


[    https://www.puc.nh.gov/Regulatory/Docketbk/2020/20-161/LETTERS-MEMOS-TARIFFS/20-
161_2021-03-31_EVERSOURCE_LCIRP_SUPPLEMENT.PDF

pgs. 623-5   ]

https://www.puc.nh.gov/Regulatory/Docketbk/2020/20-161/LETTERS-MEMOS-TARIFFS/20-161_2021-03-31_EVERSOURCE_LCIRP_SUPPLEMENT.PDF
https://www.puc.nh.gov/Regulatory/Docketbk/2020/20-161/LETTERS-MEMOS-TARIFFS/20-161_2021-03-31_EVERSOURCE_LCIRP_SUPPLEMENT.PDF




What is the status of this project?

Why does Eversource list this project, which is apparently in response to leased fiber optic for the X-
178 and U-199 lines, as non-PTF? (Below from 2019 list of NETO PTF transmission lines)

“Project Objectives:

The project objective is to develop segments of a SONET telecommunication network in the
northern region of NH to enable provisioning of teleprotection circuits. This SONET network 
will enable subsequent projects to eliminate the existing leased communication lines on the
X178/U199 Transmission Line.

[To what “subsequent projects” is Eversource referring? What are/were the “existing leased 
communication lines on the X178/U199 Transmission Line”? How could there be leased lines 
on easements owned by Eversource?]

These segments will be a combination of Eversource’s private fiber facilities and segments of
Indefeasible Right to Use (IRU) leased dark fiber provided by a third-party fiber vendor
(FirstLight Fiber, Inc.). The majority of the build-out (approximately 110 miles and $970k) 
under this project will be the leased IRU fiber with an initial twenty-year term. The remainder
will be minor additions to extend the fiber from FirstLight’s interconnection points into the 
respective substations and to cross connect this fiber to existing Eversource OPGW.”

There is a clear implication here that ‘existing’ means existing at the time of the application.

Where is the 110 miles of leased dark fiber, what percent of the whole is this majority, and did 
Eversource assume, when this document was written, that it would not be able to place OPGW 
on the X-178 and other north country lines? It has 74.4 miles of OPGW (and 1272, 2,200 amp 
conductor) installed on its 115kV lines north of Franklin. It has 100.4 miles of OPGW (and 
1272 conductor ) planned, for the X-178, U-199, Q-195 and S-136, at a cost of $675.8 m. 



Did this project happen? Inset shows most of FirstLight’s network in New Hampshire.

        https://www.first  light.net/oxford-networks-merges-with-firstlight-fiber-part-1/  
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“As of March 9th, 2021 NH Protection and Control Engineering [is this Eversource?] has 
recommended that the DTT-BF protection [what and where is/was this?] be disabled...As of 
March 11, 2021, this system has been disabled.” For how long was this protection disabled? 
Was this protection re-established? If so, describe it in detail.

Eversource’s X-178 presentation to the PAC about the “proposed” installation of OPGW on the
line (in violation of the easements, which do not include “intelligence”) stated, in part:

Since Eversource has provided no publicly available answers to the vast majority of the 
questions submitted to it since its public announcement of the X-178 complete line replacement
project, including questions about its OPGW/SONET/SCADA/PMU/DDR systems and 
capacities, I request that it provide information in response to this submission and all other 
questions, well before its next presentation to the PAC. 

The OPGW issue has distracted attention from Eversource’s planned replacement of the 795 
ASCR 908 amp conductor (1,094 lbs per 1,000’) with the 1272 ACSS 2,200 amp conductor 
(1,633 lbs per 1,000’.) 

The amount of information Eversource has failed to provide about its proposed X-178 complete
rebuild means that the PAC presentations are consumed with Eversource’s responses to only a 
fraction of the questions.

I again request more time (two to four hours) for questions on Eversource’s next presentation 
on the X-178, and follow-up presentations until all questions are answered.



ISO has failed to adequately respond to the problem of the mistakes in the asset condition lists. 
The mistakes mean that anything listed in the asset condition lists has to be considered 
potentially incorrect. Thus, ISO needs to fact-check the data in all the asset condition lists. If it 
doesn’t do this it needs to provide a disclaimer on each page; perhaps a complete watermark, 
indicating that the data is not certified for accuracy.

Why have none of the entities involved in the “Asset Condition” transmission projects 
presented to the PAC asked FERC to become involved in the Asset Condition problem?
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