DOE
agrees with Audit’s recommendation. Also, in relation to contracts for the construction
of the new DOC, Audit found that Unitil chose ProCon, Inc. as its sole source provider
for project management and construction and did not put the project out to bid by issuing
a request for proposal (“RFP”). The Company does not have a formal process for
procurement involving capital projects by issuing RFP’s and Audit recommends that
Unitil formulate and adopt such a policy going forward.® DOE agrees with this
recommendation and discusses it further, along with Audit’s exclusions, in DOE’s
analysis provided below.

Please briefly summarize the capital budgeting process at Unitil.

As described in Mr. Sprague’s direct testimony, Unitil’s annual planning process begins
with engineering studies performed by the engineering group that includes circuit studies,
reliability studies, load analysis, and, in some cases, joint system planning with
Eversource, with a focus on system improvement and reliability projects. The
engineering group also reviews potential capital spending over the upcoming five-year
period. Operations personnel then identify the need for replacements and maintenance
based on the information contained in the studies and from inspections and ongoing
maintenance programs. Budgets are then assembled using a bottom up approach
involving input from engineering, operations, information technology, and facilities.
Projects are also divided between the company’s two service areas, Unitil’s capital
location and Unitil’s seacoast location, and then prioritized according to Priority 1,

Priority 2, or Priority 3. Priority 1 projects involve projects that are non-discretionary

4Id. Audit Issue #5 at 26 and 128-129.
3 Id. Audit Issue #4 at 18 and 126.
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and essential for maintaining safe and reliable service. Priority 2 projects involve
essential projects associated with regulatory or legal requirements and support
intercompany needs and maintenance. Priority 3 projects are projects that improve or
enhance existing systems and are considered to be largely discretionary. Project budgets
are then reviewed and approved by all applicable budget managers based on appropriate
categorization, priority, and completeness of documentation. The budget process then
concludes with review and approval by senior management and then by the Board of
Directors. Once approved, a construction authorization form (“CA”) must be prepared,
submitted, and approved for each project prior to commencement of work and funding,
and for any subsequent revisions to the project scope and budget amounts.®
As of 2014, Unitil performs its capital planning and budgeting under the Capital Budget
Input and Review Operating Procedure which details the budget process summarized
above. In terms of requirements for CA’s and project documentation, those guidelines
are contained in the System Policy — Preparation and Approval of
Authorizations/Supplemental Authorizations/Non-budget Authorizations effective 2020.
Both policies are attached to my testimony as Attachment JED-1.
What internal documentation from Unitil did DOE examine as part of its review?
As part of Staff data requests DOE 3-47 and DOE 5-19 (Attachments JED-2 and JED-3
to my testimony), DOE sought to obtain and review the following documents involving a
specific sampling of projects from 2017 through 2020:

e Capital/Construction Authorizations

e Revised Budget Authorizations

6 Sprague Testimony at 8-13 (Bates 358-363).
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e Written Reviews by Management and Engineering

e Supplemental Requests or Change Orders

¢ Engineering Work Requests

e Capital Work Orders
Did Unitil provide all of the internal documentation requested?
No not entirely. The Company represented at the Technical Session held on July 27,
2021, that capital work orders consist of hundreds of pages for each project and that it
would be overly burdensome to produce that amount of documentation for the number of
projects contained in DOE’s sample group. Also, the Company explained that most of
the information requested by DOE involving revised budgets and additional spending,
along with any management and engineering reviews were largely contained within the
CA formats that were submitted. In addition, specific engineering work requests are
typically not related to capital budget projects and are limited to the distribution system
and not substation or transmission projects. Although change orders were provided to
Audit, that same documentation was not submitted to DOE when requested in discovery
in this docket.
What issues did DOE discover in its review of Unitil’s capital budgeting and
planning?
DOE found that the cost estimates contained in the capital budgets were mostly accurate,
with the exception of certain large projects that are described below. For those projects,
additional project enhancements and cost increases appeared to pass through the process
with little scrutiny or critical review by management. In addition, most of the CA’s

reviewed provided only brief and basic project analysis and lacked sufficient detail in

11
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terms of decision-making, due diligence, consideration of least cost planning, risk
identification, and reasonable financial justifications for a project. It also appears that
there is no clear or consistent system in place for the thorough review and tracking of
over-budget items by management resulting in a lack of regular oversight in terms of
imposing restrictions or cost controls if needed. Moreover, the Company’s Board of
Directors appear to have little or no involvement in, or knowledge of, major capital

projects undertaken by Unitil.

FINDINGS: REVIEW OF CAPITAL PROJECTS SAMPLE FOR 2017 TO 2020
What specific projects did DOE include in its examination?

DOE compiled a sample list of 40 projects specified in data requests DOE 3-47 and DOE
5-19 (Attachments JED-2 and JED-3) based on a master list of approximately 671 capital
projects provided by the Company for project years 2017 through 2020, totaling $147
million. Out of the master list, DOE developed its sample based on the size and
complexity of the projects, as well as any significant cost over runs. This involved ten
projects for 2017, nine projects for 2018, thirteen projects for 2019, and eight projects for
2020. The sampling was later refined based on Unitil’s responses to follow-up data
requests from the September 27, 2020, technical session. DOE reviewed all of the
projects in the sample, with a total of ten projects highlighted by DOE as being
representative of the Company’s deficiencies in the areas of capital budgeting, planning,

documentation, and management. These ten projects are represented in the tables below:

12
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Table 1: 2017 Select Projects

Project No. Description Budget Revised Actual
DPBC02 Subtrans. Broken Ground/Hollis $897,000 $2,750,000 $1,871,204

Table 2: 2019 Select Projects

Project No. Description Budget Revised Actual
GPBEO03 Acquisition of New DOC (Land) $1,200,000  $1,322,000 $1,405,413
GPBEO02 Construction Exeter DOC $15,931,474 $0 $16,251,588
SPBC02 Gulf St. 13kV Additions (Concord) $ 2,925,000 $0 $ 3,164,0457
DPBC04 Conversion Concord Part 1 $ 250,000 $0 $ 194,714
DPNCO05 Reconductor 1H6 Pleasant(Concord) $ 197,798 $0 $ 161,963
DPNCO07 Reconductor 1H6 Thomp. (Concord)$§ 128,720 $0 $ 137,385
DPNCI12 Reconductor 1H6 S.Spring(Concord)$ 138,870 $0 $ 371,975
DPNCI13 374 Line Rebuild (Concord) $ 1,066,000 $0 $ 787,358
Table 3: 2020 Select Projects
Project No. Description Budget Revised Actual
DPBCO07 Conversion Concord Part 2 $721,847 $0 $447,840

All of the internal documentation obtained from Unitil was reviewed by DOE in
connection with each of these projects, as well as the projects included in the larger
sample.

Please provide the results of DOE’s review of those projects.

Below are the findings for the sample projects reviewed based on the Company’s
responses to Staff Data Request DOE 3-47 and DOE 5-19, and various follow-up data
requests referenced below. All of the related project documentation has been included as
attachments to my testimony.

2017 Capital Projects

1. Project #DPBC02 Subtransmission Broken Ground/Hollis

Attachment JED-4

13
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Budget: $897,000 Revised: $2,750,000 Actual: $1,871,204

Budget v. Actual: -$974,204

Construction Authorization Form (“CAF”):

This project involved the construction of three new subtransmission lines
from Broken Ground Substation to Hollis Substation to address loading
concerns related to the Garvins and Oak Hill Substations, PSNH system
supply transformers, and supply lines into Penacook and the 38 line in
Hollis. Unitil states that this issue was identified in conjunction with
PSNH as part of the Joint Planning Process.

The CAF was dated September 15, 2016, and the project was designated
as a two-year project with completion expected in 2017. The CAF was
signed by all authorized signers.

Revision 2 of the CAF dated January 13, 2017, states that the project was
updated to account for cost increases resulting from the relocation of the
393 crossing required by the New Hampshire Department of
Transportation and the raising of transmission lines by Eversource to
accommodate Until’s crossing of their right-of-way. The amount of the
increase was $1,388,000. The description of the cost increases was very
general and an itemization or analysis of those cost increases was not
provided this version of the CAF.

Revision 3 of the CAF dated March 23, 2017, was issued to report higher

than anticipated costs billed to Unitil by Eversource involving

71d. at 21-22 (Bates 371-372) for all expenditures related to projects as part of the Concord Downtown Conversion.

14
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Eversource’s raising of its transmission lines to accommodate Until’s
crossing of the right-of-way. The amount of the additional increase was
$465,000. Again, the additional cost increases were not described,
analyzed, or and itemized in this CAF revision.
Work Orders:
o No work orders were provided by Unitil as requested in DOE 3-47.

Engineering Work Requests:

e Engineering Work Requests were not required for the project.
Change Orders
e No change orders were submitted for this project.

DOE’s Review:

In response to discovery request Energy TS 1-25 (attached to my testimony as part of
Attachment JED-4), Unitil states that several design iterations were considered prior to
finalizing the 2016 CAF. The Company’s survey data provided elevations of the existing
115 kV line conductors and Unitil’s final design called for a clearance of twelve feet
between the Company’s lines and Eversource’s P148 and M108 transmission lines.
Unitil stated that this clearance met NESC guidelines. As a result, Unitil opted to install
35 ft. poles instead of 45 ft. to avoid PSNH having to raise its transmission lines. Unitil’s
engineers assumed that this would be sufficient and budgeted only $50,000 for minor
modifications to Eversource’s 318 line, and, no costs were budgeted for the raising of the
318, P148, or M108 lines. Upon submission of Until’s design to Eversource, Eversource
decided, based on its line-sag criteria, that it would be necessary to raise the P148 and

MI108 lines in addition to the 318 line. The permitting and make-ready work was

15
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performed jointly between the two companies at project initiation, but all additional work
was managed as two separate projects with Eversource managing the transmission side
and Unitil managing the under-build aspects of the project. Eversource’s estimate for the
line raising came in at $475,970, but once work was completed the final cost was
$526,488, a difference of $50,518. Unitil estimated total costs for their portion of the
work to be $897,000 with the final cost coming in at $1,871,204 (including Eversource’s
cost), a variance of $974,204. At the Technical Session held on September 27, 2021,
Until represented that Eversource’s design changes and related costs to Until came as a
surprise but apparently the Company never questioned or challenged Eversource
involving those cost increases. In addition, Unitil was not fully responsive to Energy TS
1-25 in that the requested detailed cost breakouts for Unitil’s portion of the project and
Eversource’s portion were not provided. As a result, DOE was unable to examine all of
the essential cost components in terms of the economy or extent of Eversource’s cost
increases or those related to Unitil.

DOE’s Conclusions & Recommendations:

DOE found the initial justification for the project reasonable and supportable in terms of
the loading concerns associated with the Garvins and Oak Hill transformers and the need
to construct the Broken Ground substation. However, Unitil failed to provide an
adequate explanation of, and support for, the significant cost escalations that took place
over the course of this project. DOE understands that much of the additional costs
experienced in 2017 were the result of Eversource’s design changes related to its
imposition of more stringent clearance requirements, despite the fact that Unitil stated

that its original design was in compliance with accepted NESC guidelines. DOE

16
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presumes that a utility like Unitil utilizes a rigorous project monitoring process that
would question and reasonably mitigate these types of cost increases. However, as the
evidence shows, the Company’s project managers apparently failed to provide
Eversource with any challenges or push back involving the increased costs or insist on
implementing any type of cost control. In addition, DOE was unable to find any
reasonable economic justification for either Unitil’s own cost increases or those of
Eversource, such as root cause analysis, in any of the documents or responses provided
by the Company. As noted above, Unitil did not provide a detailed cost breakout of the
work performed by either the Company or Eversource as requested by DOE. As a result,
DOE was unable to examine the nature of the modifications required by Eversource or to
confirm whether or not those changes were actually necessary for the project and its
completion. Also unknown is the extent to which Eversource’s requirements actually
impacted the design and costs for Unitil’s portion of the project. Consequently, DOE
finds that management’s review and oversight of the project was flawed, and that the
Company has failed to meet its burden of demonstrating that its decision making, and
resultant cost increases, were prudent. Therefore, DOE recommends that the
Commission disallow all of the costs over and above the Company’s original estimate in
the amount of $974,204.

2019 Capital Projects

1. Project #GPBEO3  Acquisition of New DOC (Land Purchase)
Attachment JED-5
Budget: $1,200,000 Revised: $1,322,000 Actual: $1,405,413

Budget v. Actual: -$205,413

17
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Construction Authorization Form:

e This project involved the purchase of land for the construction of a new Seacoast

Distribution Operations Center (“Seacoast DOC”) to replace the existing DOC
located at Drinkwater Road in Kensington, NH (“Kensington DOC”). The
Kensington facility was built in 1954 and it was determined by Unitil that the
facility could no longer support the Company’s operational needs due to the age

of the existing structure and the obsolescence of the layout.

e Revision 1 of the CAF dated February 8, 2019, sets the budget amount for a

potential purchase at $1.2 million (includes $200,000 for legal and transaction
fees) and discusses the need to conduct a property search of nearby markets to
find a desirable location for the new DOC and to prep the Kensington DOC for
future sale. However, the document also discloses that a purchase and sale
agreement was entered into by the Company the year before in June of 2018 for
the purchase of a new parcel located at 20 Continental Drive, Exeter, NH for $1.0
million.®  Note: The street address for the Exeter DOC was changed to 30

Energy Way at or about the time of construction of the new facility.

e Revision 2 of the CAF dated April 22, 2021, requests increasing the budget

amount by $122,000 to cover the cost of a Phase II environmental site assessment
of the Kensington DOC and legal fees associated with selling the property. Both

CAF revisions appeared to have the necessary approvals.

Work Orders:

No work orders were provided by Unitil as requested in DOE 3-47.

8 See Testimony of John F. Closson, Exhibit JFC-2 at Bates 310-327.
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Engineering Work Requests:

e Engineering Work Requests were not required for the project.
Change Orders
e No change orders were submitted for this project.

DOE’s Review & Analysis:

As a part of discovery sets 4, 5, and 6, and at the Technical Sessions held on September
27, 2021, October 1 and October 27, 2021, and November 1, 2021, DOE made a number
of inquiries related to the Exeter land purchase. Unitil’s responses to the written data
requests and from the technical session follow-up requests are attached to my testimony
as part of Attachment JED-6. From the Company’s responses, and direct testimony,
DOE notes the following facts:

1) Unitil did not request a professional appraisal, nor an opinion of value from its
realtor, to support the purchase price of $1.2 million for the Exeter parcel.
Instead, the Company relied on market data provided by the realtor and historical
property transactions in the region and the immediate vicinity. According to
Exhibit JFC-3 of Mr. Closson’s testimony at Bates 343-344, a matrix comprising
a total of fifteen potential properties was provided to the Company by its realtor in
April of 2017. Unitil claims that most of the properties were not suitable because
they did not provide a “central” location within the Company’s service territory;
however, it is important to note that Kensington is considered by the Company to
be a central location. Unitil also represents that purchase price was a factor,
however, many of the properties listed, in particular site #’s 10, 14, 15, and 17,

ranged in price from $450,000 to $995,000, significantly less than what was
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ultimately paid for the Exeter location. Also, out of all of the properties listed,
Company representatives visited only two of the sites including the Exeter parcel
that was eventually purchased in 2018.

Although the decision to move ahead with the land purchase, and the eventual
construction of the new Seacoast DOC was made in 2017, the only documentation
informing those decisions were dated well after the fact in 2019, as represented in
Mr. Closson’s testimony Exhibits JFC-2 through JFC-6 and the CAF’s dated 2019
and 2021.° Indeed, the purchase of the Exeter property and planning for
construction on the new DOC had already started by the time the first CAF was
issued on February 9, 2019 or the production of the ProCon Study on March 26,
2019. In addition, Unitil was unable to provide DOE with any documentation
evidencing the genesis of the Company’s decision making process prior to that
time, including any economic analysis, alternatives analysis, initial plans,
proposals, presentations, or internal correspondence between decision makers. As
noted below for Project No. GPBEO2 New DOC, the Decision Document and the
ProCon feasibility study were not produced or available to management until
2019. In addition, when asked to provide relevant records of the minutes from the
Board of Directors meetings, Unitil provided only an excerpt from a single
meeting held on July 25, 2018, at which the Board authorized certain corporate
officers to purchase land for the new Seacoast DOC. Surprisingly, what the
minutes indicate is that this was apparently the first and only time the Board was

officially made aware of management’s plans for the new DOC and the purchase

% Id. Exhibit JFC-2 at page 1 (Bates 287).
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of property. According to the minutes,'® Unitil President Thomas Meissner made
a brief presentation to the Board outlining the need for a replacement of the
Kensington DOC and that a property search had been completed and that the
Exeter property had been selected as the new location. What remains unclear is
whether or not Mr. Meissner informed the Board that he had already signed a
purchase and sale agreement for the property on June 15, 2018, a month before
having the requisite authority to do so. Also of interest was the Company’s
representations at the Technical Session held on October 27, 2021, that there are
typically no discussions or communications between corporate officers and Board
members involving major capital investment decisions and that the Board only
reviews and approves the annual capital budgets at a very high level.

DOE’s Conclusions & Recommendations:

DOE does not support recovery by the Company of the costs associated with the purchase
of the Exeter location or the inclusion of the property in rate base. As discussed in detail
below for Project No. GPBE02, DOE concludes that the initial justification for a new
DOC was reasonable and supportable in terms of known obsolescence involving the
existing condition of the Kensington DOC. However, after reviewing all of the
documentation and materials submitted by the Company for both projects, it became
clear that Unitil did not exercise reasonable due diligence in weighing all possible options
until after the key decisions to move ahead with the projects had been made. DOE
maintains that the purchase of Exeter could have been avoided given that renovations and
additions to the Kensington location constituted the least cost option for Unitil (see

DOE’s Analysis of Option 2 below). In terms of initiating the land purchase, DOE is

10 See Attachment JED-5, Request No. Energy 6-29, Attachment 1.
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concerned by the fact that the decision to acquire a new site was made well in advance of
the Company performing any analysis of all possible options for re-using the Kensington
location. In response to discovery, Unitil states that it was important to acquire the land
in advance given market conditions and the availability of suitable locations at that
time.!! This leads DOE to conclude that the decision to construct a new DOC was a
forgone conclusion made well before all the essential facts were known to management.
In addition, it appears that the property search in 2017 was only cursory in nature instead
of in earnest given that only two sites were actually visited by representatives from the
Company and that the Company ultimately chose one of the more expensive properties
without verifying the reasonableness of the purchase through a commercial appraisal.
DOE’s conclusion is based in part on the fact that Unitil’s Board of Directors apparently
had little or no advance knowledge of the land transaction or the need for the new DOC
at that time. The fact that Board permission was required to make a land purchase priced
at $1.0 million, but not for the construction of a new DOC for $15 million, is very
perplexing to DOE because we are of the belief that the Board of any public utility has a
responsibility to oversee management’s actions, and to assure that corporate actions will
be guided by the public interest, as reviewed by the Commission.

DOE believes that all of these factors, taken together, demonstrates a lack of sound
business judgement on the part of Unitil since no reasonable effort was made to weigh all
of the factors involved with the purchase and construction of the new DOC until after the
land purchase was initiated. DOE presumes that Unitil’s management possesses a high
level of expertise and experience in the scoping and planning of substantial capital

investments and believes that an efficient project management process would have been

! See Attachment JED-5, Request No. Energy TS 2-9.
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more diligent and forward-looking in considering all viable options and possible
alternatives before such a large investment was authorized. Because the Company has
failed to meet its burden of demonstrating that its decision making was prudent, DOE
recommends that the Commission disallow the total costs associated with the land
purchase in Exeter in the total amount of $1,405,013.
2. Project #GPBE02  Construction — New DOC facility

Attachment JED-7

2019 Budget: $15,931,474 Revised: $0 Actual: $16,251,588

Budget v. Actual: -$320,114

Construction Authorization Form:

e This project involved the construction of the new Seacoast DOC in Exeter. The
scope of work included preconstruction site work and utilities, engineering and
design, environmental survey, permitting and legal work, construction phase
administration, and furniture and equipment fit-up. The new facility provides
space for the following business functions: Seacoast Electric Distribution
Operations, Business Continuity for Gas Control and Field Services, System
Emergency Operations, Central Electric Dispatch, Testing and Training, and the
Electric Engineering Department including lab facilities. The CAF was dated
August 22, 2019.

e The proposed construction schedule was: 1) finalize the land purchase by fourth
quarter 2018 or first quarter 2019, ii) break ground and start construction first
quarter 2019, and complete construction and commissioning first quarter 2020.

The construction start date was later moved to third quarter 2019.
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e Justifications for the new DOC were primarily related to the age and functionality
of the existing Kensington DOC. The Kensington facility is approximately sixty
years old and no longer supports the modern operations of Unitil’s seacoast
region. Unitil’s need to stock more materials such as poles and transformers has
grown in recent years in conjunction with growth in its customer base. Modern-
day line trucks are larger than previous models and barely fit in the existing
garage. In addition, Unitil has experienced space constraints at other seacoast
offices and wishes to add efficiency by consolidating the Company’s central
dispatch, gas control, field service, and electric engineering functions at one
location.

Work Orders:
e No work orders were provided by Unitil as requested in DOE 3-47.

Engineering Work Requests:

e Engineering Work Requests were not required for the project.
Change Orders: No change orders were submitted for this project.

DOE’s Review:

Unitil’s project documentation provided only basic details about this project and the
decision making process that lead up to the construction of the new DOC in Exeter. Mr.
Closson’s testimony provided an overview of the construction project itself and
additional details on the Company’s decision making in terms of the options that were
considered and weighed, but DOE believes the analysis to be perfunctory leaving many
important factors and questions unexplored and unaddressed by Unitil. Therefore, as a

part of discovery sets 4, 5, and 6, and at the Technical Sessions held on September 27,
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2021, October 1 and October 27, 2021, and November 3, 2021, DOE made a number of

inquiries related to the Exeter Construction project and the status of the Kensington DOC.

Unitil’s responses to the written data requests and technical session follow-up requests

are attached to my testimony as a part of Attachment JED-7. From the Company’s

responses, and direct testimony, DOE notes the following facts:

1) Mr. Closson’s testimony outlines the existing conditions at the Kensington DOC and
the different options considered by the Company.!? A more detailed review is
provided in Exhibit JFC-2 which includes the Company’s “Decision Document” and
a study performed by Unitil’s engineering consultant ProCon, Inc. The Decision
Document is dated June 17, 2019, and largely relies on the analysis contained in the
ProCon report which is dated March 26, 2019.'3

2) As noted above for the Exeter land purchase, Unitil made the decision to build a new
DOC and decommission the Kensington facility in 2017, approximately two years
prior to officially vetting cost estimates and all possible options for the continued use
of Kensington. In 2018, the Company’s Board of Directors officially committed to
the construction of the new DOC in Exeter with the approval of execution of a
purchase and sale agreement for the new location.

3) According to the Decision Document, Unitil considered four options to address its
needs for additional space, consolidation of functions, and more efficient and modern
accommodations. The four options were:

Option 1: Renovate the existing Kensington DOC and construct a 10,500

square foot addition to the Hampton office building. ProCon estimated a cost

12 Testimony of John Closson at 5-12 (Bates 273-280).
13 Id. Exhibit JFC-2 at Bates 285-301.
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range of between $5.6 and 6.0 million for this option. Unitil’s revised cost
estimate was $12.4 million.

Option 2: Renovate the existing Kensington DOC and construct a 10,500
square foot addition to the existing Kensington building. ProCon’s estimated
cost range for this option was between $8.5 and $9.0 million. Unitil’s revised
cost estimate was 11.9 million.

Option 3: Demolish and remove the existing Kensington building and reuse
the existing location to construct the new Seacoast facility. ProCon’s
estimated cost range for this option was between $12.8 and $13.8 million.
Unitil’s revised cost estimate was $17.2 million.

Option 4: Purchase land and construct the new Seacoast facility. Although
ProCon generally recommended this option in its report, ProCon did not
analyze it or provide a cost range estimate. Unitil’s initial cost estimate was
$15.4 million, however, the Company provided no basis for how that amount
was calculated in either in the Decision Document or the CAF.

4) The Decision Document outlines several key risk areas for each of the four options
based in part on the results of the ProCon study. Although some of the risks listed
were unique to individual options, DOE focused on eight of those risk areas as they
related to Option 2 and Unitil’s decision to dismiss that option since DOE’s
conclusion discussed below is that only Option 2 constituted a viable least cost
option. As a result, DOE assessed each risk factor based on the discovery responses
provided by the Company and in terms of relevance and credibility to support the

Company’s actions. Those risk factors and DOE’s analysis are provided below:
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Zoning: Unitil asserts that the Town of Kensington’s zoning regulations
would not support any additions to or expansions of the existing building.
ProCon reported that the existing use of the facility is prohibited under
Kensington’s current zoning ordinance but is allowed to continue unchanged
as a pre-existing, non-conforming use. As a result, any changes or expansion
of the Kensington DOC would require a zoning variance from the Town and
Unitil presumed that the approval process would be both lengthy and costly
with little assurance that approvals could be obtained.

DOE Analysis: In discovery, Unitil stated that it never contacted nor met
with Town officials to explore and weigh the Company’s chances of
obtaining a special zoning exemption for Option 2 (or Options 1 and 3).
Also, Unitil never investigated potential design options or sizing to determine
how any additions or expansions of the Kensington facility could be

4 As a result, the

configured to best fit with any zoning requirements.'
Company never knew with any degree of certainty whether or not Option 2,
or any other option, would have passed muster with Kensington’s zoning
process. Also, it is interesting to note that in relation to the Exeter
construction project, Unitil requested and received several waivers from the
Exeter Planning Board involving Exeter’s Site Plan Review and Subdivision
5

Regulations and reported little or no difficulty in obtaining those waivers. !

Building Footprint: Unitil asserts that the existing building footprint at

Kensington would not change and therefore could not accommodate the need

14 See Attachment JED-6, data response Energy TS 2-10.
15 Id. data response Energy 6-30 Attachment 2.
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for additional space for current-day operations at the DOC. The Company
also claims that the amount of available space in the rear yard storage area is
also limited and not conducive to expansion.

DOE Analysis: The basis for this risk factor is that the building footprint
could not expand and that the size of the proposed addition was fixed at
10,500 square feet presumably due to zoning requirements and the proximity
to wetlands. However, as noted above, the Company made no attempt to
contact local zoning officials about the possibility for zoning approval and
made no effort to examine and evaluate potential design configurations for
the facility and the proposed expansion. The same is true for the Company’s
failure to research the viability of wetland permitting with the New
Hampshire Department of Environmental Services (“NH DES”) and the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (“Army Corps”). Interestingly, Unitil also
encountered similar wetlands limitations at the new Exeter site and received
permitting to fill-in approximately 1/3 of an acre of forested wetlands for the
new DOC. Unitil reported no significant delays in receiving those approvals.
Also, as can be seen from the wetlands map of the Exeter site, the
encroachment of wetlands appears to be as acute as what was experienced by
Unitil in Kensington. '®

In addition, at a site visit attended by DOE on October 21, 2021, DOE
noticed what appeared to be additional available land area in a field located
on the northerly side of the Kensington facility. This space can also be seen

on the site map provided in data response DOE 4-68, Attachment 2, attached
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to my testimony as JED-7. DOE learned from Company representatives at
the site visit that this field was made available for use from time to time as a
staging area for additional line crews and trucks during major storm events.
During the tour of the facility itself, DOE confirmed the size limitations of
the garage bays to accommodate the larger line trucks, however, DOE also
observed on the rear half of the building used for warehousing a much larger
space that appeared to have the capacity to house the line trucks if the two
layouts were to be reversed and re-purposed by Unitil. In addition, the rear
storage yard appeared to be expandable to the north to provide additional
space for poles and transformers.

Abatement of Asbestos: Unitil states that asbestos is present in the

Kensington facility and that the extent of the contamination is unknown and
that any attempts at abatement and remediation would add materially to the
construction costs.

DOE Analysis: According to the Company’s response to data request DOE
6-31, attached to my testimony as part of Attachment JED-7, “extensive”
asbestos abatement was performed and completed at the site during an office
renovation project in 1998. The report by Unitil’s contractor at the time,
Hygienetics Environmental Services, states that most but not all of the
asbestos was removed except for some panels, tiles, and pipe insulation that
remained. This indicates that the reduced presence of asbestos, although still
potentially hazardous, should not constitute as big of an impediment to

renovation as originally represented by the Company. Moreover, despite the

16 Jd. Data response DOE 4-68, Attachments 2 and 3.
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presence of remnant materials, the Company represents that it will market the
property by disclosing the existence of asbestos to potential buyers, leaving it
to the buyers to perform any additional remediation. Unitil also represents
that to date potential buyers have shown a willingness to purchase the
property despite the existence of some asbestos still remaining at the facility.

Availability of Municipal Water & Sewer: Unitil states that municipal water

and sewer services are not available at the Kensington location. Kensington
is currently served by an existing onsite water well and septic system. The
Company argues that the existing system is inadequate to handle the
increased needs posed by additional personnel and to support a new fire
suppression sprinkler system which will be required under the building code.
The ProCon study recommended installation of a new leach field, an
additional water well, and storm water retention to comply with current
regulations. ProCon also highlighted the need for either a pond or an
underground storage tank to ensure an adequate water supply for the new fire
suppression system that would be required as part of any renovation. The
presence of wetlands at the site, and the need for additional permitting, was
also mentioned as a limiting factor that could impact the scope of the
improvements. Taken together, Unitil asserts that these factors would
substantially increase the costs of any type of expansion at Kensington.

DOE Analysis: DOE agrees that the lack of available municipal services
would complicate any expansion to the existing Kensington facility.

However, ProCon never stated that the recommended improvements could
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not be accomplished, only that the existence of the water and sewer issues
could complicate the project and would likely involve additional costs.
Although ProCon points out what these additional costs may entail, e.g. legal
costs, wetlands mitigation, engineering costs, they did not provide a cost
range or cost analysis for Company management to determine the extent of
those expenditures. As a result, whether or not those costs would have made
renovating the Kensington facility uneconomic is not known.

As mentioned above, DOE employees attended site visits of both the
Kensington and Exeter facilities on October 21, 2021. As part of the viewing
of the Kensington property, DOE observed a large pond on the very north end
of property which is apparently jointly owned by Unitil and an abutting
landowner. This body of water is also depicted on the wetlands site map at
JED-6, data response DOE 4-68, Attachments 2 and 3. In discovery, DOE
inquired as to the possibility of the Company utilizing the pond as a water
source for its fire suppression system or for potentially other water needs as
an alternative to installing an underground storage tank or constructing a new
pond as recommended by ProCon.!” In response, Unitil stated that the pond
is currently used to supply a local onsite community water system (supervised
by NH DES) and also as a dry hydrant site for the Town of Kensington
Volunteer Fire Department. The Company asserts that permitting from NH
DES, along with permission from the abutting property owner and
coordination with the fire department and the Town would be needed, all

creating additional costs for the project. However, similar to the zoning and
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wetlands issues discussed above, the Company never explored the potential
for using the existing pond as a viable water source. Also, the costs and the
cost differentials between building an onsite water source or working with
other parties to establish extraction rights and piping from the existing pond
were never considered by Unitil. In terms of the actual additional amounts of
water that a newly expanded Kensington facility would need for both office
use and fire suppression, that need was never studied or quantified by either
ProCon or Unitil.

Relocation of Operations During Construction: The Company states that any

construction at the Kensington site would require the relocation of existing
personnel, crews, and equipment until renovations were completed. Unitil
also claims that the availability of leasing commercial space as a temporary
location for those operations was extremely limited in the seacoast region.
This was based on the market research provided by the Company’s realtor in
March of 2019.

DOE Analysis: DOE agrees that dislocation and relocation of operations and
personnel would have been problematic for the Company but not impossible.
Unitil’s realtor provided leasing information for only a period of time up to
March of 2019. It is not known whether the realtor provided any subsequent
research to report on changing market conditions and new prospects. DOE
assumes that the real estate market is not a static environment and that it is
subject to constant change especially when the market is robust. Moreover,

Unitil has not asserted that time was of the essence in beginning construction

17 See Attachment JED-6, data response Energy 6-30.
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of the new DOC. In fact construction was delayed in 2019 due to issues
involving COVID-19. In addition, DOE believes that this risk factor actually
constitutes a known and expected project expense rather than a unique risk
since the potential for relocation would be present regardless of whether or
not Options 1, 2, or 3 were chosen.

Costs of a Temporary Triple Net Lease: Related to relocation of operations

discussed above, Unitil states that an additional risk factor involves the costs
of a triple net lease that includes monthly rent, property taxes, and utilities.
Again, DOE’s view is that this is more of a known project expense rather
than an actual risk and would also be applicable to all Options 1-3.

Costs of Fit-up, Furniture and Furnishings: The Company provided no

details for this risk factor. DOE’s assumption is that much of Unitil’s
existing furniture and equipment at the Kensington facility could have been
moved to and re-used at the new temporary location. Thus this seems to be
more of an inconvenience than a major risk factor.

Costs of Business Disruption: Unitil states that disruptions of operations will

occur in the form of time commitment on the part of DOC staff, IT staff, and
facilities staff to move to the new space and complete fit-up. Again, DOE
views this as an expected project expense and not a risk. Any time
commitment required from Unitil staff would likely be of short duration and

thus temporary.

5) Unitil did not engage in a formal bidding process for the management of the Exeter

construction project. Instead of issuing a request for proposal to obtain a variety of
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cost estimates, the Company chose ProCon as its sole provider of those services.
Therefore, the Company has no way of knowing whether those services could have
been provided more efficiently and at a lower cost. The ProCon contract constituted
the single largest budget item for the Exeter construction project at $13.2 million.'®
Unitil claims that Drinkwater Road itself is an impediment to operations since the
road is prone to flooding during large storm events and that personnel and line crews
have had to use an alternate route to leave the Kensington facility as a result.
However, in response to discovery, the Company stated that it does not track or know
the exact number of times Drinkwater Road has been impassable due to flooding on
an annual basis. In addition, at the technical session held on September 27, 2021,
Unitil stated that although line crews and personnel at the Kensington facility have at
times had to use an alternate route, this diversion only adds approximately five
minutes in additional travel time to the main highway. DOE understands that the
Company has conducted operations from Kensington and has had to deal with the
inconvenience of flooding for a number of years, but has never explored flood
mitigation measures with the Town to determine if the problem can be alleviated
through improved drainage or elevation of the road."

As part of the investments to be included the 2020 test year rate base, Unitil has
added investments in artwork for the new DOC totaling $34,082.2° These costs
involved the design, production, and installation of photographs obtained from the

Company’s archives plus other artistic elements. Audit Staff found that these costs

18 See Final Audit Report DE 21-030 dated November 12, 2021 at 18-19.
19 See Attachment JED-6, data response DOE 4-68.
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are not necessary capital expenditures and that they should be recorded below the line
and paid for by Unitil shareholders.”’ DOE agrees with and adopts Audit’s
conclusion.

The Company included in its proposed test year rate base additional expenditures for
the Exeter DOC in the amount of $577,144 which were occurred in 2021. Since these
additions were placed in service in 2021 (after the 2020 test year), Audit Staff
recommends that those expenditures not be included for recovery in Unitil’s proposed
rate base.?> DOE agrees with and adopts Audit’s recommendation.

At the site visit attended by DOE on October 21, 2021, Unitil represented that there
are several arcas within the Company’s operations that gained significant
improvements in efficiency because of the new Exeter DOC as compared with
continuing operations at Kensington. Those areas included Electrical Engineering,
Central Electric Dispatch, and consolidation of staff among other functions.
However, when asked in discovery to quantify those efficiencies in terms of dollars
saved the Company was unable to do s0.>* DOE believes that any gains in efficiency
currently experienced by Unitil in Exeter could have also been replicated with the

renovation of Kensington under Option 2.

DOE’s Conclusions & Recommendations:

As noted above for the Exeter land purchase, DOE believes that the initial justification

for the new DOC to be reasonable and supportable in terms of known obsolescence, asset

20 See Attachment JED-6, data response Energy TS 1-24. Unitil made a correction to this expense in the amount of
$3,110 due to a misallocation of AFUDC reducing the amount previously reported to Audit from $38,082 to

$34,973.

21 Id. Audit Issue No. 5 at 128.
22 Id. Audit Issue No. 3 at 15 and 124.
23 See Attachment JED-6, data response Energy TS 2-12.

35

000035



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

Docket No. DE 21-030

Exhibit 22
Docket No. DE 21-030
Direct Testimony of Jay E. Dudley
Page 36 of 47

conditions, and layout associated with the Kensington facility. However, after reviewing
all of the essential cost components and risk assessments contained in the Decision
Document and the ProCon Study, and the extensive discovery, DOE has concerns about
the timing of the Company’s decision making and its failure to perform adequate due
diligence for this project. Although the Decision Document and the ProCon report give
the appearance that Unitil performed all of the necessary steps for prudent decision
making, that process fails the test of credibility in that the analysis was performed
approximately two years after the final decisions to move forward with the both the land
purchase and the construction project were made. Part of a prudence review is whether
the process leading to a utility’s decision was a logical one based on all conditions and
circumstances which were known or which reasonably should have been known at the
time the decision was made. As the evidence shows, not only did Unitil not perform the
requisite research at the time the decisions were made, but even if the analysis had been
performed at project inception, it was not sufficiently in-depth or extensive to provide
Unitil’s management with all of the necessary details to make an informed economic
decision. In short, the Company’s analysis was not only late, it was woefully incomplete
and inadequate.

DOE agrees that there was the potential for additional costs associated with the
Kensington renovation, i.e. fire suppression, storm water, septic, and sufficient water
capacity. However, those improvements and the extent of the related costs were never
explored or estimated by Unitil or by its consultants as part of the Company’s due
diligence, thus the Company has not shown that such costs would have precluded the

potential renovation and expansion of the Kensington facility. Likewise, the zoning and
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wetland permitting issues were equally significant in that no inquiries or engagement
with the regulatory authorities were attempted by Unitil. Thus Unitil was unable show
whether matters concerning zoning and wetlands would have posed definite impediments
to, or even prevented construction. Additionally, the Company failed to put the
management of the construction project out for competitive bid potentially adding to
project costs since the ProCon contract as sole provider was the largest cost center for the
project.

In its totality, DOE can only conclude that the Company’s decision making process was a
top down instead of a bottom up approach. That is, it appears that the Company’s
decisions to purchase land in Exeter and to build the new Seacoast DOC at that location
were predetermined as early as 2017, and that Unitil’s due diligence, which occurred very
late in the process, was framed in such a way as to support the Company’s predetermined
outcome by attempting to show that any option to renovate and re-use the Kensington
location was the least viable option.

Based on its review, DOE concludes that Option 2 out of the four options provided by
Unitil constituted the least cost option available to the Company and its ratepayers. The
ProCon estimate for Option 2 came in at $9 million (on the high side) and Unitil
estimated $11.9 million but provided no basis for that estimate. Depending on which
estimate is used as a basis for comparison, the cost savings compared with the final cost
of the Exeter DOC ($17.7 million including property acquisition costs), ranges from
$5.75 million to $8.65 million. DOE did not consider Option 1 as a viable or least cost
alternative because we agree with the Company that it did not fulfill the desired goals for

business continuity and efficiency. DOE also did not consider Option 3 as a least cost
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alternative due primarily to the added costs involved with the total demolition of the
Kensington facility. As a result, DOE recommends that the Commission disallow all of
the costs over and above the average of the Company’s estimate and the ProCon
estimates for Option 2, calculated in the amount of $9.8 million, and the total amount
spent on the Exeter project of $17.6 million (including costs of land acquisition),
resulting in a total disallowance of $7.8 million. DOE chose the average of $9.8 million
because Unitil did not quantify or provide a basis for its gross-up of the ProCon estimate
to $11.9 million.

DOE understands that the average of $9.8 million would impact the property tax amount
for Kensington. Currently as of 2020, the annual property tax for the Kensington DOC is
$184,090 and the 2020 property tax for the Exeter DOC is $531,439 for a difference of
$347,349. Given that the Town of Kensington values the Kensington DOC at
$9,891,984, a rough estimate of the tax impact for a 9.8 million renovation, under the
current tax rates, would essentially double the amount of the property tax to
approximately $368,180.2* Because Unitil never inquired with the Town of Kensington
about the viability of any renovations to the Kensington facility, the true impact of any
property tax increase is currently unknown.

In addition, in relation to property taxes, DOE also recommends disallowance from
Unitil’s cost of service of all property taxes paid to the Town of Exeter in 2019 and 2020
for the new DOC location in the amount of $540,438. An itemization of all of the

proposed disallowances is provided below:
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Exeter DOC

Delta between Option 4 and Option 2: $5,839,471%°

Cost of Exeter Land Purchase 1,405,413
Additional Fit-up Costs 2021 577,144
Artwork — Exeter 34,973
Total Disallowance $7,857,001

Property Taxes for 30 Energy Way, Exeter, NH 26

Total 2020 Property Tax $531,439

Total 2019 Property Tax 8,999

Total Disallowance (COS) $540,438
3. Concord Downtown Conversion Projects:
Project # Description Budget Actual
SPBC02 Gulf St. 13kV Additions $ 2,925,000 $ 3,164,045
DPBC04 Conversion Concord Part 1§ 250,000 $ 194,714
DPNCO05 Reconductor 1H6 Pleasant $§ 197,798 $ 161,963
DPNCO07 Reconductor 1H6 Thomp. $§ 128,720 $§ 137,385
DPNCI12 Reconductor 1H6 S.Spring  $ 138,870 $ 371,975
DPNC13 374 Line Rebuild $ 1,066,000 $ 787,358
DPBCO07 Conversion Concord Part2 § 721,847 § 447,840

Total $ 5,428,235 $ 5,265,280

Overall Budget v. Actual: $162,955
Attachment JED-7

Construction Authorization Form:

e The Concord Downtown Conversion project is characterized as a significant
project by Unitil at $5.2 million and involved seven individual projects listed
above. DOE reviewed of the related and CAF’s and they are attached to my

testimony as part of Attachment JED-7.

24 See Attachment JED-6, data response Energy TS 2-4, Attachment 2.
25 Final 2020 cost for Exeter (not including land purchase, artwork, 2021 expenditures) of $15,639,471 less
$9,800,000 equals $5,839,471.
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e The project as a whole was intended to accommodate actual and projected load
growth in the Concord Downtown area over the next five to eight years. The
additional growth is projected by Unitil to be up to 10 MVA.

e Development in the Concord Downtown area has included or will include a mix
of apartments, retail stores, offices, restaurants, and a bank.

e In order to meet the new load growth, the Company considered five options to
connect with the new load and initiate the conversion:

1) Upgrade Gulf Street Substation to 13kV.

2) Create a 13.8 kV transformer grid.

3) Upgrade and replace Bridge Street Substation.

4) Install second transformer at Iron Works Substation.
Unitil ultimately chose Option 1, upgrade and expand the Gulf Street Substation,
since the other options were not considered viable due to space limitations at
existing substations or were not within the Company’s design guidelines.?’

e Aside from the Gulf Street Substation project, the other conversion projects
involved reconductoring and undergrounding of existing lines, padmount
transformer replacements and new switch installations.

e The Company based its buildout for the various construction projects on the five-
year load forecast and conditions assessment contained in the Concord Downtown
Area Study 2018.%

e The project was completed in 2020.

26 See Attachment JED-6, data response Energy TS 2-4, Attachment 3 at 1-3.
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Work Orders:
e No work orders were provided by Unitil as requested in DOE 3-47.

Engineering Work Requests:

e Engineering Work Requests were not required for the project.
Change Orders: No change orders were submitted for this project.

DOE’s Review:

In discovery, Unitil represents that the projected load growth for the Concord Downtown
area has not materialized and that many projects have been either delayed, put on hold, or
cancelled.? As justification for this project, the Company relied exclusively on its own
internal study, the Concord Downtown Area Study 2018. The only other studies
considered by Unitil were system impact studies performed for specific interconnection
requests. The focus of the study was limited to projected loads and needed systems
improvements to meet those loads. The study does not specifically mention or review
known and verified load increases nor does it address the potential of some new loads not
materializing. Unitil’s most recent load projection reports a total projected load of 5380
kVA and a current realized load of 1310 kVA, leaving 4070 kVA or 75% of projected
load unrealized.°

DOE’s Conclusions & Recommendations:

Like many of the projects reviewed in the sample, DOE found the initial justification for
the project reasonable in terms of the upgrades and additions that were driven by

increasing development in the Concord Downtown area and the insufficient capacity of

27 Testimony of Kevin E. Sprague at 21-24 (Bates 371-374).

B See Attachment JED-7.

2 See Attachment JED-7, Staff Data Request 1-2 (Docket DE 20-002), and DOE Request 4-71.
30 Id. DOE Request 4-71.
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existing substations and conductors. However, DOE is becoming increasingly concerned
with projects built to serve highly speculative loads without the necessary background
research to critically examine whether those load projections are reasonable and credible,
and without considering different scenarios under which those loads may or may not
occur. In this instance, the Company’s Concord Downtown Area Study 2018 does not
address those critical issues but relies exclusively on its own load projections. Given that
only 25% of the predicted load increase has materialized service, DOE concludes that
only 25% of the installed capacity is used and useful at this time. In addition, there is no
certainty as to when the entire load, or a portion thereof, will come online in the near
term given the number development projects that are currently on hold, and Unitil has
provided no such assurances in its filings. Despite the fact that 100% of the new capacity
for the Concord Downtown project has been constructed and is now in place, it has long
been held that utilities are entitled to a return only upon that portion of an investment that
is used and useful during the test year. Accordingly, in applying a needs based test, DOE
finds that only 25% of the installed plant is used and useful as of the 2020 test year and
that the remaining 75% constitutes excess capacity at this time. As a result, DOE
recommends disallowance of the excess capacity portion which is equivalent to
$3,948,960 (75% x $5,265,280) for purposes of this case. The DOE proposes to review
the plant additions in Unitil’s next rate case to see if the load has materialized and the

remaining plant has become used and useful.

STEP ADJUSTMENTS AND PROPOSED RATE PLAN

Did Unitil propose any step adjustment increases as part of its overall rate request?
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Yes. Similar to Unitil’s previous request in Docket DE 16-384, the Company proposed
an initial step adjustment increase for 2021 in the amount of $4.6 million.>' This increase
incorporates costs associated with Unitil’s capital spending for 2021 totaling
approximately $31 million and is proposed to take effect concurrently with the
Commission’s approval of the permanent rate increase.>>

In Docket DE 16-384 the parties agreed through Settlement that the first step
increase, along with subsequent step increases, should be approved by the
Commission. Does DOE support approval of Unitil’s step increases proposed in the
present docket?

No. As the question indicates, in Unitil’s last rate case the first step adjustment (in 2017),
along with additional annual step increases in 2018 and 2019, were ultimately
incorporated, along with other negotiated issues, into a broad-based Settlement
Agreement resolving the multiple issues between the parties. Unfortunately, due to the
schedule in that case, and the timing of the Settlement discussions, there was not an
adequate opportunity for Staff (at that time Commission Staff) to conduct a thorough
review of Unitil’s 2017 capital budget, nor did the Audit Division have time to perform
an audit. Moreover, by the time the final capital spending numbers for 2017 (i.e. actual
expenditures as compared with the budgeted amounts) were available from Unitil (after
the year-end closure of Unitil’s books), the time for discovery and testimony involving
individual projects had passed in that case.

In the present rate case, a similar situation is proposed by the Company whereby Unitil’s

capital spending for 2021, and subsequent capital budgets for 2022 through 2024,

31 Testimony of Christopher J. Goulding and Daniel T. Nawazelski, Schedule CGDN-2 at Bates 204.
2 Id. at 37 (Bates 107).
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comprise the proposed step increases. In terms of the first step increase, like the prior
rate case, the final expenditure amounts for the 2021 plant additions are not available for
DOE or Audit to review at this time (not to mention projects that may have been
postponed or cancelled in the interim). Unitil has represented that those figures will be
made available in January of 2022, however, settlement negotiations and hearings in this
docket are scheduled to begin at about that time according to the current procedural
schedule. As a result, the time for serving discovery and submitting testimony related to
the 2021 capital projects will have passed before the actual plant investment amounts and
supporting documentation are available for review. Consequently, DOE is
recommending that the Commission not approve the 2021 step increase concurrently with
the permanent rates as requested by Unitil. Instead, DOE recommends that the
Commission deny Unitil’s request for a step increase coincident with the permanent rates
and order a separate schedule for review of these 2021 plant investments in 2022. This
would allow sufficient time for a complete review of the 2021 capital expenditures by
both DOE and Audit. The DOE requests that the Commission require Unitil to provide
all relevant project documents (Construction Authorization Forms, Work Orders, Change
Orders, etc.) for these 2021 investments with its initial filing for the step adjustment.

This approach is consistent with what Commission Staff (now DOE) proposed, and the
Commission approved, as part of the settlements in both of the most recent rate cases for
Liberty Utilities (Granite State Electric) and Eversource in Dockets DE 19-064 and DE
19-057. Further, the examples of deficiencies in Unitil’s capital planning, analysis, and
approvals discussed above justify the need for a comprehensive review of any future step

increases.
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Does DOE have any concerns involving the future step increases requested by
Unitil?

Yes. The Company forecasts total changes to gross plant of $31 million in 2021, $37.5
million in 2022, and $36.9 million in 2023.%* Unitil proposes to make annual compliance
filings with the Commission on or before the last of January of each year to document the
prior year’s expenses and to confirm that all plant additions are in service.** Unitil did not
provide specifics on the type of projects that would be undertaken except that those
project would be “non-growth” related projects. Thus far, DOE has only been provided
with the spreadsheets of future investments attached to Mr. Sprague’s testimony as
Exhibit KES-2, but the information contained therein is mostly based on broad project
categories. Unitil provides only budget estimates for numerous future investments but
provides no known or knowable benefits to ratepayers, and these budget estimates are
subject to modification in future years.

What is DOE’s recommendation for the step increases as proposed by Unitil that
are beyond the 2021 plant investments as discussed earlier?

DOE does not support the Company’s proposal and instead recommends that the
Commission retain its traditional rate-making role whereby plant additions, along with
other expenses, are reviewed comprehensively in periodic rate cases, in order to ensure
prudent investment and just and reasonable rates. DOE in particular recommends base
rate case review of the Company’s plant investments, based on the fact that those
investments are numerous, significant in size and complexity, and potentially

unnecessary given the Company’s relatively flat load growth and satisfactory reliability.

3 Id. at Schedule CGDN-2 at Bates 204.
3 Id. at 97 (Bates 158).
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For those reasons, DOE recommends that the Commission deny the Company’s proposal
involving future step increases and consider only the first step adjustment under the
review process proposed by DOE, which will allow for review of actual investment
amounts in 2022, after the Company’s books are closed and the project documents are

provided for review.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Please summarize DOE’s findings.

In summary, based on the extensive review outlined above, DOE is unable to find that
Unitil provided sufficient economic justification and analysis to support some of the
major capital projects reviewed, for the following reasons:

e DOE found little evidence that Unitil is consistently observed of least cost
planning, performed sufficient financial analysis, due diligence, or management
oversight for the projects reviewed.

e DOE found little evidence that Unitil’s project planning and management is
consistent in terms of an efficient or organized process or that proper processes
and controls are in place for reasonable and prudent decision making.

o Unitil provided little evidence that its project management employed appropriate
cost control methodologies or techniques, or that it reasonably responded to
changing circumstances or new challenges as some projects progressed.

e Unitil’s approach to capital budgeting and planning directly impacts rates given

that this rate case was filed primarily because of $125 million in capital
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expenditures invested by the Company in its distribution system since the last rate
case.
What recommendations does DOE propose as a result of its analysis of Unitil’s
capital investments and proposed step adjustments?
Based on our review of capital projects for 2017 through 2020 outlined above, DOE
recommends a total plant investment disallowance of $12,780,165. DOE also
recommends that the Commission reject the proposed step increase for 2021 and all
future step increases, given DOE’s overall determination that a comprehensive review
needs to be performed and Unitil has exhibited substandard capital planning,
management, diligence, and oversight based on the evidence provided above.
Does that conclude your testimony?

Yes, it does.
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Docket No. DE 21-030
NHPUC Staff Data Requests — Set 2

Date Request Received: 06/02/2021 Date of Response: 06/16/2021
Request No. Staff 2-44 Witness: Kevin E. Sprague
REQUEST:

Reference Kevin E. Sprague testimony, Bates pp. 356-362. Please provide a complete
and current copy of the Company's policy and procedures document(s) governing and
describing the categorization, budgeting, design, justification, criteria, tolerances,
approval levels, and required documentation for all capital projects. If no such
document(s) exists please explain why. Please provide a list of all required project
documentation types.

RESPONSE:

Please reference Staff 2-44 Attachment 1 for the Capital Budget Procedure and Staff 2-
44 Attachment 2 for the Authorization Policy.

Page 1 of 1
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Docket No. DE 21-030
NHPUC Staff Data Requests — Set 3

Date Request Received: 07/07/2021
Request No. DOE 3-47

Date of Response: 07/21/2021
Witness: Kevin E. Sprague

REQUEST:

Reference: Testimony of Kevin E. Sprague, Exhibit KES-2 at Bates 453-482, and
Staff Data Response 2-46b Attachment 1, and Staff Data Response 2-44
Attachment 1. For each of the projects and plant additions listed below for 2017
through 2020, please provide all copies of all project documentation related to these
projects as required under the Unitil Operating Procedure — Engineering, Capital
Budget Input and Review, and the System Policy — Preparation and Approval,
including project authorizations, construction authorizations, revised budget
authorizations, supplemental authorizations, and non-budget authorizations; all
written reviews by managers and engineering staff of annual capital budget items
and annual capital budgets involving these projects; annual “functional reviews,”
annual “capital budget item inputs” including prioritization, project justifications,
project costs, safety, reliability, customer driven, government mandated, regulatory,
load, voltage, protection, power quality, power factor, economics, and
repairs/replacements (as applicable); capital work orders, work requests,
engineering work requests, and work order approvals (including all levels):

Authorization Description

C-140144 Broken Ground-Site Evaluation

C-150104 2015 Billable Work

C-160101 New Customer Additions

C-160158 New Substation Lines — Broken Ground to Hollis
C-160159 Hollis S/s- Upgrades to Accommodate Broken Ground
C-170106 2017 Transformer Purchases — Customer
C-170177 Meter Data Management

C-180100 Electric T&D Improvements

C-180106 Transformer Purchases — Customer Requirements
C-180113 Condemned Poles Distribution

C-180122 Office & Systems Furniture Reconfiguration
C-190106 Transformer Purchase — Customer

C-190112 Condemned Poles Distribution

C-190118 Gulf Street — Outside Services

C-190148 Install three phase Hendrix

Page 1 of 3
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NHPUC Staff Data Requests — Set 3

Date of Response: 07/21/2021
Witness: Kevin E. Sprague

C-190152 2019 Customer Facing Enhancements
C-200100 Electric T&D Improvements
C-200106 Transformer Purchases Customer
C-200113 UES - Software Licenses
E-141047 3353 Line Relocation State Rt. 101 Hampton
E-161053 Replace Overhead Pole Line w/Underground Facilities for
PEA
E-181047 Hampton Beach — 13kV Additions and other modifications
E-181050 Circuits SH1/SH2 — Transfer to 5X3 Witch Lane Plaistow
E-181052 Circuit 3H1 — Convert to 13.8kV Ocean Blvd Hampton
E-181059 Three Phase URD Line Ext. 183 Epping Rd. Exeter
E-191006 Transformer Purchases — Customer
E-191010 Distribution Pole Replacements
E-191035 Acquisition of New DOC & Sale of Existing DOC
E-191060 Legal, Insurance, Permitting & Misc.
E-201001 New Customer Additions
E-201009 Distribution Pole Replacements
E-201032 Transfer Circuit 19H1 to Circuit 27X1 Drinkwater Road
Kensington
E-211010 Distribution Pole Replacements

RESPONSE:

Please refer to DOE 3-47 Attachment 1.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE (September 29, 2021):

Please refer to DOE 3-47 Attachment 1 which includes the capital budget input form
(which includes the raw estimated inputs, scope, justification and prioritization) and the

construction authorization forms for each project.

Engineering Work Requests (EWRs) are initiated to describe requested work for the
operations departments. There is not a 1:1 relationship between capital budget projects

Page 2 of 3
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iy Attachment JED-2
Unitil Energy Systems, Inc. Page 3 of 3

Docket No. DE 21-030
NHPUC Staff Data Requests — Set 3

Date Request Received: 07/07/2021 Date of Response: 07/21/2021
Request No. DOE 3-47 Witness: Kevin E. Sprague

and EWRs. Some EWRs request work that is not related to a capital budget project and
not all capital budget projects (authorizations) will have an Engineering Work Request
associated with them. In addition, some authorizations may have multiple EWRs. Most
of the work scope requested in EWRs is associated with the distribution system and not
related to substations or subtransmission system. The EWRs associated with this list of
projects are provided in DOE 3-47 Supplemental Attachment 1 through DOE 3-47
Supplemental Attachment 6.

Page 3 of 3
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Unitil Energy Systems, Inc. Page 1 of 1

Docket No. DE 21-030
DOE Data Requests — Set 5

Date Request Received: 09/02/2021 Date of Response: 09/17/2021
Request No. DOE 5-19 Witness: Kevin E. Sprague
REQUEST:

Reference: Staff Data Response 2-46b Attachment 1. For each of the projects and
plant additions listed below for 2018 through 2020, please provide all copies of all
project documentation related to these projects as required under the Unitil Operating
Procedure — Engineering, Capital Budget Input and Review, and the System Policy —
Preparation and Approval, including project authorizations, construction authorizations,
revised budget authorizations, supplemental authorizations, and non-budget
authorizations; all written reviews by managers and engineering staff of annual capital
budget items and annual capital budgets involving these projects; annual “functional
reviews,” annual “capital budget item inputs” including prioritization, project
justifications, project costs, safety, reliability, customer driven, government mandated,
regulatory, load, voltage, protection, power quality, power factor, economics, and
repairs/replacements (as applicable); and all change order requests with approvals:

Budget Number Description

SPCCO01 Bridge Street — Replace 35kV Line Relaying & Modify RTU
DPBCO04 Re-conductor and reinsulate circuit 1H6

DPNCO05 Re-conductor 1H6 — Pleasant and Green Street, Concord
DPNCO07 Re-conductor/Convert Circuit 1H6 — Thompson Street, Concord
DPNC12 Re-conductor/Convert Circuit 1H6 — Spring Street, Concord
DPOC18 374 Line Rebuild with 15kV Underbuild

DPBCO7 Conversion in Downtown Concord — Part 2

DPCEO02 Distribution Upgrades to Accommodate Foss Manufacturing
RESPONSE:

Please reference DOE 5-19 Attachment 1 for the documents related to the above
projects.

Please note that non-budget projects do not have a capital budget input form.

Page 1 of 1
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Capital Budget 2016 UES Capital
Project Description

Year: 2016
Company: UES Capital
Status: [A] Accepted
Priority: 1
Budget Category: DPBCO02 Distribution Projects

Project Name: New Subtransmission Lines - Broken Ground to Hollis

Submitted By: J. Dusling
Project Categorizations
Load, Voltage, Reliability

Froject Estimates

Labor Time to Install (Man Hours):

Labor Time for Removal (Man Hours):
Transportation Expenses (Heavy Truck Hours):
Transportation Expenses (Light Truck Miles):
Material OH Electric Construction (from Stockroom):
Material UG Electric Construction (from Stockroom):
Material Gas Construction (from Stockroom):
Material Direct Charge (Ordered directly to job.):
Material Hot Water Heaters:

Contract Labor Hours (Man Hours):

Contract Services:

Other Specific Charges ($):

Overhead on Specific Charges (%):

Customer Contribution (%) (before OH's applied):
EDP? (Yes or No):

Retirement:

Salvage:

Description/Scope

Construct new system supply lines out of Broken Ground S/S. This project will include the construction of three 34.5 kV lines

375000

30

27

from Broken Ground substation the vicinicty of Hollis substation.

This project is one of three seperately budgeted projects to construct a new system suplly in UES-Capital (1) Broken
Ground (2) Hollis - Upgrade to Accomodate Broken Ground and (3) New Subtransmission Lines - Broken Ground to Hollis.

This is the first year of a two year project to construct new lines between Broken Ground and Hollis

Justification

Additional system supply capacity is needed in order to meet planning guidelines prior to the summer of 2017
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Capital Budget 2017 UES Capital
Project Descnption

Year: 2017
Company: ES Capital
Status: [A] Accepted
Priority: 1

Budget Category: DPCCO1 Distribution Projects, Carryover

Project Name: New Subfransmission Lines - Broken Ground to Hallis

Submitted By: J. Dusling
Project Categorizations
Load, Voltage, Reliability

Project Estimates

Labor Time to Install (Man Hours):

Labor Time for Removal (Man Hours):
Transportation Expenses (Heavy Truck Hours):
Transportation Expenses (Light Truck Miles):
Material OH Electric Construction (from Stockroom):
Material UG Electric Construction (from Stockroom):
Material Gas Construction (from Stockroom):
Material Direct Charge (Ordered directly to job.):
Material Hot Water Heaters:

Contract Labor Hours (Man Hours):

Contract Services:

Other Specific Charges ($):

Overhead on Specific Charges (%):

Customer Contribution (%) (before OH's applied):
EDP? (Yes or No):

Retirement:

Salvage:

Description/Scope

Construct new system supply lines out of Broken Ground S/S. This project will include the construction of three 34.5 kV lines

650000

30

??

from Broken Ground substation the vicinicty of Hollis substation

This project is one of three seperately budgeted projects to construct a new system suplly in UES-Capital. (1) Broken
Ground (2) Hollis - Upgrade to Accomodate Broken Ground and (3) New Subtransmission Lines - Broken Ground to Hollis.

This is the final year of a two year project to construct new lines between Broken Ground and Hollis.

Justification

Additional system supply capacity is needed in order to meet planning guidelines prior fo the summer of 2017
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UES Capital AUTH: 160158

Construction Authorization Date: 9/15/2016
Budgeted Amount: $487,500.00

Budget Item No: DPBCO02 Type: Original
Budget Year: 2016 Sequence: 1
Description: New Subtransmission Lines - Broken Ground to Hollis Status: Completed
Project Supervisor: Dusling, Jacob Initiated Date: 9/15/2016 10:43:26 AM
Crew Days: 90 Initiated By: Dusling, Jacob
Start Date | | Finalized Date: 10/11/2016 3:39:50 PM

Finalized By: Lydon, Lisa

Completion Date

APPROVALS ESTIMATED COST SUMMARY

Action Date | Approved | Approver/Title Description Amount
9116/2016 YES ;ggg;;fl-ej?’am Accountant Tatal Project Cost: $897,000.00
91672016 YES E‘?f::;rAucpc,!f-rrg;f‘ns;Budgeﬁng Mar Less Customer Contribution: $0.00
9/21/2018) YES nD'f:z:ggrh it Sys_DOC Nt Authorized Cost | 897 000.00
9282016 YES E)::s;z::;,r’!fljr:‘es;;; Measurement & Control Retirement: $0.00
10/42016]  YES nK.’f:ﬂef:la’g:arlgnergy Sys. Engineer. Cost Of Removal $0.00
10/6/2016(  YES ﬂB’?Z::;ZIri b‘::rngun'on Engineer Salvage: $0.00
10/6/2016 | YES g?—éi?ﬁf;xgénng CWO Total:|  $897,000.00
10/6/2016 YES :‘1;;:13}::;“00:7!(0#1‘9,'

101112016 YES g’;:f;’f‘]zr’cg'g mas

10/11/2016 YES g?f!'y r;‘ﬂ:n“gagfl:ref Financial Officer

DESCRIPTION/SCOPE

Construct three new system supply lines out of Broken Ground S/S. Two of the new lines will normally supply Hollis substation. The third line will
normally supply the existing 38 Line

This is a two year project station in 2016 with an expected completion date of May 2017.

This project is one of three separately budgeted projects to construct a new system supply in UES-Capital. (1) Broken Ground Substation (2) Hollis -
Upgrade to Accommodate Braken Ground and (3) New Subtransmission Lines - Broken Ground to Hollis. Separate authorizations will be routed in
future years for the Hollis substation upgrades and the line construction

JUSTIFICATION

This project will address loading concerns associated with the Garvins and Oak Hill transformers as well as other contingencies that will leave Unitil
load isolated due to loading constraints until repairs are made.

In 2017, load flow analysis indicates that the TB15 transformer at Oak Hill will be loaded above 95% of its thermal rating during summer Extreme
Peak conditions. Additionally, during summer Design Peak conditions in 2017, several contingencies result in loading of PSNH system supply
transformers above their thermal rating. These contingencies include the loss of any UES Capital system supply transformer, loss of the 317 or 3122
supply lines into Penacook, and the loss of the 38 Line at Hollis. This project also resalves contingencies that require Unitil load to remain out of
service until repairs are made due to loading above LTE limits at 2014 Design Peak conditions including the loss of the 318 Line Tap to Hollis, loss of
PSNH 318 line from Garvins to Hollis, and the loss of the 38 Line at Horse Shoe Pond.

This project was identified with PSNH through the Joint Planning Process as the most cost effective project for the area.

NOTES

Straight 30% overhead on all costs

AUTHORIZATION COMMENTS
This is multi-year authorization. Construction is scheduled to be be complete in 2017.
CWO Summary
CWO Description Amount
20162524 New Subtransmission Lines - Broken Ground to Hollis $807,000.00
Total $897,000.00

http://webops.unitil.com/budget/auth_print.asp?mode=start&set=bir&auth _id... 10/11/201
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UES Capital AUTH: 160158
Construction Authorization Date: 11312017

Budgeted Amount: $487,500.00

Budget Item No: DPBC02 Type: Revision
Budget Year. 2016 Sequence: 2
Description: New Subtransmission Lines - Broken Ground to Hollis Status: Completed
Project Supervisor: Dusling, Jacob Initiated Date: 1/13/2017 11:23:04 AM
Crew Days: 90 Initiated By: Dusling, Jacob
Start Date | | Finalized Date: 2/20/2017 3:36:59 PM

Finalized By: Lydon, Lisa

Completion Date

APPROVALS ESTIMATED COST SUMMARY
Action Date | Approved | Approver/Title Description Amount
218120071 YES ’Ias;gg;;]:.ei‘;amm Accountant Total Project Cost:|  $2,285,000.00
282017 YES Umﬁ rAuc'::’If-{g;eAsns(?Budgei‘mg Magr Less Customer Contribution: $0.00
132017] YES ?ﬁzigg riti;;rc:;n%;r& Field Services Net Authorized Cast-| _$2 285 000.00
naon| ves |igtoumeas, Reymond Retvement| 5000
132017 [ YES nK'i;ef:i;g:arlgnelgy Sys. Engineer. Cost Of Removal: $0.00
2/16/2017 YES ?'ig::_zglri b‘::r'r-'lfgunon Engineer Salvage: $0.00
2116/2017| YES f)ﬁ.'e‘;?;."éffjxélmg CWO Total [ $2,285,000 00
21162017 YES /T :;grgi‘nCori troller
/202017 YES gsflfljl :‘ﬂ:n“t;"lag}:ref Financial Officer

DESCRIPTION/SCOPE

Construct three new system supply lines out of Broken Ground S/S. Two of the new lines will normally supply Hollis substation. The third line will
normally supply the existing 38 Line.

This is a two year project station in 2016 with an expected completion date of May 2017.
This project is one of three separately budgeted projects to construct a new system supply in UES-Capital. (1) Broken Ground Substation (2) Hollis -

Upgrade to Accommodate Broken Ground and (3) New Subtransmission Lines - Broken Ground to Hollis. Separate authorizations will be routed in
future years for the Hollis substation upgrades and the line construction

JUSTIFICATION

This project will address loading concerns associated with the Garvins and Oak Hill transformers as well as other contingencies that will leave Unitil
load isolated due to loading constraints until repairs are made.

In 2017, load flow analysis indicates that the TB15 transformer at Oak Hill will be loaded above 95% of its thermal rating during summer Extreme
Peak conditions. Additionally, during summer Design Peak conditions in 2017, several contingencies result in loading of PSNH system supply
transformers above their thermal rating. These contingencies include the loss of any UES Capital system supply transformer, loss of the 317 or 3122
supply lines into Penacook, and the loss of the 38 Line at Hollis. This project also resolves contingencies that require Unitil load to remain out of
service until repairs are made due to loading above LTE limits at 2014 Design Peak conditions including the loss of the 318 Line Tap to Hollis, loss of
PSNH 318 line from Garvins to Hollis, and the loss of the 38 Line at Horse Shoe Pond.

This project was identified with PSNH through the Joint Planning Process as the most cost effective project for the area.

1/16/17 Revision Notes: Authorization was revised to account for the additional costs associated with the relocation of the proposed 393 crossing as
required by the NHDOT including surveying, permitting, easement acquisition, construction costs due to a compressed schedule and performing
construction in unfrozen conditions.

Additionally, this revision includes the cast to Unitil for Eversource to raise three lines (two 115 kV lines and ane 34 5 kV line) to accommaodate Unitil
crossing their right-of-way.

NOTES

Straight 30% overhead on all costs

AUTHORIZATION COMMENTS

This is multi-year authorization. Construction is scheduled to be be complete in 2017
1/16/17 Revision Notes:

Original Authorization Cost- $897 000

http://webops.unitil.com/budget/auth_print.asp?mode=start&set=bir&auth_id=... 2/20/201
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CWO Summary
CWO Description Amount
20162524 New Subtransmission Lines - Broken Ground to Hollis $2,285,000.00
Total $2,285,000.00
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UES Capital AUTH: 160158
Construction Authorization Date: 3/23/2017

Budgeted Amount: $487,500.00

Budget Item No: DPBCO02 Type: Revision
Budget Year: 2016 Sequence: 3
Description: New Subtransmission Lines - Broken Ground to Hollis Status: Completed
Project Supervisor: Dusling, Jacob Initiated Date: 3/23/2017 3:04:55 PM
Crew Days: 90 Initiated By: Dusling, Jacob
Start Date- | | Finalized Date: 4/12/2017 8:01:16 AM

Finalized By: Lydon, Lisa

Completion Date: | |

APPROVALS ESTIMATED COST SUMMARY

Action Date | Approved | Appraver/Title Description Amount
/2372017 YES :ggg;éil‘:ei;afamAccounranr Total Project Cost:| $2,750,000.00
3232017 YES I:‘?:ﬂ::; rAuth‘:’uTgreﬁ‘:;ns(?Budgeﬁng Mgr Less Customer Contribution: $0.00
Y242017|  VES anfL”lnl:?:ggr l;li?;;:;::?zr& Field Services Net Authorized Cost:| _$2,750,000.00
3/29/2017)  YES I‘l_/?ogfg;?r?; b?)aeygg:sd Retirement: $0.00
/202017 YES :Ef;erlzla;gt:lgnergy Sys. Engineer. Cost Of Removal: $0.00
313012017 YES E’fzzzzglrib\jsor:gunon Engineer Salvage: $0.00

432017| YES | ainoering CWO Total:| $2.750.000.00

4132017 YES »T sa.;?s!rclﬂjf:‘nCOntm#er

w2017| vEs |2 M Cho

432017| YES |0 CO
42017 YES g%‘ r;‘ﬂ:ng}g;:ief Financial Officer

DESCRIPTION/SCOPE

Construct three new system supply lines out of Broken Ground S/S. Two of the new lines will normally supply Hollis substation. The third line will
narmally supply the existing 38 Line

This is a two year project station in 2016 with an expected completion date of May 2017

This project is one of three separately budgeted projects to construct a new system supply in UES-Capital. (1) Broken Ground Substation (2) Hollis -
Upgrade to Accommodate Broken Ground and (3) New Subtransmission Lines - Broken Ground to Hollis. Separate authorizations will be routed in
future years for the Hollis substation upgrades and the line construction

JUSTIFICATION

This project will address loading concerns associated with the Garvins and Oak Hill transformers as well as other contingencies that will leave Unitil
load isolated due to loading constraints until repairs are made.

In 2017, load flow analysis indicates that the TB15 transformer at Oak Hill will be loaded above 95% of its thermal rating during summer Extreme
Peak conditions. Additionally, during summer Design Peak conditions in 2017, several contingencies result in loading of PSNH system supply
transformers above their thermal rating. These contingencies include the loss of any UES Capital system supply transformer, loss of the 317 or 3122
supply lines into Penacook, and the loss of the 38 Line at Hollis. This project also resolves contingencies that require Unitil load to remain out of
service until repairs are made due to loading above LTE limits at 2014 Design Peak conditions including the loss of the 318 Line Tap to Hollis, loss of
PSNH 318 line from Garvins to Hollis, and the loss of the 38 Line at Horse Shoe Pond.

This project was identified with PSNH through the Joint Planning Process as the most cost effective project for the area.

1/16/17 Revision Notes: Authorization was revised to account for the additional costs associated with the relocation of the proposed 393 crossing as
required by the NHDOT including surveying, permitting, easement acquisition, construction costs due to a compressed schedule and performing
construction in unfrozen conditions.

Additionally, this revision includes the cost to Unitil for Eversource to raise three lines (two 115 kV lines and one 34.5 kV line) to accommodate Unitil
crossing their right-of-way.

3/23/17: Revision Notes: this authorization was revised due to higher than anticipated costs to Unitil for Eversource to raise three lines (two 115 kV
lines and one 34 5 kV line) to accommadate Unitil crossing their right-of-way

NOTES

Straight 30% overhead on all costs

AUTHORIZATION COMMENTS

This is multi-year authorization. Construction is scheduled to be be complete in 2017

http://webops.unitil.com/budget/auth_print.asp?mode=start&set=bir&auth_id=... 4/12/:
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1/16/17 Revision Notes:

Original Authorization Cost: $897 000
Additional Cost This Revision: $1,388,000
Total Revised Cost: $2,285,000

3/23/17 Revsion Notes:

Increased total autorized cost by $465 000 to account for actual costs to Unitil for Eversource to raise lines in their right-of-way to accomodate the

unitil line crossings
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CWO Summary
CWO Description Amount
20162524 New Subtransmission Lines - Broken Ground to Hollis $2,750,000.00
Total $2,750,000.00
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Date Request Received: 09/02/2021 Date of Response: 09/17/2021
Request No. DOE 5-20 Witness: Kevin E. Sprague

REQUEST:

Reference: DOE Data Response 3-47, Attachment 1, at 22-28, New Sub-transmission
Lines — Broken Ground to Hollis. At page 25, under “Justification,” this project is
identified as a “Joint Planning Process” project with Eversource.

a. Please explain why this project was not reported in the Company’s
response to DOE 2-43.

b. At pages 27-28, Unitil's comments reference an unanticipated increase in
total costs of $465,000 related to the raising of Eversource’s lines over the
right-of-way. Please explain why these costs could not have been
anticipated by Unitil and what were the major cost drivers leading to the
increase.

RESPONSE:

Part a:

The New Sub-transmission Lines — Broken Ground to Hollis were needed to connect
Broken Ground substation to Hollis substation. The preliminary design and permitting of
the lines began in 2014 as part of the Broken Ground substation permitting effort.
Construction on the new lines began in 2016 and along with Broken Ground substation
were placed into service in 2017. The planning process typically assumes that all
projects that have begun construction are in-service in the anticipated year of
completion. This being the case, the need and justification for the New Sub-
transmission Lines - Broken Ground to Hollis were not part of the 2017 Joint Planning
Process and Broken Ground substation and the Line were considered to be in service
and were not listed as projects resulting from the 2017 through 2020 Joint Planning
Processes.

Part b:

When designing the New Sub-transmission Lines between Broken Ground and Hollis
Unitil made the assumption that the lines would be able to cross under Eversource’s
transmission lines in the area. Approximately $50,000 was included in the original
authorization for minor modifications to Eversource’s 34.5 kV 318 line, but no costs
were included for the raising of the 318, P145 or M108 lines to accommodate Unitil’s
sub-transmission crossing.

In an effort to reduce the impact on the lines on the Eversource right-of-way Unitil
designed the Eversource right-of-way crossing utilizing 35’ poles opposed to pole
heights of 45’ or more that were used throughout the rest of the lines. Unitil's design

Page 1 of 2
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Docket No. DE 21-030
DOE Data Requests — Set 5
Date Request Received: 09/02/2021 Date of Response: 09/17/2021
Request No. DOE 5-20 Witness: Kevin E. Sprague

was the lowest the conductors could be installed and still meet NESC clearance
requirements.

Upon completing Unitil's design and submitting a crossing application to Eversource for
review, Eversource determined that the P148 and M108 115KV lines as well as the
35kV 318 line would all need to be raised to accommodate the crossings. The line
raisings were required to maintain the necessary clearances between the Eversource
lines and the new Unitil lines.

Page 2 of 2
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Energy TS 1-25 AttachmeptIR S| JRCE

f AMOUNT NOW DUE '

] $52k,485.00

AMOUNT PAID ’

Page 1 of 1
081b17 LT O 4 3 07
2953019163k D52L488003 D52L438003
UNITIL CORPORATION SB
JACOB DUSLING
L LIBERTY LANE WEST EVERSOURCE
HAMPTON NH 038ud PO BOX L50031
DALLAS TX ?752kL5-0031
Please make checks
payable to:
EVERSOURCE

Please Return This Portion With Your Payment
295301916 AUG 16, 2017
Account Number Statement Date

COST FOR LINE RAISING OF M108, P145 AND 318 LINES PER UNITIL
AGREEMENT .

TOTAL AMOUNT DUE $526,488.00

ANY QUESTIONS, PLEASE EMAIL COBILLING@EVERSOURCE.COM OR CALL (603)634-3450. FOR TOLL FREE,
CALL (888)828-5588, STATE "BILLING SERVICES” WHEN PROMPTED FOR FIRST AND LAST NAME.

S1BILL170816PROD.csv-T4 s EVE Rseu RCE
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Date Request Received: 09/28/2021 Date of Response: 10/12/2021
Request No. Energy TS 1-25 Witness: Kevin E. Sprague

REQUEST:

Reference DOE 5-20: New Sub-transmission Lines — Broken Ground to Hollis. Please
respond to the following:

a. Witness Sprague referenced a joint planning meeting with Eversource in
advance of the construction of this project. Construction Authorizations
dated 9/15/16 and 1/13/17 also make reference to a “Joint Planning
Process” with “PSNH.” Please provide details as to what elements of the
project were discussed with Eversource including projected costs, cost
sharing, and delineation of project management responsibilities between
the Company and Eversource.

i. At what point in this planning process did Eversource make its
determination that the P148 and M108 lines needed to be raised in
addition to the 35kV 318 line?

ii. Was Unitil initially in agreement with that determination? If the
Company raised objections please specify.

iii. Did Unitil conduct a site visit prior to construction as part of the
scoping and design of this project? If not, why not?

iv. Why was the raising of the P148 and M108 lines not captured in the
Company’s original scoping and design of this project?

b. Please provide a detailed breakout of the work performed by Unitil and the
work performed by Eversource including the costs for each utility.

c. How much control or supervisory authority did Unitil have over the
management of this project?

d. Please provide a copy of the final invoice given to Unitil by Eversource.

RESPONSE:

a. The Joint Planning Process with Eversource (PSNH) is between the Company’s
distribution planning group and the Eversource distribution planning group.
These groups are responsible for conducting joint analysis and planning studies
to identify projects designed to address capacity and voltage concerns. The joint
planning process identified the construction of Broken Ground (substations and
lines) as the recommended project to address loading concerns associated with
the Garvins and Oak Hill substation transformers as well as several identified
planning violations associated with subtransmission line contingencies.

Page 1 of 4
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Request No. Energy TS 1-25 Witness: Kevin E. Sprague

The decision to construct Broken Ground dates back more than decade. In 2008
the Company acquired the land and easements to construct the necessary
substation(s) and line(s). The need for the project was then reviewed each year
to determine when the project would need to be completed. In 2013 it was
determined that Broken Ground would need to be placed in service by the
summer of 2017. At that time the need for Broken Ground stopped being
discussed during the Joint Planning Process because the study group assumes
that projects that have been approved will be completed and placed into service.
The need and scope of this project was reviewed and determined justified as part
of the PUC Engineering and Operation Audit completed in 2013.

Also, in 2013 a Unitil project team was created that was responsible for the
design, permitting, and construction of Broken Ground substation and the
associated lines. The Company’s project manager routinely met with the
Eversource Transmission project team to review and discuss the status of the
Eversource and Unitil substation projects.

Due to the nature of the site it was determined that the permitting and “make-
ready” site work would be performed jointly between the Company and
Eversource. With the project taking place in the Company’s service territory and
on the Company’s land rights it was determined that the Company’s project team
would manage the permitting and “make-ready” site work. The Company billed
Eversource ($504,274.29) for their share (50%) of this effort.

The rest of the project was managed as two separate projects with Eversource
Transmission managing the Eversource Transmission components of the project
as well as the Eversource 318 line modifications and the Company managing the
Unitil aspects of the project.

i. The Company and Eversource decided early in the project that the
Company would take the lead on the permitting and “make-ready”
construction efforts on the substation site. This was designed to
minimize confusion and maintain the project schedule.

ii. The Company conducted several site visits prior to construction
and also had the area surveyed. Several design iterations were
completed prior to finalizing on a line design and writing the initial
authorization in 2016.

iii. The Company’s surveyed data of the area also included the
elevations of the existing 115kV line conductors (heights at the time

Page 2 of 4
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Request No. Energy TS 1-25

Witness: Kevin E. Sprague

of survey)

. Unitil’s final design in the area provided twelve feet or

more of clearance between the Company’s lines and the
Eversource P148 and M108 transmission lines at the time of
survey. This being the case the Company made the assumption
when writing the initial authorization that the lines would not need to

be raised.

The Company submitted its crossing proposal to Eversource. As
part of Eversource’s review and based on maximum design sag
conditions of the lines the Eversource transmission design
determined that the P148 and M108 would need to be raised to
allow additional clearance.

The Company’s initial project estimate included a $50,000 estimate
for alterations to the Eversource 318 (34.5kV) Line. Upon learning
that the 115kV lines would need to be raised the Company
developed an estimate for placing the lines across the Eversource
right-of-way underground. Based on the Company’s estimating
models, similar projects and discussions with contractors, the
underground option was determined to be approximately $725,000
without construction overheads.

With the Eversource estimate for raising the lines being less than
the underground option the Company revised the authorization to
include the line raising. The estimate for the line raising and the
318 work is detailed below.

318 Line Raise-Construction
P145 Line Raise-Construction
M108 Line Raise-Construction
Engineering

Total (Direct Costs)

$55,000 Materials $5000

$140,000 Materials $57,000

$110,000 Materials $57,000
$60,000

$432,700

Page 3 of 4
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Request No. Energy TS 1-25 Witness: Kevin E. Sprague

Total (with Indirect Costs Assumed 10%) $475,970

b. The Company performed all work associated with the construction of the new
Unitil 38, 3376 and 3387 distribution lines. Eversource performed all work
associated with the raising of the Eversource P148 and M108 transmission lines
and modifications to the 318 distribution line. Eversource’s cost for this work was
$526,488 which was billed to the Company. The Company’s cost for this work
including construction overheads and excluding the Eversource work billed to the
Company was $1,344,715.60 for a total cost of $1,871,203.60 including the cost
billed to the Company from Eversource.

c. The Company fully managed the construction of the Unitil 38, 3376 and 3387
distribution lines. Eversource managed the raising work associated with their
lines. The Company was also in regular communications with Eversource
regarding the status of the Eversource work on the 318, P148 and M108 lines.
Additionally, the Company identified clearance concerns associated with the
completed 318 line modifications that Eversource had to address prior to the
Company energizing the new lines from Broken Ground to Hollis.

d. Energy TS 1-25 Attachment 1 is the final invoice given to the Company by
Eversource for the P148 and M108 line work as well as the 318 line
modifications.

Page 4 of 4
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Capital Budget 2019 UES Seacoast
Project Description

Year: 2019
Company: UES Seacoast
Status: [A] Accepted
Priority: 3
Budget Category: GPBEOQ3 Structures
Project Name: Acquisition of New DOC & Sale of Existing DOC
Submitted By: Jacquie Agel

Project Categorizations
Other

Project Estimates

Labor Time to Install (Man Hours):

Labor Time for Removal (Man Hours):
Transportation Expenses (Heavy Truck Hours):
Transportation Expenses (Light Truck Miles):
Material OH Electric Construction (from Stockroom):
Material UG Electric Construction (from Stockroom):
Material Gas Construction (from Stockroom):
Material Direct Charge (Ordered directly to job.):
Material Hot Water Heaters:

Contract Labor Hours (Man Hours):

Contract Services:

Other Specific Charges ($): | 1200000

Overhead on Specific Charges (%):

Customer Contribution (%) (before OH's applied):
EDP? (Yes or No): ?7?

Retirement: 900000

Salvage: | 1000000

Description/Scope
Purchase a land or building for a new Seacoast DOC facility.
Sale of existing DOC Seacoast facility @ 114 Drinkwater Road, Kensington, NH

Includes preliminary survey and due diligence costs to vet existing building and land acquisition opportunities, as well as,
the sale of 114 DWR.

This process started in 2017.

A P&S agreement for the purchase of a parcel of land in Exeter, NH was entered into in June 2018 with approx. 12 months
of due diligence prior to closing on the transaction. $1.2M (includes land purchase $1M, closing costs, broker's fee, current
use tax, PSI costs)

Justification

The current facility is nearing 70+ years old, windows are original and need to be replaced and the garage height does not
allow adequate clearance for new and taller bucket trucks.

Note:

This budget item is set up the same as the 2014 Non-Budget Auth (004075) for the acquisition of the new Portland DOC
and the sale of 1075 Forest Ave. Two CWO s were used. One for acquisition and one for sale. That Auth included values for
Retirement and Salvage (the proceeds of the sale of Forest Ave). The values for both in this 2019 Budget Item are
estimates at this time.
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UES Seacoast AUTH: 191035
Construction Authorization Date: 2/8/2019

Budgeted Amount:  $1,200,000.00

Budget Item No: GPBEO03 Type: Original
Budget Year: 2019 Sequence: 1
Description: Acquisition of New DOC & Sale of Existing DOC Status: Completed
Project Supervisor: Agel, Jacquie Initiated Date: 2/8/2019 2:59:19 PM
Crew Days: 0 Initiated By: Doucette, George
Start Date: | | Finalized Date: 3/28/2019 8:34:19 AM

Finalized By: Lydon, Lisa

Completion Date:

APPROVALS ESTIMATED COST SUMMARY

Action Date | Approved | Approver/Title Description Amount

31/2019(  VES Iﬁ?fadnl;rkcl-cios;ntant Total Project Cost:| $1,200,000.00

3112019 YES Bi‘ﬁtl;;cgcdérzgre,ﬁg Budgeting Mgr Less Customer Contribution: $0.00
3/212019f  YES AA/]gila’;:r‘,:?:lfjei-zt & Facilities Net Authorized Cost: | $1,200,000.00
3/22/2019|  YES sfgfssgg;;li,ogfr;ared Services & Org. Effectiveness Retirement:]  $900,000.00
3/28/2019|  YES I\Bdc;;:;z:'ibb;:trr}guﬁon Engineer Cost Of Removal: $0.00
31z/2019| YES ﬁﬁfa,?nL;?Af;f;S Salvage: $0.00
3202019 VES | IR ontoter CWO Total:| $1,200,000.00
3/21/2019(  YES grr??:fkﬁtl:f;;r?t?nc; Officer & Controller

DESCRIPTION/SCOPE

Purchase land for a new Seacoast DOC facility.
Sale of existing DOC Seacoast facility @ 114 Drinkwater Road, Kensington, NH

Includes preliminary survey and due diligence costs to vet existing building and land acquisition opportunities, as well as, the sale of 114 Drinkwater
Rd.

A P&S agreement for the purchase of a parcel of land in Exeter, NH was entered into in June 2018 with approx. 12 months of due diligence prior to
closing on the transaction. $1.2M (includes land purchase $1M, closing costs, broker's fee, current use tax, PS| costs)
JUSTIFICATION

The current facility is nearing 70+ years old, windows are original and need to be replaced and the garage height does not allow adequate clearance
for new and taller bucket trucks.

NOTES
AUTHORIZATION COMMENTS
CWO Summary

CWOo Description Amount
20192713 Acquisition of New DOC & Sale of Existing DOC $0.00
20192714 Acquisition of New DOC $1,175,000.00
20192715 Sale of Existing DOC $25,000.00

Total $1,200,000.00
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Construction Authorization Date: 4/22/2021
Budgeted Amount:  $1,200,000.00

Budget Item No: GPBE03 Type: Revision
Budget Year: 2019 Sequence: 2
Description: Acquisition of New DOC & Sale of Existing DOC Status: Completed
Project Supervisor: Agel, Jacquie Initiated Date: 4/22/2021 11:52:55 AM
Crew Days: 0 Initiated By: Doucette, George

| Finalized Date: 6/16/2021 9:56:05 AM

Start Date: |
Finalized By: Lydon, Lisa

Completion Date:

APPROVALS ESTIMATED COST SUMMARY

Action Date | Approved | Approver/Title Description Amount
4/20/2021)  YES IE’Y;’n?rkcl-cisjntam Total Project Cost:| $1,322,000.00
4/20/2021|  YES I;B/fi::;g're‘: YL;I;irl?tj:s/%acDounting and Budgeting Less Customer Contribution: $0.00
aoz021| ES [USN S & Facites Net Authorized Cost: | $1,322,000.00
514/20211  YES As/f?ar:igg‘gri,d};;rseas\zr‘fy Operations & Sustainability Refirement:{  $900,000.00
528021 YES |G B e ons Cost Of Removal: $0.00
5/26/2021|  YES I?/fggggzlrib‘?sorrr]igutfon Engineer Salvage: $0.00

6/2/2021)  YES 3??””;555732 CWO Total:| $1.322,000.00

6/212021]  YES ?;gags'[‘,fé: %?r:cton Finance

6/2/2021| ves |Rurstak, Daniel
6/16/2021]  YES g:xﬁnf'\/?:(;b;:;sfdent & Chief Financial Officer & Treasurer

DESCRIPTION/SCOPE

Revision notes:
Requesting additional $122,000 to cover the cost of Phase Il environmental site assessment work and legal fees in connection with selling this
property.

Original notes:

Purchase land for a new Seacoast DOC facility.

Sale of existing DOC Seacoast facility @ 114 Drinkwater Road, Kensington, NH

Includes preliminary survey and due diligence costs to vet existing building and land acquisition epportunities, as well as, the sale of 114 Drinkwater
Rd.

A P&S agreement for the purchase of a parcel of land in Exeter, NH was entered into in June 2018 with approx. 12 months of due diligence prior to
closing on the transaction. $1.2M (includes land purchase $1M, closing costs, broker's fee, current use tax, PSI costs)

JUSTIFICATION

Revision notes:
Phase Il environmental assessment is needed to determine and document unknown environmental conditions in an effort to reduce Unitil’s liability to
the extent possible when the property is sold.

Original notes:
The current facility is nearing 70+ years old, windows are original and need to be replaced and the garage height does not allow adequate clearance
for new and taller bucket trucks.

NOTES
AUTHORIZATION COMMENTS
CWO Summary

CWO Description Amount
20192713 Acquisition of New DOC & Sale of Existing DOC $0.00
20192714 Acquisition of New DOC $1,175,000.00
20192715 Sale of Existing DOC $147,000.00

Total $1,322,000.00
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REQUEST:

Reference: Tech Session held on July 26, 2021, and also testimony of John F. Closson, Exhibit
JFC-2 and JFC-3 at Bates 343-344. At the Tech Session, Unitil stated that it chose not to
commission an independent commercial appraisal of the Exeter property before entering into
the Purchase and Sale Agreement with the Seller because the Company was relying on real
estate market data provided by the Company’s realtor and recent referrals also provided by the
realtor as represented in Exhibit JFC-3.

a. Did the Company’s realtor provide an opinion of value related to the Exeter
property? If yes, please provide a copy of the realtor’s opinion. If not, please
describe the decision-making process the company undertook to verify that the
$1 million purchase price for the Exeter property was reasonable and not in
excess of current market values for similarly situated properties.

b. How many of the sites listed in Exhibit JFC-3 were visited and inspected by
Unitil?

c. It appears that many of the sites listed were rejected by Unitil because they
represented a “non-central location within service territory.” What areas within
the Company’s seacoast service territory does Unitil consider a central location?
What criteria did the Company use to determine what constitutes a central
location? Was it reasonable for the Company to assume that there would be a
broad range of choices under such a limiting criteria? Is the existing Drinkwater
Road location in Kingston considered by Unitil to be a central location? Did the
Company ever consider non-central sites and did Unitil’s realtor provide research
on those sites?

d. The locations matrix prepared by the Company’s realtor in Exhibit JFC-3 at Bates
343 is dated April 13, 2017. Given that the Purchase and Sale Agreement for the
Exeter property was not executed by the Unitil until approximately one year later,
June 5, 2018, did Unitil continue its property search during the interim or did it
effectively end its search in April of 20177 If the search continued, what other
locations were considered by the Company?

e. Reference locations matrix in d. above:

i. Site #6 : “May be interested in selling.” Was this option pursued further
with the owners by Unitil? If yes, what was the outcome? If not, why not?

ii. Site #s 10, 14, 15, and 17: “Passed on this due to location within service
territory...Undetermined usable acreage.” What other factors aside from
being non-central locations disqualified these sites for Unitil? Did Unitil
ever conduct site visits of these locations to determine what made them
unusable or undesirable?

RESPONSE:
a. The Company’s realtor did not provide an opinion of value related to the

Exeter property. The decision-making process to verify that the $1 million

Page 1 of 3
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purchase price was based on comparable properties on the market. The
Company reviewed historical transactions in the region provided by its
realtor to compare pricing to the amount requested by the seller. The
Company also had list pricing for adjacent parcels including 19, 22 and 24
Continental Drive for its consideration. The Company determined tha the
purchase price paid for the Exeter property was reasonable and within the
range of comparable transactions. The Company notes that numerous
factors, including buildable area, site access, and proximity to towns within
the Company’s service territory, were also considered in the Company’s
evaluation process.

b. Two of the sites listed on Exhibit JFC-3 were visited by the Company. Site
#1 22 Industrial Drive, Exeter was visited and toured by the Company and its
representatives. Site #5 was visited by the Company. This visit included
both 20 Continental Drive and 19 Continental Drive. A site visit was not
required for site #9 on the list as the Company has extensive knowledge of
this site, 319 New Zealand Rd, Seabrook, as the location has acted as the
Company’s staging site for storm restoration efforts. The Company was
able to narrow down site visits to two through a prioritization process where
all sites were evaluated through an internal charrette evaluating location,
size, buildable area, access and other factors.

c. As stated in Exhibit JFC-1, see Bates 000279, locations along NH Route
101 corridor between Exeter and Hampton were preferential to the
Company based on historic outage data, see Exhibit JFC-4, Bates 00345.
A location in this area would provide proximity to the towns which
constituted the bulk of the Company’s seacoast customer interruption. A
location along the NH Route 101 corridor between Exeter and Hampton
would also provide access to NH Route 111 and 125 which extends to the
Company’s western seacoast service territory, including Plaistow, another
location with many customer interruptions as shown in Exhibit JFC-4.

The company used outage data (Exhibit JFC-4, Bates 000345), for a four
year period (Jan 2013 — Dec 2016), showing total outage incidents,
customers interrupted and Customer-Minutes of Interruption.

Yes, it was reasonable for the Company to assume there would be a broad
range of choices along the NH Route 101 corridor between Exeter and
Hampton as the Company’s realtor had informed the Company that multiple
commercial sites had been sold and/or developed in that area over previous
years.

Page 2 of 3
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Yes, the Drinkwater Road location in Kensington would be considered a
central location; however, this site is limited as all traffic must traverse a
narrow and heavily treed town road (Drinkwater Road) for approximately 2
miles.

The Company did consider non-central sites that the realtor provided. See
Exhibit JFC-3, Bates 000343. The notes section of this document includes
why the parcels were not selected, including information provided by the
realtor.

d. The Company worked with a realtor and vetted options from the time the
site search began and until a Purchase and Sales Agreement was executed
for the 20 Continental Drive parcel. Additional locations that were
considered included; 22 Industrial Drive and 19 Continental Drive, both
locations are located in Exeter, NH. The Company was presented with two
properties in Epping, NH (Epping Crossing and 46 Martin Road) which were
passed on because they are located outside of the Company’s electric
service territory (site visits were not conducted).

e. Reference locations matrix in d. above:
i. Site #6 was not pursued. It was not on the market.

ii. Site #s 10, 14, 15and 17. No other factors aside from being non-central
locations disqualified these sites for Unitil. Site visits were not conducted.

Page 3 of 3
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Energy Systems, Inc.

Unitil Energy Systems, Inc.
Minutes of Meeting of Directors
July 25, 2018

= A meeting of the Board of Directors of Unitil Energy Systems, Inc., duly called, was held
today at the office of the Company, 6 Liberty Lane West, Hampton, New Hampshire, at
eight o’clock (8:00 AM).

+ Present were the following Directors of the Company: Robert V. Antonucci, David P.
Brownell, Lisa Crutchfield, Albert H. Elfner, Ill, Edward F. Godfrey, Michael B. Green,
Thomas P. Meissner, Jr., Eben S. Moulton, M. Brian O’Shaughnessy, David A. Whiteley

+ Also present: Mark H. Collin, Senior Vice President, Chief Financial Officer and Treasurer
(Unitil Corporation); Laurence M. Brock, Chief Accounting Officer and Controller (Unitil
Corporation); Todd R. Black, Senior Vice President (Unitil Corporation)

¢ Presiding: President, Thomas P. Meissner, Jr.

¢ Recording: Secretary, Sandra L. Whitney

¢ The minutes of the last meeting of the Board of Directors held on April 25, 2018, were
unanimously approved, and the reading of said minutes was waived.
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July 25, 2018

Mr. Meissner opened the meeting.

Purchase and Sale Agreement

Mr. Meissner explained that the existing Seacoast distribution operating center (“DOC”) facility is over
70 years old and current daily operational requirements have outgrown the facility, and a new DOC
facility is needed. Mr. Meissner stated that options were vetted land was located at 20 Continental
Drive in Exeter, New Hampshire, and that the post P&S due diligence work is expected to be completed
successfully, including building design and permitting, and the land will be purchased by mid-2019.

Mr. Meissner then proposed the following motions:

Action A: Approval to Execute Purchase and Sale Agreement

The Board was asked to authorize management to execute a Purchase and Sale Agreement in
connection with the purchase of land in Exeter, New Hampshire, for the purpose of expansion of the
Company’s Seacoast distribution operating center. On motion duly made and seconded, the following
vote was unanimously adopted:

VOTED:

That the president, any vice president, and the treasurer (together, "Authorized Officers"), of
Unitil Energy Systems, Inc. (the “Company”) or any of them, be and they hereby are authorized
and directed to enter into with Garrison Glen LLC, a New Hampshire limited liability company
(together with its successors and assigns, “Seller”), from time to time, on behalf of this
Company (“Buyer”), a purchase and sale agreement for the property located at 20 Continental
Drive, Exeter, New Hampshire, and any other agreement, instrument, certificate,
representation and document, and to take any other action as may be advisable, convenient or
necessary, the execution thereof by any such Authorized Officer shall be conclusive as to such
determination; and further,

That the Authorized Officers, or any of them, be and they hereby are authorized and directed
to execute and deliver any and all documents and agreements relating thereto, and to extend,
renew, renegotiate or otherwise modify such terms and conditions by agreement with Seller,
and to execute and deliver such necessary documents, in each case, as and upon such terms
and conditions as any such Authorized Officer may deem necessary, desirable, or appropriate,
as conclusively evidenced by the execution of any such documents and agreements; and
further,

That all acts and deeds of any Authorized Officer of this Company heretofore performed on
behalf of this Company in entering into, executing, performing, carrying out or otherwise
pertaining to the arrangements and intentions authorized by these resolutions are hereby
ratified, approved, confirmed and declared binding upon this Company; and further,

That the Secretary shall certify to Seller the names and titles of the Authorized Officers of this
Company, and Seller shall be fully protected in relying on such certifications of the Secretary
and shall be indemnified and saved harmless from any claims, demands, expenses, loss or
damage resulting from or growing out of honoring the signature of any officer so certified or
for refusing to honor any signature not so certified; and further,

2
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Unitil Energy Systems, Inc. Board Meeting Minutes
July 25, 2018

That the Secretary be and she hereby is authorized and directed to certify to Seller the
foregoing resolutions and that the provisions thereof are in accordance with the provisions of
law and of the Articles of Incorporation and the By-Laws of this Company.

3
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UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS, INC.

CERTIFICATE OF VOTE

VOTED:

That the president, any vice president, and the treasurer (together, "Authorized Officers"), of
Unitil Energy Systems, Inc. (the “Company”) or any of them, be and they hereby are authorized
and directed to enter into with Garrison Glen LLC, a New Hampshire limited liability company
(together with its successors and assigns, “Seller”), from time to time, on behalf of this Company
(“Buyer”), a purchase and sale agreement for the property located at 20 Continental Drive,
Exeter, New Hampshire, and any other agreement, instrument, certificate, representation and
document, and to take any other action as may be advisable, convenient or necessary, the
execution thereof by any such Authorized Officer shall be conclusive as to such determination;
and further,

That the Authorized Officers, or any of them, be and they hereby are authorized and directed to
execute and deliver any and all documents and agreements relating thereto, and to extend, renew,
renegotiate or otherwise modify such terms and conditions by agreement with Seller, and to
execute and deliver such necessary documents, in each case, as and upon such terms and
conditions as any such Authorized Officer may deem necessary, desirable, or appropriate, as
conclusively evidenced by the execution of any such documents and agreements; and further,

That all acts and deeds of any Authorized Officer of this Company heretofore performed on
behalf of this Company in entering into, executing, performing, carrying out or otherwise
pertaining to the arrangements and intentions authorized by these resolutions are hereby ratified,
approved, confirmed and declared binding upon this Company; and further,

That the Secretary shall certify to Seller the names and titles of the Authorized Officers of this
Company, and Seller shall be fully protected in relying on such certifications of the Secretary and
shall be indemnified and saved harmless from any claims, demands, expenses, loss or damage
resulting from or growing out of honoring the signature of any officer so certified or for refusing
to honor any signature not so certified; and further,

That the Secretary be and she hereby is authorized and directed to certify to Seller the foregoing
resolutions and that the provisions thereof are in accordance with the provisions of law and of the
Articles of Incorporation and the By-Laws of this Company.

I, Sandra L. Whitney, hereby certify that [ am Secretary of Unitil Energy Systems, Inc.;
that the foregoing is a true copy from the record of votes unanimously adopted at a meeting of the
Directors of said Company, duly called and held July 25, 2018, at which meeting a quorum was present
and acting throughout; and that the said votes have not since been altered, amended or rescinded.

WITNESS my hand and the corporate seal of Unitil Energy Systems, Inc. this 23 day of

July, 2019. M@%L

Sandra L. Whitney
Secretary
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UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS, INC.
CERTIFICATE OF INCUMBENCY AND SIGNATURES

I, Sandra L. Whitney, hereby certify that I am the Secretary of Unitil Energy Systems,
Inc. (the "Company"), a New Hampshire corporation, and that, as such, I am authorized to execute this
Certificate on behalf of the Company, and further certify that the persons listed below hold the office
in the Company indicated opposite his name on the date hereof and that the signature appearing
opposite his/her name is the genuine signature of each such person:

NAME TITLE SIGNATURE

Thomas P. Meissner, Jr. President \/Af”/m/ /
Todd R. Black Senior Vice President

Christine L. Vaughan Senior Vice President & (}5\*—\/\ \\] Cef,

Treasurer

Raymond J. Letourneau, Jr.  Vice President Q QA / Q(%

Laurence M. Brock Controller W M
Sandra L. Whitney Secretary QMZ {Mz&/

IN WITNESS EREOQOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of Unitil

Energy Systems, Inc. this é@j of July, 2019.

Secretary

(Corporate Seal)

I, Laurence M. Brock, do certify that I am Controller of Unitil Energy Systems, Inc. and
do further certify that Sandra L. Whitney is the duly elected, qualified and acting Secretary of Unitil
Energy Systems, Inc. and that the signature set forth above is her genuine signature.

T L O

Laurence M. Brock
Controller

WITNESS my hand thiss23" 8y of July, 2019.
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e 0
Unitil
Operations Update
July 2018

GENERAL TOPICS

New Seacoast Operations Center

o Unitil Energy Systems has executed a Purchase and Sales agreement for the acquisition of
an 11.75 acre parcel in Exeter New Hampshire along the Rt. 101 corridor which will be the
site of a new Distribution Operations Center. We have begun the immediate due diligence
phase of the project. We will also be evaluating whether this new facility can accommodate
space needs present throughout the organization (i.e, central electric dispatch, system
emergency operations center, Prometric OQ testing center, etc.).

July 2018 Operations Update Page |1
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REQUEST:

Reference DOE 4-68: Kensington/Exeter DOC Project. Please provide copies of all
meeting minutes from any Board of Directors meetings, and copies of all written
communications between and among board members, executive officers, and/or Unitil staff,
related to all discussions involving the following:

a. Initial proposals and presentations that prompted the Board to consider the
need for a new Seacoast DOC.

b. The Proposed Seacoast Region Facility Project Decision Document and the
Procon Study (Exhibit JFC-2), including any discussions or communications
related to Options 1 — 4, the risk assessments, cost estimates, and
construction schedule.

c. Any presentations and communications by and with the Company’s realtor
related to property searches and listings, market conditions, rental options,
and potential purchasing opportunities.

d. The purchase and sale of 20 Continental Drive (Lot 6), Exeter, New
Hampshire.

e. The real estate listing and pricing for 114 Drinkwater Road, Kensington, New
Hampshire.

f.  Final decision and approval by the Board for construction of the Exeter DOC.

REVISED RESPONSE:

Following a discussion between the Company and the Commission Staff regarding the
scope of this request, Staff helpfully refined the request as follows:

Reference DOE 4-68: Kensington/Exeter DOC Project. Please provide copies of all
meeting minutes from any Board of Directors meetings, and copies of all written
communications between and among board members, including the Chair of the Board,
executive-officers; and/or corporate officers, Unitil-staff-related to all discussions
involving the following:

a. Initial proposals and presentations that prompted the Board to consider
the need for a new Seacoast DOC.

b. The Proposed Seacoast Region Facility Project Decision Document and
the Procon Study (Exhibit JFC-2), including any discussions or
communications related to Options 1 — 4, the risk assessments, cost
estimates, and construction schedule.

c. Any presentations and communications by and with the Company’s realtor
related to property searches and listings, market conditions, rental options,
and potential purchasing opportunities.

Page 1 of 3
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d. The purchase and sale of 20 Continental Drive (Lot 6), Exeter, New
Hampshire.

e. The real estate listing and pricing for 114 Drinkwater Road, Kensington,
New Hampshire.

f. Final decision and approval by the Board for construction of the Exeter
DOC.

a. The Board did not “consider the need for a new Seacoast DOC” at any of the
meetings of the Board. Board members exercise their fiduciary duty to the
Company and its shareholders by, among other things, providing oversight of the
development of Company policy and strategy, and assessing the Company’s
operational effectiveness and financial strength. The Board does not serve as the
final approver of operational decisions and capital projects. Such decisions are
entrusted to management and senior management personnel, who provide
updates to the Board as necessary.

The Company did seek Board approval of a purchase and sale agreement in
connection with the acquisition of the land in Exeter. Please see Energy 6-29
Attachment 1, which includes (1) a relevant excerpt of minutes of from the July
25, 2018 meeting of the Unitil Board of Directors, during which the Board
authorized management to execute a purchase and sale agreement in
connection with the acquisition of the land in Exeter; (2) a Certificate of Vote in
connection with the purchase and sale agreement; and (3) a relevant excerpt
from an Operations Update for July 2018.

b. The Company conducted a search of its email archive using the parameters
established by the Staff’s revised request and located no responsive written
communications. As a general matter, corporate officers did not confer with the
Board about the new Seacoast DOC by email. The Company notes that Board
members do not maintain Unitil email addresses, and the Company has no
access to the email accounts of Board members.

c. Please see the Company’s response to subpart b.

d. Please see the Company’s responses to subparts a. and b.

e. Please see the Company’s response to subpart b.

Page 2 of 3
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DOE Data Requests — Set 6

Date Request Received: 10/07/2021 Date of Revised Response: 11/12/2021
Request No. Energy 6-29 Witness: John F. Closson

f. Please see the Company’s response to subparts a and b.
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Date Request Received: 10/29/2021 Date of Response: 11/12/2021
Request No. Energy TS 2-9 Witness: John F. Closson

REQUEST:

Reference Testimony of John F. Closson, Exhibit JFC-2 at Bates 285, 287, 292, and
310. According to the Decision Document, the decision to move forward with the
planning for new seacoast facility was begun in 2017 and a search committee was
formed to consider potential sites. The date of the Decision Document was June 17,
2019, and the date of the ProCon Study was March 26, 2019. The Purchase and Sale
Agreement for the Exeter property was dated June 15, 2018. Given that the ProCon
Study and the Decision Document (providing the DOC options analysis for Unitil) were
not available to decision makers until 2019, please explain the basis for management’s
decision to move forward with the seacoast facility project and the purchase of a new
site two years prior to the availability of that information.

RESPONSE:

In 2017 the Company began reviewing available commercial properties as part
of its plan to replace the existing Seacoast Electric Distribution Operations Center
(DOC). On June 15, 2018, after more than a year of searching for a suitable location,
the Company entered into a purchase and sales (P&S) agreement for land in Exeter,
New Hampshire at 20 Continental Drive. It was important to the Company to enter into
the P&S agreement to reserve this land due to the limited amount of suitable options
within the Company’s seacoast electric service territory.

The P&S agreement included language stating that the purchaser (the
Company) could terminate the agreement any time, for any reason or no reason, within
the Due Diligence or Permitting Due Diligence periods (see Bates 000315). The Due
Diligence period and the Permitting Due Diligence period were 90 days and 180 days
respectively. The P&S included a Company option to extend the Permitting Due
Diligence period an additional 180 days. Before closing on the land purchase, the
Company prepared the Decision Document and ProCon study which included cost
estimates of four final options reviewed by the Company (see Bates 000309).

Page 1 of 1
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Capital Budget 2019 UES Seacoast
Project Description

Year: 2019
Company: UES Seacoast
Status: [A] Accepied
Priority: 3
Budget Category: GPBEQ02 Structures
Project Name: Construction - New DOC Facility
Submitted By: Jacquie Agel

Project Categorizations
Repair/Replacement

Project Estimates

Labor Time to Install (Man Hours):

Labor Time for Removal (Man Hours):
Transportation Expenses (Heavy Truck Hours):
Transportation Expenses (Light Truck Miles):
Material OH Electric Construction (from Stockroom):
Material UG Electric Construction (from Stockroom):
Material Gas Construction (from Stockroom):
Material Direct Charge (Ordered directly to job.):
Material Hot Water Heaters:

Contract Labor Hours (Man Hours):

Contract Services:

Other Specific Charges ($): | 5000000

Overhead on Specific Charges (%):

Customer Contribution (%) (before OH's applied):
EDP? (Yes or No): ??

Retirement:

Salvage:

Description/Scope
Consfruct a new NH Seacoast Region Electric Distribution Operations Facility (DOC), in Exeter, to include;

* Preconstruction:, engineers & designers, construction management pre-construction services, geo-tech, civil/survey,
environmental survey, legal fees, permitting, insurance, etc.

*Caonstruction: site work, utilities (electric, gas, telco, sewer/water), construction to include:

** 50,000 sf +/- sf for office areas, warehouse, enclosed vehicle storage area with a wash bay, etc.

** Bermed outside transformer storage area with overflow/run off tank in case of spill, mimics Lunenburg DOC

** Bermed outside storage area with piping to tie in with transformer overflow/run off tank , mimics Lunenburg DOC

** Qutside material laydown areas

** Natural Gas Generator

** Construction Administration: Construction Manager and engineers & designers field observations, RFls, Submittals
review and other miscellaneous consfruction phase documentation.

** Project Close Out: Commissioning, As-Builts, etc.

** Furniture/Furnishings/Equipment: Office, warehouse, operations areas, building elecfranic access and security systems,
and Information Technology infrastructure.

™ Move

Anticipated Schedule:
Q4 2018/Q1 2019: Complete P&S due diligence and purchase land (separate Auth).

Q1 2019 Break ground/begin construction

Q1 2020- Completion, Commissioning and Occupancy

Justification

The current Distribution Operations Center (DOC) is 70+ years old and no longer adequately supports the present day
operational needs of UES/Seacoast. The line truck garage height and therefore height of its doors is inadequate leaving

very little clearance for today's bucket trucks.

This budget item is set up the same as the 2017 Non-Budget Auth (017084) for the construction of the new FGE DOC.
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Printed: 7/9/2021 3:17:05 PM

Capital Budget 2020 UES Seacoast
Project Description

Year: 2020
Company: UES Seacoast
Status: [A] Accepted
Priority: 3
Budget Category: GPCEO3 Structures, Carryover
Project Name: Construct New NH Seacoast Region Facility, Exeter
Submitted By: George Doucette

Project Categorizations
Other

Project Estimates

Labor Time to Install (Man Hours):

Labor Time for Removal (Man Hours):
Transportation Expenses (Heavy Truck Hours):
Transportation Expenses (Light Truck Miles):
Material OH Electric Construction (from Stockroom):
Material UG Electric Construction (from Stockroom):
Material Gas Construction (from Stockroom):
Material Direct Charge (Ordered directly to job.):
Material Hot Water Heaters:

Contract Labor Hours (Man Heours):

Contract Services:

Other Specific Charges ($): | 10000000

Overhead on Specific Charges (%):

Customer Contribution (%) (before OH's applied):

EDP? (Yes or No): Fa
Retirement:
Salvage: 800000

Description/Scope

Canstruct a new NH Seacoast Region Facility, in Exeter NH, to include space for the following business needs; NH
Seacoast's Electric Distnbution Operations Center (DOC), Business Continuity for Gas Control & Field Services, System
Emergency Operating Center (S-EOC), Central Electric Dispatch (CED), OQ Testing, Training, Offices and lab for Electric
Engineering Department.

Scope to include;

* Preconstruction:, engineering & design, construction management pre-construction services, geo-tech, civil/survey,
environmental survey, legal fees, permitting, insurance, etc.

*Construction: site work, utilities (electric, gas, comm, sewer/water), construction to include:

** 53,940 sf +/- sf for office areas, warehouse, enclosed vehicle storage area with a wash bay, etc.

** Bermed outside transformer storage ** Bermed outside storage ** Qutside material laydown areas

** Emergency back-up Generator

** Construction Administration: Construction Manager and engineers & designers field observations, RFls, Submittals
review and other miscellaneous construction phase documentation

** Project Close Out: Commissioning, As-Builts, eic

** Furniture/Furnishings/Equipment: Office, warehouse, operations areas, building electronic access control and secunty
systems, and Information Technology infrastructure.

** Move

Schedule:

Q3 2019: Complete P&S due diligence and purchase land (separate Auth)
Q3 2019 Break ground/begin construction

Q2/Q3 2020: Completion, Commissioning and Occupancy

Justification

The current Distribution Operations Center (DOC) is 60+ years old and no longer adequately supports the present day
operational needs of UES/Seacoast. The current DOC was constructed in the 1950s. Since that time the customer base has
grown as has the requirement to stock more materials (inside and out) including transformers and poles. The transformers
take up a great deal of space in a stockyard that was designed for operations 60+ years ago when utility trucks were much
smaller. The current day line trucks barely fit into the 1950s garage. In addition, this building will solve space constraints at
other company facilities, in connection with business continuity for the company's Gas Control, Field Services and Central
Electric Dispatch (CED) functions , Electric Engineering department including lab space for functional testing of equipment
as well as, provide space for a Prometric certified Operator Qualifications (OQ) testing
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UES Seacoast AUTH: 191060
Construction Authorization Date: 8/22/2019
Budgeted Amount:  $5,000,000.00

Budget Iltem No: GPBE02 Type: Original
Budget Year: 2019 Sequence: 1
Description: Construction - New DOC Facility Status: Completed
Project Supervisor: Agel, Jacquie Initiated Date: 8/22/2019 11:47:27 AM
Crew Days: 0 Initiated By: Doucette, George
Start Date- | | Finalized Date: 9/12/2019 9:46:20 AM

Finalized By: Lydon, Lisa

Completion Date:

APPROVALS ESTIMATED COST SUMMARY
Action Date | Approved | Approver/Title Description Amount
snonots| YES | oS Total Project Cost | $15.931 474 00
91020191 YES E}ﬁ;ﬁg&rl;e:ig Budgeting Mgr Less Customer Contribution: $0.00
onoote| YES | o Y et & Facilties Net Authorized Cost | $15,031,474.00
91120191 YES Ellgsﬁf:gc;r;ogﬂared Services & Org. Effectiveness Retirement $0.00
91120191 YES Efzzgzg:'ib‘:;‘zgarion Engineer Cost Of Removal: $0.00
911/2019| YES ﬁ;ragn‘;;}g;‘,’;; Salvage: $0.00
oni2019) ves RO voter CWO Total | $15,931,474.00

Brock, Laurence

I I 1
9122019 YES Chief Accounting Officer & Controller

Vaughan, Christine

912/2019)  YES SVP, CFO and Treasurer

DESCRIPTION/SCOPE

Construct a new NH Seacoast Region Facility, in Exeter NH, to include space far the following business needs; NH Seacoast's Electric Distribution
Operations Center (DOC), Business Continuity for Gas Control & Field Services, System Emergency Operating Center (S-EQC), Central Electric
Dispatch (CED), OQ Testing, Training, Offices and lab for Electric Engineering Department.

Scope to include:

Preliminary Survey cost including
- Preconstruction, engineering & design, construction management pre-construction services, geo-tech, civil/survey, environmental survey, legal
fees, permitting, insurance, etc.

Construction: site work, utilities (electric, gas, comm, sewer/water), construction to include:

- 53,940 sf +/- sf for office areas, warehouse, enclosed vehicle storage area with a wash bay, etc.

- Bermed outside transformer & other storage

- Outside material laydown areas

- Emergency back-up Generator

- Construction Administration: Construction Manager and engineers & designers field observations, RFls, Submittals review and other miscellaneous
construction phase documentation.

- Project Close Out: Commissioning, As-Builts, etc

- Furniture/Fumnishings/Equipment: Office, warehouse, operations areas, building electronic access control and security systems, and Information
Technolagy infrastructure.

- Move

This Is a multi-year project:
Q3 2019 Break ground/begin construction
2020 Completion, Commissioning and Occupancy

JUSTIFICATION

The current Distribution Operations Center (DOC) is 60+ years old and no longer adequately supports the present day operational needs of
UES/Seacoast. The current DOC was constructed in the 1950s. Since that time the customer base has grown as has the requirement to stock more
materials (inside and out) including transformers and poles. The transformers take up a great deal of space in a stockyard that was designed for
operations 60+ years ago when utility trucks were much smaller. The current day line trucks barely fit into the 1950s garage. In addition, this building
will solve space constraints at other company facilities, in connection with business continuity for the company’s Gas Control, Field Services and
Central Electric Dispatch (CED) functions , Electric Engineering department including lab space for functional testing of equipment as well as,
provide space for a Prometric certified Operator Qualifications (0Q) testing

NOTES

Preliminary Survey costs need to be transferred into individual CWO's
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AUTHORIZATION COMMENTS
CWO Summary

CWo Description Amount
20192718 Construction - New DOC Facility $13,681,559.00
20192719 Engineering & Architectural Services $933,415.00
20192720 Legal . Insurance, Permitting & Misc $36,500.00
20192721 Internal Project Management $150,000.00
20192722 Office: Furniture/Equip /Appliances & Fumnishings $825,000.00
20192723 Warehouse & Ops: Equipment & Furnishings $20,000.00
20192724 IT / Data / Tel / Misc Equipment & Travel $160,000.00
20192725 Move to 20 Continental Drive & Clean Out of 114 DWR Building $125,000.00
Total $15,931,474.00
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! BND w/DH BOUND WITH DRILL HOLE Al m EDGE OF PAVEMENT (EP) .
e oo ~ e w REGOM OF PROBNE | o, e wiw soeeo wee |~ oo o WETLAD ALTA/NSPS LAND TITLE SURVEY
CONDITIONS AS SET FORTH IN THE GROUNDWATER . DRILL HOLE FOUND -~ RCRD ROCKINGHAM COUNTY
MANAGEMENT PERMIT ISSUED BY THE NEW HAMPSHIRE _\ "’\ﬁ - . REGISTRY OF DEEDS | TBM TEMPORARY BENCHMARK | P EDGE OF FLOOD HAZARD ARFA TAX MAP 18 — LOT 31
(5]  DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES ISSUED ON : P DRILL HOLE FOUND AP 11/L0T 21 P PICAL OWNER OF RECORD:
JULY 15, 1999 AND RECORDED IN SAID REGISTRY AT [ ; q:q:\ " IN 5°¢ BOULDER \27J | o FINISHED FLOOR ELEVATION \ TNV TN WOODS / TREE LINE N F RD:
BOOK 3413, PAGE 839. NOT A SURVEY ISSUE. <o /0 © O FND IRON PIPE FOUND NV INVERT ELEVATION ISR S UTILITY POLE UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS INC.
. S
FoR MrsuReD | <] / E 2":" FND lggz :23 ;?;ND | LSA LANDSCAPED AREA | &20 WATER SHUT OFF 6 LIBERTY LANE WEST
STATEMENT OF ENCROACHMENTS LEGAL DESCRIPTION |—x{ |4 g ©§H SFE;D SRILL HOLE. FOUND I —s S—  GRAVITY SEWER LINE I “3° GAS SHUT OFF P:gﬁg?‘:} L'SEAESS?T
S i ) —G G—  GAS LINE i '
AREA OF RECENT LOGGING BY ABUTTER @ 1 .‘h Oon ser DRILL HOLE SET | —o——0p—  sroRm DRAN | HYD CATE VALVE 114 DRINKWATER ROAD
: \_ DRILL HOLE FOUND \33/ D RR SPK FND RAILROAD SPIKE FOUND W W  POTABLE WATER LINE O HYDRANT ‘TOWN OF KENSINGTON
® RR SPK SET RAILROAD SPIKE SET e i CB CATCH BASIN COUNTY OF ROCKINGHAM
ASPHALT DRIVEWAY OF ABUTTER GRAPHIC SCALE ] i DOT BOUND FOUND | — —e—  UNDERGROUND ELECTRIC | (® NEW
E]N”HB COWN BOUND . . OVERHEAD ELECTRIC / WIRES W) WELL STATE OF HAMPSHIRE
FILL SLOPE OF ABUTTING PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT 100 50 0 100 200 300 400 B | cooooooco stone wal l
MANHOLE — SEWER (S),
SEE SHEET 3 30 20 100 50 700 METERS | i DRAIN (D), TELEPHONE (T) SCALE 17=100’ SEPTEMBER 2017 SHEET 1 OF 3
FB 267 PG 7 2743
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- ya N\ e /
ABUTTER LIST e : . / : -
ST Y 7 o S - . p AMBIT ENGINEERING, INC.
T 2 — 3 — & ™ BIO1 e ‘ MW = Ko Sxri :
= 45’” " Bioz T Tirm—e— B100 / é«% A B / Civil Engineers & Land Surveyors
= = Yo 4 T e (o] .
v W ~~ | AN o 4 200 Griffin Road, Unit 3
3 Sl DR}[LED WELL s Portsmouth, N.H. 03801-7114
N/F N/F : = 4 |= NO # / N Ve Tel (603) 430—9282
PHILIPS EXETER ACADEMY MICHAEL D. RADICE & ) NETT 68 NO # Fax (603) 4362315
20 MAIN STREET DEBRA K. RADICE L UNITIL 9/10 s N o
EXEYER, NH 03833 8 OAKRIDGE R%AD 2. . ~
1621/404 & 1954/82 KENSINGTON, NH 03833 = e = o
D—-24681 5431 5/35557 5 //’Q. . ~ =/ T~ - NOTE:
o~ - > 19" CMP — ] // ;T % 1) VERTICAL DATUM IS MEAN SEA LEVEL NAVD88. BASIS OF
o : n .\ — el — | / & VERTICAL DATUM IS USGS DISC MR 6 USGS 1932 (LOCATED
B SIGN N = L ON SITE).
(18 . - = * "EVACUATION | / =1 5
\1-1/ \25/ _] o ASSEMBLY AREA” | ! DUG WELL — My
N N/F _ 100 PAVED AREA , MWsraviL | O
DENNIS W. SMITH & DIANE C. DAVIS & = . | - '\ o ?EN%HEA'?T%K) ! AREA |g8a4 o
CHERYL A. SMITH DANIEL J. DAVIS ] | . ) é [UNITIL 13/6 "
123 DRINKWATER ROAD 6 CAKRIDGE ROAD = | ; — ~__ 10/1 / CONCRETE BLOCK w/ #843
KENSINGTON, NH 03833 KENSINGTON, NH 03833 2 L . w/ ELECTRIC METER %i @ /\ | O O oR, POLES UNITIL 13/7
3189,/205 3771/1297 = H S g2 i : — , ‘ ‘ .. i1 . o—g . Ry .
D—-24681 D-5485 E % A R T AU N B R N 1 Rl T Ao R 'Jr- . o . .
/( Ma— - ;/!. f ,; i I.‘ - E ‘/ 7 77 x| i = 7N =
B \ AN A / X
. e b A ; | i I = . — . * ﬂ 842
= . b \ ROOF PEAK=68.4 2 cos0c0 129 09 X fs /8
Dt = | ~~~~~ Lt O Q@ & X4
N/E N/F \(0 < A MW N .
GRAHAM REALTY TRUST EVAN DOYLE & I SE— CATE /| . - < Q 9 z X
SARAJEAN GRAHAM, TRUSTEE LirAURingggAgg% o ] ! / \ / .o OVERHANG LAl m T m m m m mm mm
OA = Al
KENSINGTON, NH 03833 : L 3 N g - 9 COADLE FOR POLES (TYP) —
4245/106 5685,/2527 _ = m oJ I ‘ N . ‘
D—24681 D—5465 ) o | - Il °
UNITIL 11/51 o ol + E | 77
#758 = \4?0 I / MONITORING . : PAVED AREA
W <~ FAIO - [ E| AIR DUCT © WELL. (TYP.) \
\1-3/ 28, L O AR J MW .
e Y =Rl | s [
SYDNEE M. GODDARD & GEORGE A. LUFKIN & , UNITIL 9/11 | @ o
JEFFERY A. GODDARD BARBARA LUFKIN <ﬂ = J OVERHEAD DOOR (TYP) | j
119 DRINKWATER ROAD 104 DRINKWATER ROAD L /|/" ' ik NO # | &
KENSINGTON, NH 03833 KENSINGTON, NH 03833 = N I — OVERHANG w .
3164/1729 1736/123 Q:i | - PAVED AREA 1 | /
5B e ¢ | .
= | 5 @ - : | MW ]
o \o L =7 : | i PAVED AREA L
{ —
-1 \29/ ] e ) - | o =
N/F N/ = L g | |
JEFFERY P. GRAY & VARN FAMILY REVOCABLE TRUST = l ' )
ROBIN M. GRAY JAMES S. VARN & = <ﬂ ! : . j o h =
117 DRINKWATER ROAD SUSAN S. VARN, TRUSTEES = F— WATER SPIGOT 1
KENSINGTON, NH 03833 106 DRINKWATER ROAD g L 3 S l \ ! I
3169/2744 KENSINGTON, NH 03833 e T F - y
D—24681 5534/2651 = M 1! Lo L ngggaf o =
PLAN REF. #7 Z N } 127 CMP , ROOF=72.8 ] H
o B, | ]! B I COVER FOR SEPTIC | |
/18 /18 N e ; A TANK ACCESS A
N, \30/ 2 q SIGN 2 STEEL VENT PIPE | g |
A E— EMPLOYEE ELECTRIC OUTLET
N/F N/F 127 CPP —) (=) PARKING ONLY” I
THOMAS D. CURL & ALAN TSUI & 0 = - ———— — [ A I ELECTRIC QUTLET i
LISA M. CURL KIM WANT YAP e L ’Q o NO # o S ;
115 DRINKWATER ROAD 141A COURT STREET = ]‘ @ Lo w/ WEATHER STATION _— Pl ,
KENSINGTON, NH 03833 EXETER, NH 03833 . | ) — ; I | WATER SPIGOT 5 l; . — y,
3721/838 F— S i - Ly, = - OVERHANG | A
3467/2049 / UNITIL 912 ) * £ =3 . o b , Y, 27 ELE%QF!;E)&I\I[ (T:%NBD%II%DENG #hogs /agﬂ /— | S OTPATH Y. N
';;:j; 14/70 / = MK\,_i ELECTRIC OUTLET — 15/2 /64/%0* f L % / /
w/ CONDUIT — 4 < . [—— LSA ELECTRIC OQUTLET GENERATOR Tl g woo 1 ) Vi
(18 (18 3 UNITILSIGN '\ BOLLARD (TYP.) ——f METAL STARS Lo Il f e : .
N P _...ON_GRANITE N : = i PP B67/
\17/ \32/ N Kis#=  POSTS /,//__ OVERHANG i N AR DUCT S b4 PROPANE  TANK gitS’ J | W
N/F N/F = Jo e ) | ROOF ACCESS LADDER mmgtg BT NO # 1 e I / MT
DOROTHY C. DIBONA REVOCABLE TRUST ARTHUR H. CHAPMAN & = wef, —— STEEL RAILING *a i h .
DORCTHY C. DIBONA, TRUSTEE MARION J. CHAPMAN - sion _ (Q)C 3 SEA& . 2 concrere BLocK | / / »
PO BOX 292 28 CONCORD ROAD, #1 n HANDICAP ELECTRIC OUTLET PVC Ui |’ ; = /
WATERVILLE VALLEY, NH 03215 LEE, NH 03861 = AN  PARKING” : /‘A e o ! BREAKER® A/C ! ol / ,
3224/1461 4898,/2163 - S RAMP CATE 7] j BOX }g UNIT . | 50" TOWN /
D—40173 Bl ACCESS AT~ ke orgor | . WETLAND BUFFER B66
= _ N z SWITCH . ; 5 l_—f ] — 65
2‘ | 2 g N FLECTRIC OUTLEF i e e u
- "PLEASE © 2N HE B e B ; 5 :
\2/ B DRIVE . SN @; :i QL | N
N/F _ N/F SLOWLY” p NI A A N DUMPSITER {s AN
PAUL D. KADY & TAYLOR M. SHEEHAN & —= . oo . | ) N
MARGARET KADY SARAH A. SHEEHAN L | = .
10 LAUREL LANE 122 DRINKWATER ROAD __ A P PAVED AREA L B64
KENSINGTON, NH 03833 KENSING}'ON/, NH 03833 _ ! § SON  GarE ACCESS \ | o N
2262/1739 5546,/1327 P SPEAKER BOX - . - :
D-5465 RCRD. PLAN #1414 = 1=:~ g ELECTRICAL oMo - /
D-9598 —l GATE ———— ™ - /
. GATE MOTOR — . , e
W W - PR L : z\~ R R R . P | SR - /
= RKING | | i r ; | ! | i 1 | I BLOCK WALL - .
o T _z' T T —~\ +— Lo NC # _ B63’ w
N Ve NETT 7115 P N R TR A A= I N N B e .| .
JAY F. GREEN & DOROTHY C. DIBONA REVOCABLE TRUST UNITIL 9/13 g WIRE" WP‘ i w..i J T S| N T TR ! \ . \ % ] { H , L W P
PATRICIA A. GREEN DOROTHY C. DIBONA, TRUSTEE (TvpP.) = It T S . 1% IS 17 S A R - Ficssmnces o L
12 LAUREL LANE PO BOX 292 : &N A —S— S~ N -
KENSINGTON, NH 03833 WATERVILLE VALLEY, NH 03215 i B oV 561 Beo
2560/1424 3224/1461 ® =1 \ / -SSR L "
D—-5465 D—40173 /' #1082 B59 -
_— i . 13/1 — s
= | w/ ELECTRIC METER L B32 _
@ _ o . .
- ~—
. L ] allle. adlle - —
N/F Y - /'/ e VEE.J/ - ~ e
ILLINGWORTH FAMILY 2012 REVOCABLE TRUST ;« 5 ; | ~. B30 -~
LEWIS I LINGWORTH & = / !
KARINA L. ILLINGWORTH, TRUSTEES = » _ p i
14 LAUREL LANE PN \ L,
KENSINGTON, NH 03833 O N N I 857, !
5279/1408 '
8455 = 2 \J l . j
= | m e |
. N : e B Al Al 4
SURVEYORS CERTIFICATION: LENGTH TABLE B RN . LEGEND: : ”
1 HEREBY CERTIFY TO UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS, INC.: LINE BEAR!NG D!STANCE UTILITY NOTES: . ; :
48’ RLY BOUND WITH DRILL HOLE — EDGE OF PAVEMENT (EP
THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT THIS MAP OR PLAT AND THE SURVEY ON WHICH IT IS BASED L1 NO3 48°47"W 36.30’ 1) THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY DIG SAFE AT N/F NOW OR FORMERL [*lsnD w/OH i i
WER"} MADE IN ACCORDANCE v, :g‘::j;"f?“m?éf_?g&g[}Dgg'iggg%?gg“}:ﬁ:ﬂ% L2 NO1°11'50"W 36.35° 1—888—DIG—SAFE (1—888-344-7233) AT LEAST 72 RP RECORD OF PROBATE | e TREE WITH BARBED WIRE _—————— EDGE OF WETLAND ALTA / NSPS LAND TITLE SURVEY
ALTA/NSPS LAND TITLE SURVEYS”, - ; RCRD ROCKINGHAM COUNTY
NSPS IN 2016, AND INCLUDES ITEMS 1, 2, 3, 4, 6q, 6b, 8, 9, 11, 13, 16, 17, 18, L3 NO2'13'16"E 47.99 HOURS PRIOR TO COMMENCING ANY EXCAVATION ON REGISTRY OF DEEDS ‘ TBM TEMPORARY BENCHMARK \ ———-—mz— EDGE OF FLOOD HAZARD AREA TAX MAP 18 — LOT 31
19, AND 21 (LEGAL DESCRIPTION) OF TABLE A THEREQF. PURSUANT TO THE ACCURACY P 3 7 ¥ PUBLIC OR PRIVATE PROPERTY. -
STANDARDS AS ADOPTED BY ALTA AND NSPS AND IN EFFECT o;«FlE THE ?QﬁLOngEN L4 NO2 12 ;5E g;ig MAP 11/LOT 21 t TYP. TYPICAL l VYN WOODS / TREE LINE OWNER OF RECORD:
CERTIFICATION, UNDERSIGNED FURTHER CERTIFIES THAT IN MY PROFESS : 5 NO2°16°39 ) - FINISHED FLOOR ELEVATION . .
AS A LAND SURVEYOR REGISTERED IN THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE, THE RELATIVE OO TAEEE -T2 2) UNDERGROUND UTILITY LOCATIONS ARE BASED UPON Op 0 IRON PIPE FOUND v VERT ELEVATION QS Ut POLE UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS INC.
POSITIONAL ACCURACY OF THIS SURVEY DOES NOT EXCEED THAT WHICH IS SPECIFIED L6 95 73 SEST AVAILABLE EVIDENCE AND ARE NOT FIELD VERIFIED. O o IRON ROD FOUND | o ANDSCAPED AREA | o WATER SHUT OFF 6 LIBERTY LANE WEST
THEREN. ] L7 NOO'5517 W 54.25 LOCATING AND PROTECTING ANY ABOVEGROUND OR ® 0 <t RON ROD SET e RAvY SEWER LIE oo GAS SHUT OFF HAMPTON, NH 03842
f L8 NO1"11°06E 93.31 UNDERGROUND UTILITIES IS THE SOLE RESPONSIBILITY OF @D END DRILL HOLE FOUND [ . . cxs UNE I ov e PROPERTY LOCATED AT:
T - 3 — — V
e e R L9 NO1°40'33"W 29.89° THE CONTRACTOR AND/OR THE OWNER. UTILITY CONFLICTS Ouii <1 DRILL HOLE SET . O R oRAN | -4><}——HYD GATE VA 114 DRINKWATER ROAD
"% T e, 110 N61 18 58°E 93.52° SHOULD BE REPORTED AT ONCE TO THE DESIGN D RR SPK FND RAILROAD SPIKE FOUND I ” W COTABLE WATER LINE O 3 HYDRANT TOWN OF KENSINGTON
: R s ?, E] ’ - Ah_ B
PAUL A. DOBBERSTEIN = XE NOB 29°02"W 10.54 ENGINEER. B rg spe seT RALROAD SPIKE SET | - e e-  UNDERGROUND FLECTRE | CATCH BASIN COUNTY OFEVF:O:K;ANPGSTJ)?SE
A
LICENSED LAND SURVEYOR No. 1000 GRAPHIC SCALE %NHHB :;‘wﬁogoizlém FOUND . . OVERHEAD ELECTRIC / WIRES @ WELL STATE OF N
8 | COOOOOOOD:  STONE WALL |
DATE OF SURVEY: 29 JUNE 2017 30 0 50 100 120 £ VANHOLE — SEWER (S),
DATE OF LAST SITE VIST 28 APRIL 2020 TS N B " hennll™  \irs | ] DRAIN (D), TELEPHONE (T) SCALE 1"=30’ SEPTEMBER 2017  SHEET 2 OF 3
DATE OF LAST REVISION: 11 JUNE 2020 10 5 0 10 20 30 |
FB 267 PG 7 2743
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JACBS2UN2TE0 5N 2740'8\ N 2742027 ALTA UpdatehRans & Specs\S<e\2743 ALTA 2020.dwg, ALTA B, 6/11/2020 8:04:32 AM

]— i T T T LNy I e B A E\ i o
! i i ' ! ! ! Py | i | i
=l NETT 71/13 . E —HIL__L ol b : praen | o AMBIT ENGBVEERWG, INC.
o EE 9/13__§ vy e L Sw bW by g g A Civil Engineers & Land Surveyors
Z RS /_ . ~ — ‘
= P . . . SHE By TR T m VoY 200 Griffin Road, Unit 3
/‘E DRILL STEEL 5 N #_/ Portsmouth, N.H. 03801-7114
| FOUND, DOWN 3" o 41082 Tel (603) 430-9282
* 6 PVC Fax {603) 436-2315
VTN 13/1
I = ROW GF PINES w/ ELECTRIC M
=z -
F\ =
N = 3/4° IRON. PIPE HISTORIC LEGAL DESCRIPTION
W ) \ g . FOUND, UP 17 ALL CONVEYED TO EXETER & HAMPTON ELECTRIC COMPANY
E O 3/47 IRON PIPE AN
E = O ™ FOUND, UP 27 N I TRACT 1 (1319/3&1
| o E . @ N - A certain tract of land, situate in Kensington, in the County of Rockingham, and
| /m N | Stote of New Hampshire, on the Easterly side of the Drinkwater Road, so called,
= I~ _,r""’ N bounded and described as follows: Commencing at a point on the Easterly side of
A S N\ ya said Drinkwater Road at the junction of two stone walls, distant in a direction of N.
#8 ] . % N s 1" 14" E, as said road runs, 25.1 feet from a hub marking the Northw_esteriy corner
OAKRIDGE B N ] TCE OF ABUTTING of land of Earl F. Wilbur and Marjorie E. Wilbur, on?‘ a land of Steve Michaichuck
ROAD — = % 1/- Fili SLOPE and Mary L. Michalchuck; thence running N. 58" 52° E. following line of said stone
0 \ wall in part, crossing a pond, by land of said Michalchuck in part, ond in part by
W I - Q . "] b \ lond of Joseph Laconis. 361.3 feet to an angle point at the end of a stone wall;
= <I: | / 7.1 thence N. 57° 42" E. 322.1 feet to an angle point; thence N. 59° 22’ E., all by land
I ] ! \ of said Michalchuck and fand of said Laconis, 175.3 feet to an iron pipe driven in
O / '\ the ground at other land of said John W. York; thence by said York's other land S.
- h . 00' 09° W. 982 feet to a drili hole in a boulder at tand of Christie Poultry Farms,
B m = // A Inc.; thence S. BOX 27" W. following in part line of stone wall and by land of suid
Y ya Christie Poultry Farms, inc. in part, and in part by fand of Thomas W. Tobin and
_é_ ~ ( V2 Rose A. Tobin 854.8 feet to a point in the Easterly side line of said Drinkwater Road
LIMIT OR RECENT LOGGING = m = I - at the Northwesterly corner of land of said Tobins; thence by said Drinkwater Road,
I m ’ !“{ _/:__/'/ following in part line of stone wall as it now exists, N. 2° 32" £. 125.1 feet to an
: m £ angle point; thence N. 2 34 W. 145.4 feet to an angle point; thence N. 1° 14’ E.
! = E—q ] . ! 4-3%.5 feet to a point in the Southwesterly corner of land of Earl F. Wilbur and
= 1" IRON PIPE Marjorie E. Wilbur; thence by said Wibur land N. 78" 36" E., following line of fence
‘Q FOUND. UP 8" as it now exists, 258.2 feet to a point at land herein conveyed; thence by said land
i | 3 ’ /" herein conveyed N. 17 53 E. 138.6 feet to a hub at land herein conveyed; thence N.
o — 5 B2 47" W 255 feet to a hub at said Drinkwater Road marking the Northwesterly
& M / e corner of said Wilbur land; thence N. 1° 14" E. by said Drinkwater Road 25.1 feet to
RECENTLY LOGGED AREA | / | /./ point of beginning. Containing 15.319 acres.
A%PROXIMATELY i = Z 4 o / | -
75 ACRES g 3/4" IRON PIPE’ e
SHED o= FOUND, UP 18 ¢ TRACT 2 (1921/432)
i Q H . 3/47 IRON PIPE ,../ \ A certain parcel of land without buildings situcte in Kensington, County of
2.9 FOUND, DOWN 67 — N\ Rockingham, State of New Hampshire, on the Easterly side of Drinkwater Road,
. : so—called, bounded and described as follows:
= - q I T e e e e —— \ Westerly by said Drinkwater Road, 292 feet, more or less; Northerly in port by land
N ENCROACHMENT AREA C \ Ef ft!\rthl:%r : cntd Mgrl'ior: J. ghcgmon 815555 ffefit, more orlless, Eqmz i:‘: p;)az'tl b)é tand of
" _an? . xeter ampton Electric Company eet, more or less; Easterly by lon
g SCALE 17=30 \ formerly of qurdener Gilman; Southerly by land formerly of H. B. Hubbard, now said
to be of Cyrus J. and Edna M. Wardwell.
MEASURED LEGAL DESCRIPTION TRACT 3 (1955/89)
Beginning ot a drilt hole at the end of a stone wall at the southwesterly corner of ; o i in Kensin , b ingham, State
the parcel on the easterly side of Drinkwater Road, and the northwest corner of land Qaffgsﬁir;;razzr ih:‘ngcsstlézstesiée of Dr;gﬁﬂ;tefo;géfi;iﬁﬂgg? bounded G?fd New
— now or formerly of Taylor M. Sheehan and Saruh A. Sheehan; thence running dalong described as follows:
the easterly side of Drinkwater Road, and a stone wall N 00°00°37” £ @ distance of -
216.73 feet to a drill hole set at the end of a stone wall; thence continuing along Beginning on the present division line between land or Chapman on the South and
the easterly side of Drinkwater Road, N 034847 W o distance of 36.30 feet to a land of Exeter & Flectric Company on the North 40.0 feet from said Drinkwater
o~ drill hole set at the end of a stone wall; thence continuing along the easterly side Road, measured on a course North 60° 27 East from sdaid Drinkwaoter Road and
Q of Drinkwater Road, and a stone wall N 01°11°50" W o distance of 36.35 feet to continuing North 60° 27’ Egst along said present division line 107.5 feet to an iron
= - B 3/4" iron pipe found ot the southwesterly corner of land now or formerly of Arthur pipe; thence running South 1° 04’ 30" West along other land of said Exeter &
. H. Chapman and Marion J. Chapman; thence turning and running along fand now or Hampton Electric Company 53.72 feet; thence running North 89" 34’ 20" West clong
O formerly of said Chapman S 89°42°48” E a distance of 173.10 feet to a 3/4" iron remaining lond or Arthur H. ond Marion J. Chapman 92.51 feet to the point of
E pipe found at the southeasterly corner of lend now or formerly of said Chapman; beginning.
() thence turning and centinuing aleng land of said Chapman N 03'53'29" £ a distance
. = of 177.63 feet to a 3/4" iron pipe found at the northwesterly corner of land now or TRACT 4 (1955/91—PARCEL #1)""0111’, from TRACT 1
/-/ (n P formerly of said Chopman, thence turning and continuing along land now or formerly Beginning on the Easterly side of Drinkwater Road upon the present division line
/'/7 ! ?I: sctidru(fhaptmclm N 89.19;‘3?” g“ a distcnfce Df!‘!ﬂf“l‘} .;ee(’:chto a_drill ;tigl fountd at between land of Arthur H. and Marion J. Chapman on the South and Exeter &
) ENCROACHMENT AREA A o~ ~ he northwesterly corner of land now or tormerly of sdi apman and the eas er'ly Hampton Electric Company on the North and running North 2" 32" East along said
e ~ side of Drinkwater Road; thence turning and running aleng the easterly side of said . . . . ’ » "
e SCALE 1”=30" | T~ Drinkwater Road, and a stone wall, with the following eight S'B) courses ail being ESSttqugfrHic;?Stoiogei?:E éti:;ﬁn;u%gg szgthtfgth§4wei?er[yEa:Er:LTgfsgld land of
Q ! TRACT 1 along the easterly side of said Drinkwater Road, N‘OZ 1316° E g distunce of 47.99 triangular parcel conveyed or to be conveyed by Chapman to Exeter & Hampton
<ﬂ feet to o drill hole set at the end of o stone wall; thence N 021615" E a distance Electric Compony; thence running South 60° 27 West afong the present division line
O PLAN #021 30 0: 37'35|1fe;t9t2012’;gr’1’" Eho!edsett at th? 562d450ff0tstone vc;qslll; ":hlence tru;l:lng along a between Chapman and Exeter & Hampton Electric Company 40.C feet to the point ol
| stone wa " a distance o . eet to a drill hole set; thence beginning.
= 8 continuing along said stone wail N 00°14’55” E a distance of 61.75 feet to o drill ¢ 9
Dfi hole set at ’Ehe’en;j of o §tone wall; thence N 005517 W o.dis:tun::e of 5%.25 feet; TRACT 5 (1955/91‘—PARCEL #2)-0111’, from TRACT 2
thence N 01°03'09” E a distance of 111.84 feet; thence N 02'35 31" E a distance Beginning on the Easterly side of said Drinkwater Road at the present division line
- . of 227.33 feet; thence N 01°11°06” E a distance of 93.31 feet, fo an iron rod set between land of Arthur H. and Marion J. Chopman on the Nerth and land of Exeter
Q: at me So”ih“;es“?dﬁy C;”Se_rkc’f tiar;dR nodw E_]r formterly'of AIG; Tsui and}Kim IWocr;t Yap & Hampton Electric Company on the South and running along said Chapman land
: at the easterly side of Drinkwater Read; thence turning and running clong land now . g : e . . mat ZA”
I m g or formerly of said Tsui and Yap N 76°59°00” E a distance of 252.78 ’feet to an Egﬁg Sgid Téhcgg:;n}fsaig ;?;;Btofei? ;:Jor;hzlpgc;um:g‘:erisngl)r;get}oghu1iri2ﬁgu?§r Fast
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less.
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REQUEST:

Reference: Tech Session held on July 26, 2021, testimony of John F. Closson at Bates 273-
276, and Exhibit JFC-2.

a. The Company stated at the Tech Session that the zoning regulations for the
Town of Kensington would not have been supportive of new construction at the
existing DOC site and a special exemption from the town would need to be
obtained. Did Unitil contact and discuss Options 1-3 with Kensington zoning
officials and the possibility of obtaining an exemption from the zoning
regulations? If not, why not? If yes, what was the extent and outcome of those
discussions?

b. Exhibit JFC-2 at Bates 294 states that “the impact to the surrounding wetlands
could be considerable” if the Kensington site were redeveloped. Please describe
and explain how the wetlands would be further impacted by Options 1-3 beyond
those impacts already existing at the site. To what extent did the Company
research the viability of wetland permitting and the costs of mitigation? Please
provide that documentation if any. How much of the 26.6 acre site in Kensington
is occupied by unusable wetlands? Please provide a site plan depicting the
wetland area. In terms of Options 2 and 3, was re-positioning of the addition or
the new DOC on the site further away from the wetland area ever considered as
an alternative to reduce impacts?

c. The map of the Exeter site provided at Bates 328 also indicates the presence of
wetlands (the map is not completely legible in pdf format). Please confirm the
existence of wetlands at the Exeter location and what impacts if any it may have
had on design, permitting, construction, and operations of the new Seacoast
facility.

d. Exhibit JFC-2 at Bates 294 proposed installation of a new leach field and water
well at the Kensington site. Please explain why the existing facilities are
inadequate and unable to supply the needs of the new buildings under Options 1-
3.

e. Why is it critical for the Company to have dispatch, gas, testing and training, and
engineering all under one roof given that these functions were able to perform
adequately while being separated for so many years? Would moving only some
functions, for example dispatch and engineering, have alleviated the space
constraints at the Hampton and Portsmouth locations?

f. Option 2 as represented in the Decision Document in Exhibit JFC-2 at Bates 290
appears to have been the cheaper option at an estimated cost of $11.9 million
(Procon’s estimate at Bates 299 was between $8.5 - $9.0 million), however this
option was disqualified because the proposal did not meet the space
requirements under the space program. Given that the existing DOC at
Kensington is 43,448 sf. and the proposed addition is 10,500 sf. for a total of
53,948 sf., why was that amount of space insufficient under Unitil's analysis?
Why was it not possible to enlarge the size of the addition, if needed, to meet the
space requirements?

Page 1 of 5
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g. Attachment F of Exhibit JFC-2 at Bates 309 appears to show that Option 2 was
still the cheaper option despite relocation and business disruption costs. Why did
Unitil believe that such costs were unworkable or prohibitive given that this option
was approximately $5 million less than what was ultimately spent for Exeter at
$17.5 million?

h. The “Risks” under Option 1 as represented in the Decision Document in Exhibit
JFC-2 at Bates 289 appear to relate exclusively to problems associated with
renovating the Kensington DOC. Also, it is unclear from Attachment D at Bates
306 why the addition to and renovation of the Hampton headquarters was not
feasible or cost prohibitive. Please provide those additional details.

i. Exhibit JFC-2 at Bates 300 states that “Drinkwater Road floods during large rain
events.” On average, how many times per year do these events occur to the
point where Drinkwater Road is impassable? Are Unitil crews and workers
prevented from entering or exiting the site during these events with no alternative
routes? Is the Kensington DOC essentially isolated during these events and if so
for how long? Has the Company explored potential flood mitigation measures
with the Town of Kensington to alleviate this situation?

RESPONSE:

a.

Unitil did not meet with the Town of Kensington to discuss zoning regulations
and permitted use of the Company’s Kensington property. The Company was
aware of the Kensington property’s status as lawful non-conforming use, see JFC-2
Bates 000293. The Company did familiarize itself with the steps to petition for a
zoning variance should it be required. However, the Company decided not to
pursue Options 1-3 for site-specific reasons and risks that are described in Exhibits
JFC-1 and JFC-2. As such, the Company did not initiate those discussions with the
Town of Kensington.

The Company is familiar with wetland permitting through its normal operations,
including the requirements of the New Hampshire Department of Environmental
Services, US Army Corps of Engineers and the role of the local conservation
commission. However, the Company decided not to pursue Options 1-3 for site-
specific reasons and risks that are described in Exhibits JFC-1 and JFC-2. The
Company therefore did not research the viability of wetland permitting and costs of
mitigation.

The Kensington parcel is 26.6 acres and 10.3 acres is occupied by wetlands. It
was further estimated using the total usable acreage, outside of the 50’ wetland
setback and building setbacks, would be approximately 5.90 acres. An ALTA
survey was completed for the Kensington location in 2017. See DOE 4-68
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Attachment 1 for three (3) ALTA survey drawings. Also see DOE 4-68 Attachment
2 for an additional view of wetlands at the Kensington location.

As noted in the analysis prepared by the Company’s engineering contractor,
Procon, the impact to the surrounding wetlands could be considerable under
Options 1-3. Exhibit JFC-2 at 294. In connection with Options 2 and 3, re-
positioning of the addition or the new DOC on the site further away from the
wetlands was not fully evaluated due to the volume of wetlands throughout the site
in addition to other site limitations including the rural/residential road that is prone to
flooding and the lack of access to municipal water and sewer.

c. The Exeter site did contain approximately 3.8 acres of wetland. To complete the
project the Company needed to dredge and fill 15,425 sf (approximately 1/3 acre) of
palustrine forested wetlands. Compensatory mitigation for this activity included a
total payment of $133,868.11 to the Aquatic Resource Mitigation Fund. This
expense was not paid entirely by the Company costs where shared with the
developer (Garrison Glenn LLC) who paid $56,102.03. DOE 4-68 Attachment 3
provides view of the wetlands at the Exeter site.

d. The existing leach field and water well at the Kensington were unable to the
supply the needs of the new buildings under Options 1-3, due to increase in
personnel and facility requirements. Also, the existing leach field and water well
were located in the wetland boundaries and may have required relocation if
upgraded or altered. As described in Exhibit JFC-2 at Bates 000293, approvals for
and installing a new leach field with today’s regulations would be difficult and more
expensive due to assumed high groundwater levels. In addition, any construction or
significant renovation at the Kensington facility would require a sprinkler/fire
protection system installation or upgrade to comply with building codes. The water
required to supply a sprinkler/fire protection system installation would dictate large
underground storage tank or a pond in the absence of municipal water supply.

e.  Unitil has not argued that it is “critical” for the Company to have dispatch (a.k.a.
Central Electric Dispatch), gas (a.k.a. Gas Control), and testing & training, and
Engineering all under one roof. However, doing so achieves efficiencies and enables
the Company to address several business needs including;

1.) Moving the Central Electric Dispatch (CED) team into one of the Company’s
Electric Distribution Operations Centers, from their former constrained location
at Uniti's NH Gas Distribution Operations Center in Portsmouth. This move also
provides a business continuity space, in Portsmouth, if the new Exeter CED
center is compromised.

Page 3 of 5
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2.) A business continuity space was included in the new Exeter facility to
provide redundant space for the Gas Control and Field Services teams. The
primary location for both of these teams is in Unitil's Portsmouth NH office.
Previously, the failover Gas Control Room was located in a rehabilitated
Audio/Video closet in the Hampton office. If the Gas Control team had to
relocate to the Hampton office the space would be less than adequate for
sustained operations. The new room at the Exeter facility will provide adequate
space for the Gas Control and Field Services teams should they need to
relocate due to the loss of their primary locations in Portsmouth.

3.) The Operator Qualification (OQ) testing and training space was designed to
be used by Uniti’'s Gas Operations for OQ testing and also by other
departments, from Exeter or other Unitil locations, for training. This space can
also be used as back up space to the System Emergency Operations Center
located in Hampton.

4.) The decision to move the Electric Engineering team from Hampton to Exeter
was driven by the need for more space at the Hampton building which was at
capacity and more space was needed.

While moving some functions would partially alleviate space constraints at the
Hampton and Portsmouth locations, it would not address Unitil’'s need for adequate
business continuity space for Gas Control, Field Services, training and testing.

f. The existing Kensington DOC is approximately 21,000 sf, not 43,448 sf. Option 2,
as represented in the Decision Document in Exhibit JFC-2 at Bates 000290, did not
meet the space requirements under the space program because the existing total sf
for this option would yield only 31,000 sf (existing DOC 20,390 + 10,000 sf addition).
The Company did not evaluate the possibility of more than doubling the size of the
addition to meet the Company’s space requirements.

g. Although Option 2, in Attachment F of Exhibit JFC-2 at Bates 000309, appears to
be the cheaper option, it was not pursued due to anticipated risks of pursuing
approval to develop the site due to expansive wetlands and the additional anticipated
costs associated with pursuing approvals/permits from various local and state
government agencies. The Company does not believe that it is meaningful to
compare the budgeted cost of Option 2 to the actual cost of Option 4. As shown by
the considerable risk factors associated with Option 2, the Company could have
experienced additional unknown costs for Option 2. These factors combined with
other factors including, no viable lease options to relocate during the renovation and
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construction phases, no access to municipal sewer and water, and issues with the
road flooding during significant rain events made Option 2 unviable for a
contemporary day commercial facility.

h.  The Company notes that the estimate provided as Attachment D predates the risk
analysis provided as Exhibit A by more than a month. The more recent risk analysis
concluded that the time and cost to renovate the existing building under Option 1
would exceed any gain in operational improvements and less long-term value versus
what Unitil would gain in operational improvements and value with a new building.
The Company also does not agree that that the “Risks” under Option 1 as
represented in the Decision Document in Exhibit JFC-2 at Bates 000289 are
exclusively related to the renovation of the Kensington DOC. For example, the risks
numbered 9, 10, and 11 include: disruption to the Hampton office during construction
of an addition; soft costs nearly doubled for designers/legal/permitting in connection
with pre-construction and construction administration for two projects instead of one;
and the cost for/availability of additional Unitil resources to manage and administer
two large facilities projects simultaneously. These numerous risk factors, in
combination with other site-specific factors described in Exhibits JFC-1 and JFC-2,
led the Company to conclude that Option 1 was unsuitable.

i. Drinkwater road has flooded during multiple large rain events. The frequency of
the road being impassable has not been tracked by the Company. Current hazard
maps from both the Town of Exeter and the Town of Kensington note potential flood
hazards on Drinkwater road leading to the Kensington facility; see DOE 4-68
Attachment 4 and DOE 4-68 Attachment 5. During flooding events involving
Drinkwater Road, which typically accompanied storm restoration efforts, the
Kensington facility was not fully isolated. However, storm response vehicles were
directed to use an alternate route to access the Site, which extended response time
to outages, downed wires and municipal support. The Company did not approach
the Town of Kensington regarding flood mitigation efforts.

Page 5 of 5
000098



Docket No. DE 21-030
Exhibit 22

Docket No. DE 21-030

Direct Testimony of Jay E. Dudley
Attachment JED-6

Page 17 of 159

Unitil Energy Systems, Inc.
Docket No. DE 21-030
DOE Data Requests — Set 4

Date Request Received: 08/05/2021 Date of Response: 08/19/2021
Request No. DOE 4-69 Witness: John F. Closson
REQUEST:

Reference Tech Session held on July 26, 2021, testimony of John F. Closson at Bates 271-272.
What benefit/cost analysis did the Company perform comparing the costs of continuing with the
current training and testing in Portland ME as opposed the costs of including that function as
part of the new Seacoast Facility?

RESPONSE:

A benefit/cost analysis was not performed comparing the costs of continuing with the
current testing and training in Portland, ME as opposed to the costs of including that
function as part of the new Seacoast Facility. The testing and training functions at the
new Seacoast Facility is not intended to replace the training and testing operations in
Portland, ME, but instead augment the Company’s current capabilities. The justification
for incorporating a testing facility at the new Seacoast Facility included redundancy for
the Portland, ME facility in addition to closer proximity to Unitil's natural gas workers in
NH and MA.
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REQUEST:

Please provide the expenditures for any artwork at the new Seacoast Regional Facility
above the line and provide a reference in the testimony for such expenditure.

RESPONSE:

The expenditures for artwork (a.k.a. H/A/B = History/Art/Branding) is $38,082.59. This
amount includes design, production and installation by the graphics vendor. Artwork
was an intentional component of the building’s design, aligned with other design
components such as lighting, thermal comfort and ergonomics. Some of the H/A/B
walls were designed to provide employees with a sense of unity, place and purpose by
incorporating Unitil's Vision, Mission, and Values in select locations. Most of the
artwork installed were produced from photos in Unitil's archives. Historical photos were
largely chosen for artwork in the conference rooms. Photos taken in the field were
chosen to represent views of nature while still highlighting Unitil’s electric operations.
The artwork chosen complements the sustainability and wellness goals for the project.
The artwork also includes a plaque, located in the lobby that describes the sustainability
features of the building and also graphical sustainability signage that was installed
throughout the building to highlight sustainability features and for a tool to educate
employees and visitors.
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Company

Work Order

Utility Account
Description

Long Description

Posting
Amount

10 Unitil Energy Systems
10 Unitil Energy Systems
10 Unitil Energy Systems
10 Unitil Energy Systems
10 Unitil Energy Systems
10 Unitil Energy Systems
10 Unitil Energy Systems
10 Unitil Energy Systems
10 Unitil Energy Systems
10 Unitil Energy Systems
10 Unitil Energy Systems
10 Unitil Energy Systems
10 Unitil Energy Systems
10 Unitil Energy Systems

E-191060-20192718
E-191060-20192718
E-191060-20192719
E-191060-20192719
E-191060-20192720
E-191060-20192720
E-191060-20192721
E-191060-20192721
E-191060-20192725
E-191060-20192725
E-191060-20192722
E-191060-20192722
E-191060-20192723
E-191060-20192723

390-00 Structures-E
390-00 Structures-E
390-00 Structures-E
390-00 Structures-E
390-00 Structures-E
390-00 Structures-E
390-00 Structures-E
390-00 Structures-E
390-00 Structures-E
390-00 Structures-E

391-01 Office Furniture & Fixtur-E
391-01 Office Furniture & Fixtur-E

393-00 Stores Equipment-E
393-00 Stores Equipment-E

Construction - New DOC Facility
Construction - New DOC Facility
Engineering & Architectural Services
Engineering & Architectural Services
Legal . Insurance, Permitting & Misc
Legal . Insurance, Permitting & Misc
Internal Project Management
Internal Project Management
Move to 20 Continental Drive & Clean Out of 114 DWR Building
Move to 20 Continental Drive & Clean Out of 114 DWR Building
Office: Furniture/Equip./Appliances & Furnishings
Office: Furniture/Equip./Appliances & Furnishings
Warehouse & Ops: Equipment & Furnishings
Warehouse & Ops: Equipment & Furnishings
Total

291,526.93

(246.17)
80,215.32
2,197.50
2,340.00
4,453.50
21,830.06
10,890.19
79,443.43
3,650.02
73,069.62
3,237.58
2,006.37
2,529.21
577,143.56
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Unitil Energy Systems, Inc.
Docket No. DE 21-030
DOE Data Requests — Set 5

Date Request Received: 09/02/2021 Date of Response: 09/17/2021
Request No. DOE 5-34 Witness: John F. Closson
REQUEST:

Reference: Staff Data Response 2-46b Attachment 1, at 13; DOE Data Response 3-47,
Attachment 1, at 133-135, Acquisition of New DOC, and 136-139, Construction — New
DOC Facility. Also reference Testimony of John F. Closson at Bates 282, and Schedule
RevReq 4-4 at Bates 188.

a. Total expenditures for the new Seacoast DOC in Exeter, including the
costs of land acquisition and construction, appear to be $17,079,857
($1,405,413 + $15,674,444) as represented in Staff Data Response 2-46b.
However, Mr. Closson’s testimony references an all-in cost of
$17,517,969. Please explain the $438,112 difference between the two
totals and confirm which amount was included in the test year rate base.

b. It appears that an additional Authorization (Sequence 37?) to support the
expenditures identified in a. above was not provided. Please explain and
provide any missing project documentation.

c. Schedule RevReq 4-4 appears to indicate that additional expenditures in
the amount of $577,144 were incurred as part of the Seacoast DOC
project in 2021 but are to be included the 2020 test year rate base.

Please explain. If included, please provide greater detail behind what
constitutes each expense listed on lines 2, 3, and 4. Is this amount part of
the $438,112 referenced in a. above?

RESPONSE:

a. Mr. Closson’s testimony provided cost of $17,517,969 which reflected the total
costs at the time of the Company’s initial filing which includes costs incurred after
the Company’s 2020 test year. The total expenditures ($17,079,857), reflected in
Staff Data Response 2-46b, reflect total capital expenditures/plant in service as
of the end of the test year. The amount included in the Company’s test year-end
rate base is $17,079,857. In addition, the company has included a post test year
rate base addition of $577,144. This results in a total cost of $17,657,001
included in the Company’s requested pro forma rate base.

b. Per the Company’s Authorization Policy a revision is only required to be written if
there is a change in scope anticipated or the expenditures/spending are
expected to exceed 15% or $5,000. Both of the authorizations are within the
policy tolerance.

c. As described in Messrs. Goulding and Nawazelski testimony, Bates 105, the

Page 1 of 2
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Unitil Energy Systems, Inc.
Docket No. DE 21-030
DOE Data Requests — Set 5

Date Request Received: 09/02/2021 Date of Response: 09/17/2021
Request No. DOE 5-34 Witness: John F. Closson

Company included a test year pro forma increase to Utility Plant in Service of
$577,144, as shown on Schedule RevReg-4-4 (Bates 188), Column 2, Line 5, to
account for the carry-over work closed to Plant in Service during the two months
ended February 28, 2021 related to the new Exeter DOC. Detail for these
amounts has been provided in DOE 5-34 Attachment 1. This amount is part of
the $438,112 referenced in part a of this discovery request.

Page 2 of 2
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New Seacoast Region Facility (DOC) - Permitting Legal Fees

Description Amount
Legal Fees - Feb 2019 $ 14,744.00
Legal Fees - Mar 2019 $ 9,880.00
Legal Fees - Apr 2019 $ 7,300.72
Legal Fees - May 2019 $ 5,740.00
Legal Fees - Jun 2019 $ 3,643.44
Total: $ 41,308.16
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Civil Engineers/Land Surveyors

December 28, 2018
Revised: March 12, 2019
Job #4891 - USPP

Mr. Langdon Plummer, Chairman
Exeter Planning Board

10 Front Street

Exeter, NH 03833

RE: SITE PLAN WAIVER REQUESTS
PROPOSED UNITIL OPERATIONS FACILITY
20 CONTINENTAL DRIVE
EXETER, NH

Dear Sir:

On behalf of our client, PROCON, and in accordance with Section 13.7 of the

Town of Exeter Site Plan Review and Subdivision Regulations (SPR), we respectfully
request the following waivers for the above referenced project.

WAIVER REQUEST #1

SPR Regulation: Section 7.4.7 requires the location and mapping of any
significant trees (greater than 16-inches in diameter as measured 12-inches
above ground).

Waiver Request: To waive the requirement that the Existing Conditions Plan
shows the location and size of any significant trees upon the property.

Basis of Waiver: The Existing Conditions Plan that is included as part of this
site plan application accurately depicts the natural features of this property, with
the exception of the location of significant trees. Wetlands, watercourses, tree
lines, ledge outcroppings and topography are all environmental features that are
shown on the plans. Location of individual trees for a large project is time
consuming and expensive. Furthermore, unlike many residential projects, large
commercial projects such as this generally do not have the flexibility to design
around individual trees.

3 Congress St. Nashua, NH 03062 . (603) 883-2057
131 Middlesex Turnpike, Burlington, MA 01803 . (781) 203-1501
www.hayner-swanson.com
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WAIVER REQUEST #2

SPR Regulation: Section 7.5.4 requires a High Intensity Soils Survey (HISS)
information to be added to the site plan.

Waiver Request: To waive the requirement that the site plan set shows HISS
information.

Basis of Waiver: HISS mapping shows the general soil types of the land with
an emphasis on the drainage class of the soils. The Existing Conditions Plan that
is included as part of this site plan application shows Site Specific Soils as
mapped by Gove Environmental Services of Exeter, NH. Site Specific Soils
Mapping is a more detailed representation of the on-site soils. Both methods
provide the Town with a good understanding of the on-site soils. One other
reason that Site Specific Soils Mapping was used in that it is a requirement of the
New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services Alteration of Terrain
Permit process.

WAIVER REQUEST #3

SPR Regulation: Section 9.2.4 (in particular 1 a & b, 2 and 4), which requires
certain architectural guidelines for new construction.

Waiver Request: To waive the requirements that the proposed building
additions need pitched roofs, fagade treatments, exterior material types and
historic details incorporated into the architecture.

Basis of Waiver: The architecture of the proposed building is harmonious with
the other buildings in this corporate park in terms of roof type, size and exterior
materials. The building will not be seen from any major collector road in Town.
The use of high-maintenance natural materials and pitched roofs is not practical
for this type of use located in an industrial/commercial-type setting.

WAIVER REQUEST #4

SPR Regulation: Section 9.5.1.4 does not allow grading within five (5) feet of
any exterior property line.

Waiver Request: To waive the requirement to allow grading within five (5)

feet of the property that abuts this project along the east side of the entrance
driveway/parking area (Map 46, Lot 2).
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Basis of Waiver: The original design of this commercial/industrial subdivision
contemplated a shared access and utility design for the subject site and the
abutting property to the north (Map 46, Lot 2 — FW Webb). The proposed site
plan for the Unitil project includes the easternmost entrance driveway and
parking area, which will require minimal grading and work upon along the
common property line. Map 46, Lot 2.

WAIVER REQUEST #5

SPR Regulation: Section 9.7.5.5 requires that landscape islands be provided in
parking lots between every ten to fifteen spaces to avoid long rows of parked
cars.

Waiver Request: To allow parking aisles in excess of ten to fifteen (10-15)
parking spaces without the use of a landscaped island.

Basis of Waiver: As can be seen on the site plans, the proposed facility will
contain @ medium size parking area in front of the building. Curbed islands are
proposed in the parking area to define traffic patterns and provide areas for
landscaping. The proposed design attempts to balance the amount of site
landscaping with the ability to provide ease of snow plowing and general
maintenance of the parking lots. The hardship of complying with this regulation
would be the loss of approximately five (5) parking spaces. The proposed site
enjoys significant exterior buffers and provides for over 60% open space where
30% is required for this zone. Lastly, this property is party of the Garrison Glen
Corporate Park, where other users within the development do not contain islands
within their parking lots.

WAIVER REQUEST #6

SPR Regulation: Section 9.9.2 requires a seventy-five (75) foot structural and
parking setback from wetlands that contain poorly drained soils.

Waiver Request: To allow portions of the proposed building and parking areas
(including driveways) to be constructed within the seventy-five (75) foot setback.

Basis of Waiver: As can be seen on the plans, wetlands surround the interior
buildable portion of this lot. In order to meet the development program needs of
the proposed building there are several areas where the building and parking
encroaches into the seventy-five (75) foot setback. Without these encroachments
this property would be unable to accommodate this proposed development.
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Wetland Waiver Guidelines (SPR Section 9.9.3)
iz Relative value of the wetland including its ecological sensitivity and

function with the greater landscape.

The wetland areas on the site are red maple dominated forested wetlands
formed within the poorly drained glacial till on a bouldery landscape. These
wetlands lie upgradient and distinctly separate from the Little River and its
contiguous marsh and scrub shrub wetlands within its floodplain. This wetland
type is very common in the Continental Drive area and can be found on all the
adjoining lots, often in close proximity to the road or to existing industrial
development. These types of wetlands generally act as buffers to the more
sensitive wetlands more closely associated with the river or other more sensitive
wetland areas. This type of wetland is not particularly sensitive to small direct
impacts or disturbances within its buffer.  Their value is generally limited to
modest wildlife habitat and water quality unless they closely associated with the
Little River or with other features such as vernal pools, streams, or similar more
sensitive areas. There are no such features on this site. The majority of the
proposed wetland and buffer impacts occur to this type of wetland.

2 Functions and Values Assessment

Gove Environmental Services, Inc. evaluated the wetlands in the vicinity of the
proposed impacts and buffer encroachment to determine the functions and
values of these areas. The function of the wetlands on the site is limited to
modest wildlife habitat and maintenance of water quality in the watershed,
essentially acting as a buffer to the more sensitive wetlands near the Little River.
The wildlife habitat value of the wetlands on the site is little different than that of
the surrounding uplands since there are no vernal pools or streams on the site
that would elevate the habitat value of these forested wetlands. The true
wetland related habitat value lies within the Little River and its contiguous
wetlands along its floodplain. Since impacts are located far upgradient of these
areas and stormwater management systems will be design to protect water
quality, proposed impacts will have negligible, if any effect on the overall
functions and values of the wetland areas which will remain intact and largely
offsite.

3 Use cannot be reasonably carried out outside of the bufters

Given the unique manner in which the wetlands and buffers surround this
property there is no way to meet the development needs of the proposed project
without impacting the buffers and wetland areas as shown on the plans.

4. Effort to minimize impacts to the buffer

The proposed site design utilizes guardrail and steep slopes in an attempt to

minimize buffer and wetland impacts. A good portion of the buffer impacts is due
to grading, which will be restored using a conservation seed mix.
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5. Drainage facilities within the buffer

The proposed stormwater management areas include a number of features
designed to improve water quality of the stormwater runoff. Deep sump catch
basins and sediment forebays are uses to reduce velocities and settle our
suspend solids. The subsurface detention system and “wet pond” basin area will
provide for added residence time so that additional settling of suspended solids
can occur. Furthermore, by using a multi-stage outlet control structure at each
treatment area, peak flow rates can be reduced to the pre-development rates.

6. Recommendations from the Exeter Conservation Commission

See the attached letter from the Exeter Conservation Commission dated
December 13, 2019 indicating ‘no objection’ to the proposed project.

7 Mitigation Proposal
The Applicant proposes to contribute $77,765.81 to the State of New Hampshire

Department of Environmental Services Wetlands Bureau Aquatics Resource
Mitigation fund.

WAIVER REQUEST #7

SPR Regulation: Section 9.17.9 which requires private sites to use granite
curbing.

Waiver Request: To allow the use of Cape Cod berm in lieu of granite curb in
the back area of the proposed project.

Basis of Waiver: Given the commercial nature of this project and the fact that
the front part of the site will utilize granite curbing a waiver from this regulation
is being sought. Cape Cod berm is a proven product and is being proposed in the
rear loading dock area and site storage area, away from the building, of the front
parking lot. Cape Cod berm has been used on other sites within this corporate
park and is used along Continental Drive, the public road providing access to
these lots.

Granting these waivers is in accordance with the criteria of Section 13.7 and RSA
674:44, 111 (e). We feel that the above requests are reasonable for a project of this size
and that a strict enforcement of these requirements would pose a hardship and
difficulties to our client. Furthermore we think that the spirit and intent of the Town of
Exeter Site Plan Review and Site Plan Regulations is met with this project in that the
development will not be detrimental to public health, safety and welfare.
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Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Respectfully,

A%«é—-

ames N. Pe(ropulos, P.E.
President/Principal Engineer
HAYNER/SWANSON, INC.
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> TOWN OF EXETER

Planning and Building Department
10 FRONT STREET e EXETER, NH * 03833-3792 o (603) 778-0591 ¢FAX 772-4709
www.exeternh.gov

Date: March 19, 2019

To: Planning Board

From: Dave Sharples, Town Planner

Re: Unitil Energy Systems, Inc. PB Case #18-16

The Applicant is seeking site plan approval and a Wetlands Conditional Use Permit for
the proposed construction of a 53,490 square foot building which will contain offices,
storage, warehouse and wash bays, along with associated site improvements on an
11.7 acre parcel located at 20 Continental Drive. The subject property is located in the
CT-1, Corporate Technology Park-1 zoning district and is identified as Tax Map Parcel
#46-3.

The Applicant appeared before the Technical Review Committee (TRC) on January 31,
2019. UEI has submitted their comment letter; dated February 5, 2019 (Review No. 1).
Both the TRC comment letter and UEI comments are included for your review.

The Applicant appeared before the Conservation Commission at their December 11t
2018 meeting for review of their Wetlands Conditional Use Permit application. The
ConCom voted unanimously with no objection to the issuance of a Wetland CUP but did
express some concerns. A copy of the Commission’s comments is included for your
review. The Applicant returned to the ConCom at their February 12t, 2019 meeting for
review of their NH Dredge & Fill (Wetlands) application. Attached is a copy of the letter
to NH DES in support of the application.

The Applicant is requesting six (6) waivers from the Board’s Site Plan Review &
Subdivision regulations as outlined in their Waiver request letter dated December 28,
2018, and revised March 12, 2019 and included herein.

Waiver Request Motions:

Significant Trees (16-inches diameter {caliper} or greater) waiver motion: After
reviewing the criteria for granting waivers, | move that the request of Unitil Energy
Systems, Inc. (PB Case #18-16) for a waiver from Section 7.4.7. of the Site Plan
Review and Subdivision Regulations regarding identifying significant trees 16” in
diameter (caliper) or greater be APPROVED / APPROVED WITH THE FOLLOWING

CONDITIONS / TABLED / DENIED.
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High Intensity Soils Survey (HISS) waiver motion: After reviewing the criteria for
granting waivers, | move that the request of Unitil Energy Systems, Inc. (PB Case #18-
16) for a waiver from Section 7.5.4 of the Site Plan Review and Subdivision Regulations
to provide High Intensity Soil Survey information on the Proposed Site Plan be
APPROVED / APPROVED WITH THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS / TABLED /
DENIED.

Architectural Guidelines waiver motion: After reviewing the criteria for granting
waivers, | move that the request of Unitil Energy Systems, Inc. (PB Case #18-16) for a
waiver from Section 9.2.4 of the Site Plan Review and Subdivision Regulations
regarding architectural guidelines for new construction be APPROVED / APPROVED
WITH THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS / TABLED / DENIED.

Grading within 5 feet of property line waiver motion: After reviewing the criteria for
granting waivers, | move that the request of Unitil Energy Systems, Inc. (PB Case #18-
16) for a waiver from Section 9.5.1.4 of the Site Plan Review and Subdivision
Regulations regarding grading within 5 feet of the property line be APPROVED /
APPROVED WITH THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS / TABLED / DENIED.

Landscape Islands within /Parking Lots waiver motion: After reviewing the criteria
for granting waivers, | move that the request of Unitil Energy Systems, Inc. (PB Case
#18-16) for a waiver from Section 9.7.5.5 of the Site Plan Review and Subdivision
Regulations regarding landscape islands be provided in parking lots between every 10
to 15 spaces to avoid long rows of parked cars be APPROVED / APPROVED WITH
THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS / TABLED / DENIED.

Wetland Setbacks — 75 foot structural/parking setback from Inland Stream waiver
motion: After reviewing the criteria for granting waivers, | move that the request of
Unitil Energy Systems, Inc. (PB Case #18-16) for a waiver from Section 9.9.2 of the Site
Plan Review and Subdivision Regulations regarding proposed construction to be
permitted within the setback be APPROVED / APPROVED WITH THE FOLLOWING
CONDITIONS / TABLED / DENIED.

Planning Board Motions

Site Plan Motion: | move that the request of Unitil Energy Systems, Inc. (PB Case
#18-16) for Site Plan approval be APPROVED / APPROVED WITH THE FOLLOWING
CONDITIONS / TABLED / DENIED.

Conditional Use Permit (Wetlands) Motion: After reviewing the criteria for a
Wetlands Conditional Use permit, | move that the request of Unitil Energy Systems, Inc.
(PB Case #18-16) for a Conditional Use Permit be APPROVED / APPROVED WITH
THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS / TABLED / DENIED.

Thank You.

Enclosures
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~ans TOWN OF EXETER

Planning and Building Department
10 FRONT STREET ¢ EXETER, NH » 03833-3792 ¢ (603) 778-0591 ¢FAX 772-4709
www.exeternh.gov

Date: March 19, 2019

To: Planning Board

From: Dave Sharples, Town Planner

Re: Unitil Energy Systems, Inc. PB Case #18-20

The Applicant is seeking a lot line adjustment to relocate the common lot line between
the properties located at 20 Continental Drive (Tax Map Parcel #46-3) and 60 Gourmet
Place (Tax Map Parcel #46-1) to provide additional land area to the 20 Continental
Drive parcel for the proposed construction of the Operations Center also under review
by the Planning Board. The area of land being transferred by this adjustment is 41,560
square feet. The subject properties are located in the CT-1, Corporate Technology
Park-1 zoning district.

Also as part of this application is a proposed street dedication. The owner of property at
60 Gourmet Place (12 Continental Drive LLC) is proposing to dedicate the land beneath
Gourmet Place, which is currently a private way that serves as the driveway to the
Gourmet Gift Basket facility, as a public street. A letter from the Applicant dated
November 19, 2018 is enclosed which outlines the reason for this request. | am unclear
on the process for requesting the Planning Board to review a proposed public street that
was previously approved by the Board and, at that time, the applicant stated that the
roadway would remain private and would not be dedicated to the town. | will be
discussing this internally and will provide an update at the meeting.

The Applicant appeared before the Technical Review Committee (TRC) on January 31,
2019 for review of the proposed construction of the Operations Center, and several
comments relative to the lot line adjustment plan were provided to the Applicant. These
items are outlined in the Applicant’s cover letter, dated March 12t 2019 and included
herein.

The Applicant has not requested any waivers from the Board’s Site Plan Review and
Subdivision Regulations. However, if they are seeking a recommendation on street
acceptance of the portion of the roadway that is already built, then several waivers may
be needed. This is also a discussion | will have internally and report back to the board.

Outside of the street dedication, | have no issues with the lot line adjustment.
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Planning Board Motions

Lot Line Adjustment Motion: | move that the request of Unitil Energy Systems, Inc.
(PB Case #18-20) for Lot Line Adjustment approval be APPROVED / APPROVED
WITH THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS / TABLED / DENIED.

Thank You.

Enclosures
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TOWN OF EXETER
PLANNING BOARD
APPROVED MINUTES
March 28, 2019

CALL TO ORDER: Session was called to order at 7:00 pm by Vice-Chair Brown.

INTRODUCTIONS

Members Present: Vice-Chair Aaron Brown, Gwen English, Kelly Bergeron, Niko
Papakonstantis, Select Board Representative, Nick Gray, Alternate, Jennifer Martel,
Alternate and Marcia Moreno-Baez, Alternate.

Staff Present: Dave Sharples, Town Planner

Vice-Chair Brown indicated that Alternates, Nick Gray, Jennifer Martel and Marcia Biaz
would be active.

NEW BUSINESS

HEARINGS:

1. The application of Unitil Energy Systems, Inc. for a commercial site plan review
and Wetlands Condition Use Permit (CUP) for the proposed construction of a
53,490 SF building (offices, storage, warehouse and wash bay area) parking and
associated site improvements on an 11.70-acre parcel
Corporate Technology-1 Park zoning district
20 Continental Drive
Tax Map Parcel #46-3
Case #18-16

2. The application of Unitil Energy Systems, Inc. for a lot-line adjustment between
properties located at 20 Continental Drive and 60 Gourmet Place
CT-Corporate Technology-1 Park zoning district
Tax Map Parcels #46-3 and #46-1
Case #18-20

Ms. Bergeron motioned to accept the applications of Unitil Energy
Systems, Inc., Case #18-16 and Case #18-20. Mr. Gray seconded the
motion, with all in favor, the motion passed unanimously.

James Petropulos of Hayner/Swanson, Inc. presented the design plan on behalf
of the applicant. Mr. Petropulos noted the cases go hand in hand, one site plan
and one lot-line adjustment. Thell-acre lot located in Corporate Technology
Park zoning district abutted by Gourmet Gift Basket (GGB), undeveloped land to
the South, created in subdivision in 1990 (referring to the L-shaped parcel). The
majority is wooded, wetlands, which have been flagged by Brendan Quigley.
Lot-line plan needed to support new building, relocate between subject line and
000115
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GGB which would give the Unitil lot more room and better geography. Made
sense to shift close to road. Unitil looking to acquire Gourmet Place and convey
some land, would be town matter. Proposing a two-story facility, 53,490 SF.
Currently their operation is in Kensington and they are first responders during
outage or emergency. Proposed development would consist of offices, storage,
wash bay, two access locations off Gourmet Place with 80 employees and
addition 20 spots for emergency. 61% open space, few impact areas, impact
from wetland, with difficult soil conditions, not a lot of choices for infiltration, catch
basin and run to back of property, outlet to surface created wetland and drainage
off-site.

Mr. Petropulos reviewed the proposed site lighting and landscaping plan with
focus on the front of the building which would have a flat roof, be 26’ feet in
height and require seven waivers which are fairly straightforward and CUP.

Mr. Petropulos indicated other permitting necessary, the applicant has secured
alteration of terrain permit, been before the Conservation Commission, received
a favorable recommendation and think it has been designed responsibly.

Mr. Sharples noted the project requires wetlands CUP, and several waivers. The
applicant appeared before the TRC (comment and response letter enclosed in
packet). Project was reviewed by UEI in February and will have a second
review. No significant comments. Mr. Sharples advised the lot line is not ready
to be accepted due to changes and uncertainties and may need to schedule a
site walk and table until the second meeting in April.

Vice-Chair Brown recommended addressing the waivers and CUP.

Mr. Petropulos added Gourmet Place is intended to provide access (showing on
plan here). There are seven waivers fully explained in package (will paraphrase).
7.4.7 Significant Trees, less critical than in R-1 zone;

7.5.4 High Intensity Soils Survey (HISS). DES requires site specific soil
mapping, provided that so seeking relief from HISS.

9.2.4 Architectural Guidelines waiver motion, the flat roof and exterior materials
are consistent with nearby buildings;

9.5.1.4 Grading within 5 feet of property line waiver motion, approached FW
Webb and they support the project.

9.7.5.5 Landscape islands with parking lots waiver motion, focus on greenery on
perimeter of parking area;

9.9.2 Wetland Setbacks, 75 foot structural/parking setback from inland stream
waiver, not highest quality wetlands, mitigation approximately $75,000;

9.17.9 Slope Graded Lines, Cape Cod Berm.

Mr. Petropulos noted seven items for the CUP:

1. Proposed use allowed in zone;

2. Use not carried out elsewhere on site, avoid other areas;

3. Wetland scientist functional rate assessment, common wooded wetland;
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4. Construction and maintenance not detrimental to 2:1 slope on perimeter,
flatter design would increase impact;

5. Buffer impact would leave remaining areas in natural state, will be vegetated,;

6. No hazardous impact, clean use;

7. Obtain other permits, are in process of getting those.

Vice-Chair Brown opened the hearing to the public for comments and questions
at 7:34 and being none closed the hearing for deliberations.

Vice Chair Brown noted minor items with the public right-of-way, making sure it
meets our requirements.

Ms. Martel asked about the detention basin, it appears as if going over the
property line? Mr. Petropulos responded yes, the owner owns the abutting
property as well. Ms. Martel questioned Stormwater area B points to pavement?
Mr. Petropulos explained the underground system will capture the runoff. The
slope works front to back. Stores in underground piping system and exits at
slower rate, filters out sediments in the subsurface system.

Ms. Martel stated there are 2:1 slopes over majority of site, would like to see a

more bioengineered approach. Mr. Petropulos indicated it was something they
could look into, generating some rock and more vegetation. Ms. English added
more natural features.

Ms. English asked about storage of chemicals, with concerns about nearby
wetlands and rain seepage. Mr. Petropulos responded the transformers are new
and contain oil and are only a hazard if hit. The area is well contained. The
drainage system is oversized in case it runs into a problem the water quality unit
separates hydrocarbon from water which is a good way to address any incident.
Poles are treated because they need to be preserved and small quantities of
hydrocarbons could come off but would run through quality unit with high
maintenance. Ms. English asked if the poles are covered. Mr. Petropulos
answered no, there are a lot of safety procedures, don’t deliver wet poles, there
are many safety measures.

Ms. English asked about the snow storage location(s). Mr. Petropulos stated
there is a fenced in area with a gate. DES wants snow in treatment practice
rather than slope.

Ms. English asked about tree cutting area limits. Mr. Petropulos advised it was
tight to diagram, only the area within the rectangle will be cleared.

Ms. English asked about the trees in parking area, it would be nice to create
some shade.

Mr. Papakonstantis asked about stored equipment and odors. Mr. Petropulos
indicated there was nothing problematic.
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Vice-Chair Brown asked about practices on site. Tom Murphy indicated
transformer’s containment capacity will have countermeasure plan, stored
undercover and tested. PCP acquires, used for test transfer processes, internal
procedures on spills. Have several consultants as well, visual inspection of pole,
PCP soluble with diesel but not water, will be separated in quality unit, dripping is
mostly diesel fuel, if drips spill pads absorb oil, is maintained regularly.

Mr. Murphy commented on recyclables such as conductors and the different
dumpsters used to recycle those. No fuel oil will be stored on site and there will
be no refueling on site. In 10 years at Kensington never had a release from
transformers.

Ms. Bergeron asked if a three-day supply? Mr. Murphy indicated several size
transformers, 40 small units, 25-30 larger ones, largest units are not stored on
site.

Ms. English asked where recycling storage takes place? Mr. Murphy indicated
the top left corner of the first shop.

Mr. Gray asked if oil dielectric needs to be in transformers in storage? Mr.
Murphy indicated there is a risk of corrosion without, have experimented with
other solutions, this works best as a dialectic. Mr. Gray asked if it was unlikely
the unit gets hit? Mr. Murphy advised oil can also release through valve if it
starts to heat up. Mr. Gray asked if there were ever any problems with
vandalism? Mr. Murphy responded there were a few incidents concerning theft
of metal, have cameras and barbed wire. Last time was in Concord in 2010
which wasn'’t as secure as it is now.

Ms. Martel asked about traffic volume. Mr. Murphy noted the proposed facility is
not as large as Eversource, 8-10 trucks are possible and stored internally. Mr.
Murphy added the facility can support 10-20 trucks in the emergency area as
mentioned previously.

Vice-Chair Brown asked for feedback on waivers and CUP.

Mr. Gray stated he was okay with waivers as proposed, and fine with practical
design of building, strong precedent for trees and soil survey, if neighbor
approves of grading then no problems.

Vice-Chair Brown indicated the proposed use of Cape Cod berm on back.

Ms. Martel noted she would like to see how much canopy would be lost when the
area is developed, opposes Cape Cod curb, seen so many fail with heavy trucks
present. Concerned that would release stormwater and become an

environmental nightmare. Everything else fine.
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Ms. English stated she agreed with Ms. Martel on both waivers and is on the
fence about the landscape islands.

Mr. Papakonstantis stated he agreed with Mr. Gray but is concerned about
significant trees as well.

Ms. Bergeron stated she had nothing else to add, wish didn’t have to survey
entire site.

Ms. Moreno-Baez stated she agreed with Ms. Martel, but the others were alright.

Vice-Chair Brown agreed the tree waiver was granted too often, have no issue
with parking lot waiver, there is less impact without trees there, FW Webb
supports grading encroachment, take action on lot line?

Mr. Sharples noted he would advise holding off because the road agreement, not
looking to make road private so may change, not sure would want adjustment
before sorting out that change and can cover at the next meeting.

Vice-Chair Brown recommended scheduling a site walk.

Mr. Petropulos proposed April 29, with plenty of time to complete plan and
comments will be taken under advisement.

Ms. English asked if considered alternative energy sources for the facility
(indicating she did not expect a response just a suggestion).

Mr. Sharples indicated significant tree waiver can be sorted out with the site walk.
New plans are needed by April 18™.

Vice-Chair Brown proposed April 11" at 5:30. Ms. Martel indicated she would like
to see an inventory along with count.

Ms. Bergeron motioned to continue Case #18-16 and Case #18-20 until April
29", Mr. Gray seconded the motion, with all in favor, the motion passed
unanimously.

The application of VWI Towers LLC for a site plan review for the proposed
construction of a wireless communications facility and associated improvements
on a 31.48-acre parcel located on Kingston Road (Town of Exeter landfill
property)

R-1, Low Density Residential zoning district

Tax Map Parcel #100-004

Case #19-02

Ms. Bergeron motioned to accept Case #19-02. Mr. Papakonstantis
seconded the motion, with all in favor, the motion passed unanimously.
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Civil Engineers/Land Surveyors

December 28, 2018
Revised: March 12, 2019

April 25, 2019
Job #4891 - USPP

Mr. Langdon Plummer, Chairman
Exeter Planning Board

10 Front Street

Exeter, NH 03833

RE: SITE PLAN WAIVER REQUESTS
PROPOSED UNITIL OPERATIONS FACILITY
20 CONTINENTAL DRIVE
EXETER, NH

Dear Sir:

On behalf of our client, PROCON, and in accordance with Section 13.7 of the

Town of Exeter Site Plan Review and Subdivision Regulations (SPR), we respectfully
request the following waivers for the above referenced project.

WAIVER REQUEST #1

SPR Regulation: Section 7.4.7 requires the location and mapping of any
significant trees (greater than 16-inches in diameter as measured 12-inches

above ground).

Waiver Request: To waive the requirement that the Existing Conditions Plan
shows the location and size of any significant trees upon the property.

Basis of Waiver: The Existing Conditions Plan that is included as part of this
site plan application accurately depicts the natural features of this property, with
the exception of the location of significant trees. Wetlands, watercourses, tree
lines, ledge outcroppings and topography are all environmental features that are
shown on the plans. Location of individual trees for a large project is time
consuming and expensive. Furthermore, unlike many residential projects, large
commercial projects such as this generally do not have the flexibility to design
around individual trees.

3 Congress St. Nashua, NH 03062-3301 - (603) 883-2057/5057 (fax) - www.hayner-swanson.com
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Based on a suggestion by the Exeter Planning Board at their March 28,
2019 hearing Gove Environmental Services of Exeter, NH has
performed a detailed inventory of the trees, greater than 16-inches in
diameter as measured 12-inches above ground, within the portion of
the site to be cleared for construction. They have determined the
following:

White Pine — 23

Red Pine — 2

Eastern Hemlock — 2
Red Oak — 6
Shagbark Hickory — 6
Red Maple — 5

Sugar Maple — 1
White Oak — 2

Red Pine — 2

The total number of trees, greater than 16-inches in diameter as
measured 12 inches above ground, is 49.

WAIVER REQUEST #2

SPR Regulation: Section 7.5.4 requires a High Intensity Soils Survey (HISS)
information to be added to the site plan.

Waiver Request: To waive the requirement that the site plan set shows HISS
information.

Basis of Waiver: HISS mapping shows the general soil types of the land with
an emphasis on the drainage class of the soils. The Existing Conditions Plan that
is included as part of this site plan application shows Site Specific Soils as
mapped by Gove Environmental Services of Exeter, NH. Site Specific Soils
Mapping is a more detailed representation of the on-site soils. Both methods
provide the Town with a good understanding of the on-site soils. One other
reason that Site Specific Soils Mapping was used in that it is a requirement of the
New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services Alteration of Terrain
Permit process.

WAIVER REQUEST #3

SPR Regulation: Section 9.2.4 (in particular 1 a & b, 2 and 4), which requires
certain architectural guidelines for new construction.
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Waiver Request: To waive the requirements that the proposed building
additions need pitched roofs, facade treatments, exterior material types and
historic details incorporated into the architecture.

Basis of Waiver: The architecture of the proposed building is harmonious with
the other buildings in this corporate park in terms of roof type, size and exterior
materials. The building will not be seen from any major collector road in Town.
The use of high-maintenance natural materials and pitched roofs is not practical
for this type of use located in an industrial/commercial-type setting.

WAIVER REQUEST #4

SPR Regulation: Section 9.5.1.4 does not allow grading within five (5) feet of
any exterior property line.

Waiver Request: To waive the requirement to allow grading within five (5)
feet of the property that abuts this project along the east side of the entrance
driveway/parking area (Map 46, Lot 2).

Basis of Waiver: The original design of this commercial/industrial subdivision
contemplated a shared access and utility design for the subject site and the
abutting property to the north (Map 46, Lot 2 — FW Webb). The proposed site
plan for the Unitil project includes the easternmost entrance driveway and
parking area, which will require minimal grading and work upon along the
common property line. Map 46, Lot 2.

WAIVER REQUEST #5

SPR Regulation: Section 9.7.5.5 requires that landscape islands be provided in
parking lots between every ten to fifteen spaces to avoid long rows of parked
cars.

Waiver Request: To allow parking aisles in excess of ten to fifteen (10-15)
parking spaces without the use of a landscaped island.

Basis of Waiver: As can be seen on the site plans, the proposed facility will
contain a medium size parking area in front of the building. Curbed islands are
proposed in the parking area to define traffic patterns and provide areas for
landscaping. The proposed design attempts to balance the amount of site
landscaping with the ability to provide ease of snow plowing and general
maintenance of the parking lots. The hardship of complying with this regulation
would be the loss of approximately five (5) parking spaces. The proposed site
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enjoys significant exterior buffers and provides for over 60% open space where
30% is required for this zone. Furthermore, at the request of the Exeter
Planning Board, Unitil has added an island on the interior bay of the
front parking field to break up the parking area. Lastly, this property is
party of the Garrison Glen Corporate Park, where other users within the
development do not contain islands within their parking lots.

WAIVER REQUEST #6

SPR Regulation: Section 9.9.2 requires a seventy-five (75) foot structural and
parking setback from wetlands that contain poorly drained soils.

Waiver Request: To allow portions of the proposed building and parking areas
(including driveways) to be constructed within the seventy-five (75) foot setback.

Basis of Waiver: As can be seen on the plans, wetlands surround the interior
buildable portion of this lot. In order to meet the development program needs of
the proposed building there are several areas where the building and parking
encroaches into the seventy-five (75) foot setback. Without these encroachments
this property would be unable to accommodate this proposed development.

Wetland Waiver Guidelines (SPR Section 9.9.3)

1. Relative value of the wetland including its ecological sensitivity and
function with the greater landscape.

The wetland areas on the site are red maple dominated forested wetlands
formed within the poorly drained glacial till on a bouldery landscape. These
wetlands lie upgradient and distinctly separate from the Little River and its
contiguous marsh and scrub shrub wetlands within its floodplain. This wetland
type is very common in the Continental Drive area and can be found on all the
adjoining lots, often in close proximity to the road or to existing industrial
development. These types of wetlands generally act as buffers to the more
sensitive wetlands more closely associated with the river or other more sensitive
wetland areas. This type of wetland is not particularly sensitive to small direct
impacts or disturbances within its buffer.  Their value is generally limited to
modest wildlife habitat and water quality unless they closely associated with the
Little River or with other features such as vernal pools, streams, or similar more
sensitive areas. There are no such features on this site. The majority of the
proposed wetland and buffer impacts occur to this type of wetland.

Z Functions and Values Assessment

Gove Environmental Services, Inc. evaluated the wetlands in the vicinity of the
proposed impacts and buffer encroachment to determine the functions and
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values of these areas. The function of the wetlands on the site is limited to
modest wildlife habitat and maintenance of water quality in the watershed,
essentially acting as a buffer to the more sensitive wetlands near the Little River.
The wildlife habitat value of the wetlands on the site is little different than that of
the surrounding uplands since there are no vernal pools or streams on the site
that would elevate the habitat value of these forested wetlands. The true
wetland related habitat value lies within the Little River and its contiguous
wetlands along its floodplain. Since impacts are located far upgradient of these
areas and stormwater management systems will be design to protect water
quality, proposed impacts will have negligible, if any effect on the overall
functions and values of the wetland areas which will remain intact and largely
offsite.

3 Use cannot be reasonably carried out outside of the buffers

Given the unique manner in which the wetlands and buffers surround this
property there is no way to meet the development needs of the proposed project
without impacting the buffers and wetland areas as shown on the plans.

4. Effort to minimize impacts to the buffer

The proposed site design utilizes guardrail and steep slopes in an attempt to
minimize buffer and wetland impacts. The sloped areas will be loamed and
then seeded with a conservation seed mix to create a more natural
appearance and function.

5 Drainage facilities within the buffer

The proposed stormwater management areas include a number of features
designed to improve water quality of the stormwater runoff. Deep sump catch
basins and sediment forebays are uses to reduce velocities and settle our
suspend solids. The subsurface detention system and “wet pond” basin area will
provide for added residence time so that additional settling of suspended solids
can occur. Furthermore, by using a multi-stage outlet control structure at each
treatment area, peak flow rates can be reduced to the pre-development rates.

6. Recommendations from the Exeter Conservation Commission

See the attached letter from the Exeter Conservation Commission dated
December 13, 2019 indicating ‘no objection’ to the proposed project.

7 Mitigation Proposal

The Applicant proposes to contribute $77,765.81 to the State of New Hampshire
Department of Environmental Services Wetlands Bureau Aquatics Resource
Mitigation fund.
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WAIVER REQUEST #7

SPR Regulation: Section 9.17.9 which requires private sites to use granite
curbing.

Waiver Request: To allow the use of Cape Cod berm in lieu of granite curb in
portions of the back area of the proposed project.

Basis of Waiver: Given the commercial nature of this project and the fact that
the front part of the site will utilize granite curbing a waiver from this regulation
is being sought. Cape Cod berm is a proven product and is being proposed in the
rear loading dock area and site storage area, away from the building, of the front
parking lot. Cape Cod berm has been used on other sites within this corporate
park.

The use of cape cod berm in the back portion of the site is limited to
those areas that are adjacent to the outdoor storage of equipment and
materials. These areas are away from the travel path of a snow plow
and are further protected by the materials stored there and canopy
overhangs.

Of the 2800 linear feet of curbing on the site we are seeking relief of
400 feet, which is 15% of the overall amount of curbing.

Granting these waivers is in accordance with the criteria of Section 13.7 and RSA
674:44, 111 (e). We feel that the above requests are reasonable for a project of this size
and that a strict enforcement of these requirements would pose a hardship and
difficulties to our client. Furthermore we think that the spirit and intent of the Town of
Exeter Site Plan Review and Site/Subdivision Plan Regulations is met with this project in
that the development will not be detrimental to public health, safety and welfare.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Respectfully,

VA

es N. Petropulos, P.E. 0
resident/Principal Engineer
HAYNER/SWANSON, INC.
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TOWN OF EXETER
PLANNING BOARD
DRAFT MINUTES
MAY 23, 2019

. CALL TO ORDER: Session was called to order at 7:03 pm by Chair Plumer.

INTRODUCTIONS

Members Present: Chair Langdon Plumer, Vice-Chair Aaron Brown, John Grueter,
Gwen English, Niko Papakonstantis, Select Board Representative, Marcia Moreno-Baez,
Alternate, Nick Gray, Alternate, Jennifer Martel, Alternate.

Staff Present: Dave Sharples, Town Planner

Chair Plumer indicated that Alternates Nick Gray and Jennifer Martel would be active.

. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

May 9, 2019

Ms. Grueter moved to approve the May 9, 2019 minutes as amended. Ms. English
seconded the motion. Approved 7-0.

. NEW BUSINESS

HEARINGS:

Continuation of public hearing on the application of VWI Towers LLC for a site
plan review for the proposed construction of a wireless communications facility
and associated improvements on a 31.48-acre parcel located on Kingston Road
(Town of Exeter landfill property)

R-1, Low Density Residential zoning district

Tax Map Parcel #100-004

Case #19-02

Chair Plumer indicated that VWI Towers, Case #19-02 is looking to be continued to June
27, 2019.

Ms. English moved to continue Case #19-02 to June 27, 2019. Mr. Papakonstantis
seconded the motion. Approved 7-0.

The application of Unitil Energy Systems, Inc. for a commercial site plan review
and Wetlands Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for the proposed construction of a
53,490 S.F. building (offices, storage, warehouse and wash bay area), parking and
associated site improvements on an 11.70-acre parcel located at 20 Continental
Drive
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Corporate Technology-1 Park zoning district
Tax Map Parcel #46-3
Case #18-16

The application of Unitil Energy Systems, Inc. for a lot line adjustment between
properties located at 20 Continental Drive and 60 Gourmet Place

CT-Corporate Technology-1 Park zoning district

Tax Map Parcels #46-3 and #46-1

Case #18-20

Mr. Sharples noted this is a continued hearing.

Mr. Sharples provided the Gourmet Place email from Paul Vlasich, Town Engineer with
several comments from the Town Engineer. No additional traffic requirements at
intersection due to little use. Value is being moved out of public right-of-way and granite
bounds on public roadway. Had Site Walk and revised plans. Added additional curbed
landscape island to break up parking lot. No more rip-rap mix. Haven't gotten final sign-
off from UEI. Have proposed conditions of approval for both cases.

Mark Belliveau introduced the team presenting they were not ready in prior meeting for
approval. Mr. Belliveau indicated they are in a position where they would like the Board
to take action and review the status of the road afterward.

James Petropulos indicated this is the third meeting. The applicant has listened to and
made adjustments to comments from the last meetings. Key additions consisted of
landscape island in front; using more natural seed mix; responded with tree survey with
49 trees within clearance; transferring one acre from Gourmet Gift Basket to Unitil lot to
get further from wetlands.

Ms. English asked about the outline of the granite curbing. Mr. Petropulos noted 2,800 ft
total curbing, 2,400 ft. granite.

Ms. English asked about planting in the island. Mr. Petropulos indicated shrubs could be
added rather than tall trees which would limit lighting. Ms. English recommended
planting trees elsewhere to add shade, perhaps at the beginning of where the fill line is

going.

Ms. English asked about the two buffer lines and 75’ setback line? Mr. Petropulos
indicated that was correct.

Ms. English asked about the lighting plan, with spillover over boundary of property line
and asked if it was necessary for that light to spill off where there is wetland? Mr.
Petropulos noted it was a dark sky friendly system which was not on all night. The
business needs security and can try to minimize lighting. Ms. English noted the bigger
threat of people doing damage to property would not seem to be by the wetlands. Mr.
Petropulos indicated they could try placing a shield.
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Ms. Martel asked about snow storage in stormwater area adjacent to inlet and whether
plows would go through? Mr. Petropulos noted the location was uncurbed, areas of
storage are combined with birm curb like speed bump. Ms. Martel noted she would like
to see a tree in the landscape island with the amount being removed.

Mr. Sharples asked if there was a light pole where island is going? Mr. Petropulos noted
there originally was, yes.

Ms. English asked about buffer impact footage. Mr. Petropulos noted he believed
wetland is 15,000 and 75,000 in buffer area. Received wetland permit and alteration of
terrain permit 62% open space with a healthy buffer around Gourmet Gift Basket.

Ms. Martel asked about the construction detail for the conservation mix slope? Mr.
Petropulos indicated he believed it to be a cross section and is in landscape plan.

Chair Plumer opened the hearing to the public for questions and comments at 7:37 PM
and being none closed the hearing to the public.

Mr. Sharples asked if stabilization matting was biodegradable? Mr. Petropulos indicated
it is.

Mr. Beliveau noted he would speak about Gourmet Place and potential road dedication.
The current facility in Kensington has outgrown its location and began search for larger
properties, hearing that Gourmet Place was a private road, communicated with owner as
its important to be located on Town Road for business. First responders need reliable
access to government-maintained roadways. Continental was an option but was very
wet and did not have a viable access point. The company met with Town Manager and
is very interested in returning to Exeter. The company reviewed the street policy with
attorney and thought may allow for road dedication application. The road had been
reviewed by the DPW at great length. Sat down with Town Engineer and discussed
around eight topics. If Select Board accepts as Town road, we will make improvements
listed in revised plan set, hand outs and walk through several images of roadway. One
concern of DPW is damaged curb and conduit not properly restored. Indicated would
replace existing pole and restore area. Concern with intersection was potential safety
issue. Can be confusing what road you are on. Engaged traffic engineer who prepared
memo and recommended insertion of additional traffic control such as striping. Moved
stripe and stop sign up more. Excellent site distance to right and straight ahead. Road
has been in place for three years. Contacted Exeter PD for accident report at
intersection with no reported accidents found. Traffic engineer also recommended
signage to clarify which road is which. Mr. Petropulos noted the applicant is willing to
incorporate those.

Mr. Gray asked if yellow line would bear right or just pull forward? If continue to bring
stop line someone coming from Gourmet Place may have reduced visibility. Mr.
Beliveau indicated according to the memo it is just straight forward and didn’t believe it
extended far enough that you would have to look behind you. Appears to be a dramatic
improvement if brought forward.
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Mr. Grueter asked if the Town was concerned with the quality of the road? Mr. Sharples
noted the Cape Cod birm rather than granite because that was acceptable at the time.

Mr. Grueter asked if any expansion or development planned off this part of roadway?
Mr. Sharples noted there is a lot of wetlands, it would be a challenge to develop there.
Mr. Beliveau noted per Town Engineer’s geotechnical report which questioned if the
road could sustain use, reviewed and deemed satisfactory

Ms. Martel asked about the necessity of the proposed cul-de-sac and drainage. Mr.
Sharples indicated if a public road would need a turnaround for plows and emergency
vehicles. Ms. Martel asked if large enough? Mr. Sharples noted yes; it meets all
specifications there. Mr. Petropulos noted as the road pitches a pair of catch basins at
top pand another at bottom. Slightly more pavement, raised curb and landscaped area.

Ms. Martel asked who maintains that? Mr. Petropulos responded he was not sure and
asked what is usually done in the case of a cul-de-sac? Mr. Brown indicated he believed
it would be the Town’s responsibility, the Town has people mow. Ms. Martel asked
about alternatives, so it didn’'t need to be mowed as she didn’t see Parks & Recreation
going out there. Mr. Brown noted he was unsure what you could require them to put in.
Mr. Grueter noted it was not very visible either. It would be nice if the applicant would
volunteer to do that. Mr. Sharples indicated they could take out or suggest ground cover
that grows very slightly, requiring little maintenance. Mr. Brown noted he would rather
see vegetation than pavement. Ms. Martel asked if there are plants that suppress
weeds to keep from becoming a nuisance. Mr. Sharples will bring up with DPW and
noted it may be up to the Select Board.

Chair Plumer noted there were several waivers to deal with. Mr. Petropulos indicated
they were requesting seven waivers. The first is survey of trees. There are many trees
on 11-acre lot with 49 significant trees in clearing area.

Mr. Brown moved to grant waiver request of Unitil Energy Systems, Inc., Planning
Board Case #18-16 for a waiver from Section 7.4.7 of the Site Plan Review and
Subdivision Regulations regarding identifying significant trees 16” in diameter
(caliper) or greater, after reviewing the criteria for waivers. Mr. Gray seconded the
motion.

Ms. Martel opined this waiver should never be granted as it is not good to not know.

Mr. Brown noted they did do survey of tree, just didn’t map them and made a reasonable
effort, in favor.

Mr. Gray stated he hasn’t seen a case in which requiring it is warranted. It seems like an
undue burden in 95% of cases. Mr. Grueter added “especially in commercial property.”

Mr. Brown noted if it wasn’t commercial the property owner could cut trees without
coming to the Board.
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Ms. English noted it helps to see what we are cutting, mapping gives everyone a
footprint to see, not a useless requirement.

Voting in favor were: Plumer — aye, Brown — aye, Papakonstantis — aye, Gray —
aye, and Grueter — aye. Voting opposed were English —nay, Martel — nay.
Approved 5-2-0, so moved.

Mr. Petropulos presented the second waiver request was for HISS. Site Specific Soll
Survey consistent with state regs.

Mr. Brown moved to grant the request of Unitil Energy Systems, Inc., Planning
Board Case #18-16 for waiver from Section 7.5.4 of the Site Plan Review and
Subdivision Regulations to provide High Intensity Soil Survey Information on the
Proposed Site Plan, after reviewing the criteria for waiver. Mr. Gray seconded the
motion.

Mr. Sharples noted the main difference with alteration of terrain started requiring site
specific soil survey, classification differences, effectively provides same information.
Discussed with Master Plan Committee and recommended changing that.

With all voting in favor, Approved 7-0-0.

Mr. Petropulos indicated request #3 was for architectural guidelines requiring pitched
roofs, historic details etc. which really don’t work for a building like this. The rendering is
consistent with neighboring building.

Mr. Grueter moved to approve the request of Unitil Energy Systems, Inc,, Planning
Board Case #18-16, for a waiver from Section 9.2.4 of the Site Plan Review and
Subdivision Regulations regarding architectural guidelines for new construction,
after reviewing the criteria for granting waivers. Mr. Papakonstantis seconded the
motion. With all voting in favor, Approved 7-0-0.

Mr. Petropulos indicated request #4 was for grading within five feet and noted the
applicant approached F.W. Webb who supported the project.

Mr. Gray moved to approve the request of Unitil Energy Systems, Inc., Planning
Board Case #18-16 for a waiver from Section 9.5.1.4 of the Site Plan Review and
Subdivision Regulations regarding grading within 5 feet of the property line, after
reviewing the criteria for granting waivers. Mr. Papakonstantis seconded the
motion. With all voting in favor, Approved 7-0-0.

Mr. Petropulos indicated request #5 was for Landscape Islands within Parking Lots. Mr.
Petropulos noted the applicant has four rows of parking with an island established in the
center with others next to open space. Adding would limit the amount of open space.

Mr. Gray moved to approve the request of Unitil Energy Systems, Inc., Planning
Board Case #18-16 for a waiver from Section 9.7.5.5 of the Site Plan Review and
000130



Docket No. DE 21-030

Exhibit 22
Docket No. DE 21-030
Direct Testimony of Jay E. Dudley
Attachment JED-6

Page 49 of 159
DE 21-030
Energy 6-30 Attachment 2
Page 27 of 29
229 Subdivision Regulations regarding landscape islands be provided in parking lots
230 between every 10 to 15 spaces to avoid long rows of parked cars, after reviewing
231 the criteria for granting waivers. Mr. Brown seconded the motion. With all voting
232 in favor, Approved 7-0-0.
233
234 Mr. Petropulos indicated request #6 was for wetland setbacks — 75 foot
235 structural/parking setback from Inland Stream waiver. Mr. Petropulos noted the
236 applicant has been before the Conservation Commission and been through the State
237 process, isolated wetland and edges of wetlands. Addresses sub criteria such as quality
238 of wetland and assessments. Have changed to Conservation mix.
239
240 Mr. Papakonstantis moved to approve the request of Unitil Energy Systems, Inc.,
241 Planning Board Case #18-16 for a waiver from Section 9.9.2 of the Site Plan
242 Review and Subdivision Regulations regarding proposed construction to be
243 permitted within the setback, after reviewing the criteria for granting waivers. Mr.
244 Grueter seconded the motion. Voting in favor were: Plumer —aye, Brown — aye,
245 Papakonstantis — aye, Grueter — aye, Gray — aye, Martel - aye. Opposed was Ms.
246 English —nay. Approved 6-1-0, so moved.
247
248 Mr. Petropulos indicated request #7 was for granite curbing waiver. Applicant is using
249 Cape Cod birm in some places which will not be seen by public. Applicant added more
250 granite curbing. 2,800 feet is granite, 400 feet is Cape Cod birm.
251
252 Mr. Gray moved to approve the request of Unitil Energy Systems, Inc., Planning
253 Board Case #18-16 for a waiver from Section 9.17.9 of the Site Plan Review and
254 Subdivision Regulations requiring the use of granite curbing on private sites, after
255 reviewing the criteria for granting waivers. Mr. Papakonstantis seconded the
256 motion. With all voting in favor, Approved 7-0-0.
257
258 Mr. Sharples read the conditions of Site Plan approval adding that it was optional to add
259 3. Deciduous trees.
260
261 1. A dwg file of the plan shall be provided to the Town Planner showing all property
262 lines and monumentation prior to signing the final plans. This plan must be in NAD
263 1983 State Plane New Hampshire FIPS 2800 Feet coordinates;
264 2. All monumentation shall be set in accordance with Section 9.25 of the Site Plan Review
265 and Subdivision Regulations prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy;
266
267 3. A preconstruction meeting shall be arranged by the applicant and his contractor with
268 the Town engineer prior to any site work commencing. The following must be submitted
269 for review and approval prior to the preconstruction meeting:
270 i. The SWPPP (storm water pollution prevention plan), if applicable, be
271 submitted to and reviewed for approval by DPW prior to preconstruction
272 meeting.
273 ii. A project schedule and construction cost estimate.
274
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4. All comments in the Underwood Engineers Inc. letter dated April 4, 2019 shall be
addressed to the satisfaction of the Town Planner prior to signing the final plans;

5. Third party construction inspections fees shall be paid prior to scheduling the
preconstruction meeting;

6. A Maintenance Log and Inspection & Maintenance Checklist for all onsite stormwater
management systems shall be provided to the satisfaction of the Town Planner prior to
signing the final plans. A completed log and checklist shall be submitted to the Town
Engineer annually on or before January 31%. This requirement shall be an ongoing
condition of approval;

7. All applicable State permit approval numbers shall be noted on the final plans;

8. The PTAPP submittal (noted in #36 in the letter from James Petropulos and dated May
14, 2019) must be accepted by DPW prior to the pre-construction meeting;

9. Inthe event that Gourmet Place remains private, a road maintenance agreement executed
by all abutting landowners shall be provided to the Town prior to the issuance of a
Certificate of Occupancy;

10. A restoration and erosion control surety, in an amount and form reviewed and
approved by the Town Planner in accordance with Section 12 of the Site Plan Review
and Subdivision Regulations, shall be provided.

11. Vegetation shall be added to the center parking islands;

12. Three (3) additional deciduous trees shall be added to the landscape plan; and

13. The slope stabilization matting shall be biodegradable.

Mr. Grueter moved that the request of Unitil Energy Systems, Inc, Planning Board
Case #18-16 for Site Plan approval be approved with the aforesaid conditions. Mr.
Papakonstantis seconded the motion. With all voting in favor, so moved.

Ms. Martel noted as they don’t have specific replacement value it may be fine with what
they had. Ms. English recommended placing one to three on East side of offices. Mr.

Petropulos noted they could do that.

Mr. Sharples noted there were no suggested conditions for CUP approval. Conservation
Commission had none.

Mr. Gray moved that the request of Unitil Energy Systems, Inc., Planning Board
Case #18-16 for a Conditional Use Permit be approved, after reviewing the criteria
for a Wetlands Conditional Use permit. Mr. Papakonstantis seconded the motion.
With all voting in favor, so moved.
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Mr. Sharples read out loud the proposed conditions for approval of the Lot Line
Adjustment for Planning Board Case #18-20 with reminder that the applicant would need
to go to the Select Board for acceptance and ground cover. Mr. Brown asked if a
maintenance bond should be put up? Mr. Sharples recommended a three-year bond for
maintenance.

A dwyg file of the subdivision plan shall be provided to the Town Planner showing all
property lines and monumentation prior to signing the final plans. This plan must be in
NAD 1983 State Plane New Hampshire FIPS 2800 Feet coordinates;

All monumentation shall be set in accordance with Section 9.25 of the Site Plan Review
and Subdivision Regulations;

In the event the proposed roadway improvements to Gourmet Place are constructed, a
preconstruction meeting shall be arranged by the applicant and his contractor with the
Town engineer prior to any site work commencing on the proposed roadway work. The
following must be submitted for review and approval prior to the preconstruction meeting:

I. The SWPPP (storm water pollution prevention plan), if applicable, be
submitted to and reviewed for approval by DPW prior to preconstruction
meeting.

ii. A project schedule and construction cost estimate.

Third party construction inspections fees shall be paid prior to scheduling the
preconstruction meeting; and

This approval recognizes that it is the intent of the applicant to seek acceptance of the
existing and proposed portion of Gourmet Place to the Exeter Select Board. The Planning
Board suggests the Select Board consider a ground cover or similar vegetation besides
grass within the cul-de-sac island due to maintenance concerns.

Mr. Grueter moved that the request of Unitil Energy Systems, Inc., Planning Board
Case #18-20 for Lot Line Adjustment approval be approved with the aforesaid
conditions. Mr. Gray seconded the motion. With all voting in favor, so moved.

The application of Eversource Energy (PSNH) for a Wetlands and Shoreland
Conditional Use Permits to allow for temporary impacts within the respective
buffers for the proposed utility maintenance of their transmission lines
Located within an existing right-of-way off Watson Road & Newfields Road
RU-Rural zoning district

Case #19-05

Ms. Martel recused herself from this hearing
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TOWN OF EXETER
CONSERVATION COMMISSION MEMORANDUM

L

&
>

Date: December 13, 2018

To: Planning Board

From: Conservation Commission

Subject: 20 Continental Wetland CUP Recommendation

Project Info:

20 Continental Drive, ProCon: Unitil
Tax Map Parcel #46-3

PB CASE: 18-16

Wetland CUP

The Conservation Commission voted unanimously during their December 11" meeting with no objection
to the issuance of a wetland CUP but noted they are still in discussions with the applicant regarding the
wetland impacts and the wetland mitigation requirements. There was concern about the large amount of
impervious ground being created and the square footage of butfers being impacted. However, the
discussion related to this decision included consideration of the isolated nature of the wetlands and the
large amount of wetland protection and land conservation previously secured during the subdivision of
Continental Drive for industrial park development.

WAy < @;"“TQ/’S\@—
Bill Campbell
Chair, Exeter Conservation Commission

cc: Jim Petropulos, Hayner/Swanson Inc
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TOWN OF EXETER, NEW HAMPSHIRE

10 FRONT STREET « EXETER, NH ¢ 03833-3792 « (603) 778-0591 *FAX 772-4709
www.exeternh.gov

May 29, 2019

James N. Petropulos, P.E.

Principal Engineer/President
Hayner/Swanson, Inc.

3 Congress Street

Nashua, New Hampshire(03062-3301

Re: PB Case#18-16 Unitil Energy Systems, Inc.
Site Plan Review and Wetlands Conditional Use Permit
20 Continental Drive, Exeter, N.H
Tax Map Parcel #46-3

Dear Mr. Petropulos:

Please be advised that at the meeting of May 23", 2019 the Exeter Planning Board voted to
APPROVE the above-captioned application(s) for the proposed construction of a 53,490 S.F.
building (offices, storage, warehouse and wash bay area), parking and associated site
improvements on an 11.70-acre parcel located at 20 Continental Drive, as presented, subject to the
following conditions:

1. A dwg file of the plan shall be provided to the Town Planner showing all property lines
and monumentation prior to signing the final plans. This plan must be in NAD 1983 State
Plane New Hampshire FIPS 2800 Feet coordinates;

2. All monumentation shall be set in accordance with Section 9.25 of the Site Plan Review
and Subdivision Regulations prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy;

3. A preconstruction meeting shall be arranged by the applicant and his contractor with the
Town engineer prior to any site work commencing. The following must be submitted for
review and approval prior to the preconstruction meeting:

i. The SWPPP (storm water pollution prevention plan), if applicable, be
submitted to and reviewed for approval by DPW prior to preconstruction
meeting.

ii. A project schedule and construction cost estimate.

4. All comments in the Underwood Engineers Inc. letter dated April 4, 2019 shall be
addressed to the satisfaction of the Town Planner prior to signing the final plans;

S. Third party construction inspections fees shall be paid prior to scheduling the
preconstruction meeting;

6. A Maintenance Log and Inspection & Maintenance Checklist for all onsite stormwater
management systems shall be provided to the satisfaction of the Town Planner prior to
signing the final plans. A completed log and checklist shall be submitted to the Town
Engineer annually on or before January 31%. This requirement shall be an ongoing
condition of approval;
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James N. Petropules, P.E, May 29, 2019 Re: Exeter PB Case #18-16
7. All applicable State permil approval numbers shall be noted on the final plans;
8. The PTAPP submittal (noted in #36 in the letter from James Petropulos and dated May 14,

10.

11.
12
13.

2019) must be accepted by DPW prior to the pre-construction meeting;

In the event that Gourmet Place remains private, a road maintenance agreement executed
by all abutting landowners shall be provided to the Town prior (o the issuance of a
Certificate of Occupancy;

A restoration and erosion control surety, in an amount and form reviewed and approved
by the Town Planner in accordance with Section 12 of the Site Plan Review and
Subdivision Regulations, shall be provided.

Vegetation shall be added to the center parking islands;

Three (3) additional deciduous trees shall be added to the landscape plan; and

The slope stabilization matting shall be biodegradable.

The Planning Board also granted the following waivers from the Site Plan Review and Subdivision
Regulations in conjunction with the above-captioned site plan approval:

s & » © o o @

Section 7.4.7 Significant Trees (16-inches diameter {caliper} or greater)

Section 7.5.4 High Intensity Soils Survey (IISS) on the Proposed Site Plan.

Section 9.2.4 Architectural Guidelines for new construction

Section 9.5.1.4 Grading within 5 feet of property

Section 9.7.5.5 Landscape Islands within Parking Lots

Section 9.9.2 Wetland Setbacks — 75 foot structural/parking setback from Inland Stream
Section 9.17.9 Granite curbing

Please feel free to contact the Planning Department at 773-6114 with any questions.

Sincerely,

Langdon J. Plumer
Chairman
Exeter Planning Board

CC!

Jacqueline D. Agel, Manager, Fleet & Facilities, Unitil Energy Systems, Inc.
Mark E. Beliveau, Esquire, Pierce Atwood LLP

Thomas Monahan, Garrison Glen, LLC (property owner)

Douglas LEastman, Building Inspector/Code Enforcement Officer

Jennifer Mates, P.E., Ass’t. Town Engineer

Janet Whitten, Deputy Assessor

LJP:bsm

f\own plavmer\planning\decision letters\pb K18-16 unitil energy 20 continental dr. spr-let. docx

2|Page
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The State of New Hampshire
§: ER;%HMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

APR 2 2 2019 Thomas S. Burack, Commissioner

Initial: 201

NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF MAJOR IMPACT N.H. WETLANDS PERMITS

Your permit was approved by the New Hampshire Wetlands Bureau as a major impact project,
and your project will be reviewed by the U.S. Army Corps. Of Engineers for possible approval

under the Armyv Corps. New Hampshire State Programmatic Geperal Permit- SPGP. The Army
Corps. will notify you within thirty (30) days as to whether you qualify.

**%x%+%*NO WORK SHOULD BE DONE INz#**%%*-
*rkkxkk**WETLANDS UNTIL YOU RECEIVE THAT NOTICE** % stk

IF YOU DO NOT HEAR FROM THE ARMY CORPS WITHIN THIRTY (30) DAYS.
‘ YOU SHOULD CALL THEM AT 1-800-343-47809.

"HIS NOTICE WAS SENT WITH MAJOR IMPACT PERMIT # o9~ vewky ON _¥=/7-/FBY _Er2L_

')C: U.S. ARMY CORPS. OF ENGINEERS

DES Web site: www.des.nh.gov
P.O. Box 95, 29 Hazen Drive, Concord, New Hampshire 03302-0095
Telephone: (603) 271-2147 » Fax: (603) 271-6588 » TDD Access: Relay NH 1-800-735-2964
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ENGLAND DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
696 VIRGINIA ROAD
CONCORD, MASSACHUSETTS 01742-2751

7 REPLYTO
ATTENTION OF

April 26, 2019
Regulatory Division
CENAE-R-PEC
Permit Number: NAE-2018-03006

Unitil

Attn: Jacqueline Agle

6b Liberty Lane West

Hampton, New Hampshire 03842

Dear Applicant:

This is to inform you that we have reviewed your application to conduct activities as
described on the attached NH Permit No. 2019-00088, dated April 19, 2019.

Based on the information you provided to the New Hampshire Wetlands Burcau, we have
determined that your project, which may include a discharge of dredged or fill material into
waters or wetlands, will have only minimal individual or cumulative environmental impacts on
waters of the United States, including wetlands. Therefore, this work is authorized under
General Permit No. 6 of the referenced Federal permit known as the Department of the Army
General Permits for the State of New Hampshire (GPs). This work must be performed in
accordance with the terms and conditions of the GPs and also in compliance with the following
special condition:

1. Mitigation shall be provided in the form of an “in-lieu-fee” (ILF) payment into the
State of New Hampshire Aquatic Resource Mitigation (ARM) fund in accordance
with the terms of Condition No. 2 of the above-referenced Wetlands Bureau permit.
Work shall not begin until this payment is made.

You are responsible for complying with all of the GP’s requirements. Please review the
referenced GPs carefully to familiarize yourself with its contents. You should ensure that
whoever does the work fully understands the requirements and that a copy of the permit
document is at the project site throughout the time the work is underway. Also, see a copy of the
GPs at:
http://www.nae.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory/StateGeneralPermits/NewHampshireGener

alPermit.aspx

This authorization expires August 18, 2022, unless the GPs are modified, suspended, or
revoked before that. You must complete the work authorized herein by that date. If you do not,
you must contact this office to determine the need for further authorization before continuing the
activity. We recommend that you contact us before this authorization expires to discuss a time
extension or reissuance of the authorization.
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If you change the plans or construction methods for work within our jurisdiction, please
contact us immediately to discuss modification of this authorization. This office must approve
any changes before you undertake them.

This authorization requires you to complete and return the enclosed Compliance
Certification Form within one month following the completion of the authorized work.

This authorization presumes that the work as described above and as shown on your plans
noted above is in waters of the U.S. Should you desire to appeal our jurisdiction, please submit a
request for an approved jurisdictional determination in writing to this office.

This permit does not obviate the need to obtain other Federal, state or local authorizations
required by law, including those listed in the GPs. Performing work not specifically authorized
by this determination or failing to comply with all the terms and conditions of the GPs may
subject you to the enforcement provisions of Corps regulations.

We continually strive to improve our customer service. In order for us to better serve
you, we would appreciate your completing our Customer Service Survey located at
http://www.nae.usace.army.mil/reg/Customer_Service Survey.pdf.

If you have questions concerning this, please contact Lindsey Lefebvre of my staff at
(978) 318-8295, (978) 318-8335/8338, (800) 343-4789, or, if calling from within Massachusetts,
(800) 362-4367.

Sincerely.

o Frank J. DelGiudice
Chief, Permits & Enforcement Branch
Regulatory Division

Enclosures
Copies Furnished:
Collis Adams, NH DES; collis.adams(@des.nh.gov

Sarah Richos, NH DES; sarah.richos@des.nh.gov
Brendan Quigley, Gove Environmental Services Inc; bquigley@gesinc.biz
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us Arrpy Corps COMPLIANCE CERTIFICATION FORM
of Engmeers.“‘ (Minimum Notice: Permittee must sign and return notification
New England District within one month of the completion of work.)

Permit Number: NAE-2018-03006
Project Manager: _ Lindsey Lefebvre

Name of Permittee: Unitil

Permit Issuance Date: April 26, 2019

Please sign this certification and return it to our office upon completion of the activity and any
mitigation required by the permit. You must submit this after the mitigation is complete, but not
the mitigation monitoring, which requires separate submittals.

st s e sk ke s ok ok ok o e sk e ok ke ok ok ok sk st okok sk sk sk sk sk sk ok ok ok sk ke ok ok sk skokok skl skok Rk sk otk sk skokok sk skokok sk sk sk k ok skok ok sk

* E-MAIL TO: cenae-ri@usace.army.mil; or Lindsey.E.Lefebvre@usace.army.mil *
# i #
* MAIL TO: Permits and Enforcement Branch C *
* U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District #
* Regulatory Division : *
*¥ 696 Virginia Road *
* #

Concord, Massachusetts 01742-2751

s sk st s ook e s ok ok ok s ok ok sk s e sk ok ok ok ok ok s ok sk ok ol ol ok ok ok s ok sk sl ke ok ok s s sl ook ke oo e sk ok e ok s ke s ol sl skl s sl ok ek skoloOR

Please note that your permitted activity is subject to a compliance inspection by an U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers representative. If you fail to comply with this permit you are subject to
permit suspension, modification, or revocation.

I hereby certify that the work authorized by the above referenced permit was completed in
accordance with the terms and conditions of the above referenced permit, and any required
mitigation was completed in accordance with the permit conditions.

Signature of Permittee _ Date

Printed Name Date of Work Completion
( ) ( )

Telephone Number Telephone Number
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The State of New Hampshire
Department of Environmental Services

"
NHDES

Robert R. Scott, Commissioner

April 19,2019

Page 1 of 3
Jacqueline Agel
Unitil
6B Liberty Lane West
Hampton, NH 03842

Re: NHDES Wetlands Bureau File 2019-00088, 20 Continental Drive, Exeter Tax Map 46 Lot 3

Dear Ms. Agel:

The New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services (NHDES) Wetlands Bureau has concluded its review of file
#2019-00088. NHDES issues this approval notice for the application to:

Dredge and fill 15,425 square feet of palustrine forested wetland for the construction of a distribution, operations, and
regional emergency operations center for Unitil Energy systems facilitating a 2-story 53,490 square foot commercial
building and paved areas for parking, loading docks, and equipment storage. Cumulative impacts of 11,128 square feet
result in additional mitigation within the subdivision. Compensatory mitigation includes a total payment of $133,868.11
to the Aquatic Resource Mitigation Fund.

The decision to approve this application was based on the following conditions being met:

1. All work shall be in accordance with plans by Hayner/Swanson, Inc. dated 27 November 2018 as received by the NH
Department of Environmental Services (NHDES) on January 11, 2019.

2. This approval is not valid until NHDES receives a payment of $108,912.47 ($77,765.81 to be paid by Unitil and
$31,146.66 to be paid by Garrison Glenn, LLC) to the DES Aquatic Resource Mitigation (ARM) Fund. The applicant
shall remit payment to NHDES. If NHDES does not receive payment within 120 days of the date of this approval letter,
NHDES will deny the application.

3. This approval is not valid until NHDES receives a payment of $24,955.64 to be paid to DES Aquatic Resource
Mitigation (ARM) Fund by Garrison Glenn, LLC as noted in letter dated March 19, 2019 from Thomas F. Monahan,
Manager, Garrison Glen, LLC. The Garrison Glee, LLC shall remit payment to NHDES within 180 days of the date of
the issuance of the Wetlands and Non-Site Specific permit following compliance with Condition #2 above.

4. This permit is not valid unless an Alteration of Terrain permit or other method of compliance with RSA 485-A:17 and
Env-Wq 1500 is achieved.

5. No person undertaking any activity shall cause or contribute to, or allow the activity to cause or contribute to, any
violations of the surface water quality standards in RSA 485-A and Env-Wq 1700.

6. The permittee shall schedule a pre-construction meeting with NHDES Land Resources Management Program staff to
occur at least 48 hours prior to the start of any work authorized by this permit to review the conditions of this wetlands
permit and the Alteration of Terrain permit. The meeting may be held on-site or at the DES offices in Concord or the
Pease International Tradeport. The meeting shall be attended by the permittee, his/her professional engineer(s), wetlands
scientist(s), and the contractor(s) responsible for performing the work.

7. Not less than 5 state business days prior to starting work authorized by this permit, the permittee shall notify the
NHDES Wetlands Program and the Exeter Conservation Commission in writing of the date on which work under this
permit is expected to start.

8. Appropriate siltation and erosion controls shall be in place prior to construction, shall be maintained during
construction, and shall remain until the area is stabilized. Temporary controls shall be removed once the area has been
stabilized.

www.des.nh.gov
29 Hazen Drive » PO Box 95 » Concord, NH 03302-0095
NHDES Main Line: (603) 271-3503 « Subsurface Fax: (603) 271-6683 « Wetlands Fax: (603) 271-6588
TDD Access: Relay NH 1 (800) 735-2964
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9. Work shall be conducted in a manner so as to minimize turbidity and sedimentation to surface waters and wetlands.
10. All dredged and excavated material and construction-related debris shall be placed outside of the areas subject to
RSA 482-A . '
11. The contractor responsible for completion of the work shall use techniques described in the New Hampshire
Stormwater Manual, Volume 3, Erosion and Sediment Controls During Construction (December 2008).

12. Construction equipment shall be inspected daily for leaking fuel, oil, and hydraulic fluid prior to entering surface
waters or wetlands or operating in an area where such fluids could reach groundwater, surface waters, or wetlands.

13. The permittee's contractor shall maintain appropriate oil/diesel fuel spill kits on site that are readily accessible at all
times during construction, and shall train each operator in the use of the kits.

14. All refueling of equipment shall occur outside of surface waters or wetlands during construction. Machinery shall be
staged and refueled in upland areas only.

15. Faulty equipment shall be repaired immediately prior to entering areas that are subject to RSA 482-A jurisdiction.
16. . Any fill used shall be clean sand, gravel, rock, or other suitable material.

17. Within three days of final grading or temporary suspension of work in an area that is in or adjacent to wetlands or
surface waters, all exposed soil areas shall be stabilized by seeding and mulching during the growing season, or if not
within the growing season, by mulching with tackifiers on slopes less than 3:1 or netting and pinning on slopes steeper
than 3:1.

18. Where construction activities occur between November 30 and May 1, all exposed soil areas shall be stabilized within
1 day of establishing the grade that is final or that otherwise will exist for more than 5 days. Stabilization shall include
placing 3-inches of base course gravels, or loaming and mulching with tack or netting and pinning on slopes steeper than
32,

The decision to approve this application was based on the following findings:

1. This is a major impact project per Administrative Rule Env-Wt 303.02(1) Projects which, when taken in the aggregate
with previous work on the property within the last 5 years, would be considered major.

2. The applicant has provided evidence which demonstrates that this proposal is the alternative with the least adverse
impact to areas and environments under the department's jurisdiction per Env-Wt 302.03.

3. The applicant has demonstrated by plan and example that each factor listed in Env-Wt 302.04(a) Requirements for
Application Evaluation, has been considered in the design of the project.

4. Pursuant to Env-Wt 304.04(a), the applicant received written concurrence from the abutter whose property is within
20-feet of the proposed impacts.

5. The application included NH Natural Heritage Bureau (NHB) Datacheck Results Letter NHB 18-3698 identifying one
(1) natural community: swamp white oak basin swamp and one (1) State-endangered plant species: slender blue.
beardlesss-iris (/ris prismatica) in the vicinity of the proposed project.

6. In response to the above-referenced NHB Letter, NHB stated, "NHB does not expect any exemplary swamp white oak
basin swamps to occur on the property.” Relative to the plant species NHB stated, "[we] do not expect this species to
occur on the property as it is generally found in tidal or freshwater marshes, wet meadow, or shorelines, and is not likely
to occur in forested wetland."

7. The NH Division of Historical Resources has received the proposed impacts and found "No Historic Properties
Affected."

8. On February 15, 2019, the US Environmental Protection Agency reviewed the Application and provided a copy of
their NH PGP Review Sheet for the project making the determination the project was "eligible as proposed" for the
Department of the Army, NH Programmatic General Permit.

9. In a letter received on February 27, 2019, the Exeter Conservation Commission stated, "no objection to the issuance of
the wetland permit."

10. NHDES previously approved two projects in the same subdivision of the proposed project within the application to
Garrison Glen, LLC.

11. On January 29, 2016, NHDES approved Wetlands and Non-Site Specific Permit 2015-03332 (the "2015 Wetlands
Permit") on Exeter Tax Map 46 Lot 1 to: "Dredge and fill a total of 6,178 sq. ft., in 4 separate areas, along the edge of a
palustrine forested/scrub-shrub wetland for work associated with the development of the property to include a 106,585 sq.
ft. light industrial and distribution facility, associated access road, parking, loading areas and stormwater management
features on an existing lot within the Garrison Glen Industrial Park." -

000142



Docket No. DE 21-030
Exhibit 22
Docket No. DE 21-030
Direct Testimony of Jay E. Dudley
Attachment JED-6
Page 61 of 159

Docket No. DE 21-030

Energy 6-30 Attachment 6
NHDES Wetlands Buresald 62611§-00088
April 19,2019
Page 3 of 3

12. On August 27, 2018, NHDES approved Wetlands and Non-Site Specific Permit 2018-01720 (the "2018 Wetlands
Permit") on Exeter Tax Map 56 Lot 3-1 to: "Dredge and fill 4,950 square feet (sq. ft.) of forested wetland and impact
1,470 sq. ft. of protected shoreland for the development of the site and construction of access ways, parking areas, and
stormwater management structures.”

13. The proposed impacts and previously-approved impacts of the 2015 and 2018 Wetlands permits have been
considering in aggregate pursuant to Env-Wt 303.02(1) .

14. Therefore, the calculated proposed Aquatic Resource Mitigation (ARM) Fund payment of $77,765.81 within the
application includes the previous impacts of the 2015 Wetlands Permit and 2018 Wetlands Permit.

15. The additional ARM fund payments of $31,146.66 and $24,955.64 has been calculated relative to the 2015 and 2018
Wetlands Permits, respectively.

16. The applicant has reviewed on-site options for mitigation and the department has determined that this project is
acceptable for payments to the Aquatic Resource Mitigation (ARM) Fund. :

17. The payment calculated for the proposed wetland losses equals $133,868.11. $77,765.81 shall be submitted by
Unitil. $31.146.66 and $24,955.64 shall be submitted by Garrison Glen, LLC.777

18. The payment from Garrison Glen, LLC of $24,955.64 shall be due 180 days following the receipt of the Unitil
payment.

19. The Department decision is issued in letter form and upon receipt of the ARM fund payments from Unitil and
Garrison Glen, LLC, the Department shall issue a posting permit in accordance with Env-Wt 803.08(f).

20. The payment into the ARM fund shall be deposited in the DES fund for the Salmon Falls-Piscataqua Rivers
watershed per RSA 482-A:29.

21 In accordance with RSA 482-A:8, DES finds that the requirements for a public hearing do not apply as the permitted
project is not of substantial public interest, and will not have a significant impact on or adversely affect the values of the
palustrine resource, as identified under RSA 482-A:1.

Any person aggrieved by this decision may appeal to the New Hampshire Wetlands Council (the Council) by filing an
appeal that meets the requirements specified in RSA 482-A:10, RSA 21-0:14, and the rules adopted by the Council,
Env-WtC 100-200. The appeal must be filed directly with the Council within 30 days of the date of this decision
and must set forth fully every ground upon which it is claimed that the decision complained of is unlawful or
unreasonable. Only those grounds set forth in the notice of appeal can be considered by the Council. Information
about the Council is available at http:/nhec.nh.gov/ or http:/nhec.nh.gov/wetlands/index.htm. Copies of the rules are
also available from the NHDES Public Information Center at (603) 271-2975.

This permit is contingent on receipt of total payment of $108,912.47 to the NHDES Aquatic Resource Mitigation (ARM)
Fund. This payment should be received after the 30-day reconsideration period or after May 19, 2019. If the payment is
not received by NHDES by August 27, 2019 or 120 days from the approval decision, NHDES will deny the application.
$24,955.64 is to be paid to ARM Fund within 180 days of the date of the issuance of the Wetlands and Non-Site Specific
permit. Please include a copy of this letter with the payments.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (603) 559-1515 or eben.lewis@des.nh.gov.

Sincerely,

A L

Eben M. Lewis

Wetlands Inspector
Land Resource Management Program

cc: Thomas Monahan, Garrison Glenn, LLC

ec: Brendan Quigley, Gove Environmental Services, Inc.
Lori Sommer, Mitigation Coordinator, NHDES
Mark Kern, US Environmental Protection Agency
Richard Kristoff, US Army Corps of Engineers
Exeter Conservation Commission
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REQUEST:

Reference DOE 4-68, a., b., and c, Attachments 1, 2, and 3: Kensington/Exeter DOC
Project. Please provide the following information:

a. Describe the Company’s experience with the Town of Exeter zoning
regulations and zoning officials related to the permitting process for the Exeter
DOC facility from the time of application to the final permit decision, including
any concerns raised by the zoning officials about the project. What was the
Company’s outside counsel’s opinion in terms of successfully completing the
Exeter permitting process? What were the final legal costs of the permitting
process?

b. Based on a comparison of Attachments 2 and 3, the proximity of wetlands to
the project area in Exeter appears to be more significant than what is depicted
for Kensington, apparently requiring the Company to dredge and fill one third
of an acre of wetland. What impact did the presence of wetlands have on the
final design of the Exeter DOC? To what extent did Unitil investigate and
research wetland permitting and potential remediation in Exeter prior to or
during construction? What concerns, if any, were raised by local and state
officials about the impact of the Exeter project on wetlands at the site and the
surrounding area? Please provide all related documentation and
correspondence.

c. Attachments 1 and 2 depict the existence of a pond at the north end of the
Kensington property. Did the Company explore the potential for using the
pond as a water source for fire suppression needs under Options 1-3 instead
of building a separate pond or underground storage tank? If yes, what was
the result of that inquiry? If not, why not?

RESPONSE:

a. The Company’s experience with the Town of Exeter zoning regulations and
zoning officials related to the permitting process for the Exeter DOC facility
from the time of application to the final permit decision was straightforward.
The new Exeter facility was constructed in an office park that is zoned for
commercial use. No concerns were raised by officials in connection with
zoning for the Exeter project. The Company’s outside council did not have
any concerns about the Company’s ability to successfully complete the
Exeter permitting process. The legal costs in connection with permitting
were forty one thousand three hundred eight dollars and sixteen cents
($41,308.16). Please see Energy 6-30 Attachment 1.

b. The impact of the project’s final design on the wetlands was taken into

Page 1 of 3
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consideration during the design process and the project team adhered to
local, State, and Federal regulations and permitting processes. No concerns
were raised by officials about the impact of the Exeter project on wetlands at
the site and the surrounding area. See Energy 6-30 Attachment 2, which
includes communication with the Exeter Planning Board and related town
documentation. To minimize wetland impacts, an additional one (1) acre
parcel of land was acquired from an abutting property (owned by the
developer) which allowed the designers to reduce the wetland impacts in the
rear of the site by sliding the building and parking area forward toward
Gourmet Place (roadway that accesses site). The Company received a letter
from the Exeter Conservation Commission (CC) indicating that it had no
objection to the project. Please see Energy 6-30 Attachment 3 (CC letter).
Finally, a conditional use permit was issued for the project. Please see
Energy 6-30 Attachment 4. Approvals in connection with wetlands were also
received from the NHDES and Army Corps of Engineers. Please see Energy
6-30 Attachments 5 and 6.

c. The Company did not explore the potential for using the pond as a water
source for fire suppression needs under Options 1-3. The reasons reviewed
by the Company include:

1. The Company does not own the on-site water body in its entirety. Instead,
the company shares it with an abutting residential property owner. Unitil
would be compelled to enter into a use agreement with the property
owner, regarding water extraction for fire suppression purposes. Any
expanded facility at Kensington would have required the installation of a
fire suppression system, which the existing facility does not possess.

2. The on-site water body is associated with the aquifer that supplies the on-
site community water supply (overseen by the NH DES), as well as
several abutting private groundwater supply wells. Alteration to the
aquifer recharge via water extraction (especially during annual low-flow
volumes — July 15 to October 15) would require review/approval from the
NH DES.

3. Unitil would also need to coordinate with the Town of Kensington
Volunteer Fire Department, regarding extraction from the on-site water
body. The fire department has maintained a dry hydrant (currently rated
as an excellent source of water) along the water body’s Drinkwater Road
frontage for several decades.

Page 2 of 3
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4. The location of the on-site body of water in relation to the buildable area at
the Drinkwater Road property would have required supplemental

equipment (i.e., pump, compressor, etc.) to ensure adequate supply was
provided to the new facility.

5. The above activities would have required consultant, engineering, legal,
and permitting fees/costs incremental to what was required of the
municipal connection at the Exeter facility.

Page 3 of 3
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SUMMARY REPORT
FOR
ASBESTOS ABATEMENT PROJECT

PROJECT NAME: Unitil Exeter & Hampton Electric Utilities

LOCATION: 114 Drinkwater Road, Kensington, New Hampshire

WORK AREA: Areas One to Six (Per Building Layout Print)

CONTRACTOR: National Service Cleaning Corporation (NSCC), Salem,
New Hampshire

CONSULTANT: | Hygienetics Environmental Services, Inc., Boston, MA

PROJECT DATES: September 24, 1998 to October 20, 1998

1. SUMMARY OF ABATEMENT WORK

Asbestos abatement work was conducted by National Service Cleaning Corporation
located in Salem, New Hampshire. Abatement work performed at the Unitil Exeter &
Hampton Electric Utilities building located at 114 Drinkwater Road, Kensington, New
Hampshire, consisted of the following:

1.

3]

LJ

Isolation of the abatement areas and shutdown of HVAC systems to prevent fiber
migration from the work areas to any other parts of the building (See Engineering
Controis).

Asbestos related demolition was conducted in three .separate areas: Areas One,
Two and Three (as identified on asbestos abatement plans). FEach of the
demolition areas entailed the removal of cement asbestos board (Transite
paneling), wood studs/framing and gypsum board. The Radio Room in Area Two
was dismantled; the walls consisted of wooden studs, Sheet Rock and Transite
paneling. Sheet rock demolition was performed prior to the removal of any
asbestos containing materials. The dismantling of the Meter Department Office in
Area Three entailed the removal of Transite paneling and wood framing and
planking.

Removal of asbestos-containing materials (ACM) consisted of the following types
and quantities:
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e Approximately 1,000 Linear Feet of Pipe and Pipe Fitting Insulation: Areas I, 2

4,5and 6
e Approximately 3,300 Square Feet of Transite Paneling: Areas 1,2 and 3
» Approximately 2,700 Square Feet of Fioor Tile and Mastic: Areas 1, 2 and'3

Pipe reinsulation was not in the scope of work, therefore, pipes were left un-
insulated after the removal of asbestos pipe and pipe fitting insulation.

Final cleaning of work area consisted of HEPA vacuuming the floors and wet
wiping the walls.

Final air clearance testing was conducted by Hygienetics Environmental prior to
the release of any work area for further renovation/reoccupancy.

IT. ENGINEERING CONTROLS (WORK AREA CONTAINMENT PROCEDURES)

1.

L3

Three-room worker decontamination facilities (DFs) with air locks were
established at the entrance to each work area. Each of the DFs consisted of;

a) a "clean room" for workers to change into their personal protective equipment
and store their clothing;

b) a shower/wash room for workers to wash/decontaminate hands, face and
respirator; and

c) a "dirty room" for workers to remove their disposable coveralls before
entering the "clean room" from the work area.

Each room was separated by an air lock constructed of overlapping flaps of 6-
mil polyethylene sheeting. DFs were also used to load out waste.

Asbestos warning signs were posted at the entrance to each DF in accordance with
New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services (NHDES) regulations
Env-A 1805.03(c). Signs were also posted on the outside walls of the containment
in several visible locations.

The walls and floors of Work Areas One, Two, Four and Six were covered with
one layer of polyethylene sheeting. The critical barriers for Work Areas Three
and Five were sealed, but no polyethylene sheeting was installed on the floor due
to the nature -of the ACM to be removed (e.g. floor tile-and mastic). Glovebags

]
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138

10.

Hygienetics Environmental Services, Inc.

were used for all pipe insulation removal. These practices satisfy NHDES
requirements.

All openings to HVAC units located in the work areas (e.g. vents, registers) were
sealed with 2-layers of 6-mil polyethylene and duct tape. All HVAC seals were
maintained airtight and verified over the course of the project.

Small openings leading to the work areas were sealed with fiberglass insulation.

Asbestos abatement was performed during the day while the affected HVAC
systems were shutdown. All openings to the HVAC system were sealed with
polyethylene sheeting. HVAC air filters were replaced following asbestos
removal in the main office area. The disposed filters were: treated as asbestos
waste as prescribed by the NHDES.

Portable HEPA-filtered exhaust units were installed to maintain each work area
under negative pressure relative to the surrounding environment. Whenever
feasible the negative air units were exhausted outside the building. The units
venting inside were monitored. for fibrous discharge during Asbestos removal
operations as required by NHDES Env-A 1805.04(d)(2).

Contractor electrical equipment (HEPA-filtered exhaust units, temporary lighting,
HEPA vacuums etc.) was protected by Ground Fault Circuit Interrupters (GFCI)
installed inside the work areas,

Asbestos materials were wetted/misted with amended ‘water to maintain the
materials in a wetted condition while being removed and packaged for disposal.

The abatement workers were required to wear personal protective equipment
during all phases of asbestos work. The required protective equipment included

‘two impervious full-body disposable coveralls, protective hand and footwear, and

HEPA-filtered negative pressure air purifying respirators.

AIR SAMPLING METHODS AND ANALYTICAL PROCEDURES

Ambient air sampling was conducted outside the work areas to monitor the airborne fiber
concentrations during abatement activities and inside the work areas after abatement (See
Appendix [ for air sample results and copies of Hygienetics Environmental Asbestos Air
Sample Analysis Records).

Routine air samples were collected and analyzed using Phase Contrast Microscopy
(PCM) according to the NIOSH 7400 Method. This method is recognized by the U.S.

n
2
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Occupational Health and Safety Administration (OSHA). the U.S. Environmental
Protection Ageney (EPA), and NHDES for its ability to characterize total airborne fiber
levels. PCM air samples were analyzed on-site by trained PCM analysts.

The types of air sampling conducted during and after asbestos abatement include the
following:

1. Qutside Area Sampling: These results (obtained during asbestos abatement)
document the effectiveness of the negative pressure system and the containment
barriers in confining the airborne fibers to the work area. If fiber concentrations
exceed the "base line" fiber concentrations outside the work area (0.01 fibers per
cubic centimeter, f/cc), immediate steps are taken to determine the source of the
fibers (internal work area and external work area sources must be evaluated).
Depending-on the detected fiber source, appropriate steps are taken to mitigate the
elevated fiber levels, and appropriate decontamination is performed if the fibers
are determined fo be asbestos.

o

Inside Arca Sampling: Inside Area Samples are collected periodically during
asbestos removal operations to monitor airbotne fiber levels within the work area
and to evaluate effectiveness of the Contractor’s work practices, engineering
controls and respiratory protection.

HEPA. Exhaust Sampling: The samples were collected over the course of the day
to obtain representative airborne fiber concentrations in accordance with NHDES
Env-A 1805.04(d)(2). Sampling is performed in interior building areas where
negative air HEPA exhaust units discharge from the work area containment. The
purpose of this sampling is to detect faulty HEPA exhaust units and to ensure that
the HEPA unit discharge/exhaust is not disturbing ACM outside the work area.

LVE)

4. Clearance Air Sampling: These results are obtained upon completion of the
asbestos abatement activities but prior to reoccupancy of the abated area. The
project may be considered complete when all of the work area samples
demonstrate fiber concentrations inside the work area to be less than 0.01 f/cc. the
NHDES standard for "clean air" following an asbestos abatement project as
determined by PCM analysis. Final air clearance testing was performed using
aggressive sampling methods as specified in Env-A 1805.08(a:f) and 101.15.
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AIR SAMPLING RESULTS

[

(O3]

ACMMATERIAL

Qutside area

A total of 29 ambient air samples were callected outside the abatement area(s) in
locations adjacent to-the work area including areas occupied by Unitil personnel.

Fiber concentrations for all samples were less than 0.01 ficc. See Appendix 1 for
result and air data record. Sample 09309856-03 was voided due to the filter
becoming damaged during sampling.

Inside Area Sampling

Two samples were collected inside containment during asbestos abatement
operations. The result was less than 0.003 fibers/cc for one sample and sample
1019985919-04 was overloaded (greater than 50% of the filter was covered by

particulate matter) and voided. See Appendix I for result and air data record. The

results from the sample did not exceed the regulatory standards for glovebag
work.

HEPA Exhaust Sampling

Three samples were collected over the course of two days that this monitoring
was 1equired in areas where HEPA units exhausted inside the building. The
results were less than 0.004 fibers/cc. See Appendix I for result and air data
record.

Clearance Air Mornitering

A total of 34 PCM clearance air samples were collected during the project. Two
to three clearance samples were collected per work area. All sample results were
less than 0.01 f/cc. Refer to Appendix I for clearance sample results. Following
receipt of these results for each work area, the Asbestos Abatement Contractor
removed crifical barriers, dismantled the containment, performed final work area
clean.up and initiated demobilization.

NOTREMOVED

Asbestos containing materials (ACMSs) remain in the building. The asbestos abatement
plan did not call for the removal of all asbestos-containing materials. Therefore, some
Transite panels, pipe and pipe fitting insulation, mastic and vinyl asbestos tiles remain in

h
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VI

VIL

Hygienetics Environmental Services, Inc.

the building. Asbestos-containing pipe insulation may be located behind in concealed
spaces (e.g. walls/partitions).

WASTE DISPOSAL METHODS

1.

2

Ashestos waste was sealed in 6-mil polyethylene bags, in polyethylene-lined
barrels or double wrapped with 6-mil polyethylene sheeting inside the work areas.
Bags were then wet wiped in the DF, placed in a second clean 6-mil polyethylene
bag, sealed, and removed from the work area. All bags were clearly marked with
the required OSHA, EPA, and DOT warning labels.

Approximately 50 cubic yards of asbestos waste was generated during the
abatement project. The waste consisted of pipe and pipe fitting insulation,
Transite paneling, vinyl asbestos floor tile and mastic, contaminated polyethylene
sheeting and disposable contractor equipment.

All ashestos waste remained adequately wet prior to and during containerization.
NSCC transported waste from the work site periodically to a transfer station
where Summit Transport ‘Group, Ine. received the asbestos waste. Summit
Transport Group, Inc. of Morrisville, Pennsylvania was responsible for the
transportation of the asbestos waste from the transfer station to Kelly Run
Sanitation, Inc. of Elizabeth, Pennsylvania, the EPA approved asbestos landfill.

PROJECT MONITORING PERSONNEL

The following Hygienetics Environmental personnel were involved with inspecting and
documenting the work:

Project Manager As Project Manager, Mr. Stephen Minassian was responsible for
Stephen Minassian oversight of Hygienetics Environmental’s field inspectors.

Project Monitors As Project Monitors, these individuals performed the duties of the
on-site industrial hygienist. Andrew Techet and Mike Lane

Andrew Techet served as the owner’s representative during abatement work.

Mike Lane Their duties included pre and post-abatement visual inspection of

the work areas, review of required documentation, preparation of
daily reports, final visual inspections, and collection and -analysis
of air samples during and after asbestos abatement.

000154



Docket No. DE 21-030

Exhibit 22
Docket No. DE 21-030
Direct Testimony of Jay E. Dudley
Attachment JED-6
Page 73 of 159

Docket No. DE 21-030
Energy 6-31 Attachment 1
Page 9 of 66

Unitil Exeter & Hampten Electric Company
Summary Report for Ashestos Abatement

Hygienetics Environmental Services, Inc.

REVIEWED BY: N
e _.
Signature: . M

REPORT PREPARED BY:

Signature:

Name: Andrew H. Techet Name: Stephen Minassian -
Title: Associate Scientist Title: Project Manager

Date: /%3/?5/ Date; /'9'/6 /?8

GARVIIL 7300 'closeout
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AIR SAMPLE RESULTS
DATE SAMPLE # LOCATION RESULTS COMMENTS
(f/ec)
09-24-98 | 092498956-03 Labby Area <0.003 Ambient Sample
09-24-98 | 092498956-04 Outside Boiler Room <0.003 Ambient Sample
09-25-98 | 092598956-03 Lobby Area 0.003 Ambient Sample
09-25-98 | 092598956-04 | Cutside Boiler Room at DF <0.003 Ambient Sample
09-25-98 | 092598956-05 By Radio Room 0.003 Ambient Sample
09-28-98 | 0928989356-03 | Conference Room (Area 1) <0.004 Clearance Sample
09-28-98 | 092898956-04 | Room Adjacent To Boiler <0.004 Clearance Sample
Room
(09-28-98 | 092898956-05 |Main Hallway Next To Lobby|  <0.004 Clearance Sample
09-28-98 | 092898956-06 | Main Lobby, By Radio Room 0.003 Ambient Sample
09-28-98 | 092898956-07 | Main Lobby, By Electrical 0.002 Ambient Sample
Monitoring Room
06-28-98 | 092898956-08 Boiler Room, Entrance 0.004 Clearance Sample
09-28-98 | 092898956-09 Boiler Room, Far Wall 0.004 Clearance Sample
09-29-98 | 092998956-03 Qutside DF 0.008 Ambient Sample
09-29-98 | 092998956-04 Inside Electrical Room 0.006. Clearance Sample
09-29-98 | 092998956-05 Inside Electrical Room 0.007 Clearance Sample
09-29-98 | 092998956-06 Outside DF 0.006 Ambient Sample
09-29-98 | 092998956-07 | . Front Portion Of Lobby 0.008 Ambient Sample
09-30-98. 093098956-03 Front Portion Of Lobby N/A Voided due to fifter imperfections
09-30-98 | 093098956-04 Outside DF 0.004 Ambient Sample
09-30-98 | 093098956-05 | Office Area Near Cubicles 0.067 Ambient Sample
09-30-98 | 093098956-06 | Inside Women's Bathroom 0.008 Clearance Sample
09-30-98 | 093098956-07 Main Work Area 0.006 Clearance Sample
10-01-98 | 100198956-03 Lobby By Front Desk 0.009 Ambient Sample
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DATE SAMPLE # LOCATION RESULTS COMMENTS
(f/ec)
10-01-98 | 100198956-04 Qutside DF 0.009 Ambient Sample
10-02-98 | 100298956-03 Area 2 Office By Café 0.005 Clearance Sample
10-02-98 | 100298956-04 | Lobby Area Containment <0.004 Clearance Sample
10-02-98 | 1002989356-05 Front Office Area 2 <0.004 Clearance Sample
10-02-98 | 100298956-06 Cafeteria, Outside DF 0.004 Ambient Sample
10-02-98 | 100298956-07 Hall Qutside Cafeteria 0.005 Ambient Sample
10-02-98 | 100298956-08 Cafeteria, Main Area 0.006 Clearance Sample
10-02-98 | 100298956-09 | Cafeteria, Men's Bathroom 0.007 Clearance Sample
10-05-98 | 100598956-03 QOutside DF. Area 4 0.007 Ambiént Sample
10-05-98 | 100598956-04 Meter Room, Supply 0.005 Ambient Sample
10-05-98 | 100598956-05 Area 4, Cafeteria Side 0.004 Clearance Sample
10-05-98 | 100598936-06 | Area 4, Middle 0.008 Clearance Sample
10-05-98. | 100598956-07 | Area 4. By Workshop Area 0.009 Clearance Sample
10-07-98 | 100798956-03 QOutside DF, Area 3 <(0.0603 Ambient Sample
10-07-98 | 100798956-04 | Area 4, Entrance To Area 3 <0.003 Exhaust Sample
10-07-98 | 100798956-05 Area 4, Entrance Area 0.013 Failed Clearance Sample
10-07-98 | 100798956-06 Area 4, Outer Wall 0.013 Failed Clearance Sample
10-07-98 | 100798956-07 | Area 4, Entrance To Area3 <0.004 Exhaust Sample
10-07-98 | 100798956-08 Area 5, Outside DF <0.003 Ambient Sample
10-07-98 | 100798956-09 ‘Area 4; Entrance Area <0.004 Clearance Sample
10-07-98 | 100798956-10 Area4, Quter Wall <0.004 Clearance Sample
10-08-98 | 100898956-03 Ouitside Warehouse Office 0.004 Ambient Sample
10-08-98 | 100898936-04 By Negative Air Exhaust 0.003 Exhaust Sample
10-08-98 | 100898956+05 | Corner Arca By Warehouse 0.004 Clearance Sample
Office
10-08-98 | 100898956-06 Meter Stock Room 0.003 Clearance Sample
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AIR SAMPLE RESULTS CONTINUED

DATE SAMPLE # LOCATION RESULTS COMMENTS
(f/ce)

10-08-98 | 100898956-07 Outside Meter Test Area <0.004 Clearance Sample
10-08-98 | 100898936-08 Outside Meter Test Area 0.004 Clearance Sample -
10-14-98 101498956-03 | Area 4 Outside Meter Dept. 0.004 Areca Sample
10-14-98 | 101498956-04 Qutside DF To Area 3 <0.003 Area Sample
10-14-98 | 101498956-05 | Area 4 Ouiside Meter Dept. 0.007 Area Sample
10-14-98 | 101498956-06 Outside DF To Area 3 0.005 Area Sample
10-13-98 | 101598956-03 | Area 4 Qutside Meter Dept 0.003 Area Sample
10-15-98 | 101598956-04 Outside DF Of Area 3 0.002 Area Sample
10-15-98 | 101598956-05 | DF Area 3 Conference Room <0.005 Area Sample
10-15-98 | 101598956-06 Conference Room Area | <0.004 Clearance Sample
10-1.5—98 1015980856-07 Hallway To Café Area | 0.004 Clearance Sample
10-15-98 | 101598056-08 |. Meter Dept Room 0.003 Clearance Sample:
10-15-98 | 101598656-09 Meter Dept Room 0.003 Clearance Sample
10-19-98 | 101998919-03 | Hallway By Conference RM 0.004 Ambient Sample
10-19-98 | 101998919-04 Radio Room Containment N/A Sample Overloaded
10-19-98 | 101998919-05 | Hallway By Conference RM 0.003 Ambient Sample.
10-19-98 | 101998919-06 Radio Room Containment 0.003 Ambient Inside Containment
10-20-98 | 102098915-03 Lobby, Radio Room Area 0.002 Clearance Sample
10-20-98 | 102098919-04 Lobby, Radio Room Area <0.002 Clearance Sample
10-20-98 | 102098919-05 Lobby, Radio Room Area <0.002 Clearance Sample
10-20-98 | 102098919-06 Conference Room 0.002 Cleararice Sample
10-20-98 | 102098919-07 Conference Room 0.004 Clearance Sample
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ASBESTOS AIR SAMPLE DATA FORM [DATE: G /14 [G& |ACCOUNTABILITY RECORD|paGE. L.
: - ' - REQUESTED COMPLETION DaTE: 7 /2t [T
BLDG. & PROJECT NAME: U\h'\r\\ Exedex \\umplmn E\e e le LAY 14 Doy, o Nos LLL = D1 aaren vos B= 1241
SAMPLE |.D_NO. | TYPE * | ACTIVITY** DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLING LOCATION 8 COMMENTS N T
- 7 : .
ey 78-Jee-on T 2 Rlany, SAMPLER'S NAM MEAWS o
2 o2 T i & SIGNATURE; 4 : ,
3 0zl D A Lph\m} Lo, DATE: é;{?ﬂ/ 3§ __TIMECOMPLETED._
4 ' AT)) L Dubeile n;} o dec Looma , DELIVERED TO LABAY: Yreran &
5 LAB NAME: T ie\o
8 RECEIVED BY: 0&"'%!1»-\‘-”( .
7 DATEL 5 i.zZiL (’_‘ﬁ_nME iNiTiaLS: £PT
0 ANALYSTLA;%WSCOPE #: O0FYO
5 pATECOMPLETED. 7 /.24 /98 TIMEL._ .
" anaLvsismetnop AT OGN o :
APPROVAL SIGNATURE {PAOJECT MANAGER): __ -
SAMPLING AND ANALYTICAL DATA | EFFECTIVE FILTER AREA =12, MM 2; FIELD AREA = C1X1 23S MM 2
AIR FLOWRATE (LPM SAMPLING TIME FIBERS AVERAGE FIBERS UPPER
PUMP | FLOW METER (LPM) YS{.—E’%’T— BLANK | ANALYSTS | oq PER | CONFIDENGE
1.D. NO. 1.0, NO. START | STOP |AVERAGE| START | STOP | TOTAL FEWDS| COUNT cC LIMIT
1 4 | Paoe —1—— — 2| L —op| U Zev|0,45 X X
? P i ] : i i _ — ‘}( 1e) = Pl
3 Gy jo. ) Do vy 1iean [1IAH0O ] e+ ] Was LT n, 0073 |<lLey
4 ou le ) 1G4 L2 Hogo [ hue | vl [ 0 OE Tl N N O, 0D KOG
5
8
7
g
9
10
SPECIAL COMMENTS:
* SAMPLE TYPE CODES ** WORK AREA ACTIVITY CODES
PCM = PHASE CONTRAST MICROSEGPY 0= OUTSIDE WORK AREA 1 = PREABATEMENT BACKGROUND 7= WORK AREA CLEARANCE
TEM = TRAMSMISSION ELECTRON MICROSCOPY £ = INSIDE WORK AREA 2 = PREPARATION OF WORK AREA 8 = MAINTENANGE ACTIVITY
SEM = SCANNING ELECTRON MICROSCOPY F'= AIR QUALITY/ENVIRORMENTAL 3 = ASRESTOS REMOVAL WORK 9 = ACBM REPAIR ACTIVITY
A = PERSOMAL EXPOSURE SAMPLE 6 = HEPA EXHAUST DISTRARGE 4 = CLEAM UP OF WNRK AREA 10 = ACBM ENCAPSULATION OR ENCLGSURE
B = WORK AREA CLEARANCE # = DECONTAMINATION FACILITY § = WASTE REMOVAL 11 = CLEANING OR DECONTAMINATION
C = PREABATEMENT BACKGROUND 1 = BLANK SAMPLE § = GLOVE BAG REMOVAL WORK 12 = NOT APPLICABLE
CLIENT BILLIG INSTRUCTIONS S0 ALSAMPLES @ 0 EREEE- 5 by, (O 75,

091000

99 Jo | abed

| Juswyoeny Le-9 ABisu3
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ASBESTOS AIR SAMPLE DATA FORM |[DATE: )/« (9% [ACCOUNTABILITY RECORD|paGE L oF L}
BLDG. & PROJECT NAME: {Lnitl | 1Y Demm soler RD Nk AsquesTeD compieTionpate: 1 [A5 /AL
SAMPLE LD. NO. | TYPE * | AGTWITY™ [ DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLING LOGATION & COMMENTS éc:f’E:TON'AL! .Bf)fl\ earcinos L2 [T
] o H AL
1 (ﬁ&g’lg A Tf ?7 6\::’\? SAMPLER'S NAME: /)(V\A(Q/.B "(er,-w
Z . 2 SIGNATURE; fi’tz\d{wm\ ocl, 8
3 03 U 2 DATE__ /5 /S8 TME COMPLETED:___—
4 s4| D 2 ;
; o] © 5 DELIVERED TQ LAB BY: _lben: /A
- < vas Name_tie L b
receven sy: _ A tecluk-
? DATE T 15[ 1% TiME: INITIALS: S L
8 ANALYsT. A, ‘Tex rSCOPE #:_OD S30_
3 DATE CoMPLETED: 4 /25708 TIME:__ T
0 anaLysisMeTHoD: AL lf Do)
APPROVAL SIGNATURE (PROJECT MANAGERY: ...
SAMPLING AND ANALYTICAL DATA | EFFECTIVE FILTER AREA =325 mm 2; FIELD AREA = 0. 00785 mm 2
PUMP | FLOW METER | AIR FLOWRATE (LPM) SAMPLING TIME VOLUME |FEERS [ AVERAGE] \u0 i vere FIBERS UPPER
L0. NO. 1D. NO. START | STOP |AVERAGE sTarT [ stop | ToTaL | (LITERS) FIELDS SN cv Lea & O
i A - IR — — = PR—— g B o R WS S
» _ a4 e LT - e [ Dy | \ P X
il &= g | F 1 Fsosluds Do [y (Bpo || \ |0 0c3[=1l0Q
' oY £ & 8 0%l ray 1224 1oty U250 | | | 10,003 [<i o0&
5 erd & 3 & levov|l1 551320 [\ @0 8w | \J & [0.003 = oG
8
11
8
P
10

SPECIAL COMMENTS:

* SAMPLE TYPE CODES

** WORK AREA ACTIVITY CODES

PCM = PHASE CONTRAST MICROSCOPY
TEM = TRANSMISSION ELECTRON MICROSCOPY
SEM = SCANHING ELECTRON MICAOSCOPY
A = PERSOMAL EXPOSURE SAMPLE
B = WORK AREA CLEARANCE
= PAEABATEMENT BACKERGUND

D = GUTSIDE WORK AREA
E = INSIDE WORK AREA
F= AIR QUALITY/EXVIRONMENTAL 3 = ASBESTOS REMOVAL WORK
& = HEPA EXHAUST DISCHARGE 4 = CLEAR UP OF WORK AREA
H = DECONTAMINATION FACILITY § = WASTE REMOVAL

{ = BLANK SAMPLE 6 = GLOVE BAG AEMOVAL WORK

1 = PREABATEMENT BACKGROUND
2 = PREPARATION OF WORK AREA

7 = WORK AREA CLEARANCE
B = MAINTENANCE ACTIVITY
# = ACBM REPAIR ACTIVITY
N 10 = ACBM EMCAPSULATION OA ENCLOSURE
1} = CLEANING OR DECONTAMINATION
12 = NOT APPLICABLE

CLIENT BILLING INSTRUCTIONS:
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ASBESTOS AIR SAMPLE DATA FORM [DATE:

RGN

ACCOUNTABILITY RECORD|PAGE_] _OF_L__

BLDG. & PROJECT NAME: (i, .|

L H Deinniaekec 2D

REQUESTED COMPLETION DATE: _1 JP. [ “18

[+
SAMPLE 1.D. NO. ACTIVITY | ' DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLING LOCATION & COMMENTS "(':‘zf; :SNAME 1& “Di_) b_emcuno: BIETRL
R LY .\
! 0"@823 ~456 - ol l‘r: 7’ 6\6/“\7 sampLers nage: , DAL Toone
2 187 | S!GNM:%?E 7@ A'HJ%{XV
3L 0% E C.@n(.’ow Aer oo Qoo v DATE: TIMECOMPLETEDWM:_:::______
4 011 I l»l\\r-..(.\é )f ‘rO ‘V‘.n\\ﬂf-* (_U'q AN A %
; A R e AT e Lo P -
8 b, L 2 Moo tp L.Cx\de.-!\\ ', Tf:m,\ el Lua RECEIVED,BY:
! o ( N Mo lian, Yo CAROe(on.c Man b neg G, DATE% T NTALS: J_
8 ofl £ s Poiled Corne (W \aunil Dors? ANALYST: SCOPE #:_O0V 4530
9 el -1 Te\et Yoo . Voo o3al) DATE COMPLETED: TIME: =
10 et ANALYSIS METHOO: }J‘T:Cﬁ.lix oD
APPHOVAL SIGNATURE (PROJECT MANAGER):
SAMPLING AND ANALYTICAL DATA TEFFECTIVE FILTER AREA =_AB% __ MM 2; FIELD AREA = CA0U 70 MM 2 §
PUMP FLOW METER |__AIR FLOWRATE (LPM) SAMPLING TIME VOLUME | FIBERS AVERAGE | s s yspg FIBERS UPPER
.0. NO. LD.NO. [ START | STOP AVERAGH START | stop | TOTAL | (-TERS) Ceios| oSN cv Loq PER™ | CONFIDENCE
! M, | — e o s[ 2] © [0MS
2 o\- —— e ) f [FAY ] |
EEE @i | 19 | 00| e [ | AT | hles | Srge | 0«OD'H <)1.0Q
4] o g | 1Y MO 0B®lney | & F | A% L2 Lod L1 on
sl oh 4] u | qaJogaglodge | BE [ 1t lh—gn] - 0 e <10 R
8] oo 1 | fo Lo Ol ias [ 180 ] (Buo [LEm5 ] | O, 00308
1] QX (0| o rov |CT45 | B0 215 | Slse | Doy r G.oo) | < Low
i & 2 = | sy s |iddid jer | IAld i O.c0y | = Lok
g &) 12 | o | ra (s iday]ier |2y [Mrepl N Ne |00l |= Log
0

SPECIAL COMMENTS:

* SAMPLE TYPE CODES

** WORK AREA ACTIVITY CODES

291000

PCM = PHASE CONTHAST MICROSCOPY
TEM = TRANSMISSION ELECTRON MICROSCOPY
SEM = SCAMNING: ELECTRON MICROSCORY

A = PERSONAL EXPOSURE SAMPLE
B = WONK AREA CLEARAMCE
€ = PREABATEMRENT BACKGRUUND

D = QUTSIDE WORK AREA

E = INSIDE WORK AREA

E = AIR BUALITY/ENVIRONMENTAL
G = HEPA EXHAUST DISCHARGE

H = DECONTAMINATION FACILITY
{ = BLANK SAMPIE

5 = WASTE REMOVAL

1 = PREABATEMENT BACKGROUND
2 = PREPARATION DF WORK AREA
3 == ASBESTOS REMOVAL WORK
4 = CLEAX UP OF WORK AREA

& = GLOVE BAG REMOVAL WORK

7= WORK AREA CLEARANCE

B = MAINTERANCE ACTIVITY

9 = ACBM REPAIR ACTIVITY

10 = ACBM ENCAPSULATION OR ENCLOSURE
11 == CLEANIKG OR DECONTAMIKATION

12 = NOT APPLICABLE

CLIENT BILLING INSTRUCTIDNS: _'g’,_SAMPLES @S 5 Fs=8 RS, “Foo

| Juswyoeny Le-9 ABisu3
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ASBESTOS AIR SAMPLE DATA FORM |PATE: /09 [98

ACCOUNTABILITY RECORD|PAGE.. | OF __}

- - . —

BLDG. & PROJECT NAME: (Jny W\ . 1\ Draaseher ¥O REQUESTED COMPLETION DATE:_EL/%(_'%E_.,
SAMPLE I.D. NO. | TYPE * | ACTVITY** | DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLING LOCATION & COMMENTS JO8 NO: JO1__eatcr o L2 LL T
598 5. o L z 777 cLENTNAME: Uinia | Exedec § DWaungoa
Le 120 ==l : Lol SAMPLER'S NAME: _Phndcen) qpelok
z oxl T 2 _ 4 : : SIGNATURE; & £ SredetsT
3 oz O ’; Cut cde Thremn und DATE: f/i? 1158 TIME COMPLETED: e
) s Ers S G n

: o % In eleOmemics S DELIVERED TO LABBY: __[-ictan A
L DLl € a Jea 10 L LAB NAME.. X e \ N
8 X, p Z N ’J, . __dX¢ E"r\ (R4 RECEIVED,BY: /_L Tec e
! YA 2 Z, Cutside (optainment B\.i T DATE: ‘3!.} 36 rime_— inmiaLs: &AL
8 anALysT: A “Tec Lo X . SCOPE #:_(1e S AL
9 DATECOMPLETED:-;,")/LZQ/_’E‘ TIME, == _

5

aNALYSIS METHOD:__ AL (k400

APPROVAL SIGNATURE (PROJECTMANAGERY. ..o

SAMPLING AND ANALYTICAL DATA

| EFFECTIVE FILTER AREA =350/ MM 2; FIELD AREA - ().C0 765 MM 2

PUMP FLOW METER | AIR FLOWRATE (LPM) SAMPLING TIME VOLUME | FBERS AVERAGE | 301 vars FIBERS UPPER
1D. NO. 1D.NO. | START | STOP |AVERAGE START | STOP | TOTAL | (LITERS) hietgs| GOUNT | OV LOQ | FER | CONTRENCE

! " ol 2wy € JoyS

1| oz e © 1% 10Bo | rev [ gyl [ VWb |8 ] 0,003,008

i DL /2 |1 DL egoslivde) Jo [ 1T)  [1e—rs0] — loooy 0,006

s| oo b2 e [ IR0V o 1eD ] jlow  [LASrED Q.4 | O 007

sl & (o 110 Lo DA3S]yzol el 11 g0 [He) 0.o04 | 0, 0,

| © 7 <SRBT o [iR3o] Mag] 1251 1250 [Dm | Jr / D, go4| 0. ony

[

9

=

SPECIAL COMBMENTS:

* SAMPLE TYPE CODES

* WORK AREA ACTIVITY CODES

PCM = PHASE CONTRAST MICROSCOPY

TEM = TRANSMISSION ELECTRON MiCROSCOPY
SEM = SCAMKING ELECTRON MICROSCOPY

A = PERSOMAL EXPOSURE SAMPLE
B = WORK AREA CLEARAMCE

C = PREABATEMENT BACKGROUND

D ="GUTSIDE WORK AREA

E = INSIDE WORK AREA

F = AIR DUALITY/ENVIRONMENTAL
6 = HEPA EXHAUST DISCHARGE

H = DECONTAMINATION FAGILITY
1 = BLANK SAMPLE

4 = CLEAM UP OF WORH AREA
5 = WASTE REMOVAL

1 = PREABATEMENT BACKGAOUND
2 = PREPARATION OF WORK AREA
3 = ASBESTOS REMGVAL WORK

6 = GLOVE BAG REMOVAL WORK

7 = WORK AREA CLEARANCE

8 = MAINTEMAMCE ACTIVITY

8 = ACBM REPAIR ACTIVITY

10 == ACBM ENCAPSULATION OR ENCLOSURE
11 = CLEANING OR DECONTAMINATION

12 = ROT APPLICABLE

CLIENT BILLING INSTRUCTIONS: .Y SAMPLES @ §_S0EL | =5 06,72 4
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ASBESTOS AIR SAMPLE DATA FORM ]DATE: ‘7/30/‘;{8 ACCOUNTABILITY RECORD[pAGEM\_OF_,L_
- T (‘
BLDG. & PROJECT NAME: (Ll /1Y Dok, saled RO N neouesrs[i “‘?NL;LET'%” DATE: 8“ ] ]
SAMPLE LD.NO. | TYPE * | ACTIVITY** DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLING LOGATION & COMMENTS ;cl’.?e:fnms U.V\T\’ “ BATCH NO:
~ Ny . - 5 BN ‘/7 |
1 |O93098 Jokol] L Z Blarlt SAMPLER'S NAME: _Aad£end \uwf/\,U(
2 on T S = SIGNAT vfa/‘/zvﬂ e A
3 o3 D K Lah\_m g. (R, by g@ﬂ‘\‘f‘r"‘%h—- DATE: fﬁg&j 8 __TIME COMPLETED: . ——=— -
4 oyl D RS Ouds. ie, docon ot
- D E i .
; D5l O % [ofluenten ass Co0ikes A ot dag ;::i;:T o
) Ob {")' o /rﬂ(:-'(\ LD WA AN E’l\d\'b\ AT mia ] REGEIV M[,{_M .
? 0H ¢ 7 o Maon foee e fen DATE: 1 TIME: _inmats: A
8 ANALYST: SCOPE #: _(¥21%
P DATE COMPLETED, 4/ /('50/ 5 TIME: .z
1 ANALYSIS METHOD: AJT(%"\ Fdov
0
APPROVAL SIGNATURE (PROJECTMANAGER)
SAMPLING AND ANALYTICAL DATA TEFFECTIVE FILTER AREA=_ 2285 MM 2 FIELD AREA - .C,0UHEMM 2
PUMP FLOW METER | AIR FLOWRATE (LPM) SAMPLING TIME vOLUME |FIBERS _~"J AVERAGE| snaLYSTS FIBERS UPPER
LD. NO. ID.NO. | sTART | STOP AVERAGH starT | stop | to7aL | (LTERS) tass| GOUNT v Loa PER” | CONFIDENCE
1 R | — [ [ =T 0 655
2 & T O T i I
3f ey Secntet 980 | X b4 135 X . X > ' N | /A
oy (0 1 o |geo [Tie0 |56 e D600 [Brap O.ro | | S vl
s Og 16 1o 7p @as [14ee |BbA]Teqo dam &, o¥) [ @007
i 0h L 1= TR0 lenasl i 8o 168 [11wo 825 O ool | O, ook
1 O e el aaslavg] aat od |13 [Bewp] N TR
s .
9
0
SPECIAL camums o N ]
O_K CA08 150 -0 by e Xpddaph h[r, U&f&, ey IMWQA\'\'D‘AS
* SAMPLE TYPE CODES » WORK AREA ACTIVITY CODES
PCM = PHASE CONTRAST MICROSCOPY D = OUTSIDE WORK AREA 1 = PREABATEMENT BACKGROUND 7= WORK AREA CLEARANCE
TEM = TRANSMISSION ELECTRON MICROSGOPY E = INSIDE WORK AREA 2 = PREPARATION OF WORK AREA B.= MAINTENANCE ACTIVITY
SEM = SCAMHING ELECTRUN MICROSCOPY F'= AIR QUALITY/ENVIRONMENTAL 3 = ASBESTOS REMOVAL WORK 8 = ACBM REPAIR ACTIVITY
A = PERSOHAL EXPOSURE SAMPLE G = HEPA EXHADST DISCHARGE 4 = CLEAM UPOF WORK AREA 16 = ACBM ENCAPSULATION 9R ENCLOSURE
B = WORK AREA CLEAHAMCE # = DECONTAMINATION FACILITY § = WASTE REMOVAL 11 == CLEANING OR DECONTAMINATION
¢ = PAEABATEMENT BACKGROUNTD } = BLANK SAMBLE 8 = GLOVE BAG REMOVAL WORK 12 = NOT APPLICABLE
' CLUENT BILUNG INSTRUCTIONS: 4/ SAMPLES @ S__Z.0L_ =5 700 ©%

| Juswyoeny Le-9 ABisu3
0€0-1Z 3A "ON 19000

99 jo g| ebed

A9|pn@ '3 Aer jo Auownsa] 10a11q
0€0-1¢ 3QA "ON 19%20Q

6G1 Jo g ebed
9-Q3r uswyoeny
Zz uayx3

0€0-1¢ 3A "ON 12300Q



G91000

ASBESTOS AIR SAMPLE DATA FORM [DATE: /0 /; /3¢ _|ACCOUNTABILITY nr—:coanlmce__é.ou_.
BLDG. & PROJECT NAME: REQUESTEDCOMPLETIONDATE [O[( [2>F8
: (A ..\ U Pesalosader KD NE JoB Noo L 17 o2 (_ patcH NO. fm_L?:i&L_
SAMPLE 1.D. NO. TYPE + | ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLING LOCATION & COMMENTS 7
S CLIENT NAME: L\-1a¥’ A X \-'!4 2 (lcu«p\—en Elee
1Woesg 2z o | T 17 3] e SAMPLER'S NAM
! <}~
2 o 1D . SIGNATURE;
3 ez 9 D@ Ot 5 rda Com Y juecdt Cenbdenie 6oy pate; 1 © l]“’ S’A TIME COMPLETED, _~———
; Sl P LoH@  |Cuteide m:é“’ DeLtn wonii, DELIVERED TQ LABBY: _klepudl
LAB NAME: _£374C
: RECEIVED BY: /V/[Lu'l/
7 DATE: /{ﬁ TiM en g INITIALS&_
8 ANALYST: ] _.MSCOPE #C?’IZ_“:J-_/L‘
] DATE COMPLETED: f’ /]9 &l TIMEL="
0 ANALYSIS METHOD: A/_f IS i)
APPROVAL SIGNATURE (PROJECT MANAGERY: _ .
SAMPLING AND ANALYTICAL DATA EFFECTIVE FILTER AREA =_3H G MM 2; FIELD AREA = (_UD175MM 2
PUMP FLOW METER | AIR FLOWRATE (LPM) SAMPLING TIME VOLUME |FIBERS AVERAGE | svaLYSTS FIBEAS UPPER
LD. NO. LD,NO. [ START | STOP AVERAGE START | sToP | TOTAL | (LITERS) rews| Gso |7 ov LOQ | PER | CONPIDENCE
1 Sl _—— i | s | E0] O LS
2 " _ § [N S p— e 2 [®) ‘
1| oh loge | (O | 10 [jous|iode] 21 [0 |[#22Tw .2 (0,069
4 reMgl 10 1,0 [jo48]iams] jau [t (2250 W C _eaie|0 06
5
8
1
8
]
10

SPECIAL COMMENTS:

* SAMPLE TYPE CODES

** WORK AREA ACTIVITY CODES

PCM = PHASE EONTRAST MICROSCOPY
TEM = TRANSMISSION ELECTRON MICROSCOPY

D = OUTSIDE WORK AREA
E = INSIBE WORK AREA

SEM = SCANMING ELECTRON MICROSCOPY F = AIR QUALITY/ENVIRONMENRTAL 3 = ASBESTOS REMOVAL WORK
A = PERSONAL EXPCSURE SAMPLE G = HEPA EXHAUST BISCHARGE 4 = CLEAR UP OF WORK AREA
B = WORK AREA CLEARANCE H = DECONTAMINATION FACILITY & = WASTE REMOVAL

C = PREABATEMENT BACKGROUND | = BLARK SAMPLE 8 = GLOYE BAG REMOVAL WORK

t = PREABATEMENT BACKGROUND
? = PREPARATIOR OF WORK AREA

7 = WORK AREA CLEARANCE

B = MAINTENANCE ACTIVITY

9 = ACBM REPAIR ACTIVITY

1t = ACBEM ENMCAPSULATION CR ENCLOSURE
11 = CLEANING OR DECONTAMINATION

12 = NOT APPLICABLE

CLIENT BILLING INSTRUCTIONS: _ 72~ SAMPLES @ §__5:€0 =38 jo ‘22,

99 J0 61 abed

| Juswyoeny Le-9 ABisu3
0€0-1Z 3A "ON 19000

6G1 Jo £g abed
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0€0-1Z 3A "ON 18%00Q
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0€0-1¢ 3A "ON 12300Q



ASBESTOS AIR SAMPLE DATA FORM [DATE: (/5 |9¢  |ACCOUNTABILITY RECORDI;AGj—I oF L _
BLDG. & PROJECT NAME: - - ‘ ) : T REQUESTED COMPLETION OATE: {0 /] /¥
S (o 4 + .”H LronVedel Lo ok . son nos_t1{ F 32 BATCH NO. B 175 BT
AMPLE 1.D. NO. | TYPE * | ACTVITY** DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLING LOCATION & COMMENTS
7 - 1 CLIENTNAME: Ui | Fxeter & Y plom Lo
Vecagg -dspol T Blowl, SAMPLER'S NaMe: fudriewd “Tecluwh
2 ed £]1 ¥ “ﬂ?/ s SIGNATURE; &_fmm* wwwww
3 T _91 v e ¢logst o callbecin DATE: fD {98 TIME COMPLETED: _ ———_— .
‘ 3 - A e By W
; :}: £ ?7, ,L,ob\o;:pra« o Com bmmusnd DELIVERED TQ LAf v e,
- Sropy effres, LAB NAME: f?/f
8 Dd) oD 2 LO»&&;-LF’J: 1% l"’““’ %. .l e, et cym |’7 ‘KL(\'('LQPJ{Jr){ RECEIVE ]c‘[[b[]{’
7 O} D N \]J,o_l \A.hﬁ sk A ch,\—y)\qa.(‘\m paTE. [ DZ,Z TIME - ,INITIALSn@_JfL._
8 08 L * Col D M, ex (b ANALYST: //t SCOPE #:_ (3500
» 09l ¢ =% 0 n R okon i Aot courn o oo DATE COMPLETED: /O, ,/:L 8 TIME: =
0 ' ' anaLYsisMeTHoD. . AJTOS1E PHOO
APPROVAL SIGNATURE {PROJECT MANAGER). ....... N
SAMPLING AND ANALYTICAL DATA EFFECTIVE FILTER AREA =3 97 MM 2; FIELD AREA - S o HEMMZ
AIR FLOWRATE (LPM) SAMPLING TIME FIBERS AVERAGE FIBERS UPPER
PUMP | FLOW METER VOLUME ANALYSTS .
1.D. NC. 1.D. NO. START | STOP JAVERAGE sTaRT | sTop | TotaL | (WTERS) feins| GOUNT cv Loa PR N
a Ao — 1 ] T s 12aa @ 10,45
2 * - 2 s /
3 A% i |13 1% 0o | 0706 jow 2o 2 gpp | | O.cq | 0. 6uh
oy A S o Zai |G | 9% | 12 ! | | O.ovl | £ioa
s| o7 RN 7y Gxus | nsas T F| 26t |7 =709 { O, by | <LDA
8] O & S | & [o.1250 @5 14 @0 [23my] | O, ao.b 0,6
[ 0F 2 1< S ose b ad [ua | 1B 2y |10 ! ¢, U2y 8,009
s o8 5 |15 | u Cpadslgot el s [Bage | | b _coll 6,606
9 cYy 14 5 \5:3f?‘-43’l*{0¥ ¢ > (Y750 \l/ - /’)i:""f)_l" ¢, o2 f
0
SPECIAL COMMENTS:
* SAMPLE TYPE CODES ** WORK AREA ACTIVITY CODES
PCM = PHASE CONTRAST MICROSEOPY D = QUTSIDE WORK AREA | = PREABATEMENT EACKGROUND 7 = WORK AREA CLEARANCE
TEM = TRANSMISSION ELECTRON MICROSCORY £ = INSIOE WORK AREA 2 = PREPARATION OF WORK AREA = MAIMTENANCE ACTIVITY
SEM = SCANNING ELECTRON MICROSCOPY F = AIR GUALITY/ENVIRORMENTAL 3 = ASBESTOS REMOVAL WORK 9 = ACBM REPAIR ACTIVITY
= PERSONAL EXPOSURE SAMPLE G = HEPA EXHAUST DISCHARGE = CLEAW UP OF WORK AREA 10 = ACBM ENCAPSULATION OR ENCLOSYRE
8 = WORK AREA CLEARAMCE H = DECONTAMINATION FACILITY 5 = WASTE REMOVAL 11 = CLEANING OR DECONTAMINATION
C = PREABATEMENT BACKGROUND | = BLANK SAMPLE & = GLOVE BAG REMOVAL WORK 12 = NOT APPLICABLE
CLIENT BILLING INSTRUCTIONS: _ - &8 SAMPLES @ § & Fzm =5 545 o0

991000

99 Jo 0z abed

| Juswyoeny Le-9 ABisu3

0€0-1Z 3A "ON 18%00Q
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291000

ASBESTOS AIR SAMPLE DATA FORM [DATE: /0 /4 /(.

ACCOUNTABILITY RECORD|pacE__LoF. /|-

BLDG. & PROJECT MAME: U ni 'y, MY Dl cnde £ 2T Aced 4 neouesrsp_co_)afmsjr:o? pate; _ (L © 7’?§'é 'f’ft 57
SAMPLE 1D.NO. | TYPE * | AGTIVITY*' |~ DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLING LOCATION & COMMENTS 108 NO.LEL L1 281 BATCH O .
e 1 CLIENT NAME: _Ban 4 Exedetian phire floc.
| [foe!/58 T56 - 1] o = hl“""h“ SAMPLER'S NA .«’11..(1’/.54.«1 Tzc{wt‘
: L L *2', o i SIGNATUHE'jC; dm ) We( AN
3 ci| () S Q,L;Jma e Theea DATE: /&Y €& TIME COMPLETED. _———
4 02 B L 1ny Meker e Bopun 0 SRS N CLES DELVERED To.LAB oY ]
5 9) £ =% LAB NAME:_T 124
8 Q| L + RECEIVED pY: A Wecloa X
! CtFl & Es DATE: /¢ 16 TIME T INITIALS: éﬁf
8 ANALYST: SCOPE #: Lo 50
9 DATE COMPLETED: _/ /0/ /5L TMEL |
0 ANALYSIS METHOD: __ M Arioll _dey)
SAMPLING AND ANALYTICAL DATA _ | EFFECTIVE FILTER AREA T S22 M2 FIELD AREA - 0.0 8 TmMM 2
AIR FLOWRATE (LPM) SAMPLING TIME FIBERS AVERAGE FIBERS UPPER
PUMP FLOW METER VOLUME - ANALYSTS
1.D. NO. 1D NO. START | STOP |AVERAGE START | sTOP | TOTAL | (LITERS) veis| E5ONT cv Loa RER | COMERCE
1 Btt,w}b —1 —' 21O+ © 0.4 5
? d : el i B £ e
1l @2 THE r2 105017 (S 1ys | 14 40 Rudr (OPROTANG N Kol o
oy o | Je | o llao | (Hov][pn | [, 50 |10 O, 03| 0,605
5| ©& Lo 11a.1 [, ZMlisostied 1nas #0gy Y= BT
8l DG 5.4 [ug L] 150 | 13HG19n 6| &1 14273 AR O, 24| o o5
oot 150 i) s 13050150 W[ o1 1227 (22— /10 0oy [0 Opy
8
)
10

SPECIAL COMMENTS:

* SAMPLE TYPE CODES

** WORK AREA ACTIVITY CODES

PCM = PHASE CONTRAST MICROSCOPY
TEM = TRANSMIISSION ELECTRQN MICROSCOPY

SEM = SCANHING

A = PERSOMAL EXPOSURE SAMPLE
B = WORK AREA CLEARANCE
¢ = PREABATEMENT BACKGROUND

B = DUTSINE WORY AREA
E = INSIDE WRRK AREA
ELECTRON MICROSCOPY

= BLAMK SAMPLE

F = AIR QUALITY/ENVIRONMENTAL
& = HEPA EXHAUST DISCHARGE
H = DECONTAMINATION FACILITY

1 = PREABATEMENT BACKGROUND
2 = PREPARATION OF WORK AREA
3 = ASBESTOS REMOVAL WORK

4 = CLEAR UP OF WORK AREA

5 = WASTE REMOVAL
B = GLOVE BAG REMOVAL WORK

7 = WORK AREA CLEARANCE

B = MAINTENANCE ACTIVITY

9 = ACBM REPAIR ACTIVITY

1t = ACBM ENCAPSGLATION GA ENCLOSURE
11 = CLEANING OR HECONTAMINATION

12 = HOT APPLICABLE

99 10 | ¢ ebed

CLIENT BILLING INSTRUCTIONS: _s5___SAMPLES @ $_ScO2 =5 9% 7E7”

| Juswyoeny Le-9 ABisu3
0€0-1Z 3A "ON 19000

6G1 Jo Gg ebed
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A9|pn@ '3 Aer jo Auownsa] 10a11q

0€0-1Z 3A "ON 18%00Q

¢c Nalyx3

0€0-1¢ 3A "ON 12300Q



891000

ASBESTOS AIR SAMPLE DATA FORM [DATE: j©) /*¢ 9%, |ACCOUNTABILITY RECORD|pace_ [ oF L
BLDG. & PROJECT NAME: (Lo il |4 Drenitoshoc 20y bl , Been X [5 | eot ety Lo[F I3
SAMPLE 1D, NO, | TYPE * | ACTIVITY** GESGRIPTION OF SAMPLING LOCATION AGOMMENTd 408 NO._L o BATCHNO.- -
e - CLENT NAME:_ ST\ € xodecqBumeron glec,
oo zig-9g-et| L | 2/3 ﬁl“’“"(” sampLERS NAME. Aimdacesy e lo k-
2 oa € 1 2/3 sionatune: Al ) (h3be Lk
3 oz D 2 Autaide Teron DATELO/2-/9E TIME COMPLETED: =~ ____
. O/LL D B A q MWO& 0 g. h"f NH;.&‘F““LL\‘W DELIVERED TO LAB BY: H’ﬂ"‘"n{l
5 o5 ¢ F_hrea 4] 5% ouiiony by 20 ol gila LaB N it
6 Do fo 1 Ares H " [ ’)(\’\TJY_\. h»u poad ey el RECEIVED BY: Fledius
! O} VP a2 I H M\“([!-"‘L( by oo S, oy %’L\ 2 Cllear ) DATE: lQﬂ SRR — miaLs. ST
8 og) O 2 AN h\ . 4 Aocon anaLvst Prufeclad 7 SCOPE #: JULT
3 o4 ¢ 7 Rt d ' TR peHomce pate compLeTen. L&) Z/5E TIME__—
1o /o] ¢ 7 Ao H L B 'm«.{'ﬂ(u!au ANALYSIS METHOD: NZowil 4 sy
. o F ! ) APPROVAL SIGNATURE (PROJECT MANAGER): .. . -
SAMPLING AND ANALYTICAL DATA TEFFECTIVE FILTER AREA=_Z=") MM 2; FIELD AREA = Ou? A 5Mm 2
sume | FLow METER | AR FLOWRATE (LPM) SAMPLING TIME | vorume |PBE 7| AVERAGET s\ v MBERS | UPPER
1.0, NO. LD. NO. STAnT | sTOP WVERAGE sTART | stop | ToTaL | (-TERS) g BLANK cv LoQ PER CONFIOENCE
! Boleetl |- — S N ey O] O g us
2 A T e il el £ 7 M __ —
1 o) D102 | o rlorsa| o 15 | IMTG - [Og5g] |\ \ C. o | LLQ
o e oL loy | 1o yloBa3ticHe l‘f? oGl 5D \ 0. 00 3l<L vy
T e 201120 |[Bo® 10151 Tpg) 25 oH 7| \ loood 10,0173
8] 0k o 1150186 11o[L] 119 Wv 1235 [Bl3mp 0. 604 (6,03
1] ol IS IVEN I I S \B)w_ e N {16 ovd [ <oy
s 0% feal ool ol a2 [ VHS [1IFES (2w 6 SpA <D
s 04 L (o [aw e |06 L)LY oo O, 5TY £ 06
o 10 P10 (2w oy | 10y e W27l N A, T < LA
SPECIAL COMMENTS: (U [da /-t Goomgles o B f DG Toe S~ Bompida ment bl (Lhaten,
* SAMPLE TYPE CODES *» WORK AREA ACTIVITY CODES
PCM = PHASE CONTRAST MLCROSCOPY 0 = QUTSIDE WORK AREA 1 = PREABATEMENT BACKGROUND 7 = WORK AREA CLEARAMCE
TEM = TRANSMISSION ELECTRON MICROSCOPY = |NSIDE WDRX AREA 2 = PREPARATION OF WOAK AREA B = MAINTENANCE ACTIVITY
SEM = SCANMING ELECTRON MICROSCOPY F = AIR QUALITY/ENVIRONMENTAL 3 == ASBESTDS REMOVAL WORK 9 = ACEBM REPAIR ACTIVITY
A = PERSONAL EXPOSURE SAMPLE 6 = HEPA .EXHAUST DISCHARGE. 4 = CLEAM UP OF WORK AREA 10 = ACBM ENCAPSULATION OR ENCLOSURE
B = WORK AREA CLEARAMCE H = DECONTAMINATION FACILITY § = WASTE REMOVAL 11 = CLEANING OR DECONTAMINATION
¢ = PREABATEMEKT BACKGROUND | = BLANK SAMPLE 8 = GLOYE BAG REMOVAL WORK 12 = NOT APPLICABLE
CLENT BILLING INSTRUCTIONS: 80 B> SAMPLES @ § 5,00 =5 &0 J2

99 jo zz ebed
| Juawyoeny L¢g-9 ABisug
0€0-1Z 3@ "ON 18%00Q

A9|pn@ '3 Aer jo Auownsa] 10a11q
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ASBESTOS AIR SAMPLE DATA FORM |[DATE: j0/g /78 |ACCOUNTABILITY RECORD|PAGE _.[OF._L |-
T . . - o /07’95/9&7
P56 T FROIECT WAME il 14 Dl 00 (0 Wi 24 5 [reiomeiee (0
SAMPLE [D. NO. | TYPE * | ACTIITY*¥ DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLING LOCATION & COMMENTS ) :
%20 Ol - - . - CLIENT NAME:_ [ | ’ﬁb( 4 _nhm ifal,
JDeeqdedsty T g 1 | Blawi :
4 . SAMPLER'S NAM: .
2 ol L | & F , A
~ P SIGNATURE: FALR/) of S
3 a3 % % ; i" %\w\’ 4 de Wu{ e 08’% Jrea 5 DATE: T TIME COMPLETED. =~ .
4 oy U ' u AT A A T
5 ] {, ¥ Lo acen L IWRV IS CANNIIYS Qiﬂ_ﬂ 2 S::xi:ib s LA&BY o
B Db ‘;j /}/ M&M Aol Codin A{ﬁl’\ AECEIVED BY: M&,
! o & T |Contminmunt putede Relber ol | oate: @Zi":fé g —— __nmiacs 7L
& og| & i v i Y 1 ANALYST: - SCOPE #: (X258
3 DATE COMPLETED: /d/m’/‘/é o TIME_———
1 ANALYSIS METHOD: L Otk Q00T
APPROVAL SIGNATURE (PROJECT MANAGER) ____
SAMPLING AND ANALYTICAL DATA T EFFECTIVE FILTER AREA = 3E<” MM 2; FIELD AREA = S.00 75 MM 2
AIR FLOWRATE {LPM) SAMPLING TIME FIBERS AVERAGE FIBERS UPPER
PUMP | FLOWMETER VOLUME ANALYSTS
1.D. NO. LD. NO. START | STOP |AVERAGE 5TART | sTOP | TOTAL | (LITERS) FIELDS 85‘.3%’% cv Lo Fen CUNf;'ngNCE
1 Pl — —>| 8 CEELY,
2 & : e P A
1| DA o [ 1w o[ Epy fw_; L) [leby |1 O W 0,57y
. -~ s s .
sl (Y Loyl walaed [I0H e Do 250 | I 1 ET TN
s|_on v [ NG By logolile (1508 1 2gs0 o.evilo, 5o
o O (e 152 Bse Jost [(16 (15,9 [&—15h 0,003 210G
1 oF > 13 limoluvysliaa Gl [ jas |8 720 0 ooy |£e&
il 0% o 1A Do judgizie [ 44 | 1225 Wi J @. ooy |z Lo
)
10
SPECIAL GOMMENTS:
* SAMPLE TYPE CODES ** WORK AREA ACTIVITY CODES
PCM = PHASE COKTRAST MICROSCOPY 0 = QUTSIDE WORK AREA 1 = PREABATEMENT BACKGROUND 7 = WORK AREA CLEARANCE
TEM = THAARSMISSION ELECTRON MICROSCOPY ="INSIDE WORK AREA 2 = PREPARATION OF WORK AREA 8 = MAINTENANCE ACTIVITY
SEM = SCAHMING ELECTRON MICROSCOPY F = AIR QUALITY/ERVIRDNMENTAL 3 = ASBESTOS REMOVAL WORK 3 = ACEM REPAIR ACTIVITY
A = PEASOKAL EXPOSURE SAMPLE 6 = HEPA EXHAUST DISCHARGE 4 = CLEAN UP OF WORK AREA %0 = ACBM ENCAPSULATION OR ENCLOSURE
B = WORK AREA CLEARAMCE H = DECONTAMINATION FACILITY § = WASTE REMOVAL 11 = CLEANING OR DECONTAMINATION
{ = PREABATEMENT BACKGROUND | = BLANK SAMPLE = GLOVE BAG REMDVAL WORK t2 = NOT APPLICABLE
CLIENT BILLING INSTRUCTIONS: (2 _SAMPLES @ 5_ &2 Thw=§ 2.y <A,

691000

99 jo ¢z sbed
| Juswyoeny Le-9 ABisu3
0€0-1Z 3A "ON 19000
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041000

ASBESTOS AIR SAMPLE DATA FORM [DATE: [t/ /44  |ACCOUNTABILITY RECORD|PAGE. | OF L.
BLDG. & PROJECT NAME: (|n;}/] /4 Dronnter €0 . Arta 5 HEQUESTED COMPLETION pate: 1O/ 14 /97 .
TSAMPLE 1D NO. __| TYPE * | AGTIVITY" DESCRIFTION OF SAMPLING LOCATION & COMMENTS YO8 NO.L= ot .e, ‘ E oy [C;ZW
‘ ZereL O =z Bl GLIENT NAME: ni i Ex ﬂlvn flec -
[o14987)5% fort : SAMPLER'S NAME? /%L/PAI Gecd A
2 ol T ? o SIGNATUR gisigcl
3 &3 D ) Arec 01.'\"”\1-{‘&3 Helsg D&ul— Doerc DATE /G /'T‘//% 8  mMECcOMPLETED: T
4 - < * “
&2 D 5 e & ondende Lo DELIVERED TO LAB BY; _bf-tech
5 chl ) Z S os Seele 03 La NAME. 22 L
6 Ol D % Cormg s e\ 04 RECEIVED BY: {4 )
7 DATE_J.OLZH [ 1 £.TIME: L mmas A
2 ANALYST A re Low ko SCOPE #:.070 Yads).
9 OATE COMPLETED. {2/ 747 /4 & TIMEL
” anavvsis merwon: ALZOS T Aefor.
APPROVAL SIGNATURE (PROJECT MANAGER): . ___
SAMPLING AND ANALYTICAL DATA [ EFFECTIVE FILTER AREA = 2.0 MM 2; FIELD AREA - Q0070 MM 2
PUMP FLOW METER |__ AR FLOWRATE (LPM) SAMPLING TIME voLumE |FIBERS A\éEm?(E ANALYSTS Loa FIEEQS ¢ (}I\\IJI!)II:)&E'LC ]
1.0. NO. LD NO. START | STOP |AVERAGE| START | stop | ToTAL | (LITERS) fiEws| COUNT cv cC NPT
) e > | 272 o
2 _ ~ - : —d X
3 D B % @ oy e e e ’—{ o /E‘/i/’"j L 1y Y o pand |oapot
4 [ 5’ g0 228 o st a4 [ RS % o Yo Ao Lo mpyd
5 Gt £ 7 VR O el VX Sl VR AR VieX d e, ) ijfi poafp 1o o)
S g B e - o . ; ! p, -
6 0] N2 s Vd ' IEREA LA/ R VTR Wi N ) 18 50| WV 0, ‘/? Sl onh B nan”
1
8
9
T
SPECIAL COMMENTS:
* SAMPLE TYPE CODES * WORK AREA ACTIVITY CODES
PCM = PHASE CONTRAST MICROSCOPY D = OUTSIDE WORK AHEA 1 = PREABATEMENT BACKGROUND 7 = WORK AREA CLEARANCE
TEM = TRANSMISSION ELECTRON MICROSCOPY E'= INSIDE WORK AREA 2 = PREPARATION OF WORK AREA 8 = MAINTENANCE ACTIVITY
SEM = SCANHING ELECTRON MICADSCOPY £ = AIR QUALITY/ENVIRONMENTAL 3 = ASBESTOS REMOVAL WORK 9 = ACAM REPAIR ACTIVITY
A = PEHSONAL EXPOSURE SAMPLE & = HEPA EXHAUST DISCHANGE 4 = CLEAH UP OF WORK AREA 10 = ACBM ENCAPSULATION OR ENCLOSURE
B = WORK AREA CLEARANCE W = DECONTAMINATION FACKITY 5.= WASTE REMOVAL 11 = CLEARING R DECONTAMINATION
€ = PREABATEMENT BACKGROUND 1 = BLANK SAMPLE 6 = GLOVE BAG REMOVAL WORK 12 = NOT APPLICABLE
N . l' (m - 0
CLIENT BILLING INSTRUCTIONS: _ % SAMPLES @ $_2 . s.,g@/ SZ:‘,

99 J0 7 ebed
| Juswyoeny Le-9 ABisu3
0€0-1Z 3A "ON 19000
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ASBESTOS AIR SAMPLE DATA FORM |DATE: /0//5/#8  |ACCOUNTABILITY RECORD[Prce. /_OF L

BLDG. & PROJECT NAME: (| », \\

CLH fl)n‘w\(,q,)g-{)/( ?&A«L A»(‘&)\S /ﬁ“ Ccopockd bile REQUESTED con}A’-PLngvor}oATE; /()//6 /uﬁ’

- 408 No:_t /1 satcH No.- B #i83
0. NO. B -
SAMI:.E 1.0. NO T?’PE ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLING LOCATION & COMMENTS CLIENT Nt Clonl 5 1 !-m@m / M Elel
V98956 2 T 3 annﬁ’, SAMPLER'S NAM l 2
2 o2 | 1 = <t~ . — SIGNATURE: _/
3 o3| O S Prea H _outside % e ber 130 oY Dy paTE: O /1 TIMEGoMPLETED.
4 12 () 3 o B dende 2L 1y 4 PT* ey, D
; = DELIVERED TO LABBY; Mot
5 05 D > A G [y decen 4 Gm (L Berere - o ames el
8 Ou| t/gl r C,é))(’a(bnub Lepes -hrpa (/) RECEIVED BY: ¢11;L““[J .
7 oH ¢/0 F Ty ey o Cobg, Aot {/J_ DATE;&%@&NME == inmas LAY
8 os| ¢ 71 ¢ Wm0 529 ANALYST SR Tt w - SCOPE #:_CBSRA0
g oY {/g_ 7 n i ] DATE COMPLETED: @//’v /fﬁ TIME_
” 7 ANALYSISMETHOD: AL b S 1 2O s
APPROVAL S(G_NATURE (PROJECTMANAGER): .
SAMPLING AND ANALYTICAL DATA | EFFECTIVE FILTER AREA =275~ MM ?; FIELD AREA = - (374> MM 2
AIR FLOWRATE (LPM} SAMPLING TIME FIBERS AVERAGE FIBERS |  UPPER
PUMP | FLOW METER VOLUME ANALYSTS
LD, NO. 1.D, NO. START | STOP [AVERAGE START | sTtop [ TotaL | (LITERS) aewns| GOONT cv Loa FER | CONRENCE
z ol &— e —> [ 8~ ' _
1| 273 8 | ¥ 8 | Msuliose|yon | 4900 % 00n3h |Ho-bAB
4l 2 g 18 Q WS 28y [FTA0  |Smes lo onbe o onz
s| oo 2 18 18 loraeipyus |lins | 722 V7o o cobfl |
8] &% s 1A Lina lled2l s | a5 | 1349 15515 . ooy 1< DY
1] &2 19,4 Ling | )g.0lionp g4 | 94 | 1320 K215 O, oY e, o0k
8] O I 1S 143732V P8 | RS |- zoodl s 003
Iz /S |48 s iswge 173:35 ] 96 935 | 257me] N ] -3 B 1a onS
10
SPECIAL COMMENTS:
* SAMPLE TYPE CODES ** WORK AREA ACTIVITY CODES
PCM = PHASE COMTRAST MICROSCOPY 0 = OUTSIDE WORK AREA 1 = PREABATEMENT BACKGROUND 7 = WORK AREA CLEARANCE
TEM = TRANSMISSION ELECTRGAH MICROSCOPY E = |{NSIDE WORK AREA 2 = PREPARATION OF WORK AREA 8 = MAINTENANCE ACTIVITY
SEM = SCANNING ELECTRON MICROSCOPY £-= AIR QUALITY/ENVIRONMENTAL 3 = ASBESTDS REMOVAL WORK 3 = ACEM REPAIR ACTIVITY
A = PERSONAL EXPOSURE SAMPLE G = HEPA EXHAUST DISCHARGE A = CLEAM UP GF WORK AREA 10 = ACEM ENCAPSULATION OB ENCLOSURE
8 = WORX AREA CLEARANCE # = DECONTAMINATION FACILITY 5 = WASTE REMOVAL 11 = CLEANING OR DECOATAMINATION
€ = PREABATEMENT BACKGROUND 1 = BLANK SAMPLE 8 = GLOVE BAG REMOVAL WORK 12 = NOT APPUICABLE

121000

CLIENT BILLING INSTRUCTIONS: "7 __SAMPLES @ §_5- €7 = § B <>
rd
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¢/1000

ASBESTOS AIR SAMPLE DATA FORM [DATE: j0/15/5¢ ACCOUNTABILITY RECORD|PAGE_L_ OF 2%~
"& PR T . I . REQUESTED COMPLETION DATE: LN S/ 7§
BLDG & OJECT NAME (RIS ; IR A g ST &KS- KR AL H. JOB NO: “lq-pdl BATCH NO"’]-’ J¢>
SAMPLE £.D. NO. TYPE* | ACTIVITY** DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLING. LOCATION & COMMENTS i o
' : = — : CLIENT NAME: . ¢AAANL
REL 2 v SR Woat Blawrs SAMPLER'S NAME: __sAd el £ Anens
2 lienq g ¥ - G| + j = - siGnaTURE: _Wfrer Eeets
3 o3| B ! Aas ety B ¢onfolCae = oate: L[5 /5F _ TIME COMPLETED:.. .
A z : = i e
ati % 2[3 17w edny Gonm cor DELIVERED TO LAB BY: __H <
5 o] B 3 S OF LAB NAME:___ (51 b
8 o | & X S i 27 2% RECEIVED BY:
] DATE: TIME: INITIALS:
8 ANALYST: ML ¥e (oA | SCOPE#
3 pATE compLeTeD: 121 L 1x TIME:
10 ANALYSIS METHOD:.e 3k ZH o
APPROVAL SIGNATURE (PROJECT MANAGER):
SAMPLING AND ANALYTICAL DATA EFFECTIVE FILTER AREA =3 XC___ MM 2; FIELD AREA - 1202873 MM 2
AIR FLOWRATE (LPM) SAMPLING TIME FIBERS AVERAGE FIBERS UPPER
PUMP FLOW METER VOLUME ANALYSTS
BLANK -
1.0. NO. tD. NO. START | STOP JAVERAGH sTART | sToP | TOTAL | (LTERS) fEws! COUNT cv Loa FER CONFIRENCE
V| Reannt Py : 2 © o | Yoo o -~ —~
2 |~ ~ o - -
1] &3 173 g g 2 5230 | U |s0 | 4o CrEs S I =L, o
| eu ( g | & o logss |uzd | g0 |iduo |weTdH J oo |
5| of ? ol o a3t 1830 | xd | e Qg ] ‘me) |t w03
81 O L ? & & {13 iz e lade | orm | - ~2d3> I3
1
8
9
0
Pea sl =
pud T oef - B
R.,’FF“’E)‘—* Q"INJ(J _____
SPECIAL COMMENTS: &
Spe s oo Suod Neat b BARRC el (DOl AUER Lodb
* SAMPLE TYPE CODES * WORK AREA ACTIVITY CODES
PCM = PHASE CONTRAST MICROSCOPY D = GUTSIDE WORK AREA = PREABATEMENT BACKGROUND 7 = WORK AREA CLEARANCE
YEM = TRANSMISSION ELECTRON MICROSCORY £ = tHSLDE WORK AREA 2 = RREPARATION OF WORK AREA B = MAINTENANCE ACTIVITY
SEM = SCAMMING ELECTRON MICROSCOPY £ = AR QUALITY/ENVIRONMENTAL 3 = ASBESTOS REMOVAL WORK 8 = ACEM REPAIR ACTIVITY
A = PERSONAL EXPOSURE SAMPLE @ = HEPA EXHAUST DISCHARGE 4 = CLEAM UP OF WORK AREA 10 = ACSM ENCAPSULATION OR ENCLOSURE
B = WORK AREA CLEARANCE H = DECONTAMINATION FACILITY § = WASTE REMOVAL 11 = CLEANING OR DECONTAMINATION
© = PREABATEMET BACKGROUND | = BLANK SAMPLE f == GLOVE BAG' REMOVAL WORK 12 = NEOT APPLICABLE
CLIENT BILLING INSTRUCTIONS: _*___SAMPLES @ S_.BBT =5 mpep & // 597

99 Jo 9z ebed
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| Juswyoeny Le-9 ABisu3
0€0-1Z 3A "ON 19000

9910 2 S0Ed

ASBESTOS AIR SAMPLE DAIA FUOKM |VALE: 105, /57 ALLUUIY I ILE T NEGUNLFAUES . Ut s
BLDG. & PROJECT NAME:, _ _ , REQUESTED COMPLETION DATE; ldLBw/%Y 3
Ty Y — y - ¥, 1 0
SAMPLE 1D, NO. | TYPE * | ACTVITY+* DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLING LOGATION & COMMENTS so08 No: Lt 2moel  satcnno: B (2210
. — CLIENT NAME: _tAens O L
todefR g L F - {pz Blad-e ¥ SAMPLER'S NAME; _ YA LVE gvits.
2 e?) o4 { SIGNATURE: _ MAsarlzree
2 <3| & 2 EARRY [ Dadbi 0, Ras M2 a DATE L2 (B[S TIMECOMPLETED: . ..
A - 5 N R o
: ng{ é . "’"5:3 [ | Beapteo A2 DELIVERED TO LAB BY: _[1itan
- - 2 —K L 4 LAB NAME:, Tt Eeab
el 8 2 C DAL Tt T Renpd REGEIVED BY: i
? 27 R - L w DATE: . TIMEL e INTIALS
§ ANALYST: . M- Lo E  SCOPE#:. ..
9 DATE COMPLETED: __ +&2 (93] 1§ TIME:
10 ANALYSIS METHOD: 1@ THoD
APPROVAL SIGNATURE (PROJECT MANAGERY), ..o v
SAMPLING AND ANALYTICAL DATA EFFECTIVE FILTER AREA = S K9 MM 2; FIELD AREA = ~S2281" MM 2
PUMP | FLOW METER |__AIR FLOWRATE (LPM) SAMPLING TiME. VOLUME |FIBERS AVERAGE | 40| vorg oq | EERS | UPPER
.D. NO. 1.0. NO. START | STOP |AVERAGE START | sTOP | TOTAL | (LITERS) fews| COUNT cv cc L
U feand 4,(% s 5 o 0 d/.ua Lwal - “
1]~ < T | T
1| o3 123 1 o* 1> sy e oo | iane 1ot Toun | coud
4] o o o > ke e ey |t 3 -6 Cewd oo
5 o< v ‘o | odss 2972 | \ow [t 455 ) L2232
8| Jé& - 2 a1 | {qud [ - o -l
? o7 ~ \Z L > 1040 R | 19o qdp - - BYTShY - oo
2
3
T
Rm?ud:df? ! 04
(25‘49#,5‘ 7 [T3) o
SPECIAL COMMENTS:
* SAMPLE TYPE CODES , ** WORK AREA ACTIVITY CODES
PCHM = PHASE CONYRAST MICROSCOPY D = GUTSIDE WORK AREA 1 = PREABATEMENT BACKGROUND 7 = WORK AREA CLEARANCE
TEM = TRANSHISSION ELECTRON MICROSCOPY £ = IHSIDE WORK AREA 2 = PREPARATION DF WORK AREA 8 = MAINTENANCE ACTIVITY
SEM = SCAKHING ELECTRGN MICROSCOPY F = AIR QUALITY/ENVIRONMENTAL 3 == ASBESTOS REMOVAL WORK = ACEM REPAIR ACTIVITY
A = PERSOMAL EXPOSUAE SAMPLE fi = HEPA EXHAUST DISCHARGE 4 = CLEAK UP OF WORK AREA 10 = ACBM ENCAPSULATION DR ENCLOSURE
B = WORK AREA CLEARANCE H = BECONTAMINATION FACILITY 5 = WASTE REMOVAL 11 = CLEANING OR DECONTAMINATION
= PREABATEMENT BACKEROUND } = BLANK SAMPLE 5 = GLOVE BAG REMOVAL WORK 12 = NDT APPLICASLE
CLIENT BIRLING INSTRUCTIONS; __Y___SAMPLES @ §_QMD S - s Qgon e )< 32

0€0-1Z 3A "ON 18%00Q
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HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.

FIELD REPORT
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Docket No. DE 21-030
Energy 6-31 Attachment 1
Page 29 of 66

HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.
SITE LOG

ate:

September 24, 1998 Hygienist: Andrew Techet

b#

1117.001 Project Manager:  Steve Minassian

b Site: Unitil Exeter Hampton Electric Utility, 114 Drinkwater Road

Time

Comments

00

Andrew Téchet of Hygienetics Environmental Services, Inc. (HES) on site, National Surface

Cleaning Corp. on site with five workers A. Batista, F. Mendez, L. Mendez, R. Oréllana, and M.

Roldan and one supervisor Wilson Soto.

HES inspected paper work and licenses, everything is current and up to date.

Steve Minassian (HES) on site and discuss the scope.of work with NSCC and Robert Conners of

Unitil.

HES and NSCC discussed plan of action for Area 1. NSCC will be using one two chambered

decontamination unit for access to multiple work areas (one at a time) and the workers will be

wearing two Tyvek Suits and have an area to wash hands and face. NSSC will be removing transite

panels, TSI pipe instlation and VAT/Mastic in several areas throughout the building. Pipe

Insulation will be glove bagged inside a primary containment sétup consisting of 6 mill. poly. All

Critical barriers will be sealed and floors covered in applicable aréas.

100

The containment serup is going well. NSCC plans to prep the entire day so that on 9/25/98 work

will be able to proceed at the beginning of the shift. NSCC set up the negative air machine.

130

HES ‘set up air samples on either side.of the work area (se¢ air sample data form for specifics).

45

Unitil expressed concern about NSCC ripping base boards from the wall without the containment

fully complete. HES inspected the area and discussed the issue with NSCC supervisor. HES notes

that the work is not impaciing the transite paneling and that the nails-are in the studs not the and not

transite.

30

HES discussed with NSCC supervisor a change in the plan of action for Area 1. Instead of a two

session rermoval NSCC will cotitain the entire area all the way to the cafeteria, removing all the

transite walls in Area 1 and the TSI pipe insulation except for the boiler room. HES informed Unitl

about the change in plans and there were no problems with the alteration of the plan of action.

200

NSCC takes a lunch break.

i

300

HES inspects work progress of the containment, HES notes a AC duct in the conference room that

will be abated on 9/25/98. HES discussed issue with NSCC and it was decided that there were no

return vents in the room. Since the friable portion of the Asbestos Containing Materials (ACMY) will

be removed using glove bags there should be no ACM entering the air ducts.

HES stopped air samples. All sample results were less than LOQ. There were some fibers found, but

it'is impossible to determine if they were in fact ACM or not. The fibers were most likely the result of high traffic

through the sampling area and the ripping out of ceiling tiles.

NSCC has sealed off the work area in the lobby. The prep work will be finished this evening.

NSCC finished prep work and is all set to work 9/25/98. Al critical barriers have been sealed and air ducts covered.

There are no intakes in the work area therefore the HVAC will not have to be shut down.

NSCC and HES personnel are off site. 7 e
LT
14, ﬂ,(gp( ’ lof 1
/ b; {l! Lo
il
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Page 30 of 66

HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.
SITE CHECK LIST

e‘ff‘/ﬂl“i/% M T WOdEF s s
ject Name {An L Exve ber fdﬁmp'mn £ fec. Project Number ”I’-}- -0 |

ation__| [ 14 Drang e bar RO, MU Client Contact Ko lnecl Commesr
ant Name (A b0 4 .

stractor VECL Supervisor W' \%CV\ “oto

1ipment Used On-Site: &«w&q(é,

stk Rexqairements/Procedures: All proper paper work, certifications and records on-site.
or No IfNO explain:

»rk area secured Y NQ/A Removal
wrning signs posted Y N&TA) e Proper Wetting of asbestos Y N
TAC shut down Y N A » Double bagged/drums and properly labeled YN
'CI protection N WA e Large components properly wrapped/labeled Y N @
svable objects covered
vith 6-mil poly @N N/A Encapsulation
n-movable objects ‘ » Alirless sprayer used Y N
overed with poly @ N N/A e Applied in layers Y N %
lation of work area o Applied without disturbing asbestos Y N2>
Openings sealed w/ 6-mil Y N W/A + Encapsuldtion dry (post test) Y N RE>
Large openings with Clean up
critical barriers Y N N/A e No visible debris prior to post test Y N %}

sors and walls * ‘Waste removed from work area Y N R/
Floors w/2 layers Y 1\@ Type of Respirator Protection

(12" overlap) Y NQ/A e 1/2 face
Walls w/2 layers of 4-mil Y N%Eg e PAPR
No seami @ floor-wall joints @ N WA » TypeC

1eck Exceptions: s Glove Bag: % @ * Impervious surfaces
mments:_Confanvendy o alcled ges G TET ome ingeteSon X \\aner Gl
Y el conlamaard s neR ke o L ) :

ork Area: J

Containment size:  4#GD / 24 . 2. Glove bag removal: N lbc
% of work done: r 4, No. of workers: =" !
Amt. of material: A}/ i 6. Mini-enclosures: N/}\-
Barriers (poly): __ 4 < 8. Project oversight: 444
Piywood (critical):_('0 ke ' . ¢
ygienist info:
ime on-site: Q5T Lunch break: —
ime left site: Total time on-site:
ygienist Name: ﬂV\ELf N /(QM Project Manager: g\-@& Mo tassian
LWwD#: AN & 379K No. of Waste Bags Removed: (&
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HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.
SITE LOG

ate: September 25, 1998 Hygienist: Andrew Techet
sb #: 1117.001 - Project Manager:  Steve Minassian
»b Site: Unitil Exeter Hampton Electnic Utility, 114 Drinkwater Road

Timeé Comments

130 Andrew Techet of Hygienetics Environmental Services, Inc. (HES) on site, National Surface Cleaning Corp on site

with seven workers A. Batista, J. Batista; F. Mendez, L. Mendez; R. Orellana, D. Pantoja and M. Roldan and one

supervisor Wilson Soto. HES inspected paper work and licenses, everything is ¢urrent and up to date.

HES inspected paper work and licenses, everything is cuirent and up to date.

300 HES starts air sampling two in the lobby area and one near the decontamination unit at the rear of the building, HES

spoke with Robert Conners (Unitil) about NSCC beginning work, HES informed Unitil that the containment had be

checked on.9/24/98 at the end of the shift and that there should be no problems.

HES inspected the lobby side portion of the containment for area 1 and found no visible breaches in the containment.

HES notes that NSCC has begun the abatement process and has posted warning signs and all the critical barriers have

" been sealed off.

200 HES entered containment and notes that the transite panels are not releasing from the walls as anticipated. NSCC is

having to hammer portions of the paneling to free it up, so that the'workers can break the paneling free of the wall

studs. NSCC supervisor said that there were nails through he transite on €ach stud making it difficult to remove the

transite.

The pipe insulation is going slowly, but steady and the insulation is being properly wetted.

HES notes that all workers have proper perscnal protective equipment on: half-face respirators and two Tyvek suits on.

There is also a bucket of water for the workers to. wash their hands and face before leaving the decontamination unit.

300 HES discussed with Unitil workers the work that NSCC is performing, as per request of a Unidl employee. HES

reassured the Until employees that they are in no danger and éxplained to the glove bag procedure.and the safety

procedures that are used to protect them and the: workers in the containment.

030 HES notes that NSCC has begun the bag out process. The waste bags have sufficient water and are doubled with ACM
labels
100 HES entered the containment. HES notes that there is a zood amount of debris on the floor of the containment. HES

discussed with the NSCC supervisor as to his plan of action for the rest of the-day. NSCC said that they would be

finished with the gross removal in Area 1 on 9/25/98 and begin final cleaning process; but that the containment would

not be ready uniil Monday morning for a visual inspection and clear air testing.

200 NSCC is finished with the ACM bag out process and are breaking for lunch.

HES stopped ambient air samples and prepped them for analysis. All sample results were < LOQ. HES notes that there

Were some fibers in the lJobby samples, but due fo the amount of activity with regards to removing ceiling tile and

NSCC hammering down the transite panels the fibers count is not unusual. This is to say that the vibration from the

hammering could be the cause of additional airborne fibers. The fiber count is not-high enough to raise concern, but
HES will discuss the matter with NSCC. and Unitil. )

300 NSCC informed HES that they had removed 40 bags of ACM waste and 38 bundles of transite panels, NSCC hasa
waste manifest and will be removing the waste today and carting it tc the waste site today.
415 HES entered into the containment and inspected the area. NSCC is vacuuming the area and sweepinig the floor. NSCC
Vi
o 2Pt
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HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.
SITE LOG

e Sepiember 25, 1998 Hygienist: Andrew Techet
3 # 1117.001 Project Manager: _ Steve Minassian
5 Site: Unitil Exeter Hampton Electric Utility. 114 Drinkwater Road

will perform the final clean on Monday. The final clean will consist-of wet wiping the walls and floor and any other
Surface that might need to be cleaned.

00 NSCC sealed containment and left the negative air units on for the weekend.

NSCC and HES personnel off site.
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Page 33 of 66
HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC. )
SITE CHECK LIST
e 9/;161/678 MTwtTls s
ject Name “L_’f Prni Lhdesr R0 N \ Project Number W 3. o2l
sation, (i s Wi 2 ' Client Contact K glgach Conner
ent Name _ (il E~xelec M‘;\ﬂvm\ e
atractor NC,C,C/ Supervisor _ ) laen Soto
sipment Used On-Site: D X@M &(L
rk Requirements/Procedures: All proper paper work, certifications and records on-site.
cl or No IfNQ explain:
ik area secured N N/A Removal
irning signs posted vl N/% = Proper Wetting of asbestos (@N N/A
TAC shut down Y N e Double bagged/drumis and properly labeled Y N NA
'CI protection @ N N/A o Large components properly wrapped/labeled Y N N/A
wable objects covered
vith 6-mil poly @N N/A Encapsulation
n-movable objects o Airless sprayer used Y
overed with poly ®N' N/A * Applied in layers Y N
[fation of work area ¢ Applied without disturbing asbestos Y N
Openings sealed w/ 6-mil @ N N/A ¢ Encapsulation dry (post test) Y N @D
Large openings with Clean up
critical barriers @~ wa e No visible debris prior to post test Y N N/A
sors and walls * Waste removed from work area Y N N/A
Floors w/2 layers Y N % ‘Type of Respirator Protection
(12” overlap) Y N o 1/2 face
Walls w/2 layers of 4-mil N N/A = PAPR
No seams @ floor-wall joints 6 N N/A o TypeC
1eck Exceptions: = Glove Bag: # 25 e Impervious surfaces
ymments:
ork' Area: ,
Containment size: 7™ ;LGD b 2. Glove bag removal:__ Lpa <
% of work done: & {”751 / 4. No. of workers: = °
Amt. of material: L\ gD $ 6. Mini-enclosures: AJ/G
Barriers (poly): %{,25 8. Project oversight: ;ﬁ,g‘
Plywooed (critical): ¢ elslex :
ygienist info:
me on-site: ) Lunch break: -
me left site:. $3D Total time on-site:
ygienist Name: /C)YvL(pA @wk— Project Manager: Slee M insseisn
LWD#: Aoph £32.2983 No, of Waste Bags Removed: __ & ¢4~ bjfbs e'i 25 bl

000179



Docket No. DE 21-030
Exhibit 22
Docket No. DE 21-030
Direct Testimony of Jay E. Dudley
Attachment JED-6
Page 98 of 159

Docket No. DE 21-030
Energy 6-31 Attachment 1

HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC. """
SITE LOG

ite: September 28, 1998 Hygienist: Andrew Techet
b#: 1117.001 Project Manager: _Steve Minassian
b Site: Uniiil Exeter Hampten Electric Utifity. 114 Drinkwater Road

Time Comments
30 Andrew Techet of Hygienetics Environmental Services, Inc. (HES) on site, National Surface Cleaning Corp on site
with seven workers A. Batista, J. Batisia, F, Mendez, L. Mendez, R. Orellana. D. Pantoja and M. Roldan and one
Supervisor Wilson Soto. HES inspected paper work and licenses, everything is current and up to date.

HES performs a visual inspection of the containment and the-containment is free-of any visual debris and all pipes are
Clean. HES began aggressive air clearance tests. HES is running 3 clearance samples throughout the containment (see
Sample data form for details).

100 NSCC is preparing the lobby area for the pipe insulation removal and the Radio room demo. NSCC will have to drop a
wall from the primary ceiling io the floor to contain the area. This may take added dme, but it is the only way to protect
The occupants in the office space. NSCC points out that the electronics monitoring room will be hard to get work in
because of several unmovable objects that will have to be covered and kept cocl. This area will be addressed first and
Then cleared for access.

130 HES starts ambient air sampling two in the lobby area of the building where pre-abatement prep work is being
preformed. The glovebag hanging will be very hard 1o place because of the mass number of wires running through the
ceiling. If glove bags do not work NSCC may have 1o resort to full containment instead of partial containment and glove
bags.

)00 HES stops air clearance testing samples and prepares them for Polarized Lighi Microscopy analysis using the NIOSH
7300 method. All results were less than 0.01 fibers/ce, the legal airborne fiber count liniit. NSCC Contines prep work
in the lobby and beéeins to tear down the cleared containment. NSCC finished prepping ihe boiler room and began
removal of the pipe insulation.. All of the NSCC workers in the Containment were wearing proper respiratory protection
and 2 Tyvek suits;. NSCC is using sufficient amounts of water and is not creating any visible emissions. NSCC
containment has negative air, sealed criticals, decontamination unit and all appropriate paperwork / signs posted.

130 NSCC is finished with the gross removal of the pipe insulation in the boiler rgom.

TIES petforms a visual inspection of the boiler room containment and found the containment free of any visual debris
and all pipes are clean. HES began aggressive air clearance tests and is running 2 clearance samples throughout.the
containinent (see sample data form for details).

200 NSCC breaks for lunch

330 HES stops clean air samples and prepares them for PCM analysis using the NIOSH 7400 method. The air sample results
wore less than 0.01 fibers/cc (sée air sample data form for details).

NSCC continues to prep the lobby area and hewins to tear down the boiler room containment. NSCC will remove the
Asbestos pipe insulation from the electric room.in the main lobby first so.that Unitil employees have access to the
equipment in that area by-lunch time on 9/29/98. NSCC will be using the outer wall from the previous containment and
moving it over iwo sels of ceiling tiles and sealing from the tiles to the primary ceiling.

430 NSCC continues containment prep work and is hanging glove bags in the electric room for removal in the morning.

LES notes that all ambient air sample results are less than 0.010 fibers/ce and that there should bé no concern for the
health of the people in the office work space.

330 NSCC almost finished with the containment in area 2 and is ready to start work in the electric rpom in the morning on

9726/98. NSCC and HES personnel off site. /
T, |
; \ / [ IS lof 1
ottt
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HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.,
SITE CHECK LIST

&
9138/)%% @TWTFSS
jject Name ngg ‘ @Q{IQ{I"M L__me,}gj Dcea Project Number {1 5D\
aation | 1Y Peonh issder 29 NR Client Contact _ P oheric ¢ rrmes

ent Name m,}’,&‘) i:gg,_lrg({&\_@ﬂqm shec.

ntractor NSC'(’ Supervisor d(\"dﬁ"’) <Ko

aipment Used On-Site: é—l’l\mi\%(}.

ork Regujrements/Procedures: All proper paper work, certifications and records on-site.
“cle or No If NO explain:

ark area secured @N N/A Removal
irning signs posted N N/A . Proper Wetting of asbestos N N/A
YAC shut down YN ¢ Double bagged/drums and properly labeled N N/A
“CI protection ® N N/A e Large components properly wrapped/labeled Y N @A
avable objects covered
vith 6-mil poly @ N N/A Encapsulation
sn-movable objects » Airless sprayer used
overed with poly @ N N/A e Applied in layers
slation of work area - » Applied without disturbing asbestos
Openings sealed W/ 6-mil @ N N/A o Encapsulation dry (post test)
Large openings with Clean up
critical barriers @ N N/A e No visible debris prior to post test

oors and walls o Waste removed from work area
Floors w/2 layers Y N Type of Respirator Protection

(127 overlap) YN e 1/2 face
Walls w/2 layers of 4-mil YN / « PAPR
No seams @ floor-wall joints @N N/A e TypeC

heck Exceptions: ¢ Glov IB Bag: :&@ ¢ Impervious surfaces

s>mments: (l,—\O\)L\.Pz.-..L;\jQ, S WY CernboTrnand \\M;M

‘ork Area:

Containment size: SO0 5133 2. Glove bag removal: 0 .S
% of work done: Y0 "7, 4. No. of workers: 7
Amt. of material: ~ Cao,CAr "V ylenr 6. Mini-enclosures: w0
Barriers (poly): _U{z 5 8. Project oversight: 'u}?b

Plywood (critical): * rp\plo x

ygienist info:

ime on-site: _{ ﬁ@ Lunch break: —_—
ime left site:_ ©HHU Total time on-site:

lygienist Nam&’.Q jo %gﬂﬂ B(/\‘FL\,\J Project Manager: 6ML Mnebigns

(LWD#: aog No. of Waste Bags Removed: __1{,
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HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.
SITE LOG

ate: September 29, 1998 Hygienist: Andrew Techet
b #: 1117.001 Project Manager: _Steve Minassian
b Site: Unitil Exeter Hampton Electric Utility, 114 Drinkwater Road

Time Comments
30 Andrew Techet of Hygienetics Environmental Services, Inc. (HES}) en site, National Surface Cleaning Corp on site
with seven workers A. Batista, J. Batista, F. Mendez, L. Mendez, R. Otellana, D. Pantoja and M. Roldan and one
supervisor Wilson Soto. HES inspected paper work and licenses, everything is curreni and up to date.

HES performs a visual inspection of the contaiiment and finds no breaches in itand glové bags hung properly. NSCC
Begins work in the small electric toom in Area 2. This area will be cleared and opened up for Unitil to have access to
the room by lunch time.

200 NSCC continues preparing the lobby area for the pipe insulation removal and the Radio room demo. NSCC has walls in
Place and is ready to seal the containment access point and begin demo. Demo will begin when the electric room is
finished. HES notes that the demo of the radio room non-ACM walls will be addressed first and then the transite panels
will be taken out once the construction debris is cleared from the area.

130 HES performs a visual inspection of the efectric room containment and found the containment free of any visual debris
and all pipes are clean (all surfaces have been wet wiped with damp rags). HES began aggressive air clearance tests-and
is running 2 clearance samples throughout the containment (see sample data form for details). NSCC removed approx.
25 linear feet of ACM pipe insulation.

00 NSCC discovered an additional pipe running the width of the radic room, acress the lobby and into the womien's
bathroom (appiox. 35 linear feet). Also an additional 10 linear feet was found in the unisex bathroom. HES and Unidl
discuss the removal of the additional insulation, HES recomimends that it be removed since NSCC was set up to remove
insulation in other areas as well. Unitl agreed to have the insulation removed provided that they recejve a cost estimate
for the additional pipe insulation and NSCC said it would be no problem.

)30 HES stops-air clearance testing samples and prepares them for Polarized Light Microscopy analysis using the NIOSH
7400 method. All results were less than 0.01 fibersice, the legal aitborne fiber count limit (see 2ir sample data sheet for
details). NSCC Continues prep work in the lobby and begins to tear down the cleared containment. NSCC finished
prepping the lobby area and began the Radip Room demolition. All of the NSCC workers in the Containment were
wearing respiratory protection and Tyvek suits. NSCC is using sufficient amounts of water and is not creating any
visible emissions. NSCC's containment has negative air, sealed criticals and a decontamination unit to minimize dust
from sheet rock demao,

100 HES notes that the ceiling fell down in the Radio Room as a direct result of removing the Radio room walls.

130 NSCC is fimshed with the sheet rock demo leaving the transite panels for the afterngon. NSCC is will clean all non-
ACM debris prior 1o the removal of the transite panels. NSCC informs HES that there were VATs bellow the studs
supperting the sheei rock wall and that some of the tiles were damaged. NSCC bagged the pieces as asbestos waste and
HEPA vacuumed the area around the tiles. HES informed Unitil that the. replacement process for the rug may cause
VATSs to break loose from their seating and that any tile waste generated would have to addressed as asbestos waste.

200 NSCC breaks for lunch

330 NSCC has beaun the removal of the transite panels and the pipe insulation in the bathroom areas of the containment.
HES inspecied the containment prior to abatement commencing. HES notes that glove bags were hung in place and all
criticals were sealed, nezative air machines on and all appropriate paper wok posted (warning signs and licenses, etc.)

130 NSCC is cleaning wark area and hanging glove bags on the remaining ACM pipe insulation int the main lobby area of the
containment. No air clearances were run, but a visual inspection was conducted. HES found no visual debris remaining (
on the abated steam pipes, nor was there any debris remaining from the transite panels. ., \
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HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.
SITE LOG

e: September 29, 1998 Hygienist: Andrew Techet
#: 1117.001 Project Manager: _ Steve Minassian
Site: Unitil Exeter Hampton Electric Utility, 114 Drinkwater Road

Time Comments

) NSCC finished cleaning the containment and sealed it for the evening. NSCC generated 10 bags of ACM waste and §
bundles of transite pariels. NSCC will finish removing the remaining ACM pipe insulation on 9/30/38 HES notes that
all surfaces in the containrent were clean and frée of any visual debris.

HES notes that all ambient sample (samples run outside of the containment) tesults were less than 0.01 fibers/cc. HES
notes that the results were higher than normal, but attributes the high counts 1o ceiling tile disturbances from the

demotition process. HES informed Unitil of all air results and noted that all results were within New Hampshire state
Limits.

i0 NSCC and HES personnel off site.

I \]\/, \ )(30“
Td L. \U U&\\J
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HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.
SITE CHECK LIST

eé?/gﬂ/q% M@ W T F § §

jectName_Acpa 1 | Lol {'ZAA'T) Lo Project Number 113 o)

Page 38 of 66

ation_ 1 _Demn\crdee B 01 Client Contact _ R ploarl. ConneC

entName (Antla\ Sxelnc 4 ljé'a/-r\()\c‘:v\ ' AVI

1tractor MSCC Supervisor J,}(\\-’ﬁgﬂ Sako

sipment Used On-Site: C‘D/&ra_ps&a_(_

>rirements/Procedures: All proper paper work, certifications and records on-site.

cle/Yes) or No IfNO explain:
srk area secured N N/A Removal
wrning signs posted N N/A o Proper Wetting of asbestos
/AC shut down Y 'N@ ¢ Double bagged/drums and properly labeled
"CI protection @N N/A + Large components properly wrapped/labeled
>vable objects covered T~
vith 6-mil poly N N/A Encapsulation
in-movable objects e Airless sprayer used
:overed with poly @ N N/A o Applied in layers
lation of work area e Applied without disturbing asbestos
Openings sealed w/ 6-mil @ N N/A » Encapsulation dry (post test)
Large openings with _ Clean up
critical barriers Q) N N/A » No visible debris prior to post test

oors and walls \ o Waste removed from work area
Floors w/2 layers ‘N N/A Type of Respirator Protection

(12 overlap) PN % o 1/2 face
Walls w/2 layers of 4-mil Y N * PAPR
No seams @ floor-wall joints @ N N/A o TypeC

Yeck Exceptions: + Glove Bag: =y » Impervious surfaces
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P

smments: ('\t ol ‘be meale, @f’\‘\a.\o.(‘? e e ke D sk -

‘ork Area: o
Containment size: DD ¥

. >
‘Q/ODQJ’ 2. Glove bag removal: l/1 6.

% of work done: [iw}0) A 4. No. of workers:

Amt. of material: A2 < 6. Mini-enclosures: Mo

Barriers (poly): _ gs

8. Project oversight: s

Plywood (critical):_QoS%edw i
‘ygienist info:
ime on-site: _0 +%0 Lunch break:
ime leftsite: @659 Total time on-site:

{ygienist Name: AM (},fm/'\‘) {Qﬂk@%{ Project Manager: oo \\k'\ Vaselan

ILWD#: AM G 3RA8 No. of Waste Bags Removed: |\, - £ Bomdled
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HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.
SITE LOG

e September 30, 1998 Hygienist: Andrew Techet
23 1117.001 Project Manager: _ Steve Minassian
3 Site: Unitil Exeter Hampton Electric Utility. 114 Drinkwater Road

Time Comments
0o Andrew Techet of Hyzienetics Environmentai Services, Inc. (HES) on site, National Surface Cleaning Corp on site
with seven workers A. Batista, J. Batista, F, Mendez, L.. Mendez, R. Orellana, D. Pantoja and M. Roldan and one
supervisor Wilson Soto. HES inspected paper work and licenses, everything is current and up to date.

HES performs a visual inspection of the containment to ensure that no breaches occurred over night. HES found no
visible breaches in the containment. NSCC is hanging glove bags for removal of the ACM pipe insulation..

00 NSCC has started removal of the ACM pipe insulation, HES notes that all glove bags are hung properiy and sealed
tightly with no visible breaches, NSCC workers are wearing appropriate personal protective equipment: half face
respirators and two Tyvek suits, HES notes that all proper signs and licenses are posted and negative air machines are
running.

'HES has three ambient pumps running (see air sample data form for details).

33 HES performs a visual inspection of the Lobby / Radio Room containment and found the containment free of any visual
debris and all pipe surfaces / threads are clean (all surfaces have been wet wiped with damp rags). HES began )
aggressive air clearance tests and is running 2 clearance samples throughout the containment (see sample data form for

details).

190 HES notes that sample 093098-956-03 was scratched due to filter imperfections.

35 HES stops airclearance testing samples and prepares them for Polarized Light Microscopy analysis using the NIOSH
7400 method. All results were 1éss than 0.01 fibers/ce, the legal airborne fiber count limit (5ee air sample data-sheet for
details).

100 NSCC breaks for lunch.

00 NSCC begins prep work for the front office and entrance area. NSCC also begins to break down the Radio Room /
Lobby area containment. This will take the remainder of the day.
Robert Conner inquired about the ACM waste manifest. HES informed him that once the waste was disposed and hand
passed through the proper channels that he would reteive a waste manifest in 30 to 40 days after the waste had left site:

100 NSCC continues to tear down the containment area. NSCC will be reusing the decon unit and moving it-over to the
enlrance area.
HES stopped ambient air samples and prepared the for analysis according to the NIOSH 7400 method. Ali results were
less than 0.010 fibers/ce (see air sample data form for details).

500 NSCC has finished tearing down the lobby containment-and has a good portion of the front entrance and office

containment built. NSCC leaves site for the day.

HES off site.

b

.
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HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.
SITE CHECK LIST
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Client Contact R Aposh Copnes’

Supervisor LX'! \ s %—o&‘o

rk Requirements/Procedures: All proper paper woik, certifications and records on-site.

:le \@- No IfNO.explain:

rk area secured YN N/A
rming signs posted N N/A
AC shut down YN
I protection (O N/A
vable objects covered
ith 6-mil poly @ N N/A
1-movable objects
svered with poly @ N N/A
lation of work area j
Jpenings sealed w/ 6-mil N N/A
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critical barriers Y/N N/A
wors and walls
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(127 overlap) YN N/A

Jo seams @ floor-wall joints

Nalls w/2 layers of 4-mil Y NAD
(@ N N/A

eck Exceptions. Glove Bag: S

Removal
e Proper Wetting of asbestos
e Double bagged/drums and properly labeled
¢ Large components properly wrapped/labeled

Encapsulgtion

e Alrless sprayer used

e Applied in layers

« Applied without disturbing asbestos
e Encapsuilation dry (post test)
Clean up

e No visible debris prior to post test
s Waste removed from work area
Type of Respirator Protection

o 1/2 face X

s PAPR

o TypeC

* Impervious surfaces

o
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mments: Glsdc’.\m%s Q) {)fW\Amf\"} € 0 s o gy

srk Area: -+
Containment size: -5 6D QJ\'
% of work done:

Amt. of material;

Barriers (poly): ULl

Plywood (critical): igz (oAeie X

rgienist infor

2. Glove bag removal: (2 &
4. No. of workers: J

6. Mini-enclosures: ﬁ\)/br

8. Project oversight: _ 4f2.&
i —

me on-site: (5 00 Lunch break: ——
me left site: Total time on-site:

sgienist Name: ﬂmrj‘f/v\] @f{(ﬁﬁ/

_wD#: P\ 2048

Project Manager: % LQ,§ Q_ WLTI\CLQST@V\

No. of Waste Bags Remeved: _{ § bﬁ\)‘%
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HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.
SITE LOG

ate: October 1, 1998 Hygienist: Andrew Techet
o 1117.001 Project Manager:  Steve Minassian
sh Site: Unitit Exeter Hampton Electric Utility, 114 Drinkwater Road

Time Comments
730 Andrew Techet of Hygienetics Environmental Services, Inc. (HES) on site, National Surface Cleaning Corp on site
with seven workers A. Batista, J. Batista, F. Mendez, L. Mendez, R. Orellana, D). Pantoja and M. Roldan and one
Supervisor Wilson Soto, HES inspected paper work and licenses; everything i current‘and up to date. .

NSCC is prepping the entrance way and the front offices for ACM pipe insulation removal. NSCC said that they might
be able to complete the work by this afternoon and break down 10/2/98 in the morning.

330 NSCC continues prep work. NSCC and HES discuss another pipe that was found (an additienal 10 linear feet over the:
entrance way). NSCC and Uhitif discuss the issue and plan to address it because it will be within the containment,

NSCC and HES discuss the plan of action in the cafeteria. NSCC will be removing all pipe insulatior found in the café.
and the men's room. NSCC plans td set up and remove ACM pipe insulation by 10/2/98.

300 NSCC continues prepping the front entrance and office area, the containment is almost finished.

230 HES inspects work area and containment and finds no breaches or leaks in the containment:. NSCC has posted all -
Necessary signs and certifications, established negative air with HEPA filtered air machine and has hung glove bags on
all the ACM pipe insulation. HES approved the containment for work.

NSCC commenced with the removal of the transite panels and the ACM pipe insulation.

HES started two ambient samples outside the containment {see air sample data form for details). HES instructed NSCC
to place an additional negative air machine in the containment and they did se.

130 NSCC is removing ACM pipe insulation from the containment and HES .informed NSCC that the bags needed more
water in the bags. NSCC re-opened the bags and placed additional water in them, HES also notes that the ambient
samples may have a high fiber count due to the excessive vibrations from hammering the transite panels.

HES made NSCC aware of the situation and said that they must be as careful as possible to create as little disturbance
as possible, NSCC agreed.

HES re-inspected the containment to ensure that there were no breach in the outer walls. HES found not openings
anywhere.

230 NSCC did not break for lunch so that they could finish the abdtement process in the front offices and entrance way.
NSCC continues to remove the waste from the containment. The transite boards are properly wrapped and labeled and
the glove bags are doubled with sufficient amounts of water. HES notes that NSCC is misting the transite boards to
minimize dust created when they saw the boards. NSCC had to use a saw to break up the transite because it would
have been impossible to remove otherwise.

330 NSCC has finished with the removal process and is beginning the final clean. HES will run clearance tests in the
morning of 10/2/98 1o ensure the safest possible air conditions for the people working in the office area during-the break
down of the containment. :

400 HES pefforms a visual inspection of the containment and found no visible debris on the floors, pipes or screws. HES
notes that all surfaces in the containment had been wet wiped and that NSCC will leave the negative air units on
overnight to continue circulating air through the containment.

430 HES and NSCC personnel of site.

lof 4 ['/U'{
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HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC. g
SITE CHECK LIST

10/1/38 ' MTWwWOF s s
ject Name ACQQ\’;\ K(Dr\\'oy\\-rm 4 e«@l& Project Number \\\IJ— S DN
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cl or No IfNO explain:
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ming signs posted N N/A ¢ Proper Wetting of asbestos /N N/A
"AC shut down ON N/A e Double bagged/drums and properly labeled N N/A
CI protection ® N N/A o Large components properly wrapped/labeled (DN w
wable objects covered

7ith 6-mil poly @ N N/A Encapsulation

n-movable objects e Airless sprayer used Y N
overed with poly @ N N/A + Applied in layers ¥ N
lation of work area o Applied without disturbing asbestos Y N
Jpenings sealed w/ 6-mil @ N N/A ¢ Encapsulation dry (post test) Y NA/A
_arge openings with Clean up

critical barriers @ N N/A » No visible debris prior to post test % N N/A

rors and walls » Waste removed from work area N N/A
“loors w/2 layers @ N N/A Type of Respirator Protection

(12" overlap) &N N/a e 1/2 face o

Walls w/2 layers of 4-mil Y@F@> e PAPR

No seams @ floor-wall joints (ON N/A e TypeC

eck Exceptions: s Glove Bag: e Impervious surfaces M &(
mments: _ A ¢ lens_ wmmfz/% Contamunend !
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ork Area: , ),

Containment size: _»"fO’D J-{' il 2. Glove bag removal: _ “f2¢,
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Amt. of material: 6. Mini-enclosures: A/

Barriers (poly): __ Y04, 8. Project oversight: Joe

Plywood (critical): (o lo\enrs - v
rgienist info:
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me left site: Total time on-site:
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HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.
SITE LOG

ter

1#:
y Site: Unitil Exeter Hampton Electric Utility, 114 Drinkwater Road

October 2, 1998 Hygienist: Andrew Techet

1117.001 Project Manager:  Steve Minassian

Time

Comments

13

Andrew Techet of Hygienetics Environmental Services, Inc. (HES) on site, National Surface Cleaning Corp on site

with seven workers A. Batista, J. Batista, F. Mendez, L.. Mendez, R. Orellana, D. Pantoja and M. Roldan and one

supervisor Wilson Soto. HES inspected paper work and licenses, everything is current and up to date.

NSCC.is prepping the cafeteria for ACM pipe insulation removal. NSCC said that there were additional pipes, but they

thought that they could finish today.

HES begins aggressive air clearance sampling in the front offices and entrance way containment. There are three

samples running one in ¢ach room of the containmeant.

30

NSCC continues prep work in the cafeteria. NSCC and HES discuss how the containment will be built over the

additional pipe that runs up-and over and into a transite paneling. NSCC will build a cocoon arcund this pipe and attach

1t ta the rest of the containment as well as glove bag the pipe.

HES stops air clearance testing samples and prepares them for Polarized Light Microscopy analysis using the NIOSH

7400 method. All results were less than 0.C1 fibers/cc, the legal airborne fiber count limit (See airsample data sheet for

details), NSCC-Continues prep work in the cafeteria and will begin to tear down the cleared containment.

NSCC begins to break down the containment in the entrance and front office area.

HES inspects café work area and containment and finds no breaches or leaks in the containment. NSCC has posted all

necessary signs and certifications, established negative air with HEPA filtered air machine and has hung glove bags on

all the ACM pipe insulation. HES ‘instructs NSCC to place and additional negative air machine in the cafeteria

containment. HES approved the containment for work.

NSCC working through lunch to finish the cafeteria area. Work so far going smoothly and no visual emissions. ‘HES

notes that all workers are in proper personal protective equipment and are- conducting proper glove bag procedures.

HES visually inspects the cafeteria area for ACM pipe insulation remaining on the pipes and pipe thread. HES found no

visible debris on the pipes or on the floor of the containment. All surfaces were wet wiped and the floor HEPA

vacuumed.

HES began aggressive air clearance tests and is running 2 cléarance samples throughout the containment (see sample

data form for details).

NSCC is prepping in Area 4/ garage area in anticipation of starfing work in that area on 10/5/98.

HES stops air clearance testing and prepares the samples for PCM analysis using the NIOSH 7400 method. All results

were fess than 0.01 fibers/cc, the legal airborne fiber count [imit (see air sample data form for details).

NSCC begins breaking down containment in the cafeteria.

HES off site and NSCC off site at 1530.

]
i y’@lz(
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HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC. .
SITE CHECK LIST

Job /55 -
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rming signs posted N/A e Proper Wetting of asbestos % N N/A
AC shut down N N/A + Double bagged/drums and properly labeled Qj N N/A
CI protection ¢ N N/A e Large components properly wrapped/labeled Y N
vable objects covered
sith 6-mil poly '@N N/A Encapsulation
n-movable objects = Airless sprayer used Y
overed with poly @ N N/A e Applied in layers Y
lation of work area _ ¢ Applied without disturbing asbestos Y
dpenings sealed w/ 6-mil @N N/A e Encapsulation dry (post test) Y
_arge openings with Clean up

critical barriers. /@N N/A e No visible debris prior to post test %
ors and walls s Waste removed from work area YN N/A
loors wi2 layers %N TR Type of Respiraror Protection
(12" overlap) N N/A e 1/2 face
Walls w/2 layers of 4-mil Y NCN/AT™ o PAPR
No seams @ floor-wall joints @N N/A e TypeC

dé»

eck Exceptions; s Glove Bag: o Impervious surfaces '
mments:_C\ g2 (ono, \mlo el grom Lenue S G ulells £ Cloecs, \node | lavoc
T e an2 la yecs, r% G g\ =n L

ark Area:

Containment size: 4""{657_) .Q’eeﬁl 2. Glove bag removal: (/3¢
% of work done: __ Llen*7e 4. No. of workers: - 4
Amt of material: oo | mear Q-UA’ 6. Mini-enclosures: ‘k_Q}O
Barriers (poly): _“de4 . 8. Project aversight: _Lau_g

Plywood (critical): Coloters

ygienist info:

me on-site: : s Lunch break: —

me leftsite: 5! Total time on-site:

ygienist Name: Andes Tecl eX™ Project Manager: _o4+e e Minustion
LWDHE: A S 2298 No. of Waste Bags Removed: 215 \')L(f\;-:

000190



Docket No. DE 21-030
Exhibit 22
Docket No. DE 21-030
Direct Testimony of Jay E. Dudley
Attachment JED-6
Page 109 of 159

Docket No. DE 2120307 "™,
Energy 6-31 Attachment 1 -
Page 45 of 66

HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.

SITE LOG

R ey 7% Hveglenist: _QAIDRELD TECHET

27 My onli Project Manager: S7zEveE fWASSIAN)

IS (8°27) Lxetr e £BOIFTRN ) |

1
Time Comments

oo A/’Vrlri?:n GLreS Fayirans ents Senyiesc, VIO Arived on Siks.

LISCC_Seien Conployes QL) 25 Iit’{"l:‘ﬂ;~1;’ Lo Bk up conlaipment Are

i3 MSCC Crew) pal Jdefpnlaminotion freo. Set wp and z%cj ares 270 ,.(),-q_gp/‘nc
the oacfonmeal aredn .

oo L2506 toied (aibid cngh /‘ti/?a[;‘tptl'c(' thot Ll IL‘II;JO /A Arecy (/c;éoﬁj(l*ﬁ
wionifed pe (‘(-;er‘/f‘—‘ recd 7o c;'ﬁw;’v Giehor oo thael afnrance
Semples can he ohRGisedd .

.o LISOC, e ’K.‘-"f.”DlD!-ﬂ({' rhe ponloamenT Arec

,7\. o0 HHisce < Ic."(’].c;ﬂi;nl' LA Crrntapmenl Bred, Ly 1hiS Lrawe Z/pf’j
ge@ Cnn!‘.F’(‘h/._ﬁ,(i the plecn o the CorTrhiameat oalls

7.3 SISCC_ s ,QTC:’.GIPJ:"'I: the fhoms oFf EAC containmeaT Gfea /}j /@i‘)? edein
A Sheet r::p’co/}/-

30 MSCC he§ Fraishe ok lorc’.lp,pifs;* he conldmmerl arfa. /Ue:j:at:’ue ar
s beer cotablichedd ancd PISCC Crew 7S chA eck/}x7 for leaks O/Oﬂ? the
per melen.

LOC el of OSCC e frewy i€ aw‘avﬁ,:«? glove bogt and bes i'-'\:ﬂ:h’!;" remavnl.
‘The orher Aol of the crec) i ch: /'-v\i./!; Lo prep rhe ,o/;/.\ef /o (ueG S.
f/)fc;;'m\r’t/e:" Seé up arep mnnffarl;‘;} pueant nutcple 2he d€con dnh
i1 prea .

XS IS S sy a3 ns r@aqoiring ashecta T frna, /01/;4'0 & pae soalltesd

Mfan;/t the Contairmenl gree
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HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC

SITE LOG
o oG- 5 Hvgienist. _AMLREN D T s/ ET
YED M/ aef Project Manager: 7 E 85 AT/ NIRSC/AN
vsie: faniral Becter §ipm o
Time Comments
20D Rencacht ais r‘f,‘\..’,‘/c' Eropn crreg l_f(_?ﬂ-’r‘»;’("\ beck 2o fthe afice i prder o
Coont its brher ronteal s
3. X Condoctedd_a wesal [.1‘;;ﬂt‘fflﬁn of f!»c,ﬂf;ﬁe Lrtoa pakich the a<heclas
2P)e AN rc'mg;u«%g FAhen e Set cp zhrae clecrancee samaplel tacile
2AE ConTdinmenl A rés
855 Ge temosech clogrance Qemples fronr the eonTaInNEnT area
[u.u:;'/:_t‘ Ehepn poclt to bhe o000 andd reck_theo- /ﬂ/Aée’." oontent .
5 1

/’/ Lo Uea@d COY\—{’G\MH.\&A\SY . /ﬁ/@w fﬂes ore Loss Yo Got0
ﬁjﬁfb’/éc :

530 | Mool Sike .

Nito: S drsccel ot meXusholog 3 N6 | HES (o comeenvel
et e Liber covnk o . combumaad durmj ASCCletfanet Sriong s tow
L\E%‘f\. Cor Glole \au.% ok LS cuid b NSU push pude glote L@j
ol %f{a‘)(b\b( M_/ Ll Mot Mater iuﬁng fwdai#,rzrocegs. ML
urde/stopd god agxa_ei% ﬂ'fﬂlo/a;; befler st /wﬁm[afaa}f
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HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.
SITE CHECK LIST

¢T W T F S S

e/ s/7 4?

ject Name GRES ¥ Gonze

sation /Y friakeonter /?02

L LM

entName ginipef Esgrerftlamplon FLcc.

ntractor /S5 CC

sipment Used On-Site: Sgnadp 24

Project Number /7 7. XD/

Client Contact £operi Carnser

Supervisor Lilsorm Spro

cle

rk Requirements/Procedures: All proper paper work, certifications and records on=site.
@ or No IfNO explain:

yrk area secured
arning signs posted
ZAC shut down
‘CI protection
svable objects covered
vith' 6-mil poly
sn-movable objects
:overed with poly
slation of work area
Openings sealed w/ 6-mil
Large openings with
critical barriers

oors and walls
Floors w/2 layers

(12" overlap)
Walls w/2 layers of 4-mil
No:seams (@ floor-wall joints

1eck Exceptions.

(DN N/A
(DN Nia

Y Q) n/A
Y (RDON/A
Y(TON/A
QON wa

e Glove Bag: Yo

Removal
¢ Proper Wetting of asbhestos Y N N/A
+ Double bagged/drums and properly labeled Y N N/A
o [Large components properly wrapped/labeled Y N N/A
Encapsulation .
¢ Alrless sprayer used Y N N/A
+ Applied in layers Y N

¢ Applied without disturbing asbestos Y N

¢ Encapsulation dry (post test) Y NN/
Clean up

* No visible debris prior te post test Y N N/A
* Waste removed from work area Y N WA

Type of Respirator Protection

e 1/2face =S
« PAPR

¢ Type C

¢ Impervicus surfaces

ymments: Srhire 64[9‘ Caith ’I‘r‘;/*fc!~7 Cranlaianaenl

‘'ork Area:

Lm
Containment size: /200 1[2

% of work done:

Amt. of material: v £, < Lot

Barriers (poly): _ e &

Plywood (critical): £z, pem 3

ygienist info:
ime on-site: & :; T

ime left site: /5 &D

Lunch break:

2. Glove bag removal:_ Y55
4. No. of workers: 7

6. Mini-enclosures: A2

8. Project_oversiight: Ve

e——

Total time on-site: S P

ygienist Name: S/0KEL) FEcheT

Project Manager: .57 €= /pnalh /e

LWD#:. _fr7 EIRPE

No. of Waste Bags Removed:
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Docket No. DE 21-030
Energy 6-31 Attachment 1

HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INCPee o
SITE LOG

ate: October 7, 1998 Hygienist: Andrew Techet
b#: 1117.001 Project Manager: _ Steve Minagssian
‘b Site; Unitil. Exeter Hampton Electric Utility, 114 Drinkwater Road

Time Comments
00 Andrew Techet of Hygienetics Environmental Services, Inc. (HES) on site, National Surface Cleaning Corp on site
with seven workers A. Batista, J. Batista, F. Mendez, L. Mendez, R. Orellana, D. Pantoja and M. Roldan and one
Supervisor Wilson Soto. HES inspected paper work and licenses, everything is current and up.to date.

NSCC is prepping Area 5 for ACM pipe insulation removal, the main containment is in place now all NSCC has to do is
hang the glove bags. Work should be finished by lunch time. NSCC has negative air units set up and running.

100 HES begins ambient air monitoring in the warehouse area. HES notes that the negative air units are ventng into the
garrage area, therefore HES set up a ambient air sample in the exhaust stream of the negative air units as per New
Hampshire Code of Administrative Rules Env-A 1805.04(d)(2).

30 HES inspects work area containment, both outside and inside, for breaches and proper glovebag hanging/sealing. HES
notes that all seals are air tight and that the glove bags are hung properly.

100 HES and NSCC discuss the work plan for the day and NSCC plans to remove in area 5 in two separate locations. NSCC
is planning to finish with all pipe work in Area 5 by 6/8/98 and do not plan to work on 6/9/98. The trasite office space.
hias been pushed back to 10/13/98 or 10/14/98, because Unitil cannot move the materials out of the area uniil that time.

HES notes that all of NSCC's workers are wearing all proper personal protective gear.

100 HES informed Unitil that all air filters in the HVAC system must be replaced and disposed of as asbestos waste because
of the asbestos work that was performed and in accordance with New Hampshire Code of Adminiswative Rules Env-A
1805.03(f).

13 HES performs a visual inspection of the containment and found no visible debris on the floors, pipes or pipe threads.

HES notes that.all surfaces in the containment had been wet wiped and or HEPA vacuumed. HES began aggressive
air clearance tests and is:running 2 clearance samples throughout the containment (see-sample data form for details).
HES notes that waste removed was sufficiently wet and that NSCC practiced safe glovebag removal techniques.

00 NSCC has {inished preping the second containment in area 5 and has begun removing ACM pipe insulation. HES
inspected the containment for breaches and proper glavebag hanging. HES found no problems with the containment
aread.

30 HES stoped final ¢learance air samples and prepared them for Phase Contrast Microscopy (PCM) analysis using the

NIOSH 7400 methad. All results were greater thag 0.010 fibers/cc. (sée dir sample data form for details). NSCC
containment failed HES discussed this issue with NSCC sitpervisor W. Soto.and informed him of the situation. HES
instructed NSCC 1o wet wipe the area again and that HES would run a second set of clearance samples:

NSCC wet wiped the containment again.

120 HES began a second round of cearance air samiples in the first containment in area 5. NSCC contiues to remove pipe
insulation in the second containment area. HES inspected containment for breaches and found none. HES notes that
NSCC is using sufficient amounts of water in the ashestos waste bags,

130 NSCC contiues removal in the second containment and the clearace samples are running still.in the first containment.
NSCC will be finished with pipe insulation removal by 10/8/98 and will not be able to work until 10/14/98.

130 HES stoped second round of final clearance air samples and prepared them for PCM analysis using the NIOSH7400
method. All results were less than 0.010 fibers/cc (see air sample data form.for details). NSCC broke down the

lof 2
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HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC™ "
SITE LOG

ate: October 7, 1998 Hygienist: Andrew Techet
b #: 1117.001 Project Manager: _ Steve Minassian
sb Site: Unitil Exeter Hampton Electric Utility, 114 Drinkwater Road

Time Comments
Containment.

500 INSCC contiues to remove the ACM pipe insulation in the second containment and will be finished today. HES will run
a final clearance and visual in thie morning on 10/8/98.

530 NSCC finished the removal of the ACM. pipe insulation and NSCC sealed the containment for the evening.

HES and NSCC personnel off site.

i

A A
NSCC generated 68 bags of ACM waste. | [VIK \
b ~

20f2
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Page 50 of 66
HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC. :
SITE CHECK LIST

6}0/¢/$8 M T®&TEFSS
ject Name Area. 3 Project Number 117, o1
ation_1H Dine, miar D Client Contact ‘Kolwst Copmes
:nt Name Gha b\ ¢ wede & o b flec,
itractor I\‘}S(—(_ Supervisor _ L4 A men Loto
ripment Used On-Site:_ s Ao 0 &
rk Requirements/Procedures: All proper paper work, certifications and records on-site.
zle Yes or No If NO explain:
rk area sécured Y N N/A Removal
rming signs posted Y N N/A e Proper Wetting of asbestos Y N N/A
AC shut down Y N N/A » Double bagged/drumns and properly labeled Y N N/A
ZI protection Y N N/A » Large components properly wrapped/labeled Y N N/A
vable objects covered
ith 6-mil poly Y N N/A Encapsulation
1-movable objects o Airless sprayer used Y N N/A
svered with poly: Y N N/A s Applied in layers Y N NA
lation of work area e Applied without disturbing asbestos Y N N/A
dpenings sealed w/ 6-mil Y N N/A ¢ Encapsulation dry (post test) Y N N/A
.arge openings with Clean up

critical barriers Y N N/A + No visible debris prior to post test Y N N/A
ors-and walls o Waste removed from work area Y N NA
‘loors w/2 layers Y N N/A Type of Respirator Protection
(12" overlap) Y N N/A e 1/2 face -
¥alls w/2 layers of 4-mil Y N N/A s PAPR
Jo seams @ floor-wall joints Y N N/A » TypeC
2ck Exceptions: ¢ Glove Bag: £ » Impervious surfaces
mments: %\ S \ezmd M}If P Ma‘;,f £.5 Sy B
itk Area: By )
Containment size: ¥ 80'0 QJ’ 2. Glove bag removal: Lj»(,";
% of work done: {50 'S ~ 4. No. of workers: #
Amt. of material a4 Lipser ek 6. Mini-ericlosures: _4/4
Barriers (poly): _Yes 8. Project oversight: 424
Plywood (eritical): Ceddhoe - 7
gienist info:
ne on-site: 0}0‘0 Lunch break: —
ne left site: &L YD Total time on-site: _Fifigm
gienist Name: M@,\\ ’((LL«EJ‘I’ Project Manager: ‘{CA’QA&Q, N\M%:\ e
WD#:  SLR99 ' No. of Waste Bags Removed: ff
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HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC™" "
SITE LOG

ie: October 8, 19598 Hygiénist: Andrew Techet
b #: 1117.001 Project Manager: _ Steve Minassian
b Site: Unitil Exeter Hampton Electric Utility, 114 Drinkwater Road

Time Comments
00 Andrew Techet of Hygienetics Environmental Services, Inc. (HES) on site, National Surface Cleaning Corp on site
with seven workers A. Batista, J. Batista, F. Mendez, L. Mendez, R. Orellana, D. Pantoja and M. Roldan and one
Supervisor Wilson Soto. HES inspected paper work and licenses, everything is current and up to date.

NSCC is wet wiping Area'5 in preparation for fnal air clearance testing.

30 HES dscusses with Bob Conner a breach in the containment that occurred during the evening. HES ensured Unitil that
the negative air units were running all'night and even if a breach in the containment occurred air would be pulled through
the breach. HES said it would run ambient air samples to be sure that there was not an excess amount of fibers in the air.

15 HES begins two ambient air monitering in the warehouse area. HES notes that the nejative air units hdave been minaing
all night and are ventng into the garrage area. HES set up a ambiént air sample in the exhaust stream of the negative air
units as per New Hampshire Code of Administrative Rules Env-A 1805.04(d)(2).

20 HES performs a visual inspection of the Area 5 containment surrounding the stock room portion of the warehouse and
found no visible debris on the floors, pipes or pipe threads. HES notes that all surfaces in the containment had been
wet wiped and or HEPA vacuumed.

50 HES began aggressive air clearance tests and is running 2 clearance samples throughout the containment (s¢e sample
data form for details).

00 HES and NSCC discuss the work plan for the transite office area in the warechouse, NSCC will not have access until
10/14/98 for demo purposes. HES and NSCC dicuss with Dave O'Brien about working a double shift on 10/14/98
because once the work has begun it is much easier to continue and finish instead of stopping and starting.

00 NSCC seals the work area around the transite office to remove ACM pipe insulation. NSCC has sealed all criticals and
has negative air units in place and running. NSCC has properly hung glovebags and is comencing with wet removal in
the area. NSCC has all appropriate signs and materials posted.

HES notes that all of NSCC's workers-are wearing all proper personal protective gear.

50 HES stops air clearance samples and prepares the samples for Phase Contrast Microscopy (PCM). Sample results were
less than 0.010 fibers/cc (see air sample data sheet for details).

20 NSCC has finished pipe insulation removal by meter department office. HES perforins a visual inspection of the
containmentand found no visible debris on the floars, pipes or pipe threads. HES notes that all surfaces in the
containment had been wet wiped and or HEPA vacuumed. HES began aggressive air clearance tests and i$ running
2 clearancé samples throughout the containment (see sample data form for details). HES notes that waste removed
was sufficiently wet and that NSCC practiced safe glovebag removal technigues.

25 HES stoped final clearance air samples and prepared them for Phase Contrast Microscopy (PCM) analysis using the
NIOSH 7400 method. All results were less than 0.010 fibers/cc (see air sample data form for details).

30 HES and NSCC personnel off site.

/
A A
RAVAN
YA
M

NSCC generated 70 bags of ACM waste.

lof 1

000197



Docket No. DE 21-030
Exhibit 22
Docket No. DE 21-030

Direct Testimony of Jay E. Dudley

Attachment JED-6
Page 116 of 159

Docket No. DE 21-030
Energy 6-31 Attachment 1

HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.
SITE CHECK LIST

. [df@f‘?’g M

ject Name rec 5'/3

T W®DF S S

Project Number ///1 oo/l

Page 52 of 66

ation M Trovide wnk<e D, AV H Client Contact Pk Comyes

mt Name LLgib{{ feter §tomoteor Zlec,

tractor AfC L Supervisor Q?l%m Farane

iipment Used On-Site: M&{é‘

rk Requirements/Procedures: All proper paper work, certifications and records on-site.

cl or No IfNO explain:

Remaoval

wk area sécured N N/A
.ming signs posted N NA

N MAED
' N N/A

"AC shut down
CI protection
wable objects covered
/ith 6-mil poly
n-movable objects
overed with poly
lation of work area
Dpenings sealed w/ 6-mil
_arge openings with
critical barriers

sors and walls
Floors w/2 layers

(12 overlap}
Walls w/2 layers of 4-mil
No seams @ floor-wall joints

e Proper Wetting of asbestos
¢ Double bagged/drums and properly labeled
¢ Large components properly wrapped/labeled

Encapsulation

e Airless sprayer used

+ Applied in layers

» Applied without disturbing asbestos
¢ Encapsulation dry (post test)

Clean up

» No visible debris prior to-post test
e Waste removed from work area

Type of Respirator Broiection
e 1/2 face
s PAPR

e Type C

1eck Exceptions: ¢ Glove Bag: Eréﬁ o Impervious surfaces _VLW 14/
ymments: l
ork Area:

7
Containment size: /570 §1L

2. Glove bag removal: %é

% of work done: 700 "%

Amt. ofmaterial —

4. No. of workers: *
A7

6. Mini-enclosures:

Barriers (poly):

Plywood {critical): C,G/QQ Yas

8. Project oversight: EZQ_‘;

ygienist info:
ne on-site:

ime left site: £2767
ygienist Name: /ﬂrhé(’e/d (%Le%’

-y

Lunch break:
Total time on-site:

Project Manager: %l—&de, M e siio~

LWD# _AM <398

No. of Waste Bags Removed: 3
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HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.

SITE LOG
€ Ortanes /Y4, 159 Hygienist _Ladrews ZBrher
A Y, ProjectManager: groye PSriaaccinn

siter 1/n, 2. £xeter /f/ﬁmpton Lhpcrre lLfil:i.;: 3 Y Deintrdnter ReA

Time

Comments

Bncdreiy Techet €700 DA ips of //351;’4£z'ic’5 LaviranPATA] Serrces.
7

Ine (XEZ) pn Qite} Marionn] Cirfnere Cﬂﬂam'm} C"opp on 6450 carth

worke S~

HEL ni('mc{. e th S ditrsoctes] !"{‘_:'D!(“i/.flnf" Lor tileg 202:th_ Reob Crnierd

Zhe pren in ?aectféan Mmpasucrs out ot R0 £ 02,

DISCC o8 nigDAfj/h7 the Zinnl frocha & fr fAe rontain smesr CLAUAL for@

Sirrndnsline LAS meier rovm.

o)

RSCC pal Startedd Penmovel o i ¢he A caall bonred docatecd i 24 e

meter inom « AEL nptal FPAGLE raAtiinmesT tirra hid ne/c(:. HE Gl anch Fhat

dhe ConlainmesT SEroctire hac pn PiCiklie hrecohe s,

02808 pnekers cur® (,.;Qr;u';? appropriate personal protective 8?!.“;}‘ ment 2

half Frre LESpirators ang) ten Tywelt it HES natel Fhat £‘_flllﬁrn/)<”

Sicacare poTited nadd Aol Ziso ambf'e::tﬁonm/nt mnu/vi: (Sce pir
z .

- . ) N h
’:.TMJ/J/E dato £nrpg Foar Aestarls =

LS

- . n : 3 : ~
S CC 55 /A tAelp«'o('ef‘C ki rc"/uo‘/m? Lhe ACr? poaliiboarda  frmay

CAS mel er rome>7.-
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Page 54 of 66
HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.
SITE LOG

€ O paner 1Y, 177 Hygienist Zhdeeay Forher
Y& it leansl Project Manager:
ysite: flajbid LExElen 4.

Time Comments
o', Carpet. renieva] ranipany Aoncent fhiee Linmr difer HES antifies

4 o
[SCC gacd fhews rrmmivd Fhe e s g Iu:;'—..
] 234

N ) HES SEApS Gimkrent art C&m]n/f("‘fjnrl lpfelﬁa:‘csﬁ Zhen Lone Phace Contisct

m,‘rrpsro,oj anahf/‘CiS LL"MC/‘ Lhe AUASH 1Y00 methrcd . A/ refolts were

./PQS Ehon -0 Shers fol . Lhe /e/cq/ Qir borne frber coont L LLeE

,Mja/e dats Loto For deTails 2.

) HES Leplinel )] LSS franl ber/:ia»" Lo rDA L7y ALrs anbesT

oin Sam/n/cs‘ (C2€ nir Sample cata Frncon Fonr Aeraifs

NCCC hreaks fmr Lonch

AT ECE Coptianfl 25 remare A0/ u‘)ﬂ/"/b.»‘ﬂ(*afk ansd d;‘fmn/!‘t./f

o1 ECr ool

A S Azinﬁc tr /USCE afreniion that there are. Clveril Sonl/

drafie S in fhe critiral boerren  SUICCE Aocl tapes oper 1 he

bralleS £ o polrecst the probleo

20 HES StopS ambenT nin SampleS AL FE anh preparel Lheas Lor

AACE Craten T f‘-’h'cfoiffolpa anr/\/C:C LLC'/:“f Do CH THOO puethiond. /)K/w

rESLIE S wien@ /€SS Than 200 Fbrrs /. (Se@ air cample dnfa

Sheed Foc detalc ).
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Page 55 of 66
HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.
SITE LOG

@ Octoper /% 15547 Hygienist _#:0LE47 |
VEL _ptr Fooo ! Project Manager: |
y site:

i

Time Comments

::3(3 /’USC C. /}’i'z; Sé._fb/}/r”g o A n,p qy (2mrll o b e Ane FEr rAhont 24

YES Pt
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HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC. ’
SITE CHECK LIST
e (/1] 7€ MT&TFSSs
roject Name A—fec, 3. Project Number {13 &9
ocation /4 Deamll ke 2T Client Contact _18te Comness
“lient Name Clinthil Celedlionplon flec .
“ontractor /U = Supervisor (/J'- ( R %64'0 .
iquipment Used On-Site: %&lﬁ&
NMork frements/Procedures: All proper paper work, certifications and records on-site.
Zirel r No IfNO explain:
¥ork area secured @ N NA Removal
Warning signs posted N N/A e Proper Wetting of asbestos. Y N N/A
IVAC shut down Y NIA s Double bagged/drums and properly labeled Y N N/A
3FCI protection (@N N/A o Large components properly wrapped/labeled Y N N/A

viovable objects covered
with 6-mil poly
Non-movable objects
covered with poly
Isolation of work area
s Openings sealed w/ 6-mil
» Large openings with
critical barriers
Floors and walls
'» Floors w/2 layers
(127 overlap)
o Walls w/2 layers of 4-mil
e No seamns @ floor-wall joints

Y N QA

Y NGB
¥ N N/A
¥ N N/A

Y N

Y NEA

YORON/A
AN N/A

Check Exceptions:
Comments;

¢ Glove Bag: &7)[ Q:

Encapsulation
e Airless sprayer used

-+ Applied in layers

+ Applied without disturbing asbestos
e Encapsulation dry (post test)

Clean up

e No visible debris prior to post test

o Waste removed from work area

Type of Respirator Protection
* 1/2 face X §

« PAPR '

e Type C

o Impervious surfaces

Y NEZAS
Y NC
Y NoKZA>

Y N NA
Y N N/A

W4

Work Area:

1. Containment size:

. % of work done:

. Amt. of material:

. Barriers (poly): s
Plywood (criticalf_(e[edess

Hygienist info:
Time on-site:
Time left site:

Hygienist Name: Mé{,ﬂ 4%1[;1/

-~ L)

Lunch break:
Total time on-site:

2. Glove bag removal: /0{%9’

4, No. of workers:

6. Mini-enclosures: /4

8. Project oversight: Vf/‘,&s

[P

DLWD#: AM %3248

No. of Waste Bags Removed:

Project Manager: 6;6@\6»« AL e ssia— -
7
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HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.
SITE 1.OG

 Octater I, 195F Hygienist: fnrlrews Zecher

F 07 ol Project Manager: Cereype  /UnaSSion

Site: ol Fxerec MHampton Ekecteir WUeaety . WY [hinkiianter Roarl el 3

Time Comments .

21 0o Aodrew Tprhet f Tocld DA s ef H.fj?ignet-frs LEnyironbipien tal
Secvices, Inc. (HES) oo site, Mlational Surfoce (leanine Corp on Cite
superviSor Llilcon Setp.

1: 35 HES pas twn ambient iaum,oc'/-am;n? {Lee oo CoMjn/b Aeta Fora fordetaiic
AECC has Strartead rufmaﬂl_.h:w? A8 melier ropra pasd The reameiel of
dhe A/ comitbonc . MISCE e dlen /‘g"'e;pf’"”? G_hatluwicy padl B
$o the LCM £ivnr 27/m0 f6n phC tEpp/Ec] .

oo NSCC je stil] prepprse zhe offiie aad hallwny aree . HES noies
Fhat alf ﬁf&t:fﬂ.;- £ yent lation o/a(:’n/fdj?f are eoisereih and thet &
cp/ech quasck has been erocresd .

r 2o DCCC AaS Coml,a/ﬁtf’nt the con&‘tr:,tct/;:vn sl ite coaitical bpecier
HES loerfbrm&" a viCual [acfp oo tron of the critical borerer N0 Srake L
were Lopnnid sa X nesratiué ain _hal heen eStabliched.

7302 SCC has srerted remanl of the Ber? oo tile
HES has ce Lp one Aabienc pLmp QOf e ghe Aecrsn
Cope air Sample data Fprng foc detarls ).
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HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.
SITE L.OG
ne: Ocipher /&, /77 Hygienist w@mppEcd 7echet
b el Project Manager: S7 AL WVE FiRASS 7000
bsite: figet, ) Exepcr MAIH : /‘;-,amf’j
Time Comments
QL0 AGec hak rom,o/eé.—ej PCM Lingr 10 rémpial m area /03

£ ConfPrEnc e fonm /Aa//waj ).

HES ,ac’/frr'srmf; a ViSual .r'/;clz,\t'z:t'f'on of tA€ ronfFrenle roan /ha//c:)a.j

containmesT_and Lovad conteinment free ozpanj wieral debris,

Lbolh flopel have been wel wiped will damp ZEEA .

y Yo HES éefan agﬁresswe air olectanee el gadl 25 f‘unm}aj: =

/erranc @ qu/a/e‘: A »a;s7ﬁcpt' the conalamsent [SE€ Cp xy;p/e" Aata

Cheel for decaifs V., ipcoterl ja ardn 1+3.

7 i) HES StepS owutsele mprkaren gam,o/}'n; Gach prepareS casSalie fibee

far Phuse Contrnct ﬂ/CraSc:;lng (_'u-,dv_\:/"b_"av;:lr The ANSSH Y00 pmethod.

LIRSS pomre /e thas .0/ f'}éws/ccj Pl /e?-&’/ Airdora€ Fbes

copat et (See gir Sampls data cheet for detai/s ).

Yo ESCE pez {‘nm,a/éi‘coq Bt winlibpord removal anc _demolition of

Lhe meter roopnl. HES Ioer/,afmg a ival /s ‘1‘,08‘:1"‘/;:(7 nfl ftAC

pactes (ooml ¢eataip medt ansck Coopd the containsgent Liee of

24 visoal debiis (all SerlfocesS have bees pont w;}oed tarth dasy

>

mj;Q\  HFEC b't.’?’ar\ nj-:jrezsfw-ﬂ Glr plearanc @ resES aasl )8

rorm/aj- R clearagnec e g‘-am,p/cS fﬁraoj}tebé CAS g flr FDAm

Cortalament (Sre Cgmple data forae Loy Aetalls ).
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HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.
SITE LOG
e _ z Hygienist: _QADREL) T ECHET
VR gt Doyt Project Manager: CFmpops PIAISSS /A
ysite: gunitil Exmter LN ‘ " A Ref'R
5
Time Comiments
1330 HES SLopS Gir clepranc e ze.c‘t_"/fﬂ}; £ n,ﬂ/f‘f; oA o1& Lar £5 Lhernz
fnr Fhose Contrasl LUsraleepy ope i/vs*if USias Fhe HAHASH TYro
_mefhad s AU rE2GnlrS Lrnpn TAE s 2T er tommet zoee JESS Lhan
.0/ frhers e, (See ain SAmpke slata form _for Aetar/<D.
430 LIS prs Frnrshed tﬂc?."rﬁ«[; down both The Corttrenc@ roont fhellvad
J
Gnod_elTr 0003 ConIginaent.
Wetes LEL _offoAe
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' HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC. )
SITE CHECK LIST
:e/O//G/‘)"Q MT W@F S s
ject Name Area D /A'\’MIQJ/ Q;JMI- le Project Number ////7}' o2/
zation___}/H Q»MMW Client Contact _ b (rwner
ent Name
ntractor A 6L Supervisor W :-lccravx Sxle
uipment Used On-Site: 6’\-6\«,&,(}
rk uirements/Procedures: All proper paper work, certifications and records on-site.
'cle@ or No IfNO explain:
otk area secured @ N N/A Removal
aming signs posted @ N N/A e Proper Wetting of asbestos Y N N/A
JAC shut down Y N €A e Double bagged/drums and properly labeled CYN N/A
‘CI protection BN N/A o Large components preperly wrapped/labeled Y N NA

svable objects covered
vith 6-mil poly @ N N/A Encapsulation

sn-movable objects i o Airless sprayer used Y N /A
:overed with poly @ N N/A ¢ Applied in layers Y N A
slation of work area « Applied without disturbing asbestos Y N
Openings sealed w/ 6-mil @ N N/A » Encapsulation dry (post test) Y N
Large openings with Clean up
critical barriers @ N NA » No visible-debris prior to post test Y N N/A

oors and walls e Waste removed from work area Y N N/A
Floors w/2 layers Y N Type of Respirator Protection

(127 overlap) N o 1/2 face
Walls w/2 layers of 4-mil YN N/A e« PAPR
No seams @ floor-wall joints N NA e Type C
heck Exceptions: o Glove Bag: /{/[% s Impervious surfaces M
omments:
‘ork Area: / //

Containment size: gﬂ_@ éé/ﬁ?b S 5D %ﬂ 2. Glove bag removal: [ ﬂ

%.of work done; ’ 4. No. of workers:
. Amt. of material: ' 6. Mini-enclosures: /{f/{i
. Barriers (poly): %Lg 8. Project oversight: _ ¢{7 ¢

Plywood (critical):” C_ﬂ,{ode,,c

lygiénist info:

‘ime on-site: Lunch break: —

‘ime left site: _ Total time on-site:

Iygienist Name; MM 440/11/‘](/ Project Manager: (ékﬂwn 1{ MAGran
JLWD#: fﬂl & 3ia8 No. of Waste Bags Rerhoved:
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HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.

SITE LOG
lolislse Hygienist _ e canes
; HiT7 -~ : Project Manager: _sreEed uaveatsqu
e Lartie | DRiediostee, po.  sxsten oo fH.
Time Comments
t
o

M EFEA SRS Pl S 0ie=5 [HED) Abicoc o o AT

ALK & DA KT

“’/Su?ﬂuuaa websow Sono 8 I (wosesng asee LR Koo

R S duw it R, 4o 37 oF UAD O vAi e, Al RAD S B O,

OFXC el ANEA. Adie HAS COMDEETED rANM ST LNIAr & cok.

DL ST ""/ AEe a R F gMes DEco Ha 651, auge e

CAURgY RS pus  safie ARl D ST casSR At ~
u

S12 HES  JETI ey BT Pocad .l Sihen 3 (55, §57F AR ESRS ;A-u}‘
S Do DAW Colen @ DNEIMLS. 45 ool Sl Noted b P
CARPET  Aad D gPoan e A S — phcan. aiove HES M ey Troesd
Aty DUa OSD 4T . CARP ST APPEANS Ip RS cermnindo w> |
M;DL"{" [Ryt=ty N

oo ACSE RS EasuimaD ’-?'t;u'tuob— A3 c:;/m-fb.ETl LD A £ E SNATNE oo
Rotact o> 4 Dovovialt Moun (L one ansd.

3D AN C HAS Sl gD pEteodu jnd- CARD T MoOwn  cyoad ARSA. :
SRS T T e = Faue BodY $eaTs § Vi waggd pEsP- Trsra.
Adge  TLETS uud RE S~

0//“ N2 NZ‘—'S ctens  cork.  cRiewes s at REnADALT = AU LIRSS

HEahanl PROYR PPE cagtel ALFLAEAT (o ml  da D Conly tads D

et Tain  SBRER. O i 5 Liassn "‘/AW LATS . SN

SMnr¢ Dovead 2o AR S i

A RbraAile FSWS .. -84
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.
f
HYGIEL\ETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.
SITE LOG
JO'/;Q'/‘FS’ Hygienist: Aty def S
L7~ : ProjectManager: F v a5 st s
18 et Bz Nl o sn BN, SwisimR ALl H.
“ime Comments
i
pI) 2N A RSN S  SIAITT L DADA e DAL W JASTE A G
R o \’J)D_(Auuq,_( .
2 A S L w&%s LA AACSTIE DR L § 00D 0S¢ Wic.cof, OB RS §
Toed e oA AU CD i DT AAT R Dongt  Aasd 5250 o~
Rsred  Coh ST Fosqas cdP A D manefe.
) ALSE CHOREENS DA S XV A NS Iy S\ il AT A -
wsc 8 NS seneBens PosT TEST. b Edist Troad—
TwESs 1030 dead
Dl/ra'?)a "f ANSC LI M S g SO — ?z??ﬂz oger 4. Hess Pese
LA Doty Qe Shad P 755 « P e § Oad v Pean Aufzse S
Nan 't S dLs BESUCEs o vol Ao, fm‘m_,c"‘ D(FER5 T 0 wocd Dus
T2 cogh caAh :.-C'Dl-‘ﬂl-
2 [ ? o) é ofBan il fe AVS e  EMp i S ST
e iamen S RS P
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HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.
SITE CHECK LIST
: (oleslsg DT W TFS S
ectName o, e L Project Number 1127 ~o¢2/
ation_ySy et Ao M. Client Contact  BoR  cmcricnd
ni Name i Cie .
ractor __asg ¢ Supervisor _ ¢ s, L8240 st
ipment Used On-Site: _ evupadund
rk Rgquirements/Procedures: All proper paper work, certifications and records on-site.
:l or No IfNO explain:
rk area secured N N/A Removal
ming signs posted N N/A e Proper Wetting of asbestos Y N N/A
AC shut down N N/A @ Double bagged/drums and properly labeled Y N N/A
ZI protection N N/A @ Large components properly wrapped/labeled Y N N/A
vable objects covered )
ith 6-mil poly @ N N/A Encapsulation
1-movable objects e Alrless sprayer used Y N
svered with poly @N N/A ¢ Applied in layers Y N M
‘ation of work area ¢ Applied without disturbing asbestos Y N
dpenings sealed w/ 6-mil ® N N/A « Encapsulation dry (post test) Y N
.arge openings with Clean up
critical barriers ’@ N N/A © No visible debris prior to-post test Y N @
-ors and walls : ) ¢ Waste removed from work area @ N N/A
‘loors w/2 layers . YN @ Type of Respirator Protection
(12" overlap) YN e 1/2 face
Malls w/2 fayers of 4-mil ® N A e PAPR
Jo seams @ floor-wall joints YN ° Fype C
eck Exceptions: o Glove Bag: e Impervious surfaces
mments:
ok Area: . -
Containment size: - 9‘ HOS <= 2. Glove bag removal: o
% of work done: 4. No. of workers: 0
Amt. of material: —— 3 g0 1= 6. Mini-enclosures: oo
Barriers (poly): YES 8. Project oversight: _y&

Plywood (critical): A

‘gienist-info:

ne on-site: _ Ogewo Lunch break: —

ne leftsite: 32 ’ Total time on-site: 7-5" (g

/gienist Name:  maype = ef-ir= Project Manager: S s v
SWD#: Acan IO HIT No. of Waste-Bags Removed: _ZAD

De s
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HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.
SITE LOG '

12ls0]sg Hygienist _ AMME L e

H e Project Manager: _sSrev e ok gq o
B _thAs Tie . DRI teaien. PO EXETER At
me Comments
ool ja?qp RYICATAr I S ¢Tagt. S E o eeT% KHEQ ARRI S e D 5& L O

] supmviser wisper SOt B LICRRARS. DAL waby  Segbe

Hes 0 PosT ST~ LIRB [RaDio fied aREA. Aoge conanspmimd

RS~ ool F &{SPO 3F_if vt wo M,._{ﬁc.s .

e, by e g H

PosP v codimmnavie § Devous o 900 oF ofF AT a0 wAASTE

Aoge AT tOINIES  copndoimade  coeds DR Pviowtr pviy . HES

Fen LS § é Prsess wisaire o s® o LoRIBY Arp S Ar 3¢ FLAS

WeR AN corlive s PRSP wuly i~ coaf B

24 HES s Slauz AR cr @Aty coe

DEAT (~r LIRS A G oA

IEE A<RESD § Aa SW?LE D Sy Sovs  Destvbog <

2l ALSC x%s Povwore of oMT 4nd _cood . Day.
20 AN — O WP,y o0 S, m cdu_l AdSe e gsan S s ST
D RGewnal kST AT LS RO L OUD D TAMLY L SD
FABER NReoweS  Fof Dig Diyaifl- !
W2 /falf- HEs Pgus s M2 crigedaes SWaadteS RoOws coh Jepn AaD

Periphvens ol S0TF  Plan  Baikid 135, MNES NI RITUA S Asge PO

A SdvaDems L-01 Flec Alss Fuks Pusssd .

ASS o Cafe IRy S

ST €2 A TEEAR Ddpudes

Q/ro‘-u’

bes Pansone e & Pasiss vegeots TOP. s o0 £ Foan. cont .
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HYGIENETICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.
. SITE LOG .
(D[ 20/58 Hygienist: __yajue g
PLT -3 7 Project Manager: < imes A itk § 11 fan
NV Aot DR UATEE 2D CxETeER st

ime

Comments
| Row MES Piewrs oo = - =
il IS\, AR el T AN o o sﬂ—u«\?“—.sl é;%w‘v%< ZAr TS Y
Bltanr  Mmiref NS, s LN ELR S ASSC TOAT A S leand o= B Seee e AR =
<-2 e Ancca Bussios ws. sbanic S D Josn,
[

HES, 52 A eniiir

S BOR crmampoR  wriy THRO I [SY, LAY LY )

YhETmR. Tl Wonwod — Al el

s

L=2 ST AL S P A L VTt ¢
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HYGIEN{TICS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.
SITE CHECK LIST

te_iolao]9a MA@ W TFS S
yject Name __ 4w o1 e Project Number 1 7-02i
cation DRy vvingaisn RO . EXETER, AL Hs Client Contact  &wR  Couasect
ent Name  canrs g
ntractor __ Als e Supervisor _ tuntgo  SOD
uipment Used On-Site:__ sTi4~duie
ik Reguirements/Procedures: All proper paper work, certifications and records on-site.
'cle@ or No IfNO explain:
wrk area secured N WA Removal
wming signs posted N N/A ¢ Proper Wetting of asbestos N N/A
{AC shut down N N/A + Double bagged/drums and properly labeled N N/A
‘CI protection N N/A e Large components properly wrapped/labeled N N/A
yvable objects covered
vith 6-mil pely [9 N N/A Encapsulation
n-movable objects ¢ Airless sprayer used Y N N/
overed with poly @ N N/A e Appliedin layers Y N NA
Jation of work area e Applied without disturbing asbestos Y N N/A
Dpenings sealed w/ 6-mil & N N/A e Encapsulation dry {post test) Y N N/
Large openings with Clean up

critical barriers @ N N/A s No visible debris prior to post test N N/A
sors and walls * Waste removed from work area N N/A

Floors w/2 layets Type of Respirator Protection

(127 overlap) o 1/2 face

Walls w/2 layers of 4-mil = PAPR

No seams @ floor-wall joints ¢ Type C
teck Exceptions: s Glove Bag:_ 40 o Impervious surfaces A}Af
imments: ‘
ork Area:

Containment size: =2 @5 ~+ goes 47 2. Glove bag removal: s ¢

% of work done: _yoe | oo 4. No. of workers:

Amt. of material: 4,3: W (-7! ~ §0J I 6. Mini-enclosures: D

Barriers (poly): ___ y&5 | Ngs 8. Project oversight: _ Y£s

Plywood (critical): .du- | . Avk :
/gienist info:
me on-site; 232 Lunch break: -
me left site: ¢ 330 Total time on-site: < (s
ygienist Name: _ qu (28 2 A4re” Proiect Manager! < pmas  wqieaalrlt~
LWD#: A Qogoc No. of Waste Bags Removed: __ 3

‘c 4 DR 5 g
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Unitil Energy Systems, Inc.
Docket No. DE 21-030
DOE Data Requests — Set 6

Date Request Received: 10/07/2021 Date of Response: 10/22/2021
Request No. Energy 6-31 Witness: John F. Closson
REQUEST:

Reference DOE 4-68, h., and Exhibit JFC-2 at Bates 295-296: Given the presence of
asbestos at the Kensington facility, describe the remediation efforts undertaken by the
Company to prepare the site for sale. How much asbestos was discovered at the site?
What was the final cost of remediation?

RESPONSE:

No asbestos remediation efforts were undertaken by the Company specifically to
prepare for the property for the sale. The Company intends to disclose the presence of
the asbestos to prospective buyers. Extensive asbestos abatement was undertaken
during an office renovation in the fall of 1998. A report was issued by Hygienetics
Environmental Services, Inc. (HESI), on December 7, 1998, following the completion of
the abatement work. The report noted areas where asbestos was known or suspected
to still be present. Please see Section V (page 5) of HESI's report (Energy 6-31
Attachment 1).

Page 1 of 1
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Unitil Energy Systems, Inc.
Docket No. DE 21-030

DOE Data Requests — Set 6

Date Request Received: 10/07/2021 Date of Response: 11/10/2021
Request No. Energy 6-32 Revised Witness: C. Goulding / D. Nawazelski
REQUEST:

Reference DOE 4-68: Please provide the following:
a. What were the 2019 and 2020 property tax bills for the Kensington facility?
What is the current annual property tax for the Exeter DOC facility?
b. Alist of the towns/cities of residence for all executive officers of Unitil
(including Board members).

REVISED RESPONSE:

a. The property tax bills for the Kensington facility in 2019 and 2020 were
$17,840 and $18,895. The most recent property tax bill from the town of
Exeter (first installment 2021) received in May 2021 provides an annual
property tax for the Exeter DOC facility of $153,287.81. The Company
expects to receive the second 2021 Exeter property tax bill installment in
November 2021.

b. Please refer to the table below.

City/State Number of Executive
Officers

Florida

Massachusetts

Missouri

Dover, New Hampshire
Exeter, New Hampshire
Greenland, New Hampshire
Hampton, New Hampshire
Hopkinton, New Hampshire
Laconia, New Hampshire
North Hampton, New Hampshire
Newmarket, New Hampshire
Portsmouth, New Hampshire
Ohio

Pennsylvania

AR WIN =R =R =R =mWw = —

Page 1 of 1
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Page 1 of 2
Energy TS 1-24 Attachment 1
DE 21-030
DOE Data Requests - Tech Session
CAt A1
UES Seacoast AUTH: 191060
Construction Authorization Date: 8/22/2019

Budgeted Amount:  $5,000,000.00

Budget Item No: GPBEO02 Type: Original
Budget Year: 2019 Sequence: 1
Description: Construction - New DOC Facility Status: Completed
Project Supervisor: Agel, Jacquie Initiated Date: 8/22/2019 11:47:27 AM
Crew Days: 0 Initiated By: Doucette, George

Start Date:

| Finalized Date: 9/12/2019 9:46:20 AM
Finalized By: Lydon, Lisa

Completion Date:

APPROVALS ESTIMATED COST SUMMARY
Action Date Approved Approver/Title Description Amount
902019 YES ydon. Lsa Total Project Cost:  $15,931,474.00
9/10/2019  YES E;:;;;‘:’L;;lz)s/?ccounting and Budgeting Less Customer Contribution: $0.00
91072019 YES f,fﬂi'a;eaf?:‘fézt & Facilities Net Authorized Cost: $15,931,474.00
9/11/2019  YES S::s;::ﬁlg,o g‘lr;ared Services & Org. Effectiveness Retirement: $0.00
9/11/2019  YES E::Z;Zf ’D‘:;’tl:izmion Engineer Cost Of Removal: $0.00
9112019 YES  (RIgue Kevn Salvage: $0.00
9111/2019  YES I\ncl::‘a;gn;gf Regulatory Services and Corporate Compliance CWO Total:  $15,931,474.00

Brock, Laurence

Senior Vice President & Chief Financial Officer
Vaughan, Christine

SVP, CFO and Treasurer

9/12/2019  YES

9/12/2019  YES
DESCRIPTION/SCOPE

Construct a new NH Seacoast Region Facility, in Exeter NH, to include space for the following business needs; NH Seacoast’s Electric Distribution
Operations Center (DOC), Business Continuity for Gas Control & Field Services, System Emergency Operating Center (S-EOC), Central Electric
Dispatch (CED), OQ Testing, Training, Offices and lab for Electric Engineering Department.

Scope to include:

Preliminary Survey cost including:
- Preconstruction, engineering & design, construction management pre-construction services, geo-tech, civil/survey, environmental survey, legal
fees, permitting, insurance, etc.

Construction: site work, utilities (electric, gas, comm, sewer/water), construction to include:

- 53,940 sf +/- sf for office areas, warehouse, enclosed vehicle storage area with a wash bay, etc.

- Bermed outside transformer & other storage

- Outside material laydown areas

- Emergency back-up Generator

- Construction Administration: Construction Manager and engineers & designers field observations, RFls, Submittals review and other miscellaneous
construction phase documentation.

- Project Close Out: Commissioning, As-Builts, etc.

- Furniture/Furnishings/Equipment: Office, warehouse, operations areas, building electronic access control and security systems, and Information
Technology infrastructure.

- Move

This is a multi-year project:
Q3 2019 Break ground/begin construction
2020 Completion, Commissioning and Occupancy

JUSTIFICATION

The current Distribution Operations Center (DOC) is 60+ years old and no longer adequately supports the present day operational needs of
UES/Seacoast. The current DOC was constructed in the 1950s. Since that time the customer base has grown as has the requirement to stock more
materials (inside and out) including transformers and poles. The transformers take up a great deal of space in a stockyard that was designed for
operations 60+ years ago when utility trucks were much smaller. The current day line trucks barely fit into the 1950s garage. In addition, this building
will solve space constraints at other company facilities, in connection with business continuity for the company’s Gas Control, Field Services and
Central Electric Dispatch (CED) functions , Electric Engineering department including lab space for functional testing of equipment as well as,
provide space for a Prometric certified Operator Qualifications (OQ) testing.

NOTES

Preliminary Survey costs need to be transferred into individual CWO's.

AUTHORIZATION COMMENTS

http://webops.unitil.com/budget/auth_print.asp?mode=start&set=bir&auth id=9748 10/5/2021
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CWO Summary
Description
Construction - New DOC Facility
Engineering & Architectural Services
Legal . Insurance, Permitting & Misc
Internal Project Management
Office: Furniture/Equip./Appliances & Furnishings
Warehouse & Ops: Equipment & Furnishings
IT / Data / Tel / Misc Equipment & Travel
Move to 20 Continental Drive & Clean Out of 114 DWR Building
Total

http://webops.unitil.com/budget/auth_print.asp?mode=start&set=bir&auth id=9748

Attachment JED-6
Page 134 of 159

Page 2 of 2

Amount
$13,681,559.00
$933,415.00
$36,500.00
$150,000.00
$825,000.00
$20,000.00
$160,000.00
$125,000.00
$15,931,474.00

10/5/2021
000216
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Unitil Energy Systems, Inc.
Docket No. DE 21-030
DOE Data Requests — Tech Session Set 1

Date Request Received: 09/28/2021 Date of Response: 10/12/2021
Request No. Energy TS 1-24 Witness: John F. Closson
REQUEST:

Reference DOE 5-17: Artwork at Exeter DOC. Under what project/budget number is
the artwork included? Please provide the relevant capital authorization form if not
previously submitted.

RESPONSE:

The artwork at the Exeter DOC is included in Unitil Energy System’s project
authorization number 091060 and construction work order (CWQ) 2019 2722. The
description for CWO 2019 2722 is Office Furniture/Equipment/Furnishings. The
furnishings include artwork. The relevant capital authorization form is Attachment 1 to
this response (Energy TS 1-24 Attachment 1). In addition, the previous artwork total
($38,082.59), that was submitted in DOE 5-17, was incorrect. The correct amount is
$34,973.00. The previous artwork total included AFUDC financing costs ($3,109.59).
Those costs should have been applied against the furniture costs, and not the artwork.

Page 1 of 1
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Docket No. DE 21-030
Energy TS 1-28 Attachment 1

DOE 5-34 Attachment 1

Page 1 of 1
Utility Account Posting Work Performed
Company Work Order Description Long Description Amount Start Date End Date Notes

This amount is in connection with the overall construction project. The project

started in August 2019 and was substantially complete in November 2020. All
10 Unitil Energy Systems E-191060-20192718  |390-00 Structures-E Construction - New DOC Facility 291,526.93 | See Note See Note invoicing had not been received or paid in 2020 and carried over to 2021.

This amount is in connection with the overall construction project. The project
10 Unitil Energy Systems E-191060-20192718  |390-00 Structures-E Construction - New DOC Facility (246.17)| See Note See Note started in August 2019 and was substantially complete in November 2020.

This amount is in connection with the overall construction project. All services
10 Unitil Energy Systems E-191060-20192719  |390-00 Structures-E Engineering & Architectural Services 80,215.32 | See Note See Note were not fully invoiced or paid for in 2020.

This amount is in connection with the overall construction project. All services
10 Unitil Energy Systems E-191060-20192719  |390-00 Structures-E Engineering & Architectural Services 2,197.50 | See Note See Note were not fully invoiced or paid for in 2020.

This amount is in connection with the overall construction project. All services
10 Unitil Energy Systems E-191060-20192720  |390-00 Structures-E Legal . Insurance, Permitting & Misc 2,340.00 | See Note See Note were not fully invoiced or paid for in 2020.

This amount is in connection with the overall construction project. All services
10 Unitil Energy Systems E-191060-20192720  |390-00 Structures-E Legal . Insurance, Permitting & Misc 4,453.50 | See Note See Note were not fully invoiced or paid for in 2020.

This amount is in connection with the overall construction project. The internal

project management team continued to charge hours into 2021 for post-move
10 Unitil Energy Systems E-191060-20192721 390-00 Structures-E Internal Project Management 21,830.06 | See Note See Note and occupancy punch list work, etc.

This amount is in connection with the overall construction project. The internal

project management team continued to charge hours into 2021 for post-move
10 Unitil Energy Systems E-191060-20192721 390-00 Structures-E Internal Project Management 10,890.19 | See Note See Note and occupancy punch list work, etc.

The moves occurred in December 2020. All services were not fully invoiced
10 Unitil Energy Systems E-191060-20192725  [390-00 Structures-E Move to 20 Continental Drive & Clean Out of 114 DWR Building 79,443.43 | See Note See Note or paid for in 2020.

The moves occurred in December 2020. All services were not fully invoiced
10 Unitil Energy Systems E-191060-20192725  [390-00 Structures-E Move to 20 Continental Drive & Clean Out of 114 DWR Building 3,650.02 | See Note See Note or paid for in 2020.
10 Unitil Energy Systems E-191060-20192722 391-01 Office Furniture & Fixtur-E__ |Office: Furniture/Equip./Appliances & Furnishings 73,069.62 | See Note See Note All materials were not fully invoiced or paid for in 2020.
10 Unitil Energy Systems E-191060-20192722 391-01 Office Furniture & Fixtur-E _ |Office: Furniture/Equip./Appliances & Furnishings 3,237.58 | See Note See Note All materials were not fully invoiced or paid for in 2020.
10 Unitil Energy Systems E-191060-20192723  [393-00 Stores Equipment-E Warehouse & Ops: Equipment & Furnishings 2,006.37 | See Note See Note All materials were not fully invoiced or paid for in 2020.
10 Unitil Energy Systems E-191060-20192723  [393-00 Stores Equipment-E Warehouse & Ops: Equipment & Furnishings 2,529.21 | See Note See Note All materials were not fully invoiced or paid for in 2020.

Total 577,143.56
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Docket No. DE 21-030
Exhibit 22

Docket No. DE 21-030
Direct Testimony of Jay E. Dudley
Attachment JED-6
Page 137 of 159
Unitil Energy Systems, Inc.
Docket No. DE 21-030

DOE Data Requests — Tech Session Set 1

Date Request Received: 09/28/2021 Date of Response: 10/12/2021
Request No. Energy TS 1-28 Witness: John F. Closson
REQUEST:

Reference DOE 5-34: Construction — New DOC Facility. Please provide an updated
version of Attachment 1 that includes the dates in which the work under each work
order was performed, both start date and end date.

RESPONSE:

An updated version of Attachment 1 to DOE 5-34 is included with this response. The
Company received a temporary certificate of occupancy from the town of Exeter in
November 2020. The Company moved from its existing facility to the new facility in
December of 2020. The notes added to Attachment 1 indicate that the costs recorded
after the end of December 2020 were due to timing of the receipt and payment of
invoices in 2021 for work performed in 2020 with the exception of internal project
management.

Page 1 of 1
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Docket No. DE 21-030
Energy TS-2-4 Attachment 1

Notes:

(1) Estimated Exeter DOC valuation to be updated with actual town valuation during proceeding

Page 1 of 2
2020
Line # Town Description Rate Assessed Value Property Tax Source RevReq 3-19 Source
1 Kensington 2020 (2nd Bill) Invoice 2020P02013904 $ 18.61 $ 168,300 $ 3,132 Energy TS 2-4 Attachment 2, Page 1
2 Kensington 2020 (2nd Bill) Invoice 2020P02013905 $ 18.61 $ 9,891,984 §$ 184,090 Energy TS 2-4 Attachment 2, Page 2
3 Building (See Page 2) $ 1861 § 1,015,306 $ 18,895 Page 2 (Office Building + Land) RevReq 3-19 Line 38
4 Utility Property (See Page 2) $ 1861 $ 8,876,678 $ 165,195 Page 2 (Utility Property)
5 $ 187,222 Line 1 + Line 2 RevReq 3-19 Line 23
6
7 2019
8 Town Description Rate Assessed Value Property Tax
9 Kensington 2019 (2nd Bill) Invoice 2020P02013904 $ 17.57 $ 168,300 $ 2,957 Energy TS 2-4 Attachment 2, Page 3
10 Kensington 2019 (2nd Bill) Invoice 2020P02013905 $ 17.57 $ 9,253,533 $ 162,585 Energy TS 2-4 Attachment 2, Page 4
11 Building (See Page 2) $ 1757 § 1,015,355 $ 17,840 Page 2 (Office Building + Land)
12  Utility Property (See Page 2) $ 1757 $ 8,876,678 $ 155,963 Page 2 (Utility Property)
$ 165,542 Line 9 + Line 10
2020
Line # Town Description Rate Assessed Value Property Tax Source RevReq 3-19 Source
13 Exeter 2020 (2nd Bill) 30 Energy Way $ 2449 $ 613,300 $ 15,020 Energy TS 2-4 Attachment 3, Page 1 RevReq 3-19 Line 15
December 31 Plant in Service - 2020 Assessed

14 New Exeter DOC Adjustment © 30 Energy Way $ 2449 § 15,517,171  § 380,016 Value RevReq 3-19 Line 37
15 Exeter 2020 (2nd Bill) 159 Portsmouth Ave $ 2250 $ 22,952,000 $ 516,420 Energy TS 2-4 Attachment 3, Page 2
16  Exeter 2020 (2nd Bill) 18 River St $ 2250 $ 123,300 $ 2,774 Energy TS 2-4 Attachment 3, Page 3
17  Exeter 2020 (2nd Bill) 33 Gilman Ln $ 2250 $ 134,400 $ 3,024 Energy TS 2-4 Attachment 3, Page 4
18 Exeter 2020 (2nd Bill) 0 Charter St $ 2250 $ 167,200 $ 3,762 Energy TS 2-4 Attachment 3, Page 5
19 Exeter 2020 (2nd Bill) 38-R Hampton Rd $ 2250 $ 11,000 $ 248 Energy TS 2-4 Attachment 3, Page 6
20 $ 526,228 Line 15 + Line 16 + Line 17 + Line 18 + Line 19 RevReq 3-19 Line 16
21
22 2019
23 Town Description Rate Assessed Value Property Tax
24  Exeter 2019 (2nd Bill) 30 Energy Way $ 2327 $ 386,700 $ 8,999 Energy TS 2-4 Attachment 3, Page 7
25 Exeter 2019 (2nd Bill) 159 Portsmouth Ave $ 2129 $ 16,703,200 $ 355,611 Energy TS 2-4 Attachment 3, Page 8
26 Exeter 2019 (2nd Bill) 18 River St $ 2129 § 123,300 $ 2,625 Energy TS 2-4 Attachment 3, Page 9
27 Exeter 2019 (2nd Bill) 33 Gilman Ln $ 2129 $ 134,400 $ 2,861 Energy TS 2-4 Attachment 3, Page 10
28 Exeter 2019 (2nd Bill) 0 Charter St $ 2129 § 167,200 $ 3,560 Energy TS 2-4 Attachment 3, Page 11
29 Exeter 2019 (2nd Bill) 38-R Hampton Rd $ 2129 §$ 11,000 $ 234 Energy TS 2-4 Attachment 3, Page 12
30 $ 364,891 Line 25 + Line 26 + Line 27 + Line 28 + Line 29

000220



2020
Company Map/Lot Address
Unitil Energy Systems, Inc 18-31-00 114 Drinkwater Road Kensington

Tax Bill Allocation

2019
Company Map/Lot Address
Unitil Energy Systems, Inc 18-31-00 114 Drinkwater Road Kensington
Tax Bill Allocation

https://data.avitarassociates.com/default. ASPX#

Docket No. DE 21-030
Exhibit 22

Docket No. DE 21-030

Direct Testimony of Jay E. Dudley
Attachment JED-6

Page 139 of 159

Docket No. DE 21-030
Energy TS-2-4 Attachment 1

Page 2 of 2
| Doors OVH | SHED-Wood | SHED-Equi [ LEAN-TO [ uTLTIES [ Office Building | Land [ utility Property | Total |
4,680 | $ 2,754 | $ 4368 |$  2,720|$ 8876678 | $ 651,222 | $ 364,084 | $ 8,876,678 | $ 9,891,984 |

$ 12,119 $ 6,776 $ 165195 $ 184,090
| Doors OVH | SHED-Wood | SHED-Equi [ LEAN-TO [ uTLTIES [ Office Building | Land [ utility Property | Total |
4,680 | $ 2,754 | $ 4368 | $ 2,720 [$ 8,238,178 | § 651,222 | $ 364,133 | $ 8,238,178 | $ 9,253,533 |

$ 11,442 § 6,398 $ 144,745 $ 162,585
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Energy TS 2-4 Attachment 2

Page 1 of 4
Remit To 2020 KENSINGTON PROPERTY TAX — BILL 2 OF 2
UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS, INC
TOWN OF KENSINGTON
Carlene Wiggin, Tax Collector Msp Lot oo et Valis
95 Amesbury Road 000018 000031 000000 $ 9,891,984
Kensington, NH (3833-5620 Property Location Acres
Teamp - Return Service Requested
114 DRINKWATER ROAD 26.900
8% APR Charged After 12/21/2020 Invoice Summary of Taxes
Please visit the town's website for any notices. B Total T
WWW.TOWN KENSINGTON.NH.US 2020P02013905 ofal Tax:  § 184,090.00
Billed To Billing Date -1stBill:  §81,338.00
UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS, INC 11/16/2020 - Abated/Paid: $0.00
CAPITAL DISTRIB. OPERATIONS CE
6 LIBERTY LANE WEST Payment Due Date - Vet. Credits: $0.00
HAMPTON, NH 03842-1720 12/21/202¢
Amomt Due: $ 102,752.00
Amount Enclosed: 10,715 —
_Pl_eas_e I_Ehl.l‘n _PEop)_ww_m yowrpaymet. m«bunmuuﬂ:l

Tax Collector Office Hours

2020 KENSINGTON PROPERTY TAX — BILL 2 OF 2 |

TOWN OF KENSINGTON
Mon, Wed & Thursday 9 am - 12:00 pin

UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS, INC

Wed evening 6:30 pm - 8:00 pm [ M L] Sub L
603-772-5423 000018 000031 000000 0139-05
Tax Collector: Carlene Wiggin I Property Location Acres |
Please visit the lown's website for any notices. :
WWW.TOWNKENSINGTON.NHUS 114 DRINKWATER ROAD 26.900
Tax Rates Assessments Inveice Summary Of Taxes ]
County: $0.88 Taxable Land: 364,084 2020P02013905 Total Tax:  § 184,090.00
School: $14.06 Buildings: 9,527,900 | Billing Date | -IstBill:  $81,338.00
Town: 3.
S SE7 Totak: 9,891,984 11/16/2020 - Abated/Paid: $0.00
*Taxable Land Incfudes Current Use* | Payment Due Date | - Vet. Credits: $6.00
12/21/2020
|_ Interest Rate
8% APR Afier 12212000 | AmoumtDue: | $102,752.00
I Other Due Amount(s)s| §
Total Tax Rate: $18.61 Net Va!ue:l 9,891,984 ]
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Docket DE 21

2020 KENSINGTON PROPEIEI®/
UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS, TNC
TOWN OF KENSINGTON - T neseneze
Carlene Wiggin, Tax Collector Map < - s aplet ﬁ’:ﬂne
95 Amesbury Road 000014 000013 000000 $ 168,300
Kensington, NH 03833-5620 3 Pﬁwheﬂm W5 T Mi‘x e
Temp - Return Service Requested i e R
3 SHAWS HILL RD 1.000
8% ‘Bavged Afier 1221 B J 3 e Yoy & LW _ Summary of Taxes
Please visit the town's website for any notices. s Fotal T .
WWW.TOWN KENSINGTON.NH.US SHEpERl o0 catfans: RSeR0
 BiledTo Billing Dite -IstBill:  §1.479.00
UN'[T[L E‘JERGY SYSTE\I‘} INC 11/16/2020 - Ahated/Paid: $0.00
CAPITAL DISTRIB. OPERATIONS CE —cimicsi
6 LIBERTY LANE WEST _ Payment Duc Bate - Vet. Credits: $0.00
HAMPTON. NH (3842-1720 12/21/2020
Amount Due: $ 1,653.00
A;mmmtEndased 1&53_{,0

Please retum top copy with your payment.

Tax Collector Office Hours

2620 KENSINGTON PROPERTY TAX — BILL 2 OF 2 |

TOWN OF KENSINGTON
Meon, Wed & Thursday 9 am - 12:00 pm

UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS, INC

Keep this cép)- Tor FOUT TECOrds,

Wed evening 6:30 pm - 8:00 pm I Msp ; L2 B ‘ nghm |
603-772-5423 000014 000013 000000 013%-04
Tax Collector: Carlene Wiggin | ~Froperty Location | - - R |
Please \:1st the town's websilg for an:v nn[i‘ces. 3 SHAWS HILL RD 1.000
WWW. TOWN.KENSINGTON.NH.US
[ Tax Rates Assessments Invoice Swmmary Of Taxes |
County: $0.88 Taxable Land: 168,300 2020P02013904 Total Tax: $3.132.00
School: $ 14.06 Buildings: 0 F Billing Date ] - 1st Bill: $1,479.00
Town: $3.67 Total: Tm 11/16/2020 - Abated/Paid: $0.00
[ Payment Due Date I - Vet. Credits: $0.00
12/21/2020
| Inferest Rate
8% APR Afer 122172000 | TRoaRE Bt $1,653.00
Total Tax Rate: $ 18.61 Net Valne 168,300 |
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UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS, INC

TOWN OF KENSINGTON
Carlene Wiggin, Tax Collector
95 Amesbury Road
Kensington, NH 03833-5620
Temp - Return Service Requested

000031

Total Tax:

$162,585.00

- 1st Bill: $76,804.00
UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS, INC

- Abated/Paid: $0.00
CAPITAL DISTRIB. OPERATIONS CE
6 LIBERTY LANE WEST - Vet. Credits: $0.00
HAMPTON, NH 03842-1720 12/09/2019
$ 85,781.00

Please return top copy with your payment.

TOWN OF KENSINGTON
Mon, Wed & Thursday 9 am - 12:00 pm
Wed evening 6:30 pm - 8:00 pm
603-772-5423
Tax Collector: Carlene Wiggin

County: $0.90 Taxable Land: 364,133 2019P02013905 Total Tax: $ 162,585.00

School: $1337 Buildings: 8,889,400 _ -1stBil  $76,804.00
Town: $3.30 Total: 953,533 11/06/2019 - Abated/Paid: $0.00
*Taxable Land Includes Current Use* — - Vet. Credits: $0.00

12/09/2019

$ 85,781.00

8% APR After 12/09/2019

‘ 9,253,533
Keep this copy for your records.
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TOWN OF KENSINGTON
Carlene Wiggin, Tax Collector
95 Amesbury Road
Kensington, NH 03833-5620
Temp - Return Service Requested

000014 000013 000000 $ 168,300

1.000

Total Tax: $2,957.00
7 - Lst Bill: $1,397.00
UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS, INC . Abated/Paid: $0.00
CAPITAL DISTRIB. OPERATIONS CE
6 LIBERTY LANE WEST RESEENE AR
HAMPTON, NH 03842-1720
$1,560.00

Please return top copy with your payment.

TOWN OF KENSINGTON
Mon, Wed & Thursday 9 am - 12:00 pm
Wed evening 6:30 pm - 8:00 pm
603-772-5423
Tax Collector: Carlene Wiggin

County: $0.90 Taxable Land: 168,300 2019P02013904 Total Tax: $2,957.00

School: $1337 Buildings: 0 — - 1st Bill: $1,397.00
Lol B0 Total: 168300 11/06/2019 - Abated/Paid: $0.00
_ - Vet. Credits: $0.00

12/09/2019

$1,560.00

8% APR After 12/09/2019

Keep this copy for your records.
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Exeter NH 03833
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PROPERTY'T&X BILL

Customer Co%y
Keep this portion for your records

Owner(s) Property Location
UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS INC 30 ENERGY WAY
; ool ot i) Wi B e, 20 il L 'unpaingmggge;mzm
¢  Tax Yi Bill | '+ Bill Number | B Date " —
Parcel ‘Tax Year, Bill Date R ik il Due D ae Intorest Afler
46-3 2020 |11/16/2020 65197 12/28/2020 8% 12/28/2020
State School Tax Local School Tax Town Tax County Tax Total Tax Rate
1.990 15.670 5.910 0.220 24,490
Valuations
Land 399,800
i . Total Gross Tax $15,019.72
Budldimgs Sy S Less Veteran(s) Credit(s) 50.00
Less Payments -87,135.75
Plus Interest $0.00
Exemptions
Total Exemptions 0
Taxable Valuation Total Due This Bill
Net 613,300 $7,883.97
ge;ﬁ% éfmg_ﬁxas_due. im;.ari,_ast--shcwnas of current bill due dale. Please call Total previous unpaid taxes m
Year | Tax Balance A interest as of current bill due date.
50.00

IMPORTANT TAXPAYER INFORMATION IS LOCATED ON BACK OF BILL. PAYMENT MAY BE MADE IN
PERSON, LEFT IN BLACK DROPBOX AT TOWN OFFICE (CHECKS ONLY), BY MAIL, OR ONLINE AT
htips:/selfservice.exeternh.qov/MSS. WE ACCEPT eCHECKS, MASTERCARD, VISA,
DISCOVER, AND DEBIT CARDS ONLINE - FEES APPLY. CALL 773-6108 FOR PAYMENT QUESTIONS.

Town of Exeter
Tax Collector

10 Front Street
Exeter NH 03833

2020

Installiment 2 of 2

PROPERTY TAX BILL
Remit Copy

Please write parcel number on your check and enclose this portion of
the bill with your payment. Make checks payable 1o: Town of Exeter

Bill Number Bill Date Parcel Property Location Due Date Due This Bill
6197 11/16/2020 46-3 30 ENERGY WAY 12/28/2020 $7,883.97
D Please See Change of Address on Back Amount Enclosed
$
5816 Remit To:
UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS INC 7 TOWN OF EXETER
o & LIBERTY LANE WEST PO BOX 9520
e HAMPTON NH 03842

MANCHESTER NH 03108

7013c08202060000619740000786837748
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Town of Exeter 2020 PROPERT¥:F&X BILL
Tax Collector —_— rt(;usftomer Co%y
ee IS POrton 1or your records
10 Front Street Installment 2 of 2 b s port you
Exeter NH 03833
 Owner(s) & _ . Properiy l.ocation
UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS INC 159 PORTSMOUTH AVE
; s1ly it : _ ; Unpaid Taxes Are Subject to
Parcat T_a; Year| Bill Date Bill Number | Bill Due Dale itatest oh W
51-11 2020 |11/16/2020 6195 12/28/2020 8% 12/28/2020
State School Tax Local School Tax JownTax | CountyTax | Total Tax Rate
15.670 5.910 0.920 22.500
Valuations
Land 36,700
LS £ Total Gross Tax $516,420.00
1 . r
BUREEB B2,/ 915,300 Less Veteran(s) Credit(s) $0.00
Less Payments -$181,485.54
Plus Interest 50.00
Exemptions
Total Exemptions 0
Taxable Valuation ' Total Due This Bill
Net 22,952,000 $334,934 .46
g_amw%ﬁo% %ﬁf:xés due. .m.ia?i&s.i .sht_)wn as-_?i- memﬁ bill due date. P!ea.w @! Total ious unpaid taxes _dl!e
Year | Tax Balance ! Interest ' as of current bill due date.
$0.00

IMPORTANT TAXPAYER INFORMATION IS LOCATED ON BACK OF BILL. PAYMENT MAY BE MADE IN
PERSON, LEFT IN BLACK DROPBOX AT TOWN OFFICE (CHECKS ONLY), BY MAIL, OR ONLINE AT
hitps://selfservice.exeternh.gov/MSS. WE ACCEPT eCHECKS, MASTERCARD, VISA,
DISCOVER, AND DEBIT CARDS ONLINE - FEES APPLY. CALL 773-6108 FOR PAYMENT QUESTIONS.

Town of Exeter 2020 PROPERTY TAX BILL
Tax Collector - Remit Copy

gase write parcel number on your check and enclose this portion of
10 Front Sireet Installment 2 of 2 the bill with your payment. Make checks payable to: Town of Exeter

Exeter NH 03833

8ill Dale Parcel Properiy Location Due Bate Due This Bill
11/16/2020 Bl=l1 159 PORTSMOUTH AVE 12/28/2020 5334,934.46
[_| Please See Change of Address on Back Amount Enciosed
$
5510 Remit To:
UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS INC e TOWN OF EXETER
o ¢ LIBERTY LANE WEST PO BOX 9520
E@ HAMPTON NH 03§42 MANCHESTER NH 03108

701320820206000061952003349344kL0

000227
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Town of Exeter 2020 PROPERTYsTRX BILL
Tax Collector o Cusftomer Co%y
10 Front Street Instaliment 2 of 2 eep this portion for your records
Exeter NH 03833
Owner(s) ; ; Property Location
UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS INC 18 RIVER ST
Parcel {Tax Year| Bill Date | Bill Number | Bill Due Date | ¥ &;’ﬁﬁf - tspt:%tmo
72-87 2020 |11/16/2020 6199 12/28/2020 8% 12/28/2020
State School Tax___| Locaf School Tax_ TownTax | CountyTax | Total Tax Rale
15.670 5.910 0.920 22.500
_Valuations
Land 123, 300
T ‘ Total Gross Tax $2,774.25
BuTLaIngs . Less Veteran(s) Credit(s) $0.00
Less Payments -$1,312.53
Plus Interest $0.00
Exemptions
Total Exemptions 0
Taxable Valuation . ' ' " Total Due This Bill
Net 123,300 $1,461.72
gi;eggtésﬁ imd nti“a.xes dug. infersst shown a5 of current bill due daje. Pleage call Total previous unpaid taxes due
Year | Tax Balance ; Interest | as of current bill due date.
$0.00

IMPORTANT TAXPAYER INFORMATION 1S LOCATED ON BACK OF BILL. PAYMENT MAY BE MADE IN
PERSON, LEFT IN BLACK DROPBOX AT TOWN OFFICE (CHECKS ONLY), BY MAIL, OR ONLINE AT
hitps:/selfservice.exeternh.gov/MSS. WE ACCEPT eCHECKS, MASTERCARD, VISA,
DISCOVER, AND DEBIT CARDS ONLINE - FEES APPLY. CALL 773-6108 FOR PAYMENT QUESTIONS.

Town of Exeter 2020 PROPERTY TAX BILL

Remit Co
TaX CO“eCtor Pleages write parcel number on your check and enclose this porﬁioeg
'] O F}'O nt Street lnsta"ment 2 of 2 the bill with your payment. Make checks payable lo: Town of Exeter
Exeter NH 03833
Bill Number Biill Date Parcel Property Location Due Date | Dus This Bill
6199 11/16/2020 72-87 18 RIVER ST 12/28/2020 $1,461.72
[ ] Please See Change of Address on Back SOnEL e
$
5810 Remit To:
UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS INC " TOWN OF EXETER
i & LIBERTY LANE WEST PO BOX 9520
@ HAMPTON NH 03842 MANCHESTER NH 03108

70132052020L0000L19940000L4R1 722

000228



Town of Exeter
Tax Collector

10 Front Street
Exeter NH 03833
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PROPERZ¥: FAX BILL

Customer Cop

Keep this portion for your records

Owner(s) Property Location
UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS INC 33 GILMAN LN
Parcel Tax Year| Bill Date | Bill Number | Bill Due Date | P2 =
72-88 2020 |11/16/2020 6200 12/28/2020 8% 12/28/2020
Siate School Tax Loeal School Tax Town Tax __County Tax Total Tax Rate
15.670 5.810 0.%820 22.500
Valuations
éiﬁdmgs 134’403 Total Gross Tax $3,024.00
- Less Veteran(s) Credit(s) $0.00
Less Payments -51,430.69
Plus Interest 50.00
Exempflions
Total Exemptions 0
Taxable Valustion Total Due This Bill
Net 134,400 $1,593.31
{Fg;e@ m ;ax&s due. interest shown as of current bill due date. Piease calt Total previous unpaid taxes due
Year | Tax Balance ! Interest as of current bill due date.
$0.00

IMPORTANT TAXPAYER INFORMATION IS LOCATED ON BACK OF BILL. PAYMENT MAY BE MADE IN
PERSON, LEFT IN BLACK DROFPBOX AT TOWN OFFICE (CHECKS ONLY), BY MAIL, OR ONLINE AT
https://selfservice.exeternh.gov/MSS. WE ACCEPT eCHECKS, MASTERCARD, VISA,
DISCOVER, AND DEBIT CARDS ONLINE - FEES APPLY. CALL 773-6108 FOR PAYMENT QUESTIONS.

2020

Instaliment 2 of 2

Town of Exeter
Tax Collector

10 Front Street
Exeter NH 03833

PROPERTY TAX BILL

Remit Copy

Please writs parcel numbsar an your check and enclose this portion of
the bill with your payment. Make checks payable to: Tawn of Exeter

Bill Number Bill Date Parcel Property Location Due Date Due This Bill
6200 11/16/2020 72-88 33 GILMAN LN 12/28/2020 $1,593.31
[[] Please See Change of Address on Back Amount Enclosed
$
E810 Remit To:
UNI'E‘IE 'EleRG.Y S;YSTEMS INC s TOWN OF EXETER
6 LIBERTY LANE WEST PO BOX 9520

EAMPTON NH 03842

MANCHESTER NH 03108

70132042020L0000L20000000L5593318

000229
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Town of Exeter 2020 PROPERF¥SFAX BILL
Tax Collector oo i r?usf.tome:rg.:g!os
ee 1S paoruion 1or you
10 Front Street Installment 2 of 2 3 y
Exeter NH 03833
Dwner(s) i4s e : Property Location
UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS INC 0 CHARTER ST
Parcel | Tax Year| Bill Date | Bill Number | Bill Due Date . Ingg;’d; axes Are vsu,l,:ﬁz;wé sif%:e'r'
73-54 2020 |11/16/2020 6196 12/28/2020 8% 12/28/2020
State School Tax Local School Tax . Town Tax County Tax | Total Tax Rate
15.670 5.910 0.920 22.500
Valuations '
Land 167,200
o r Total Gross Tax £3,762.00
Burldings 0 Less Veteran(s) Credit(s) $0.00
Less Payments -$1,779.84
Plus Interest $0.00
Exemptions
Total Exemptions 0
Taxable Valuation L Total Due This Bill
Net 167,200 $1,982.16
ge;g’?ﬁuaﬁffmtiaxes duz. Inferest shown as of current bill dus date. Please call Total previous unpaid taxes due
Year | Tax Balance ! Interest as of current bill due date.
50.00

IMPORTANT TAXPAYER INFORMATION IS LOCATED ON BACK OF BILL. PAYMENT MAY BE MADE IN
PERSON, LEFT IN BLACK DROPBOX AT TOWN OFFICE (CHECKS ONLY), BY MAIL, OR ONLINE AT
hitps:/selfservice.exeternh.qov/MSS. WE ACCEPT eCHECKS, MASTERCARD, VISA,
DISCOVER, AND DEBIT CARDS ONLINE - FEES APPLY. CALL 773-6108 FOR PAYMENT QUESTIONS.

Town of Exeter 2020 PROPERTY TAX BILL
Tax Collector ‘ Remit Copy

Please write parcel number on your check and enclo_se this porticn of
1 0 FI’On’{ Stl’ee’[ Installment 2 of 2 the bill with your payment. Mzke checks payable fo: Town of Exeter

Exeter NH 03833

Bill Date Parcel Property Location Due Date Due This Bill
11/16/2020 73-54 0 CHARTER ST 12/28/2020 $1,982.16
D Please See Change of Address on Back Amount Emsed
$
5310 Remit To:
UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS INC 7 TOWN OF EXETER
- & LIBERT Y_ LANE WEST PO BOX 9520
8 savPTON Nm 03842 MANCHESTER NH 03108

701320582020L0000LL96000001982164

000230
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Town of Exeter 9 PROPERFY¥ FAX BILL
Tax Collector 020 _ Customer Co%y
10 Front Street Installment 2 of 2 Keep this portion for your records
Exeter NH 03833

Owner(s) " Property Location
UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS TNC 38-R HAMPTON RD
SN TR T T AN o Unpaid Taxes Are Subject to
Pai Tax Year| BillDate | Bill Number BillDueDate:-—F————— ——
rce! X Year| e ) BiENImber ; e, ey
87-7 2020 [11/16/2020 6198 12/28/2020 8% 12/28/2020
State School Tax _ Local Schoo! Tax | Town Tax CountyTax | Total Tax Rate
15.670 5.910 0.920 22.500
Valuaticns
gigfdincs 11, 008 Total Gross Tax _ $247.50
- Less Veteran(s) Credit(s) $0.00
Less Payments -$117.10
Plus Interest $0.00
Exemptions
Total Exemptions |
Taxable Yaluation Vad Total Due This Bill
Net 11,000 $130.40
. L :
;iggyﬁum nﬁxes due. Inferest shown as of current bifl due date. Pleass call Total previous unpaid taxes due
Year | Tax Balance o Interest as of current bill due date.
$0.00

IMPORTANT TAXPAYER INFORMATION IS LOCATED ON BACK OF BILL. PAYMENT MAY BE MADE IN
PERSON, LEFT IN BLACK DROPBOX AT TOWN OFFICE (CHECKS ONLY), BY MAIL, OR ONLINE AT
hitps://seliservice.exeternh.gov/MSS. WE ACCEPT eCHECKS, MASTERCARD, VISA,
DISCOVER, AND DEBIT CARDS ONLINE - FEES APPLY. CALL 773-6108 FOR PAYMENT QUESTIONS.

Town of Exeter 2020 PROPERTY TAX BILL

Tax Collector o Remit Copy
ease write parcel number on your check and enclose this portion of
1 O Front Street Installment 20f2 the bill with your payment. Make checks payable 1o: Town of Exeter
Exeter NH 03833
Bill Number | EillDate Parcel Property Location Due Date Due This Bill
6198 11/16/2020 87-7 38-R HAMPTON RD 12/28/2020 $130.40
D Please See Change of Address on Back Amount Enclosed
S
5810 Remit To:
UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS INC i TOWN OF EXETER
. 6 LIBERTY LAE}E WEST PO BOX 9520
% HAMPTON NH 03842 MANCHESTER NH 03108

?01320&8202060000L194L00000130401

000231
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Town of Exeter 2019 PROPER®YT'AX BILL
Tax Collector P Customer Co%y
10 Front Street Installment 2 of 2 eep this portion for your records
Exeter NH 03833
_Owner(s) B ) Property Location
UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS INC 30 ENERGY WAY
Parcel |TaxYear| Bill Date | Bill Number | Bill Due Date - |nlf:;§::;ram A"’i‘%ﬁ%:’mr
46-3 2019 |11/8/2019 2434 12/9/2019 8% 12/9/2019
‘State School Tax |  Local School Tax Town Tax County Tax Total Tax Rate
1.98 14.64 5.71 0.94 23.27
Valuations
Land 386,700
b ¢ Total Gross Tax $8,998.51
Buildings . Less Veteran(s) Credit(s) $0.00
Less Payments -$4,350.50
7 Plus Interest $0.00
Exemptions
Total Exemptions 0
; Taxable Valuation Total Due This Bill
Net 386,700 $4,648.01
gri_e\éi%%s;‘f uann[:glci!nttaxes dge. Interest shown as of current bill due date: Please call Total previous unpaid taxes due
Year | Tax Balance [ Interest as of current bill due date.
$0.00

IMPORTANT TAXPAYER INFORMATION IS LOCATED ON BACK OF BILL. PAYMENT MAY BE MADE IN
PERSON, BY MAIL, OR ONLINE AT WWW.EXETERNH.GOV. WE ACCEPT MASTERCARD, VISA,
DISCOVER, AND DEBIT CARDS IN PERSON AND ONLINE - FEES APPLY.

Town of Exeter 2019 PROPERTY TAX BILL

Tax Collector —_— Remit Copy
ease write parcel number on your check and enclose this portion of
1 O Front Street Installment 2 of 2 the bill with your payment. Make checks payable to: Town of Exeter
Exeter NH 03833
Bill Number Bill Date Parcel Property Location Due Date Due This Bill
2434 11/8/2019 46-3 30 ENERGY WAY 12/9/2019 $4,648.01
[] Please See Change of Address on Back Amount Enclosed
$
5782 Remit To:
UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS INC L TOWN OF EXETER
i 6 LIBERTY LANE WEST PO BOX 9520
B8  naweron ww 03842 MANCHESTER NH 03108

?0132082019800002434900004648010

000232



Town of Exeter
Tax Collector

10 Front Street
Exeter NH 03833
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Docket DE 21-030

“BROPERTVTAX BILL

Customer Cop
Keep this portion for your records

_Owner(s)

Property Location

UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS INC

159 PORTSMOUTH AVE

ol oo e s Unpaid Taxes Are Subject to
Paregl VT_ax Year| Bill Date | Bill Number | Bill Due 9@';9 Titereetat = | = Iribrest At
51-11 2019 | 11/8/2019 6047 12/9/2019 8% 12/9/2019
State School Tax _ Local School Tax TownTax | CountyTax | Total Tax Rate

14.64 5.71 0.94 21.29
Valuations
Land 36,700
e f Total Gross Tax $355,611.13
St 15,666,500 Less Veteran(s) Credit(s) $0.00
Less Payments -$184,937.66
Plus Interest $0.00
Exemptions
Total Exemptions 0
Taxable Valuation Total Due This Bill
Net 16,703,200 $170,673.47

Previous unpaid taxes due. Interest shown as of current bill due date. Please call

Total previous unpaid taxes due

for payoft amount.
Year |

Tax Balance | .-,,»te,efs, _as of current bill due date.

$0.00

IMPORTANT TAXPAYER INFORMATION IS LOCATED ON BACK OF BILL. PAYMENT MAY BE MADE IN
PERSON, BY MAIL, OR ONLINE AT WWW.EXETERNH.GOV. WE ACCEPT MASTERCARD, VISA,
DISCOVER, AND DEBIT CARDS IN PERSON AND ONLINE - FEES APPLY.

PROPERTY TAX BILL
Remit Copy

Please write parcel number on your check and enclose this portion of
the bill with your payment. Malke checks payable to: Town of Exeter

Town of Exeter

Tax Collector 2019

10 Front Street Installment 2 of 2
Exeter NH 03833

Bill Number Bill Date Parcel Property Location Due Date Due This Bill
6047 11/8/2019 51-11 159 PORTSMOUTH AVE 12/9/2019| $170,673.47
|:| Please See Change of Address on Back Amount Enclosed
$
5782 Remit To:
UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS INC L TOWN OF EXETER
6 LIBERTY LANE WEST PO BOX 9520

HAMPTON NH 03842

MANCHESTER NH 03108

70132082019400006047500170L73479

000233
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Energy TS 2-4 Attachment
PROPERI¥ TAX BILL

Customer Cop
Keep this portion for your records

Town of Exeter
Tax Collector

10 Front Street
Exeter NH 03833

2019

Installment 2 of 2

Wit ___Owner(s) y Property Location
UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS INC 18 RIVER ST
Parcel [Tax Year| BillDate | Bill Number | Bill Due Date -——Tlt"e'—:-zﬂ‘:;mes A’°§;§£:§: ‘;\’fm -
72-87 2019 |11/8/2019 6048 12/9/2019 8% 12/9/2019
State School Tax Local School Tax Town Tax County Tax ~ Total Tax Rate
14.64 5.71 0.94 21.29
Valuations
Land 123,300
e ’ Total Gross Tax $2,625.06
Epblaings . Less Veteran(s) Credit(s) $0.00
Less Payments -$1,136.23
Plus Interest $0.00
Exemptions
Total Exemptions 0
Taxable Valuation Total Due This Bill
Net 123,300 $1,488.83
grre;iac;%sﬁ Lgumpgi‘?nttaxes due. Interest shown as of current bill due date. Please call Total previous unpaid taxes due
Year | Tax Balance | Interest as of current bill due date.
$0.00

IMPORTANT TAXPAYER INFORMATION IS LOCATED ON BACK OF BILL. PAYMENT MAY BE MADE IN
PERSON, BY MAIL, OR ONLINE AT WWW.EXETERNH.GOV. WE ACCEPT MASTERCARD, VISA,
DISCOVER, AND DEBIT CARDS IN PERSON AND ONLINE - FEES APPLY.

2019

Installment 2 of 2

PROPERTY TAX BILL
Remit Copy

Please write parcel number on your check and enclose this portion of
the bill with your payment. Make checks payable to: Town of Exeter

Town of Exeter
Tax Collector

10 Front Street
Exeter NH 03833

Bill Number Bill Date Parcel Property Location Due Date Due This Bill
6048 11/8/2019 72-87 18 RIVER ST 12/9/2019 $1,488.83
[:l Please See Change of Address on Back Amount Enclosed
$
5782 Remit To:
UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS INC 7 TOWN OF EXETER
6 LIBERTY LANE WEST PO BOX 9520

e
%E HAMPTON NH 03842

MANCHESTER NH 03108

?0132082019480000L04A3000014A8832

000234



Town of Exeter
Tax Collector

10 Front Street
Exeter NH 03833

20
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Installment 2 of 2
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Docket DE 21-030

“BROPERTY TAX BILL

Customer Cop
Keep this portion for your records

. ____ Owner(s) P _Property Location =~
UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS INC 33 GILMAN LN
Parcel |Tax Year| Bill Date | Bill Number | Bill Due Date | ] ng:g:;@xes A'—ef:-%‘:—g-:%g’ﬂer
72-88 2019 |11/8/2019 6049 12/9/2019 8% 12/9/2019
State School Tax Local School Tax Town Tax County Tax Total Tax Rate
14.64 5.71 0.94 21.29
Valuations Ze ol
Land 134,400
o ’ Total Gross Tax $2,861.38
SR Letings g Less Veteran(s) Credit(s) "7$0.00
Less Payments -$1,360.96
Plus Interest $0.00
Exemptions
Total Exemptions 0
Taxable Valuation Total Due This Bill
Net 134,400 $1,500.42
%}e;gté?ft;%{?nttaxes due. Interest shown as of current bill due date. Please call Total previous unpal d taxes due
Year | Tax Balance | Interest ‘as of current bill due date.
$0.00

IMPORTANT TAXPAYER INFORMATION IS LOCATED ON BACK OF BILL. PAYMENT MAY BE MADE IN
PERSON, BY MAIL, OR ONLINE AT WWW.EXETERNH.GOV. WE ACCEPT MASTERCARD, VISA,
DISCOVER, AND DEBIT CARDS IN PERSON AND ONLINE - FEES APPLY.

Town of Exeter
Tax Collector

10 Front Street
Exeter NH 03833

2019

Instaliment 2 of 2

PROPERTY TAX BILL
Remit Copy

Please write parcel number on your check and enclose this portion of

the bill with your payment. Make checks payable to: Town of Exeter

Bill Number Bill Date Parcel Property Location Due Date Due This Bill
6049 11/8/2019 72-88 33 GILMAN LN 12/9/2019 $1,500.42
D Please See Change of Address on Back Amount Enclosed
$
5782 Remit To:
UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS INC ke TOWN OF EXETER
6 LIBERTY LANE WEST PO BOX 9520

HAMPTON NH 03842

MANCHESTER NH 03108

?013208201980000L049100001500420

000235
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Town of Exeter 2019 “BROPERTV FAX BILL

Tax Collector o (_:usftomer Co%y
10 Front Street Installment 2 of 2 eep this portion for your records
Exeter NH 03833
15 20 ___ Owner(s) ______ Property Location
UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS INC . 0 CHARTER ST
Parcel  |TaxYear| BillDate | Bill Number | Bill Due Date m:’e';::?a ;‘a’“’s A’eﬁ“::’;:: ﬁ.’w
73-54 2019 |11/8/2019 6046 12/9/2019 8% 12/9/2019
State School Tax Local School Tax TownTax | CountyTax | Total Tax Rate
14.64 5.71 0.94 21.29
Valuations
Land 167,200
T 4 Total Gross Tax $3,559.69
B LA g ¢ Less Veteran(s) Credit(s) "780.00
Less Payments -$1,709.99
Plus Interest $0.00
Exemptions
Total Exemptions 0
~ Taxable Valuation Total Due This Bill
Net 167,200 $1,849.70
erepvg%s;f u;ggiﬂ“?xes-due. Interest shown as of current bill due date. Please call Total prewous ynpai d Tnes dia
Year | Tax Balance | Interest as of current bill due date.
$0.00

IMPORTANT TAXPAYER INFORMATION IS LOCATED ON BACK OF BILL. PAYMENT MAY BE MADE IN
PERSON, BY MAIL, OR ONLINE AT WWW.EXETERNH.GOV. WE ACCEPT MASTERCARD, VISA,
DISCOVER, AND DEBIT CARDS IN PERSON AND ONLINE - FEES APPLY.

Town of Exeter 2019 PROPERTY TAX BILL

Tax Collector I Remit Copy
lease write parcel number on your check and enclose this portion of
1 0 Fron‘t Street Instaliment 2 of 2 the bill with your payment. Make checks payable to: Town of Exeter
Exeter NH 03833
Bill Number Bill Date Parcel Property Location Due Date Due This Bill
6046 11/8/2019 73-54 0 CHARTER ST 12/9/2019 $1,849.70
D Please See Change of Address on Back Amount Enclosed
$
5782 Remit To:
UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS INC . TOWN OF EXETER
it 6 LIBERTY LANE WEST PO BOX 9520
B saverow wm 03842 MANCHESTER NH 03108

7013208201940000L04L70000184970c

000236



Town of

Exeter

Tax Collector
10 Front Street
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Docket DE 21-030

Ener

TS 2-4 Attachment 3

PROPERF¥JAX BILL

Customer Cop
Keep this portion for your records

Exeter NH 03833
+ Owner(s) Property Location
UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS INC 38-R HAMPTON RD
TRl EE R I v Ty e P = Unpaid Taxes Are Subject to
 Parcel Tak Year Bill Date | Bill Number | Bill Due Date —— T IRtGrast Ao
87-17 2019 |11/8/2019 6050 12/9/2019 8% 12/9/2019
~ State School Tax Local School Tax Town Tax County Tax Total Tax Rate
14.64 5.71 0.94 21.29
Valuations
Land 11,000
g g Total Gross Tax $234.19
ElkbLe g ) Less Veteran(s) Credit(s) $0.00
Less Payments -$111.74
Plus Interest $0.00
Exemptions
Total Exemptions 0
Taxable Valuation Total Due This Bill
Net 11,000 $122.45
flga;i&%sﬁ uanmpglé:ln%axes due. Interest shown as of current bill due date. Please call’ Total previous unpaid taxes due
Year | Tax Balance | Interest as of current bill due date.
$0.00

IMPORTANT TAXPAYER INFORMATION IS LOCATED ON BACK OF BILL. PAYMENT MAY BE MADE IN
PERSON, BY MAIL, OR ONLINE AT WWW.EXETERNH.GOV. WE ACCEPT MASTERCARD, VISA,
DISCOVER, AND DEBIT CARDS IN PERSON AND ONLINE - FEES APPLY.

Town of Exeter 2019 PROPERTY TAX BILL
Tax Collector , Remit Copy
Please write parcel number on your check and enclose this portion of
10 Front Street Instaliment 2 of 2  the bill with your payment. Make checks payable to: Town of Exeter
Exeter NH 03833
Bill Number Bill Date Parcel Property Location Due Date Due This Bill
6050 11/8/2019 87-7 38-R HAMPTON RD 12/9/2019 $122.45
[:] Please See Change of Address on Back Amount Enclosed
$
5782 Remit To:
UNITIL ENERGY SYSTEMS INC 7 TOWN OF EXETER
6 LIBERTY LANE WEST PO BOX 9520

HAMPTON NH 03842 MANCHESTER NH 03108

7013208201980000L050900000122457

000237
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Unitil Energy Systems, Inc.
Docket No. DE 21-030
DOE Data Requests — Tech Session Set 2

Date Request Received: 10/29/2021 Date of Response: 11/10/2021
Request No. Energy TS 2-4 Witness: C. Goulding / D. Nawazelski
REQUEST:

Reference DOE 6-32 and Goulding/Nawazelski Testimony, Schedule RevReq-3-19 at
Bates 177: Please clarify and delineate the apparent discrepancies between the
property tax amounts for the Kensington and Exeter properties provided in the
Company’s response and the amounts represented in Schedule RevReg-3-19, lines 15,
16, 23, 37, and 38.

RESPONSE:

In response to DOE 6-32, the Company inadvertently included the total amount of the
property tax bill for Kensington for 2019 and 2020 and not the taxes related to the
Kensington facility only. The property tax bills for the Kensington facility only for 2019 and
2020 was $17,840 and $18,895. The Company has provided a revised response to DOE 6-
32 addressing this revision.

Please refer to Energy TS 2-4 Attachment 1 for a reconciliation of the 2020 property tax bills
from the towns of Kensington and Exeter to the amounts included on Schedule RevReg-3-
19, lines 15, 16, 23, 37, and 38. Also provided as Energy TS 2-4 Attachment 2 are the actual
property tax bills for Kensington to assist in the reconciliation.

The town of Kensington provides the Company two property tax invoices for the Company’s
property in Kensington. The second bill listed on page 1, line 2 of Energy TS 2-4 Attachment
1 includes the valuation associated with the Kensington building as well as the Utility
Property located in Kensington. The spilit of the bill has been provided on page 2 of Energy
TS 2-4 Attachment 1.

For the town of Exeter, as shown in Energy TS 2-4 Attachment 1, the Company has
included the two property tax bills on schedule RevReq-3-19, line 15 and line 16 as well
as an additional adjustment of $380,016 for the Exeter facility to increase the valuation
from the 2020 second bill property tax valuation of $613,300 to include the Exeter
facility net plant closed to plant in December 2020 of $15,517,171. The purpose of the
adjustment was to avoid a significant increase in the proforma property tax expense
increase once the property taxes on Schedule RevReq-3-19 were updated for the 2021
second property tax bills.

As stated in the Testimony, the amounts included on Schedule RevReq-3-19 will be
updated when the 2021 second bills are received which is expected in November 2021.

Page 1 of 1
000238
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Unitil Energy Systems, Inc.
Docket No. DE 21-030

DOE Data Requests — Tech Session Set 2

Date Request Received: 10/29/2021 Date of Response: 11/12/2021
Request No. Energy TS 2-10 Witness: John F. Closson
REQUEST:

Reference Testimony of John F. Closson, Exhibit JFC-2 at Bates 288, 290, 293, and
298-301. Please provide the possible locations and configurations considered by the
Company for the building additions and the rebuilding of the DOC under Options 2 and
3 at the Kensington site. What would prevent the possible expansion of the footprint for
the Kensington facility toward the northerly side of the property?

RESPONSE:

Due to risks associated with redeveloping the Kensington facility at the 114 Drinkwater
Road location the Company did not incur costs for designers to develop drawings and
site plans for alternate configurations. The risks for Options 2 and 3 are listed in the
Decision Document, Exhibit JFC-2 at Bates 000290. The Company did engage a
commercial construction subject matter expert, PROCON, Inc., to provide an opinion
and estimates for potential redevelopment options (see Bates 000292 - Kensington
Study). Expansion of the footprint towards the northerly side of the property would likely
have been inhibited due to the presence of wetlands and the proximity to the flood zone
noted on the northerly end of the property (see DOE 4-68 Attachment 2).
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Request No. Energy TS 2-12 Witness: John F. Closson
REQUEST:

Reference Exeter Facility Site Visit. During the Site Visit, and in the Testimony of John
Closson at Bates 273-277 generally, Unitil references several areas where the new
Exeter facility will give rise to efficiencies as compared to pre-Exeter/Kensington
operations.

a. Please summarize these efficiencies, including the timing of when such
efficiencies will be experienced, and indicate if such efficiencies are O&M
expense related, capital related, or other.

b. Please quantify these efficiencies (expressed in dollar amounts) to the
extent possible.

c. Please indicate how, if at all, any of these efficiencies are reflected in the
rates proposed in this case.

d. Please indicate any other means by which these efficiencies are, or will
be, reflected in Unitil’s rates.

RESPONSE:
a. A summary of the efficiencies discussed during the Exeter Facility site visit include;

i. The Electrical Engineering, Substation Operations/Engineering, and Central
Electric Dispatch staffs are located together in the same facility as the
Company’s Seacoast Electric Operations team to more efficiently support
routine operations activities and when troubles occur on Unitil's electric
system. These groups were formerly housed at three different New
Hampshire locations - Hampton, Portsmouth, and Kensington respectively.
This efficiency is operational and may benefit capital or O&M expense work
depending on the scenario.

ii. The ability to stage a greater number of emergency response contract Line
and Tree crews at the Exeter facility will h reduce reliance on staging sites
and third party facilities to manage restoration efforts. Any efficiencies
related to storm restoration may benefit capital or O&M expense work.

iii. The availability of a vehicle cleaning bay onsite at Exeter will reduce time
away from planned work for the Electric Operations and Metering staff.
Costs associated with “unproductive time” are captured as O&M expense.

iv. A Prometrics compliant testing and training room located at the Exeter

Page 1 of 2
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building allows for less down time for Gas workers that need to complete
their required certifications. Furthermore, because Gas workers are not
reporting to a Prometrics compliant testing center managed by a third party
there is more flexibility changing which employees report for testing (i.e.,
employees scheduled for training/testing can be swapped out as operational
needs dictate last minute).

b. The Company does not believe that it is possible to accurately quantify these
efficiencies in dollar amounts.

c. Please see the Company’s response to subpart b.

d. Please see the Company’s response to subpart b.

Page 2 of 2
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Request No. Staff 1-2 Witness: Jacob Dusling

Request:

Reference Company Least Cost Integrated Resource Plan at Page 18-19 of 590,
describing the Concord Downtown Conversion project as necessary to accommodate
unforeseen customer load additions in the downtown area. Please provide a narrative
describing the unforeseen load additions and whether that load actually materialized.
Please also provide any supporting documentation that is available relating to the load
increases.

Response:

The below table details the unforeseen customer additions and the current status of
each of these load additions. At this time the Company cannot confirm if the expected
load increase for the locations in service has materialized. These loads were placed in
service after typical peak load times and many of the locations are not fully occupied.

Page 1 of 2
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Date of Response: June 4, 2020

Witness: Jacob Dusling

Expected
Location Load (kVA) | Current Status of Project
16-18 South Main Street 250 In-Service
Concord Theatre
20 South Main Street 500 Planned In-Service Late 2021/Early
Restaurants and Luxury Apartments 2022
5-7 Pleasant Street 800 In-Service
Apartments
32-34 South Main Street
Retail, Restaurants, Apartments 1000 Cancelled
97 Storrs Street
Retail and Luxury Apartments 500 On Hold
80 Storrs Street Company currently working with
500
Restaurants development of plan to serve
34-42 North Main Street Company currently working with
. 300
Phoenix Hall development of plan to serve
76-82 North Main Street 280 In-Service
Bank, Restaurant, Offices and Apartments
1 Eaglg Square 300 Under construction
Offices
Dubois Ave South Side Lot . .
7 Story Mixed Use Building 700 Proposed plans received by City
8-14 Dixon Ave 200 | On Hold
Retail
120-146 North Main Street .
Mixed Used 300 | On-going

In addition to projects listed above there are three other projects that Unitil has been
made aware of that are expected to be placed in-service within the next five to eight
years. These projects are expected to total approximately 1,000kVA of additional load

in the area.
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1. Executive Summary

This study is an evaluation of the Unitil Energy Systems-Capital (UES-Capital) electric system in the
vicinity of downtown Concord. This study was performed separate from the annual distribution
planning study, because these additional loads were brought to Unitil’s attention after the annual
analysis was complete.

The purpose of this study is to identify system constraints due to unanticipated customer load
additions that are expected to be in service by the end of spring, 2020. In addition, this study details
project options and proposes system improvement projects to resolve the identified planning
violations. This study covers examines the known, expected loading within the five year period from
2019 to 2023.

The following system improvements are recommended as detailed in section 6:

Combine circuits 1H6 and the underground portion of 1H1

Convert combined circuits to 15kV construction

Transfer circuit 3H3 to 7X1

Install a new 34.5kV/13.8kV transformer at the Gulf St S/S

Install two new 13.8kV circuit positions at Gulf St

Populate one circuit position to supply the converted 1H6 and 1H1 as a new circuit, “3W4”

o bwnE

The following table is a comparison of capacity versus expected load in 2019.

Total
Present Expected load
Peak Present available Additional % Load over after

Load Capacity Load Avail. Capacity | Addition
172 4698 3492 4750 115% 9448
1H1 2453 775 2950 167% 5403
1H6 1110 1196 1800 126% 2910

2. Study Focus

This study is an extension of the UES-Capital 2019-2023 distribution planning process. It is an area
review of the downtown Concord area that is being performed due to the identification of additional
customer growth that was not known when the analysis for the 2019-2023 planning process was
completed.

This study is primarily focused on the planned load expected to require service by the spring of 2020.
The first objective of this study is to identify the system constraints that do not meet planning criteria.
The second objective is to develop options and recommendations to serve the downtown Concord
area over the next five years. The final objective is to effectively develop an improvement plan that
will accommodate the immediate load increases, as well as enable future system load growth. The
projects proposed are based upon economy, reliability, and potential for future development.

This study does not attempt to identify or address all loading and/or voltage concerns throughout the
entire downtown Concord area; however some of the recommendations within this report will provide
added benefit to the overall distribution system in this area.
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3. Area Description

For the purposes of this study, the UES-Capital downtown Concord area is comprised of the power
transformer and distribution circuit positions at Bridge Street, Gulf Street, Storrs Street and
Montgomery Street substations (S/S) and the distribution circuits they supply.

The subtransmission system was not reviewed in detail as part of this study. The anticipated load
increase is not anticipated to cause subtransmission planning violations. Alternatives were reviewed
to determine if subtransmission upgrades could be required for any of the options to address
distribution constraints.

Load projections within this report are based on the 2019-2023 five year distribution load forecasts
that were developed as part of the 2019-2023 distribution planning process. Additional details
regarding the load projections can be found in the UES Capital 2019-2023 Distribution Planning
Study.

The 2019 and 2023 projections were increased based upon that anticipated customer load additions.
The estimated load is approximately 4.75MW, split up between 1H1 and 1H6. The projected annual
load can be found in Appendix A.

4. Analysis and Findings

This section details the results from a detailed review of the UES-Capital Concord downtown Area.
It describes concerns associated with the distribution substation and mainline distribution equipment.
It does not attempt to identify all loading and voltage concerns throughout the area. Isolated
concerns, such as low voltage on a lateral that is not associated with the customer load addition will
be addressed under the UES-Capital Distribution Planning Study. The projections listed here are a
summation of potential new load and the load projected in the UES-Capital Distribution Planning
Study.

a. Distribution Substation Loading Concerns

Distribution substation elements which are expected to exceed their normal summer ratings are
listed in the table below.

PKr\(/)J;AG\CtEd Rating of Overloaded Elements
2019 Element | Rating rZ(t)i?]; Element | Rating r?i?l;
1T2 9448 Xfmr | 8186.4 | 115% - - -
1H1 5403 Trip 3225.6 | 168% | REG 3456 | 156%
1H6 2910 Trip 2304 | 126% | REG 3456 | 84%
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ir\ej;:cted Rating of Overloaded Elements
2019 Element | Rating :ﬁiﬂ; Element | Rating r(zﬁi?\g
172 9448 - - - - - .
1H1 5403 Wire | 3823.2 | 141% | Recloser | 4032 | 134%
1H6 2910 - - - - - -

b. Distribution Circuit Loading and Voltage Concerns

The following summarizes mainline distribution equipment which is expected to be loaded above
normal ratings during the study period. It also identifies the lowest voltage on the circuit.

0,
Element Projection | Rating rzﬁi?wg
1H1 336 AA 5403 3823 | 136%
1H6 | 336 AASP 2910 3226 | 90%
0
Element Projection | Rating r:;i(r)]g
1H1 | 1/0 AlUG 1159 1080 | 107%
1H6 2/0 ACSR 2748 2038 | 135%
Element Projection | Rating %.Of
rating
1H1 #2 AL UG 1159 828 | 140%
1H6 #2 Cu 2748 1728 | 159%
Lowest
Voltage
1H1 -
1H6 112.8Vv
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Other Concerns

The following additional concerns shall be considered when developing system improvement
options and evaluating alternatives

i. 1-93

The concord downtown area is in the close proximately of 1-93. The State of NH is currently
in the process of evaluating options for the widening of 1-93. The widening project has the
potential to impact Unitil infrastructure, including Bridge Street and Gulf Street substations.

ii. Downtown Underground

The downtown underground was built to have a primary (21W1P) and alternate (21W1A)
feed to allow one of the circuits to back the other one up completely. Due to load growth in
the area this is no longer the case. Depending on the fault location, portions of the downtown
underground need to be restored from overhead distribution circuits. The Capital Master Plan
details the future goal of returning the downtown underground to its original purpose.

iii. Space Constraints

Available land in the downtown Concord is very limited. Combined with the unknowns of
the 1-93 widening and the timeframe in which upgrades are required, finding locations for
new substation infrastructure will be extremely difficult.

Improvement Options

This section details improvement options that were considered to address the identified constraints
above.

5.1 Option 1 — Replace Gulf St. 3T2 with 34.5kV/13.8kV Transformer
5.2 Option 2 — Create a 13.8kV Transformer “Grid”

5.3 Option 3 — Upgrade the Bridge St. S/S or Build a New S/S

5.4 Option 4 — Add Transformation at the Iron Works S/S

5.5 Option 5 — Upgrade 21W1A and 21W1P

All projects detailed below address the identified constraints for the duration of the five-year planning
horizon.

5.1 Option 1 — Replace Gulf St. 3T2 with 34.5kV/13.8kV Transformer

The main portion of this plan is to install a new 13.8kV transformer, build two new circuit
positions, and run two 13.8kV circuits from the new transformer to connect one with 1H1 and the
other 1H6. Both of these 4kV circuits will be converted to 13.8kV. The following options are
proposed to eliminate one of the 4kV transformers at Gulf St.

Option 1A — Transfer 3H2

The first option is to transfer 3H2 to the Langdon S/S using 14H1. 14H1 will be extended for four
spans to tie in to 14H2 at a new location, removing load from 14H2. 14H2 will now close the tie
with 3H2 and assume its load. 3H2 will be removed from the Gulf St S/S. 3H3 will be transferred

from 3T2 to 3T1. 3T2 will be replaced with a new 13.8kV transformer.
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Option 1B — Transfer 3H3

The second option is to transfer 3H3 to Bow Junction S/S using 7X1. 3H3 will be connected to
new step down transformers at the junction of 3H3 and 7X1. 3H3 will be removed from Gulf St
S/S. An alternative is to convert 3H3 to 34.5kV and create a 34.5kV position at Gulf St, as well as
a tie with 7X1. The 3T2 transformer will be replaced with a 13.8kV transformer.

5.2 Option 2 — Create a 13.8kV Transformer “Grid”

The 374 and 34 corridor through Concord may allow enough space to create several new 34.5-
13.8 kV transformer locations. Instead of trying to rebuild an entire substation or trying to find
space to locate a new substation, several “substation-style” padmount transformers can be
installed along the 374/34 corridor. There are four locations where existing circuits extend out of
the transmission corridor to serve load in the city. This project would involve installing one
12,400 kVA transformer at each of these locations and converting the existing 4.16 kV
distribution infrastructure in the area to 13.8 kV operations. A one-line is located in Appendix A.
Bridge St can be used as a switching station.

Distribution upgrade information is located in the following table:

1H6 | 1H2 | 1H1
Transformers 33 25 29
Poles 57 30 27
Conversion (ft) | 6,300 | 9,300 | 7,000
Reconductor (ft) | 2,050 | 3,500 | 700

Benefits

New property rights would be minimal. This proposal can easily be done in pieces, as needed.
This proposal fits the timeline set forth by incoming load.

Constraints

There are many unknowns related to a newer type of project like this. 1-93 expansion is an
unknown at this time. Other constraints include the purchase of land and/or easement rights.

Open Questions

Would transmission poles need to be replaced? Can power transformers fit in the ROW? What
else would be needed to complete this project?

What would be needed for regulation? High-side regulation or should we consider low-side
regulators or LTCs?

Long-term Plan

This would ultimately accommodate the removal or conversion of the 4.16 kV portions of Bridge
Street, Gulf Street and West Concord substations and the conversion of all the 4.16 kV downtown
000249
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circuits to 13.8 kV operations. An alternative to converting these stations is to remove the
existing 4 KV infrastructure and install padmounted transformers.

5.3 Option 3 — Upgrade an existing S/S to 13.8 kV or Build a new 13.8kV S/S

Option 2 involves the conversion of an existing substation to 13.8 kV or constructing a new 34.5-
13.8 kV substation in the downtown area. . The following sections discuss various options where
the construction would take place.

This option sets the stage for converting/rebuilding all the substations (Gulf Street, Bridge Street
and West Concord) and distribution circuits in the downtown area to 13.8 kV.

Option 3A —Bridge Street S/S

Upgrade the 1T2, 1H1, 1H2, 1H1 portion of Bridge St S/S from 4kV to 13.8kV. The new
equipment ratings shall be set to accommodate the existing load, switching capabilities, and leave
room for growth. The peak amp load is expected to be 395A. Therefore, the transformer size will
need to be 12,400 kVA. To accommodate the rebuild of this portion of Bridge Street S/S circuits,
1H1, 1H2 and 1H6 will be converted to 13.8 kV operations.

Distribution upgrade information is located in the following table:

1H6 | 1H2 | 1H1
Transformers 33 25 29
Poles 70 30 27
Conversion (ft) | 8,600 | 9,500 | 7,000
Reconductor (ft) | 2,050 | 3,500 | 700

Benefits

No new substation locations would need to be found. The affected circuits would be immediately
targeted. Bridge St is an ideal location, being right in the middle of the north and south ends of
Concord. There are right-of-ways and easements established, eliminating the immediate need for
more land access. The three affected circuits are on one transformer, so only half of Bridge St
would need to be upgraded within the shorter timeframe.

Constraints
There may not be enough space in the current S/S footprint to upgrade. How to serve existing
load while upgrades are completed? Canthe 1T1, 1H3, 1H4, 1H5 remain until future load deems

upgrades are required? How do we back-up / install mobile for failure of 1T1 or new
transformer? 1-93 expansion is an unknown at this time.

Open Questions
Rights granted by easements or Rights of Way need to be investigated

Option 3B- Construct a New S/S
000250



54

55

Docket No. DE 21-030
Exhibit 22

Docket No. DE 21-030

Direct Testimony of Jay E. Dudley
Attachment JED-7

Page 10 of 32

DE 20-002
Staff 2-4 Attachment 1
Page 8 of 9

Due to space limitations at Bridge St, it may be preferable to find a new location for a substation.
Space for a new S/S in Concord is limited and would require purchase of land or rights. The S/S
would be built for 13.8kV and three circuits. The distribution equipment would need to be
upgraded to 13.8kV as well.

This option is not viable due to land space and timeframe.

Option 4 — Add Transformation at Iron Works S/S

Install a2nd 7.5/10.5 MVA, 34.5-13.8 kV transformer at Iron Works S/S, construct a fourth
circuit position and upgrade the existing circuit regulators at Iron Works S/S. 22W3 will be split
into two circuits and significant reconstruction of multiple distribution circuits will be required as
part of this project.

Distribution upgrade information is located in the following table:

1H6 | 1H2 | 1H1 | 22W1 | 22W2 | 3H1

Transformers 33 25 29 - - 34
Poles 57 30 27 - - 65
Conversion (ft) | 6,300 | 9,300 | 7,000 - - 6,800

Reconductor (ft) | 2,050 | 3,500 | 700 | 5,000 | 12,500 | 6,800

The combination of 22W1, 21W1P (OH portion), 1H2, and half of 1H1 will cause the new 22W1
circuit to be loaded at 10.5MW, which is the upper rating of the new transformer. The other three
circuits, 22W2 (and part of 7W4, 3H1, 1H6, and half of 1H1) and 22W3 will overload the
original transformer. The total loading at this location will be 22.3 MW. For these reasons, the
Ironworks option is not viable.

Option 5 — Upgrade 21W1P and 21W1A

Upgrading 21W1P and 21W1 and transferring additional load to the downtown underground was
considered as an option to address the identified constraints. The issue is that the purpose of the
downtown circuits is to back each other up. The max rating we can achieve in the existing
infrastructure is 300A per cable. There is already 200A on the underground circuits. The new and
transferred load will total about 400A. This would leave the circuits both fully loaded to their
rating, eliminating tie capability completely and leaving no room for growth. There are not spares
enough to run more circuits. The additional load would also require a new substation transformer
and a location for it, as well as a place to tie it in, but there are not enough empty conduits to
utilize another circuit configuration.

Selected Proposal Details

The selected proposal is a reduced version of option 1 (outlined in section 5.1.B), which is
converting part of the Gulf St S/S. The planned project will convert part of Gulf Stand re-
organize the leftover 4kV portion. Note that the second load transfer, option B, has been selected.
Therefore, 3H3 will be shifted to 7X1 with a set of step down transformers. 1H6 and half of 1H1
will be converted to 13.8kV and fed from a single new circuit at Gulf St.
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Distribution Plan:

1.

2.

oo

Install stepdown transformers on 7X1 and transfer 3H3 to 7X1. Consider adding a
recloser on the low side of the step down transformers.

Install stepdown transformers on 1H6 at the intersection of Pleasant St. and S. State St. in
the western direction on Pleasant St. This is due to a customer owned transformer on this
lateral.

Rebuild 1H6 from P.13 S. Main St. to P.4 Warren St. to 15kV insulation and 336 AAC
conductor. The portion from P.13 S. Main St. to P.1 N. State St. must be completed by
summer 2019 to meet loading and voltage requirements. It will remain 4kV until the
substation work is complete.

Transfer a portion of 1H1 from P.13 S. Main St. to P.3 Storrs St. onto the new 13.8kV
circuit (designation to be determined). This section of 1H1 is already built to 15kV
standards.

Replace all affected distribution transformers with dual 4.16kV/13.8kV transformers.
Extend 3H1 and 3H2 from where they currently exist to the new 4kV circuit positions in
the new 3T1 position.

Build a new tie between 3H1 and 3H2 right outside the substation or in the substation.
The existing tie between 3H3 and 3H2 will remain.

Develop a plan to allow for conductor isolation in the underground portion of the new
circuit.

Substation Plan:

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Move 3T1 to the 3T2 position, removing 3T2.

Build a new 4kV position and re-tool the current 3H3 position. The circuits located on
these two positions will be 3H1 and 3H2. The existing circuit, 3H3, will be transferred to
7X1.

Install new breaker/reclosers and regulators in the new 3H1 and 3H2 positions.

Purchase and install a new 34.5kV/13.8KkV transformer, to be located in the existing 3T1
position.

Build one new 13.8kV bus and two new 13.8kV circuit positions with new
breaker/reclosers and regulators.

The existing maintenance project of replacing all 34.5kV pin and cap insulators,
substation fence, and a new recloser for 3H3 will be encompassed in this project.

Right of Way Plan:

15.

16.

17.

Build one new 13.8kV circuit from a new 13.8kV position at Gulf St S/S to the crossover
to Theatre St.

Cutover 1H6 to the new circuit (this includes the portion of 1H1 being transferred as
well).

Build a new tie between the remnant of 1H6 (it will only go from Bridge St S/S to the
crossover location) and 3H1.

10f 32
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Request No. Staff 2-4 Witness: Jacob Dusling
Request:

Reference Company Response to Staff 1-2 describing 5,630kVA expected load
associated with customer additions necessitating the Concord Downtown Conversion
project, including 1,700 kWA of expected load which has been cancelled or is on hold.

a. Please provide an update on the status of the Concord Downtown Conversion as of
June 2020.

b. Please provide any planning documents associated with the Downtown Conversion
project (business cases, solutions selection forms, etc.)

c. Please describe how the 1,700 kVA of expected load that has been cancelled or
placed on hold impacts the need for the Concord Downtown Conversion.

d. Please provide a narrative describing the 1,000kVA project which has been
cancelled.

e. Please provide the annual peak loading in the area associated with the Concord
Downtown Conversion for each of the past five years.

f. Please provide the hourly loading in the area associated with the Concord Downtown
Conversion on the peak day during 2019.

Response:

a. As of June 15, 2020, the Concord Downtown Conversion is essentially complete.
The expansion to Gulf Street substation is in service and all conversion from 4.16kV
to 13.8kV operation is complete. Some minor cleanup work remains (switching to
place circuits into their new normal configurations, final signage and equipment
labelling, etc.) and is expected to be complete by the end of the June.

b. Uniti's Concord Downtown Area Study is attached as Staff 2-4 Attachment 1.

c. This would have reduced the anticipated loading on substation equipment as
follows:

- 1T2 transformer to approximately 95% of normal instead of 115%
- 1H1 Circuit Position to approximately 136% of normal instead of 167%
- 1H6 Circuit Position to approximately 96% of normal instead of 126%

Page 1 of 3
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Additionally, many of the distribution loading and voltage violations are expected to
remain, but be less severe without the load that was cancelled or placed on hold

d. 32-34 South Main Street in Concord’s Central Business District and was acquired
from the State of NH by the City for the purposes of economic development. The
City desires to sell the property to a private developer for redevelopment in order to
expand the City’s tax base, job base, housing base, and overall economic vitality.

In January of 2018, the City entered into a Purchase and Sales / Development
Agreement with The Dolben Company to develop a 180,000SF, $30M mixed use
building featuring 125 apartments, an internal parking garage and 5,000 SF
restaurant at 32-34 South Main Street.

Unitil worked with the City and Dolben to develop a plan to relocate aerial utilities
underground to support development of 32-34 South Main Street, as well as abutting
properties affected by the development.

As the Dolben Company conducted its due diligence and prepared development
permitting applications, it was determined that additional financial support would be
required from the City, in an amount of upwards of $3.5 million, to make the
developer’s project economically viable.

In August of 2019, the City Council voted to not amend its Purchase and Sales /
Development Agreement with The Dolben Company to provide the additional
financial support for the developer’s project. Consequently, The Dolben Company
subsequently terminated the Purchase and Sales / Development Agreement and
withdrew from the project.

The City continues to actively market the property. However, the onset of the
COVID 19 “Coronavirus” Pandemic — and associated economic challenges related
thereto, has complicated efforts to find a suitable partner for development of the
property.

e. The table below displays the historical summer peak loading of the Concord
Downtown area as defined in the attached study. Combined loading is provided for
circuits 21W1A and 21W1P, because these are underground circuits that are
designed to back one another up for an underground fault.
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Received: June 11, 2020
Request No. Staff 2-4

Date of Response: June 22, 2020

Witness: Jacob Dusling

Load (kVA) / % or Normal Ratin
2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
1T1 Transformer 3868/ | 4,032/ no data 4,266/ 3,055/
47.2% | 49.2% 51.2% | 37.3%
Circuit 1H3 1,505/ | 1,578/ | 1,618/ | 1,518/ | 1,429/
64.3% | 67.4% | 64.8% | 64.8% | 61.0%
Circuit 1H4 | no data 4958802 no data | no data 2%2?02
Circuit 1H5 1,536/ | 1,573/ | 1,625/ | 1,669/ | 1,189/
51.4% | 52.6% | 51.0% | 55.8% | 39.8%
1T2 Transformer 4323/ | 4,150/ | 4,266/ | 4,611/ | 3,747/
52.8% | 50.7% | 52.1% | 56.3% | 45.7%
Circuit 1H1 2,435/ no data 2,306/ | 2,407/ | 2,024/
81.6% 77.2% | 80.6% | 67.8%
Circuit 1H2 1,153/ | 1,038/ | 1,009/ | 1,326/ 922/
49.2% | 44.3% | 43.1% | 56.6% | 39.4%
o 1,110/ 1,052/ | 1,196/ 893/
Circuit 116 | 57 5, | N0 data | 3559, | 40.1% | 29.9%
3T1 Transformer 3,094/ | 3,267/ | 2,959/ | 3,266/ | 2,613/
61.1% | 64.6% | 58.5% | 64.5% | 51.6%
Circuit 3H1 1,815/ | 1,830/ | 1,701/ | 1,816/ | 1,499/
81.1% | 64.6% | 76.0% | 81.1% | 66.9%
Circuit 3H2 1,254/ | 1,355/ | 1,239/ | 1,369/ | 1,023/
56.0% | 60.5% | 55.3% | 61.1% | 45.7%
stoTasomer | nosan | 10501 | 81 | S5l | ecn)
o 1,059 / 949 / 992/ 656 /
Circuit 3H3 | nodata | ji5o0 | 4059 | 42.4% | 28.0%
gg‘;’;ig‘(_‘gﬁmww 4,064/ | 4160/ | 4,240/ | 4112/ | 3,208/
103.0% | 105.5% | 107.5% | 104.3% | 83.6%
(Downtown Underground)

Hourly load data is not available for the Concord Downtown area, because Unitil
does not have SCADA telemetry information for the associated circuits.
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Received: July 9, 2020 Date of Response: August 4, 2020
Request No. Staff 3-4 Witness:John Bonazoli
Request:

Reference Response 2-4 and related attachments describing the Concord Downtown
Area Study

a. The Concord Downtown Area Study does not provide cost estimates for the
various alternatives considered. Please explain how the Company arrived at an
informed decision regarding the least-cost and best fitting solution for the need
without this information. If the Company used its engineering and procurement
expertise to approximate costs and determine which alternative provided the
best-fitting, least-cost solution for the need, possible replicate those estimates in
response to this request.

b. Please provide any other studies for projects considered outside the annual
distribution planning study process in the past five years and a brief narrative of
any projects the Company plans to consider through similar processes in the
next five years.

c. Similar to Question 3-2:

i. Please provide all of the load sheet data associated with the additional load in
Downtown Concord that was utilized to justify this project.

ii. Please provide all final load determinations that were utilized in the Circuit
Analysis, Windmil or otherwise, and the incremental contribution (kW, kVA,
amperage) this load had on Concord Downtown circuits.

Response:

a. Options 2 -5 listed in the Concord Downtown Area Study were presented to and
discussed among the engineering and operations departments and were not
selected as the recommended solution for the following reasons:

Option 2 - Create a 13.8kV Transformer “Grid”:

This option was outside of the Company’s distribution design practices
and it was determined the required land and/or easements could not be
acquired within the required timeline for the project. Additionally, it was
thought some of these transformers may need to be relocated again in the
near future due to the potential widening of Interstate highway 1-93.

Option 3 - Upgrade or replace Bridge St. substation:

Page 1 of 3
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Received: July 9, 2020 Date of Response: August 4, 2020
Request No. Staff 3-4 Witness:John Bonazoli

There were a number of concerns with the option of upgrading the existing
Bridge St. substation.

1) The available space within the Bridge St. Substation would not accommodate
a 15kV upgrade without rebuilding the entire substation. The scope (and
cost) of rebuilding the entire substation (13.8kV and 4 kV), was much greater
than building a new substation at Gulf St. because there are fewer number of
circuits at the Gulf St. substation.

2) The available land at the Gulf St. location allowed a new substation to be
built beside the existing one, while the existing substation was left In service.
This was not an option at Bridge St. location.

3) The time required to locate and procure adequate land for a new substation
was outside the required timeline for project. Additionally, a new location for
the Bridge St substation would require four subtransmission lines to be re-
routed.

4) It is unknown how the widening of Interstate Highway 1-93 will affect the
Bridge St. substation.

Option 4 — Install a second transformer at Iron Works Substation:

It was determined that the added capacity of a second transformer installed at
Iron Works Substation (of the same rating as the present transformer), would not
be adequate for the expected needed load. A transformer of a greater rating was
not feasible, because it would not be able to be backed-up by the existing mobile
substation or spare substation transformer. Therefore, a new mobile substation
and spare transformer would also need to be purchased.

Option 5 — Upgrade 21W1P and 21W1A lines:

21W1A and 21W1P are underground lines located in downtown Concord. It was
determined that rebuilding these lines would not be adequate to serve the
required load and allow expansion for future load. There are no spare conduits
in the existing conduit bank and the size of the existing conduit does not allow
the installation of adequate cable size. Therefore a new a new conduit bank with
underground vaults and switchgear would need to be constructed downtown
Concord. With past experience of designing and constructing underground
circuits in downtown Concord, it was determined that the required time to design
this option, receive required approval from the City, and construct the necessary
facilities would be more than the allowed timeline. The cost was also expected to
be greater than the selected substation option. The final design would also allow
less flexibility for future load growth in the area.
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Received: July 9, 2020 Date of Response: August 4, 2020
Request No. Staff 3-4 Witness:John Bonazoli

b. The only other studies for projects considered outside the annual distribution
planning study process in the past five years were System Impact Studies
performed for specific requests to interconnect customer owned generator
facilities. Please reference Staff 3-4 Attachment 1, Staff 3-4 Attachment 2, and
Staff 3-4 Attachment 3 for studies that were performed for large generator
interconnection requests. These studies are confidential as they include
confidential customer information.

c. Staff 3-4 Attachment 4 through Staff 3-4 Attachment 8 contain load information
Unitil received from customers for new load to be served.

Staff 3-4 Attachment 4 is electrical load analysis provided by the customer
indicating 374 kVA of demand.

Staff 3-4 Attachment 5 is electrical load analysis provided by the customer
indicating 1,255 kVA of demand.

Staff 3-4 Attachment 6 is electrical load analysis provided by the customer
indicating 305 kVA of demand.

Staff 3-4 Attachment 7 is electrical load analysis provided by the customer
indicating 175 kW of connected load.

Staff 3-4 Attachment 8 is electrical load analysis provided by the customer
indicating 384 kVA of demand.
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Capital Budget 2019 UES Capital
Project Description

Year: 2019
Company: UES Capital
Status: [A] Accepted
Priority: 1
Budget Category: SPBCO02 Substation Project
Project Name: Gulf Street - 13kV Additions and Upgrades
Submitted By: J. Goudreault / P. Krell

Project Categorizations

Load
Project Estimates
Labor Time to Install (Man Hours): 40
Labor Time for Removal (Man Hours):
Transportation Expenses (Heavy Truck Hours): 20

Transportation Expenses (Light Truck Miles):
Material OH Electric Construction (from Stockroom):
Material UG Electric Construction (from Stockroom):

Material Gas Construction (from Stockroom):

Material Direct Charge (Ordered directly to job.): | 150000
Material Hot Water Heaters:

Contract Labor Hours (Man Hours):

Contract Services: | 270000

Other Specific Charges ($): | 211000

Overhead on Specific Charges (%): 30

Customer Contribution (%) (before OH's applied):
EDP? (Yes or No): No

Retirement:

Salvage:

Description/Scope

Increase the overall capacity at Gulf Street substation by eliminating the existing 4.16kV upper yard supplied by the 3T1
transformer, and building two new 13.8 kV circuit positions supplied from a new 13.8kV power transformer, including:

-new 10/14 MVA, 34 4 kV-13.8 kV power transformer,

- 38 kV high-side transformer breaker,

- two 13.8 kV circuit positions, each with breaker/recloser and regulators,

- and the removal of all 4 16 k\ equipment and dismantling of existing structures associated with the 3T1 transformer

This is the first year of a two year project. This first year includes costs for any design services and permitting, purchase of
all major equipment (some planned to be invoiced in 2020), and preliminary contractor installation costs.

Total cost of this substation project over the full two years is estimated at approximately $1.5M without direct or indirect
overheads.

Justification

Capacity additions needed for anticipated load additions in the Concord downtown area.
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Printed: 7/12/2021 8:49:37 AM

Capital Budget 2020 UES Capital
Project Description

Year: 2020
Company: UES Capital
Status: [A] Accepted
Priority: 1
Budget Category: SPCCO01 Substation Project, Carryover
Project Name: Gulf Street - 13kV Additions and Upgrades
Submitted By: J. Goudreault / P. Krell

Project Categorizations

Load
Project Estimates
Labor Time to Install (Man Hours): 120
Labor Time for Removal (Man Hours):
Transportation Expenses (Heavy Truck Hours): 60
Transportation Expenses (Light Truck Miles):
Material OH Electric Construction (from Stockroom): 12000

Material UG Electric Construction (from Stockroom):
Material Gas Construction (from Stockroom):
Material Direct Charge (Ordered directly to job.): | 228000
Material Hot Water Heaters:

Contract Labor Hours (Man Hours):

Contract Services: | 730000

Other Specific Charges ($): | 180000

Overhead on Specific Charges (%): 30

Customer Contribution (%) (before OH's applied):
EDP? (Yes or No): No

Retirement:

Salvage:

Description/Scope

Increase the overall capacity at Gulf Street substation by eliminating the existing 4.16kV upper vard supplied by the 3T1
transformer, and building two new 13.8 kV circuit positions supplied from a new 13.8kV power transformer, including:

-new 10/14 MVA 34 4 kV-13 8 kV power transformer,

- 38 kV high-side transformer breaker,

- two 13.8 kV circuit positions, each with breaker/recloser and regulators,

- and the removal of all 4.16 kY equipment and dismantling of existing structures associated with the 3T1 transformer.

This is the second year of a two year project. This second all remaining equipment and material costs, and remaining
installation, removal, testing and commissioning costs.

Total cost of this substation project over the full two years is estimated at approximately $1.5M without direct or indirect
overheads.

Justification

Capacity additions needed for anticipated load additions in the Concord downtown area.
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UES Caplta_l _ AUTH:
Construction Authorization Date:
Budgeted Amount:

190118
1/31/2019
$924,588.59

Budget Iltem No: SPBCO02 Type: Original
Budget Year 2019 Sequence: 1
Description: Gulf Street - 13kV Additions and Upgrades Status: Completed
Project Supervisor: Sherwood, Nathan Initiated Date: 1/31/2019 11:32:22 AM
Crew Days: 11 Initiated By: Krell, Paul
Start Date | Finalized Date: 4/30/2019 8:17:35 AM
Finalized By: Lydon, Lisa

Completion Date

APPROVALS ESTIMATED COST SUMMARY
Action Date | Approved | Approver/Title Description Amount
Lydon, Lisa
292/901 4
422720191 YES Plant Accountant Total Project Cost:| $2,925 000.00

Bickford, Tressa

Iy J L
472912019 YES Utility Acctng And Budgeting Mgr

Less Customer Contribution: $0.00

Goudreault, James
125 1901 ’
42520191 YES Manager, Electric Dispatch & Substations

Net Authorized Cost | $2,925,000.00

4123/2019 YES Sherwood, Nathan

Sr. Design Engineer Retirement: $400,000.00
Krell, Paul
/- I L ?
41252019 YES Manager Energy Sys. Engineer. Cost Of Removal: $162,000.00

Letourneau, Raymond

I J 1
42312019 YES VP, Electric Operations Salvage: $0.00

Bonazoli, John

412512019 YES NManager Distribution Engineer

CWO Total: | $2,763,000.00

Sprague, Kevin

I J L
42612019 YES VP, Engineering

Main, Dan

412012019 YES Assistant Controller

YES Brock, Laurence

I J L
4/29/2019 Chief Accounting Officer & Controller

Vaughan, Christine

) [ §
420220191 YES SVP, CFO and Treasurer

DESCRIPTION/SCOPE

Increase the overall capacity at Gulf Street substation by building two new 138 kV circuit positions, installing a new 34 4-13.8 kV power transformer,
eliminating the existing 4.16 kV upper yard and removing the 3T1 transformer, rebuilding the 4.16 kV lower yard and replacing the 3T2 fransformer.
This work includes

- new 13.8 kV structures and buswork

-two (2) new 13.8 KV circuit positions w/ breakers/reclosers and voltage regulators

-new 10/14 MVA, 34 .4 kV-13.8 kV power transformer

- new 38 kV high-side transformer breaker

- rebuild of existing 4.16 kV lower yard

- install of 4 2/5.25 MVA 34 4-4 36 kV power transformer removed from Hampton Beach S/S

- replace existing recloser at remaining 4.16 kV 3H3 circuit position, and install of voltage regulators removed from Hampton Beach 5/S
- removal of existing 4.16 kV upper vard

- removal of existing 3T1 and 3T2 fransformers (3T1 to be kept as spare, 3T2 to be disposed)

This will be a two-year project. The first year includes surveying & permitting, design, most major equipment purchases, and preliminary
construction. The second year includes any remaining equipment and material, the completion of construction, testing, and placing into service.

JUSTIFICATION

Capacity additions needed for anticipated load additions in the Concord downtown area.

NOTES

Straight 30% overhead on the following:
CWO #20191608 (Outside Services)
CWO #20191609 (Power Transformer)

AUTHORIZATION COMMENTS

Estimated Spending By Year:
2019: $1,397,000
2020: $1,528,000
Total: $2,925 000

The total project cost of $2 925k compares to the sum of the following amounts in the 2019 capital budget-
$ 924 589 Gulf Street - 13kV Additions and Upgrades (2019 SPBC02)
+$1,869,068 Gulf Street - 13kV Additions and Upgrades (carryover) (2020 SPCC21)
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Page 72 of 154

CWO Summary

CWO Description Amount
20191607 Gulf Street - 13kV Additions and Upgrades $0.00
20191608 Gulf Street - Outside Services $132,000.00
20191609 Gulf Street - Power Transformer $510,000.00
20191610 Gulf Street - Equipment & Material (excl. Power Transformer) $724,000.00
20191611 Gulf Street - Construction $1,390,000 00
20191612 Gulf Street - other $7,000.00

Total $2,763,000.00
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Capital Budget 2019 UES Capital
Project Description

Year: 2019
Company: UES Capital
Status: [A] Accepted
Priority: 1
Budget Category: DPBCO04 Distribution Projects
Project Name: Conversion in Downtown Concord
Submitted By: T. Glueck

Project Categorizations

Load
Project Estimates
Labor Time to Install (Man Hours): 2669
Labor Time for Removal (Man Hours):
Transportation Expenses (Heavy Truck Hours): 1334
Transportation Expenses (Light Truck Miles):
Material OH Electric Construction (from Stockroom): 28853

Material UG Electric Construction (from Stockroom):
Material Gas Construction (from Stockroom):
Material Direct Charge (Ordered directly to job.): 67900
Material Hot Water Heaters:

Contract Labor Hours (Man Hours):

Contract Services: | 164080

Other Specific Charges (3):

Overhead on Specific Charges (%):

Customer Contribution (%) (before OH's applied):
EDP? (Yes or No): ??

Retirement:

Salvage:

Description/Scope

Re-conductor and re-insulate 1H6 to 336AAC and 15kY BIL to simultaneously eliminate overloading, low voltage, and
prepare for a conversion to a higher voltage class. This will take place from P.13 S. Main St. to P.1 S. State St. (roughly
1400ft).

It also includes a new circuit from Gulf St S/S to the crossover into the city at Theatre St.

TH1 will have a new open point and the southern end of 1H1 will be placed on the new 13.8kV circuit, as well as all load on
THE.

Justification

Development in the city of Concord expected to be in service by summer of 2020 requires infrastructure upgrades.

Two buildings at the corner of S. State St. and Pleasant St. in Concord are in the process of being renovated into
apartments and retail space. Modeling shows that the additional load will cause the 2/0 ACSR and #2 Cu to be overloaded
in the summer of 2019

The 2/0 ACSR and the #2 Cu is expected to be loaded to 102% and 114%, respectively, of their summer normal amp rating.
Voltage may also be as low as 116V in 2019. Converting the circuit will eliminate these issues and prepare for the
conversion to a higher voltage class.

Phase swaps have been completed where possible to defer the conversion to 2019.
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UES Capital AUTH: 190149
Construction Authorization Date: 3/28/2019

Budgeted Amount: $803,450.03

Budget Item No: DPBC04 Type: Qriginal
Budget Year: 2019 Sequence: 1
Description: Conversion in Downtown Concord Status: Completed
Project Supervisor: Balch, Stanley Initiated Date: 3/28/2019 10:35:18 AM
Crew Days: 0 Initiated By Balch, Stanley
Start Date- | | Finalized Date: 4/11/2019 12:34:22 PM

Finalized By: Lydon, Lisa

Completion Date: | |

APPROVALS ESTIMATED COST SUMMARY

Action Date | Approved | Approver/Title Description Amount
41412019 YES Iﬁﬁﬁ%c&:ﬁiwram Total Project Cost $250,000.00
41412019 YES LBJLiT;ggclII;e:i:‘ Budgeting Mar Less Customer Confribution: $0.00
44120191 YES !Iﬁ-f}gxgg}gg‘gce‘;fc Operations Net Authorized Cost: $250,000.00
41512019 YES I(/goEque"::i?: ,()T)?r’e?;g::g Retirement $0.00
4/972019) YES !?ffgzg;glri b‘:;m;utfon Engineer Cost Of Removal: $45,000.00
4/9/2019| YES ?/E{?ng:;ry é(;‘;ﬂ; Salvage: $0.00
49120191 YES ,I;‘I:si.:.ls,rc'g?arnc‘omroﬂer CWO Total: $205,000.00
4/972019) YES g;??;‘kpé.cl:_g;;‘?rm:;om’cer & Controller

DESCRIPTION/SCOPE

Re-conductor and re-insulate 1HE to 336AAC and 15kV BIL to simultaneously eliminate averloading, low voltage, and prepare for a conversion fo a
higher voltage class. This will take place from P.13 S. Main St. to P.4 N. State St. (roughly 1900ft).

This work being completed is a portion of the work included in the original budget amount. Separate authorizations will be written as the additional
work is identified and work requests are written.

JUSTIFICATION

Development in the city of Concord expected to be in service by summer of 2020 requires infrastructure upgrades.

Two buildings at the comer of S. State St. and Pleasant St. in Concord are in the process of being renovated into apartments and retail space.
Modeling shows that the additional load will cause the 2/0 ACSR and #2 Cu to be overloaded in the summer of 2019.

The 2/0 ACSR and the #2 Cu is expected to be loaded to 102% and 114%, respectively, of their summer normal amp rating. Voltage may also be as
low as 116V in 2019 Converting the circuit will eliminate these issues and prepare for the conversion to a higher voltage class

Phase swaps have been completed where passible to defer the canversion to 2019

NOTES
AUTHORIZATION COMMENTS

Intake# 37660

Costs from CWO# 20193088 to be transferred to this CWO when authorization is approved

CWO Summary

CWO Description Amount

20191623 Re-conductor and re-insulate circuit 1H6 $205,000.00

Total $205,000.00
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UES Capital AUTH: 190174
Construction Authorization Date: 7/25/2019
Budgeted Amount: $0.00
Budget Item No: DPNC05 Type: Original
Budget Year. 2019 Sequence: 1
Description: Reconductor 1H6 - Pleasant and Green Street, Concord Status: Completed

Initiated Date: 7/25/2019 11:46:25 AM
Initiated By: Balch, Stanley
| Finalized Date: 8/5/2019 8:43:56 AM
Finalized By: Lydon, Lisa

Project Supervisor. Balch, Stanley
Crew Days: 0

Start Date:

Completion Date:

APPROVALS ESTIMATED COST SUMMARY
Action Date | Approved | Approver/Title Description Amount
7/2512019) YES !—I:’Ln:)?'jﬁ:cti;?mam Total Project Cost $197,798.00
/2512019~ YES Eﬁrﬂg&z;&ﬁﬁz Budgeting Mgr Less Customer Confribution $0.00
7/25/2019 YES k;gzgéegrg‘;ls;c Operations Net Autharized Cost $197,798.00
7129120191 YES I;/;eﬂ"foEuirerli?: hlf)g)’fe?;g:;g Retirement $0.00
7/3012019) YES E*F:Eg;glri b‘:gr}gutfon Engineer Cost Of Removal $64,277.00
7202019| eS| PRIEEMe Kevin Salvage $0.00
7129020191 YES JT;;:EI;:“COHUO”E} CWO Total $133,521.00
7131120191 YES gfri?ei‘kﬁflz_g;;?tﬂgomef & Controller
Bon019] vES |y O e asurer

DESCRIPTION/SCOPE

This authonzation is to cover the cost of converting a portion of circuit 1H8 along Pleasant St., Green St., and Blake St. in Concord. The three phase
primary line along Pleasant St will be reconductored to 1/0 ACSR with 1/0 ACSR neutral and reinsulated to15 kY. Approximate distance to be
reconductored is 700" and includes 7 pole sections. Six poles along Pleasant St. are scheduled to be replaced in the Consolidated Telephone
maintenance area

The single phase primary line along Green St. and Blake St. will be reconductored to 1/0 ACSR with 1/0 ACSR neutral and reinsulated to 15kV
Approximate distance for these two streets to be reconductored is 685" and includes 7 pole sections. These poles are Unitil maintenance and will be
replaced with 40" CL3 poles.

Construction will be Standard Overhead 15kV Pole Top. Along this circuit there are (6) single phase transformers and (2) three phase banks that will
be installed or replaced with Dual ratio transformers.

JUSTIFICATION

This reconductoring is a portion of the Downtown Concord Conversion under DPBC04.

Development in the city of Concord expected to be in service by summer of 2020 requires infrastructure upgrades. The projection analysis and
modeling shows that multiple elements will be in violation of projection guidelines, including conductor, solid blade disconnects, and substation
requlators

For the summer of 2019, two buildings at the corner of S. State St. and Pleasant St. in Concord are in the process of being renovated into
apartments and retail space. Modeling shows that the additional load will cause the 2/0 ACSR and #2 Cu along S.State St to be overloaded in the
summer of 2019. This portion of the circuit was re-conductored with 336 AAC Primary and 4/0 neutral in May 2019

NOTES
AUTHORIZATION COMMENTS

Although this is a non-budget authornzation, the costs will off set the remaining balance of budgeted funds for Budget item DPBCO4. This projectis a
portion of the original scope for that budget item.

CWO Summary

CWO Description Amount
20191651 Reconductor 1HG - Pleasant and Green Street, Concord $133,521.00
Total $133,521.00
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UES Capital AUTH: 190181
Construction Authorization Date: 8/13/2019
Budgeted Amount: $0.00
Budget Item No: DPNCO07 Type: Original
Budget Year: 2019 Sequence: 1
Description: Reconductor/Convert Circuit 1H6 - Thompson Street, Status: Completed
Concord Initiated Date: 8/13/2019 9:05:57 AM
Project Supervisor. Balch, Stanley Initiated By Balch, Stanley
Crew Days: 0 Finalized Date: 8/20/2019 7:25:51 AM
Start Date- | | Finalized By: Lydon, Lisa
Completion Date: | |
APPROVALS ESTIMATED COST SUMMARY
Action Date | Approved | ApproveriTitle Description Amount
y . Lydon, Lisa
/ / 4
8/13/2019]  YES Plant Accountant Total Project Cost: $128,720.00
’ . Bickford, Tressa
8/19/2019 YES Utility Acctng And Budgeting Mar Less Customer Contribution: $0.00
y . Lloyd, Charles
B132019f  YES Manager Electric Operations Net Authorized Cost: $128,720.00
’ . Letourneau, Raymond
81472019 YES VP, FElectric Operations Retirement: $0.00
. Bonazoli, John
/ / 1 ]
8/19/2019]  YES Manager Distribution Engineer Cost Of Removal: $23,584.00
’ . | Sprague, Kevin
81920191 YES VP, Engineering Salvage: $0.00
y . Main, Dan
8/19/2019)  YES Assistant Controller CWO Total: $105,136.00
’ . Brock, Laurence
81912019 YES Chief Accounting Officer & Controller
y . |Vaughan, Christine
/ / s
8/19/2019)  YES SVP, CFO and Treasurer

DESCRIPTION/SCOPE

This authonzation is to caver the cost of converting a portion of circuit THE along Thompson St South St Wall St and Fayette St in Concord. The
three phase primary line along Thompson St. and South St. will be reinsulated to15 kY. The single phase primary line along Wall St. and Fayette St.
will be reconductored to 1/0 ACSR with 1/0 ACSR neuiral and reinsulated to 15kV. Approximate distance to be reconductored is 900" and includes 7
pole sections. Twelve poles within the scope of this project are scheduled to be replaced in the Consolidated Telephone maintenance area.
Construction will be Standard Overhead 15k\ Pole Top. Along this circuit there are (14) single phase transformers and (1) three phase bank that will
be installed or replaced with Dual ratio transformers.

Two step-down transformers banks will be installed, one on South St. and another on Thompson St, to keep the remaining portion of circuit 1HE

4 16/2 4kV.

JUSTIFICATION

This reconductoring and reinsulating is a portion of the Downtown Concord Conversion under DPBC0D4.

Development in the city of Concord expected to be in service by summer of 2020 requires infrastructure upgrades. The projection analysis and
modeling shows that multiple elements will be in violation of projection guidelines, including conductor, solid blade disconnects, and substation
regulators.

For the summer of 2019, two buildings at the corner of S State St and Pleasant St in Concord are in the process of being renovated into
apartments and retail space. Modeling shows that the additional load will cause the 2/0 ACSR and #2 Cu along S.State St to be overloaded in the
summer of 2019. This portion of the circuit was re-conductored with 336 AAC Pnmary and 4/0 neutral in May 2019

NOTES
AUTHORIZATION COMMENTS

Although this is a non-budget authorization, the costs will off set the remaining balance of budgeted funds for Budget item DPBCO4. This project is a
partion of the ariginal scape for that budget item

CWO Summary
CWO Description Amount
20191856 Reconductor/Convert Circuit 1H6 - Thompson Street, Concord $105,136.00
Total $105,136.00
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UES Capital AUTH: 190192
Construction Authorization Date: 11/4/2019
Budgeted Amount:; $0.00
Budget ltem No- DPNC12 Type: Original
Budget Year: 2019 Sequence: 1
Description: Reconductor/Convert Circuit 1H6 - S Spring St., Concord Status: Completed
Project Supervisor: Balch, Stanley Initiated Date: 11/4/2019 12:41:52 PM
Crew Days: 0 Initiated By: Raymond, Gary
Start Date- | | Finalized Date: 11/5/2019 3:40:38 PM
Finalized By Lydon, Lisa
Completion Date: | |
APPROVALS ESTIMATED COST SUMMARY
Action Date | Approved | Approver/Title Description Amount
4 . . Lydon, Lisa
142019 YES Plant Accountant Total Project Cost: $138,870.00
. . . Bickford, Tressa
1420191 YES Utility Accing And Budgeting Mar Less Customer Contribution: $0.00
4 . . Lloyd, Charles
14/ i
1142019) YES Manager Electric Operations Net Authorized Cost: $138,870.00
4 ; . Letourneau, Raymend
142019 YES VP, Eleciric Operations Retirement: $0.00
4 4 . Bonazoli, John
11/5/2019 YES Manager Distribution Engineer Cost Of Removal: $20,587 .00
. . . | Sprague, Kevin
11520191 YES VP, Engineering Salvage: $0.00
. Main, Dan
1/5/201 B
TER016 [ YES Assistant Controller CWOQ Total: $109,283.00
4 . . Brock, Laurence
152019 YES Chief Accounting Officer & Controller
4 . . |Vaughan, Christine
15/2019) YES SVP, CFO and Treasurer

DESCRIPTION/SCOPE

This authorization is to cover the cost of converting a portion of circuit TH6 along South Spring Street in Concord. The three phase primary line along
South Spring Street will be reinsulated to 15kV. At South Spring Street and Pleasant Street, circuit 1HB will be extended two sections and a pipe
aperated gang switch will be installed to create a circuit tie with 21W1P.

Construction will be Stand Overhead 15kV Pole Top

There will be six pole replacements in the Consolidated Telephone maintenance area that Consolidated Telephone has notified UES that they are
not authorized to set The cost of these pole sets are calculated into this autharization

JUSTIFICATION

This reconductoring is a portion of the Downtown Concord Conversion under DPBC04.

Development in the city of Concord expected to be in service by summer of 2020 requires infrastructure upgrades. The projection analysis and
modeling shows that multiple elements will be in violation of projection guidelines, including conductor, solid blade disconnects, and substation
regulators.

For the summer of 2019, two buildings at the corner of S. State St. and Pleasant St. in Concord are in the process of being renovated into
apartments and retail space. Modeling shows that the additional load will cause the 2/0 ACSR and #2 Cu along 5. State St to be overloaded in the
summer of 2019. This portion of the circuit was reconductored with 336 AAC Primary and 4/0 neutral in May 2019

NOTES
AUTHORIZATION COMMENTS

Although this is a non-budget authorization, the costs will off set the remaining balance of budgeted funds for Budget item DPBCO04_ This project is
an addition to the ariginal scope for that budget item_

CWO Summary
CWQO Description Amount
20191670 Reconductor/Convert Circuit 1HE - S Spring St., Concord $109,283.00
Total $109,283.00
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UES Capital AUTH: 190198

Construction Authorization Date: 11/22/2019

Budgeted Amount: $0.00

Budget ltem No: DPNC13 Type: Original
Budget Year: 2019 Sequence: 1
Description: 374 Line Rebuild with 15kV Underbuild Status: Completed
Project Supervisor: Sherwood, Nathan Initiated Date: 11/22/2019 3:08:30 PM

Crew Days® 3 Initiated By: Sherwood, Nathan

Start Date:

| Finalized Date: 12/13/2019 2:36:32 PM
Finalized By- Lydon, Lisa

Completion Date:

APPROVALS ESTIMATED COST SUMMARY

Action Date | Approved | Approver/Title Description Amount
1206720181 YES ;L?;%cti;:mm Total Project Cost: [ $1,066,000.00
12620191 YES Eﬁgﬂg&z?ﬁz Budgeting Mgr Less Customer Contribution: $0.00
12/0/2019]  YES H:ngl,rgrrg‘gsirc Operations Net Authorized Cost: [ $1,066,000.00
12/6/2019]  YES I\-/goEuirenci?: ,()T)ge?;gr?g Retirement $0.00
121912019 YES Jﬁ:iggz?ugnelgy Sys. Engineer. Cost Of Removal: $483,000.00

121212019(  YES 1?432:;3': b\:;n'gurfon Engineer Salvage: $0.00
121912019 YES f’fﬁrﬁfjnféﬁlg CWO Total:| $1,018,000.00
12/9/2019] YES r‘sa&i‘gregrar%omroﬂer

121212019 YES g;?;‘ﬁé:;;?rzg Officer & Controller

12122010 VES | YRR S S msurer

DESCRIPTION/SCOPE

Construct (2) new 13.8kV circuits underbuilt along the 374 line from Gulf Street substation to Theatre St., and rebuild the 374 pole line to
accommodate the new circuits.

This project is a portion of the work being completed for the downtown Concord upgrades and conversions included in the onginal (2019) DPBC04 -
Conversion in Downtown Concord capital budget item.

JUSTIFICATION

Development in the city of Concord expected to be in service by summer of 2020 requires infrastructure upgrades.

NOTES

Straight 30% overhead on the following
CWO #20191675 (Outside Services, Fees, efc.)

Total project cost includes transfer of costs from the 2019 Preliminary Survey (374 Line Survey).

AUTHORIZATION COMMENTS

Estimated Spending By Year:
2019: $ 60,000

2020: $1,006,000

Total: $1,066,000

CWO Summary
CWO Description Amount
20191674 374 Line Rebuild with 15k Underbuild $927,000.00
20191675 374 Line Rebuild with 15kY Underbuild - Quiside Services, Fees, Elc. $91,000.00
Total $1,018,000.00
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Capital Budget 2020 UES Capital
Project Description

Year: 2020
Company: UES Capital
Status: [A] Accepted
Priority: 1
Budget Category: DPBCO7 Distribution Projects
Project Name: Conversion in Downtown Concord - Part 2
Submitted By: T. Glueck/C. Lloyd

Project Categorizations

Load, Voltage

Project Estimates
Labor Time to Install (Man Hours): 514
Labor Time for Removal (Man Hours):
Transportation Expenses (Heavy Truck Hours): 257

Transportation Expenses (Light Truck Miles):
Material OH Electric Construction (from Stockroom): 57548
Material UG Electric Construction (from Stockroom):

Material Gas Construction (from Stockroom):

Material Direct Charge (Ordered directly to job.): 91311
Material Hot Water Heaters:

Contract Labor Hours (Man Hours):

Contract Services: | 104564

Other Specific Charges (3):

Overhead on Specific Charges (%):

Customer Contribution (%) (before OH's applied):
EDP? (Yes or No): No

Retirement:

Salvage:

Description/Scope

This is part 2 of the downtown conversion project. The scope is to finish the conversion work, particularly switching the
transformer dual ratio switch, connecting circuits to their new circuit positions, and tapping other already installed devices.

The scope of this project has expanded. Additional conversion work is necessary for 1H1 and there are two new 13.8kV
circuits instead of one.

Additional work includes: padmount transformer replacements, new switch installations, and building new circuit getaways
from the converted Gulf St substation.

In addition to the distribution work to be done, some of the funds in this budget item are referenced in Auth #190198, which
is the sub-transmission/374 line right-of-way rebuild portion of the overall Gulf St Conversion Project.

Justification
Development in the city of Concord expected to be in service by summer of 2020 requires infrastructure upgrades.
Two buildings at the corner of S. State St. and Pleasant St. in Concord are in the process of being renovated into

apartments and retall space. Modeling shows that the additional load will cause the 2/0 ACSR and #2 Cu to be overloaded
in the summer of 2019.

The 2/0 ACSR and the #2 Cu is expected to be loaded to 102% and 114%, respectively, of their summer normal amp rating.

Voltage may also be as low as 116V in 2019. Converting the circuit will eliminate these issues and prepare for the
conversion to a higher voltage class

Phase swaps have been completed where possible to defer the conversion to 2020.
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UES Capital AUTH  Pan200124
Construction Authorization Date: 2/4/2020

Budgeted Amount: $721,846.64

Budget ltem No- DPBCO7 Type: Original
Budget Year: 2020 Sequence: 1
Description: Conversion in Downtown Concord - Part 2 Status: Completed
Project Supervisor: Balch, Stanley Initiated Date: 2/4/2020 1:32:45 PM
Crew Days. 0 Initiated By: Balch, Stanley
Start Date: | | Finalized Date: 2/24/2020 7:34:23 AM

Finalized By: Lydon, Lisa

Completion Date-

APPROVALS ESTIMATED COST SUMMARY

Action Date | Approved | Approver/Title Description Amount
2/18/20201  YES .IE’?;‘:; 'Eclaio“;i?mam Total Project Cost: $721,846 64
2/20/2020)  YES 55?;%2&;;3?,:; Budgeting Mgr Less Customer Contribution: $0.00
211820201 YES In-.f:gggg!;;‘r};relztic Operations Net Authorized Cost: $721,846.64
219/2020(  YES I‘:/gogfggr?g bzae}!i;g:;lg Retirement: $0.00
2121720201 YES Eﬂgg:;glri ,f;igr?f:;uno.'a Engineer Cost Of Removal: $144,369.00
2212020( vES (SR Kevi Salvage: $0.00
221200) eS| DR e CWO Total | §577.477.64
2121720201 YES (B?;;:fﬁ::-caolffrr?tzic; Officer & Controller

2/23/2020) YES g?fi’g rg.'? é 223 silt;ggsurer

DESCRIPTION/SCOPE

This is part 2 of the Downtown Conversion Project. Circuit 1H1 out of Bridge Street substation will be converted ta 13 7/7 97kV_ The current spacer
out of Bridge Street substation will be fed from one the new Gulf Street 13.8/7.97kV circuits. Storrs Street will be re-insulated and Depot Street and
Kennedy Lane will need to be reinsulated and re-conductored. This will pravide a back-up to the radial underground that feeds from Storrs Street to
South Main Street. The additional scope is to finish the conversion work, connecting circuits to their new circuit positions, and tapping other already
installed devices.

The scope of this project has expanded. Additional conversion work i1s necessary for TH1 and there are two new 13.8kV circuits instead of one.

Additional work includes: padmount transformer replacements, new switch installations, and building new circuit getaways from the converted Gulif St
substation.

In addition to the distribution work to be done, some of the funds in this budget item are referenced in Auth #190198, which is the sub-
transmission/374 line right-of-way rebuild portion of the overall Gulf St Conversion Project.

JUSTIFICATION

Development in the city of Concord expected to be in service by summer of 2020 requires infrastructure upgrades.

Two buildings at the corner of S State St and Pleasant St in Concord are in the process of being renovated into apartments and retail space.
Modeling shows that the additional load will cause the 2/0 ACSR and #2 Cu to be overloaded in the summer of 2019.

The 2/0 ACSR and the #2 Cu is expected to be loaded to 102% and 114%, respectively, of their summer normal amp rating. Voltage may also be as
low as 116V in 2019. Converting the circuit will eliminate these 1ssues and prepare for the conversion to a higher voltage class.

Phase swaps have been completed where possible to defer the conversion to 2020

NOTES
AUTHORIZATION COMMENTS
CWO Summary
CWO Description Amount
20201606 Conversion in Downtown Concord - Part 2 $577 477 64

Total $577 477 64
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Unitil Energy Systems, Inc.
Docket No. DE 21-030
DOE Data Requests — Set 4

Date of Response: 08/19/2021
Witness: Kevin E. Sprague

REQUEST:

Reference Sprague Testimony, discussing Concord Downtown Conversion.

a.

Please provide a comparison of the peak loading by expected customer at

the time of the decision to expand the system as compared to the most recent
seasonal by loading by those customers. See, also, Company response to
Staff 1-2 and 2-4 in DE 20-002.

b.

Please describe any planned customer additions, including kVA by

customer or development, expected for the area served by the Concord
Downtown conversion, providing any supporting materials which lead the
company to believe those additions will occur.

RESPONSE:

Part a:

The table below identifies the load additions expected at the time of the decision
compared to the most recent load of those customers. The table also provides some
indication of the status of the customer.

Previous
Year's
Prg([i;):)ed serl\?i;:e’7 Recorded
’ Peak Load
(kVA) Notes

18 S Main St 250 Yes 60 Concord theatre (business impacted by pandemic

and expects to increase load)

. multi-use restaurants, retail, and apartments in the

20 S Main St 500 No - design phase

Apartments do not have demand meters.
5-7 Pleasant St 800 Yes ) Approximately ¥ of units rented at this point
3234 S Main St 1000 No ) Discussions in progress with City for funding

opportunities
1-5 Depot St 200 No - Project schedule delayed due to pandemic
97 Storrs St 500 No - Project schedule delayed due to pandemic
80 Storrs St 200 No ) Development seeking city approval for

construction

) . ) Mixed use, project schedule delayed due to
34-42 N Main St 300 No pandemic
56 N Main St 400 No - CVS and mixed use in design phase
Page 1 of 3
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58-68 N Main St 75 Yes 40 Apartment renovations and new penthouse

76-82 N Main St 280 Yes 27 Banl_<, restaurant, gnd apartments; only bank in
service, rest is active construction
Office space was to be renovated, but project

Eagle Square 300 No . schedule delayed due to pandemic

Dubois Ave unknown No } 5-7 story mixed use building; conceptual planning
phase

18-22 Low Ave 75 Yes 48 Concord brewery upgrade

8-14 Dixon Ave 200 No ) Status tied to the 97 Storrs St work, project
schedule delayed due to pandemic

120-146 N Main St 300 Yes - Mixed-use renovations ongoing;

The pandemic had an impact on the timing of the planned load additions. However, the
total load increase from 2018 to 2020 is approximately 1,400kVA for 3W3, which
supports the need for the conversion.

The Gulf Street conversion project converted the load originally served from 1H1 to
3W1 and the load from 1H6 to 3W3.

Loads at the time of planning:

Total
2018 Expected Load
Peak Additional After
Load Load Addition
(MVA) (MVA) (MVA)
1T2 4,698 4,750 9,448
1H1 2,453 2,950 5,403
1H6 1,110 1,800 2,910

2020 peak load and expected additional load:

Total
2020 Expected Load
Peak Additional After
Load Load Addition
(MVA) (MVA) (MVA)
3T1 6,054 225 6,279
3W1 3,821 225 4,046
3W3 2,233 - 2,233

Page 2 of 3
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Date Request Received: 08/05/2021 Date of Response: 08/19/2021
Request No. DOE 4-71 Witness: Kevin E. Sprague
Part b:

As stated above, the pandemic had an impact on project schedules. The Company had
no way of knowing this at the time of the decision. The Company expects the load to
continue to increase in the Concord Downtown area as indicated in the table.

Page 3 of 3
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