STATE OF VERMONT
PUBLIC SERVICE BOARD
Docket No. 8816

Petition of Swanton V/ind LLC for a
certificate of public good, pursuant to
30 V.S.A. $ 248, for the construction of an up
to 20 MW wind-powered electric generation
plant powered by up to 7 wind turbines
located along Rocky Ridge in Swanton,
Vermont
Order entered: '1

b Nt7

OrunnRn: INrrnvnNrroNs

I. INrRonucrroN
This Docket concerns the petition filed with the Vermont Public Service Board

("Board") on September 9, 2016, by Swanton Wind, LLC ("Petitioner"), for

a certificate

of

public good, pursuant to 30 V.S.A. $ 248, authorizing the installation and operation of an up to
20 MW wind-powered electric generation plant in Swanton, Vermont (the proposed "Project")

As described below, in today's order the Board permissively grants motions to
intervene pursuant to Board Rule 2.209(B) filed by the Vermont Agency of Transportation

("VTrans"), Green Mountain Power Corporation ("GMP"), the Vermont National Guard (the
"Guard"), and Vermonters for a Clean Environment ("VCE"). The Board also permissively
grants in part, and denies in part, numerous motions filed by private individuals.

II.

Tnn Lnc¿l SraNp¡,no

Board Rule 2.209 governs intervention in proceedings before the Board. Rule 2.209(A)
provides, upon timely application, that a person shall be entitled to intervene in a proceeding in
three circumstances:

(1) when a statute confers

an unconditional right to intervene;

(2) when a statute confers a conditional right to intervene

and the condition or

conditions are satisfied; or

(3) when the applicant

demonstrates a substantial interest which may be
adversely affected by the outcome of the proceeding, where the proceeding
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affords the exclusive means by which the applicant can protect that interest, and
where the applicant's interest is not adequately represented by existing parties.

In addition, Rule 2.209(B) reserves to the Board the authority to grant intervenor status
on a permissive basis when an applicant "demonstrates a substantial interest which may be
affected by the outcome of the proceeding." In exercising the discretionary authority reserved

in Rule 2.209(B), the Board considers three factors:

(1) whether the applicant's interest will

be adequately protected by other

parties;

(2) whether alternative means exist by which the applicant's interest can be
protected; and

(3) whether intervention will unduly delay the proceeding

or prejudice the

interests of existing parties or of the public.
Rule 2.209(C) further provides that the Board may impose certain restrictions on an

intervenor's participation in a proceeding. Specifically, the Board may restrict such party's
participation to only those issues in which the party has demonstrated an interest; may require
such party to

join with other parties with

respect to appearance by counsel, presentation

of

evidence, or other matters; or may otherwise limit such party's participation, all as the interests

ofjustice and economy of adjudication require.

III. Tgn

clTIONS

The VTrans Motion
On February 15,2017, VTrans filed a motion to intervene in this proceeding. VTrans
states that

it is the state agency charged with oversight of Vermont's airports and the promotion

of aeronautical safety and notes the proximity of the Project to the Franklin County State

Airport. VTrans is concerned
facility and

as a

about potential impacts to the airport both as a transportation

public investment.

The Petitioner does not object to the intervention of VTrans provided its intervention is

limited to the interests identified in its motion.
The Department of Public Service ("Department") has no objection to VTrans'

intervention request.
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The VTrans motion to intervene is hereby granted on a permissive basis pursuant to
Board FtuIe2.209(8), for the interests identified in its motion.

The GMP Motion
On February 16,2017, GMP filed a motion to intervene in this proceeding. GMP seeks

to intervene to address whether the Project: (1) is needed to meet a present and future demand
for service; (2) will result in an economic benefit to the State and its residents; and (3) will
adversely affect system stability and reliability. GMP states that it has a substantial interest that
may be affected by the outcome of this proceeding because: (1) it would be obligated to
purchase Project power under a power purchase agreement proposed by the Petitioner under

Board Rule 4.100; (2) the Project may have the potential to cause new power-flow patterns,
system upgrades, and operational requirements; and (3) GMP's investments in certain

generation facilities in northern Vermont could be impacted by potential curtailments that may
result if the Project is developed.
Swanton Wind does not object to GMP's intervention on the issues of need for the
Project and system stability and reliability. However, the Petitioner does object to GMP's

intervention on economic benefit, asserting that GMP has not demonstrated a unique interest on
that issue different from that of the general public.
The Department has no objection to GMP's intervention request.
We hereby grant GMP permissive intervention pursuant to Board Rule 2.209(8) for the
interests identified in its
issue of economic

motion.

'We

find that GMP does in fact have

a unique interest

in the

benefit. Because GMP is the state's largest retail distribution electric utility,

potential impacts to its rates could have an economic impact through much of Vermont. GMP
may have both a unique perspective and access to information that may be helpful to the Board

in considering the issues before it in this proceeding.

The Guard Motion
On February 23,2017, VTNG filed a motion to intervene in this proceeding. The
Guard states that the Project would'osignificantly and negatively" impact the Guard's rotary

wing operations in the Northern Champlain Valley. According to the Guard, the presence of

Page 4

Docket No. 8816

the turbines would create hazards with respect to test flights in the area, search and rescue
operations, counter-drug operations, and aircraft. making instrument landings at the Franklin

County State Airport.
Neither Swanton Wind nor the Department objects to The Guard's intervention request
on the interests set forth in its motion.

We hereby grant the Guard permissive intervention pursuant to Board Rule 2.209(B) for
the interests identified in its motion.

The VCE Motion
On February 16,2017, VCE filed a motion to intervene in this proceeding. VCE seeks
to participate on the issues of orderly development, economic benefit, aesthetics, wetlands,
water pollution, soil erosion, rare and irreplaceable natural areas, wildlife habitat, and waste

disposal. According to VCE, both it and its members have substantial interests in these areas
that may be affected by the Project, and participating in this proceeding would be consistent

with VCE's mission.
The Department has no objection to VCE's intervention request.
Swanton Wind objects to VCE's intervention. According to Swanton \Mind, VCE has

failed to demonstratethat it or any of its members have any particularized interests that may be
affected by the Project. To the extent that VCE or its members do have interests that may be
affected by the outcome of this proceeding, Swanton Wind contends that such interests are no

different from those of the public generally and that those interests will be adequately
represented by existing parties. Swanton Wind also states that, to the extent VCE has members

who reside in Swanton or other towns in proximity to the Project, VCE should be required to
disclose the names and addresses of those members. Lastly, if the Board does grant VCE party
status, Swanton Wind requests that the Board

limit the scope of VCE's testimony to facts

specific to the Project.

VCE is an environmental organizationthat has long expressed interest in the siting of
energy facilities, and its participation in this proceeding may provide the Board with useful

information for its deliberations. The interests outlined by VCE in its motion, both as to the
organization itself and to the members described in the motion, may well be affected by the
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outcome of this proceeding. Additionally, other parties to this proceeding may advance

positions on issues that differ from the positions that VCE seeks to advance. We hereby grant

VCE's intervention request on a permissive basis pursuant to Board Rule 2.209(8), limited to
the interests identified in its motion.
We decline to direct VCE to disclose the names and addresses of its members at this

time. If Swanton Wind believes

such information is needed and relevant,

it can seek to obtain

it in discovery.
We also decline to give the limiting instruction requested by Swanton Wind with
respect to testimony that Swanton Wind anticipates VCE

will

seek to

provide. Swanton Wind

retains its ability to object to the admissibility of any testimony or exhibits at the time they are

filed based on the rules of evidence.

The Citizen Motions
On February 16,2017, the following individuals filed motions to intervene: Brian and
Penny Dubie, Bradley Stott and Jennifer Belanger, Diane Bell and Dennis Hendy, Erynn and

Tyrell Boudreau, Mark and Mary Bushey, David Butterfield, Sally and Bruce Collopy, Jessica
Decker and Lance Desautels, Luc and Michelle Deslandes, Daniel and Nancy Dunne, Edward
and Sarah Ferguson, Ken Fox, Danielle Garrant, David A. Goodrich, Mary Hunter, Judith and

Patrick Luneau, Marianne and Mark Dubie, Leo and Karen Mclaughlin, Kaye Mehaffey,
Patricia Messier, Dolores and Kevin Nichols, Carolyn and Clark Palmer, Paula Pearsall, Robert
Perkins, Todd W. Poirier, Jeanne Royer, Suzanne Seymour, Terrance Smith, Curtis Swan and
Sara Luneau-Swan,

Marie and Gilbert Tremblay, Steven Woodward, D. Gregory Pierce and

Paula J. Kane, and Patricia Rainville and John Smith (collectively bhe "citizen intervenors").

On March 15,2017, Swanton Wind filed a response to the citizen intervenor motions.
On March 76,2017, Bruce and Sally Collopy filed a reply to Swanton'Wind's response.
On March 24,2017, Gregory Pierce and Paula Kane filed a reply to Swanton Wind's
response.

On March 27,2017, Mark and Marianne Dubie filed a reply to Swanton Wind's
response.
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The majority of the citizen intervenors seek to participate on orderly development,
economic benefit, public health and safety, aesthetics, necessary wildlife habitat and
endangered species, transportation, water pollution, water conservation, burden on the existing

water supply, waste disposal, shadow flicker, and sound.

Additionally, a smaller number of the citizen intervenors seek to participate on need for
the Project, system stability and reliability, outstanding resource waters, floodways, streams,
shorelines, historic sites, soil erosion, wetlands, integrated resource plans, outstanding resource
waters, and unlawful site preparation.

All of the citizen intervenors

assert that they have substantial interests that may be

affected by the outcome of this proceeding, that those interests are not adequately represented
by existing parties, that this proceeding is the only forum in which they can protect their
interests, and that their participation will not unduly delay the proceeding or prejudice other
parties.

Swanton Wind does not oppose intervention for the following individuals, because they
are adjoining neighbors: Patricia Rainville and John Smith, Gilbert and Marie Tremblay,

Patrick and Judith Luneau, Dolores and Kevin Nichols, Terrance Smith, Jean Royer, Carolyn
and Clark Palmer, Sarah and Edward Fergusen

III, Brian

and Penny Dubie, and Tyrell and

Erynn Boudreau.
Swanton Wind objects to the intervention of Mark and Marianne Dubie on the basis that
alternative means exist for them to protect their interests, interests that are already the subject

of a lawsuit they filed in Franklin Superior Court against Swanton Wind and Travis Belisle.
Swanton Wind objects to the intervention requests of Bradley Stott and Jennifer
Belanger, Diane Bell and Dennis Hendy, Mark and Mary Bushey, David Butterfield, Sally and
Bruce Collopy, Jessica Decker and Lance Desautels, Luc and Michelle Deslandes, Daniel and

Nancy Dunne, Ken Fox, Danielle and Ian Garrant, David A. Goodrich, Mary Hunter, Leo and
Karen Mclaughlin, Kaye Mehaffey, Patricia Messier, Paula Pearsall, Robert Perkins, Todd W.

Poirier, Suzanne Seymour, Curtis Swan and Sara Luneau-Swan,1 Steven Woodward, and D'
I According to Swanton Wind, Curtis Swan and Sara Luneau-Swan live on property owned by Patrick and
Judith Luneau, who have also moved to intervene in this docket. Swanton Wind did not oppose the intervention of
Patrick and Judith Luneau, and asserts that Curtis Swan and Sara Luneau-Swan's participation would be
duplicative.
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Gregory Pierce and Paula J. Kane. Swanton Wind objects because as non-adjoining property
owners, Swanton Wind believes they have not asserted any interests that are different from
those of the general public and asserts that those generalized interests

will

be adequately

protected by existing parties. Swanton V/ind fuither argues that allowing their participation

would result in undue delay and prejudice to existing parties.
Given the large number of citizen intervenors, we will be addressing their intervention
requests on an issue-by-issue basis, rather than on an individual basis. Where intervention is
granted on a criterion,

it is granted only to those citizen intervenors who specifically requested

to participate on that criterion.

Additionally, to the extent we grant intervention to any of the cifizen intervenors in this
order and those individuals are also members of VCE, then they may not participate

individually on any issues for which VCE has been granted intervention, but instead must have
their interests on those issues represented by VCE.

Orderl)'Development: 30 V.S.A. $ 248ftX1)
Many of the citizen intervenors seek to intervene under the orderly development

criterion. 'We grant permissive intervention under Board Rule 2.209(8) to those citizen
intervenors seeking party status under this criterion provided they reside or own property in a

municipality that is served by the Northwest Regional Planning Commission ("NRPC"). As we
noted in our earlier order granting Dustin and Christine Lang intervention on the issue of

orderly development, the citizen intervenors, as residents of the region that would be subject to
potential impacts from the Project, may provide useful insights about the extent and nature of
any such impacts for the Board's consideration. Additionally, because their perspective may

differ from that of existing parties, their interests may not be adequately represented by existing
parties.

We deny any intervention request under this criterion for citizen intervenors who do not
reside or own property in the municipalities served by the NRPC because those municipalities

provide a reasonable basis for defining the region referred to in the orderly development
criterion, and because we do not believe they have shown a substantial interest that will be
affected by the outcome of this proceeding.
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Citizenintervenors who qualify to intervene as described above must file a notification
to that effect.
Need for the Project: 30 V.S.A. $ 248(bX2)

A smaller number of citizen intervenors

seek to intervene on the issue of need for the

Project.

We deny these requests to intervene on the need criterion. These movants fail to
explain how their interest is different from that of any other ratepayer, nor do they explain why
other parties, such as the Department, GMP, and the City of Burlington Electric Department

("BED"), will not adequately represent the interest they may have.
System Stability and Reliability: 30 V.S.A. $ 248(bX3)

Two citizen intervenors, Bruce and Sally Collopy, seek to intervene under the system
stability and reliability criterion.
'We

deny the Collopys' request to participate under this criterion. The Collopys fail to

articulate why their interest in reliable electric service is different from that of any other
rutepayer, nor do they explain why that interest

will not be adequately protected by existing

parties, namely the Department, GMP, and BED.

Economic Benefit: 30 V.S.A. $ 248(bX4)
Many of the citizenintervenors seek party status under this criterion, and most of them
rely on potential impacts on the value of their properties. While this proceeding will not
address the impact of the proposed Project on individual property values,2 one factor relevant to

determining whether the Project will provide an economic benefit to the state is the overall
impact of the Project on property values in general.3 Thus, we

will allow

those citizen

intervenors seeking party status under this criterion to address such overall economic benefit
issues.

Citizenintervenors who qualify to participate on this issue must frle a notification to
that effect.

See Vt. Elec. Power Co. v. Bqndel, 135 Vt. 141,145 (1977) ("Proceedings under 30 V.S.A. $ 248 relate only
to the issues of public good, not to the interests of private landowners who are or may be involved.")
3
Lamoille County Proiect, Docket 7032,Order of 3116106 a|'26'
2
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Aesthetics and Public Health and Safety: 30 V.S.A. $ 248(bX5): 10 V.S.A. 6086(aX8)

All of the citizen intervenors

seek to participate on the issues of both aesthetics and

public health and safety. Given that the citizen intervenors either live or own property in
relative proximity to the Project site, we grant them permissive intervention pursuant to Board
Rule 2.209(B) to participate on these issues - specifically, with respect to visual impacts,
Project sound levels, shadow flicker, and ice throw.

Outstandins Resource Waters: 30 V.S.A. e 248ßX8); 10 V.S.A.

A limited number of the citizen intervenors

I

1424a(d)

seek to participate on the issue

of

outstanding resource waters. These requests are denied_because the citizen intervenors fail to

articulate a particularized interest in this issue that is different from the interests of the public

generally. They also fail to explain why existing parties, namely ANR, will not adequately
represent those interests.

Water Pollution: 30 V.S.A. ô 2481b)15): 10 V.S.A. 6 60861a)11)
Many of the citizen intervenors seek to participate on the question of water pollution.
'We

deny those requests because the citizen intervenors fail to articulate a particularized interest

in this issue that is different from the interests of the public generally. They also fail to explain

why existing parties, namely ANR or VCE, will not adequately represent those interests.
Waste Disposal: 10 V.S.A. $ 6086(aX1XB)

Many of the citizen intervenors seek to intervene on the issue of waste disposal. We
deny those requests because the citizen intervenors fail to articulate a particularized interest

in

this issue that is different from the interests of the public generally. They also fail to explain

why existing parties, namely ANR or VCE, will not adequately represent those interests.
Water Conservation. Sufficienc)¡ of Water. Burden on Existing Water Supply: 10
V.S.A. Qô 6086(a)(1XC). b\Q\ & (3)
Many of the citizen intervenors seek to participate on the issues of water conservation,
sufficiency of water, and the burden on the existing water supply. For those citizen
intervenors who rely on a drilled well or spring for their water service and whose property
adjoins the project site, we find that they have established a particularized interest that may be
affected by the outcome of this proceeding sufficient to permit permissive intervention under
Board Ptule 2.209(8). V/e hereby deny the request of any citizen intervenors seeking to
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participate on these issues who do not fit the category described above because they do not
demonstrate a particularized interest suffrcient to warrant intervention on these topics.

Individuals who qualifu for intervention on these issues must file

a

notification to that

effect.

Floodways: 10 V.S.A. $ 6086(aXll(D)
The Collopys seek to intervene on the issue of floodways. We deny their request to
intervene on this issue. The interest that the Collopys seek to protect by intervening on this
issue is more properly addressed under the topic of soil erosion found at 10 V.S.A. 6086(a)(4),

for which Swanton Wind must demonstrate that the Project will not cause unreasonable soil
erosion or a reduction in the capacity of the land to hold water so that a dangerous or unhealtþ

condition may result. Accordingly, we will interpret their request to intervene on floodways
a request

as

to intervene on soil erosion.

Streams: 10 V.S.A. ô 6086(aX1XE)

A limited number of the citizen intervenors
'We

seek to intervene on the issue of streams.

deny those requests because the citizen intervenors fail to articulate a particularized interest

in this issue that is different from the interests of the public generally. They also fail to explain
why existing parties, namely ANR, will not adequately represent those interests.
Shorelines: 10 V.S.A. $ 6086(aXlXFl
The Collopys seek to intervene on the issue of shorelines. V/e deny their request to
intervene on this issue. Again, the interest that the Collopys seek to protect by intervening on

this issue is more properly addressed under the topic of soil erosion found at 10 V.S.A.
6086(aXa), for which Swanton Wind must demonstrate that the Project

will not cause

unreasonable soil erosion or a reduction in the capacity of the land to hold water so that a
dangerous or unhealthy condition may result. Accordingly, we

will interpret their request to

intervene on shorelines as a request to intervene on soil erosion.

Wetlands: 10 V.S.A.

I

6086(aX1XG)

Greg Pierce and Paula Kane seek to intervene on the issue of wetlands. V/e deny their
request to participate on this issue because they have not demonstrated a particularized interest

that may be affected by the outcome of this proceeding that is different from that of the public
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generally, nor have they explained why that interest is not already represented by existing
parties, namely ANR and VCE.

Soil Erosion: 10 V.S.A. $ 6086(aX4)

Mr. Pierce and Ms. Kane seek to intervene on the issue of soil erosion. We deny their
request to participate on this issue because they made no showing of what interest they are
seeking to protect, nor did they explain why their interest is not already represented by other

existing parties, namely ANR and VCE.

We grant the Collopys permissive intervention under Board Rule 2.209(8) to address
the issue of soil erosion. V/hile the Collopys did not expressly ask to intervene on this

criterion, the interests that they described with respect to floodways and shorelines are properly
addressed under soil erosion. Given their proximity to the shoreline of Fairfield Pond and their
expressed concerns about increased stormwater runoff and its potential to contribute to flooding
and cause damage to the shoreline, the Collopys may participate on this issue.

Transportation Systems: 10 V.S.A. $ 6086(aX5)
Many of the citizen intervenors seek to intervene on the issue of transportation. Given
that the citizen intervenors either live on or own property in relative proximity to the Project
site, we believe that they have demonstrated an interest with respect to potential transportation

impacts on area roads from the delivery of construction equipment and Project infrastructure to
the Project site. Accordingly, we grant the citizen intervenors permissive intervention pursuant

to Board Rule 2.209(8) to address the issue of transportation.

Historic Sites: 30 V.S.A. $ 248ftX5): 10 V.S.A. $ 6086(aX8)
The Collopys and Terrance Smith have each sought to intervene on the issue of historic
sites.

We deny the Collopys' request to participate on this issue because they have not
demonstrated a particularized interest that may be affected by the outcome of this proceeding,
nor have they explained why that interest is not already represented by existing parties, namely
the Vermont Division for Historic Preservation.
'We
grant Mr. Smith permissive intervention to address historic sites because it appears
that his dwelling may be eligible for listing as a historic rssource.
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Areas: 10 V S.A.

Mr. Pierce and Ms. Kane and the Collopys seek to intervene on the issue of rare and
irreplaceable natural areas. We deny those requests because Mr. Pierce and Ms. Kane and the

Collopys fail to articulate a particularized interest in this issue that is different from the
interests of the public generally. They also fail to explain why existing parties, namely ANR or

VCE, will not adequately represent those interests.

V/ildlife- includins Necessarv Wildlife

and F,nrlansered Snecies: 10 V.S.A.

$ 6086(aX8XA)

Many of the citizen intervenors seek to participate on the issue of wildlife, including
necessary

wildlife habitat and endangered species. We deny those requests

because the citizen

intervenors fail to articulate a particularized interest in this issue that is different from the
interests of the public generally. They also fail to explain why existing parties, namely ANR or

VCE, will not adequately represent those interests.
Development Affecting Public Investments: 10 V.S.A. $ 6086(aX9XK)
Patrick and Judith Luneau, Curtis Swan and Sara Luneau-Swan, and David Butterfield

all seek intervention on the issue of public investments. They each cite to their use of the
nearby Missisquoi Valley Trail as the basis for their intervention request. We find that these

individuals have identif,red a particularized interest sufficient to warrant their participation on
this issue. Therefore, we grant these individuals permissive intervention pursuant to Board
Rule 2.209(8) to participate on the issue of public investments.
Pursuant to Board Rule 2.209(C) we direct Patrick and Judith Luneau, Curtis Swan and
Sara Luneau-Swan, and

David Butterfield to coordinate their efforts on the issue of public

investments during the discovery process, in the preparation and filing of testimony and

exhibits, and in the cross-examination of witnesses on this topic.
Plans:

3

Mr. Pierce and Ms. Kane seek to intervene on the issue of integrated resource plans

("IRPs"). As a proposed merchant generating facility, Swanton V/ind is not required to have

an

integrated resource plan.a Accordingly, there is no requirement for Swanton V/ind to address

this criterion. Mr. Pierce and Ms. Kane's request to intervene on this issue is therefore denied.
a

See, e.g. Petition of Champløin VT, LLC, Docket 8400, Order

of l0l20ll5 at92
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Site Preparation Prior to Obtaining a CPG: 30 V.S.A. $ 248(aX2)

Mark and Marianne Dubie seek to intervene on the question of whether Swanton Wind
engaged in site preparation for the Project prior to receiving a CPG authorizing its construction.

The Dubies allege that Swanton V/ind trespassed onto property now owned by the Dubies to

perform resource mapping, tree cutting, and excavation work for the Proj ect in the fall of 20 1 5 .
V/e deny the Dubies' request because it seeks an investigation that is outside the scope of this
proceeding.
The Dubies' allegations are more akin to a complaint of non-compliance that would be
examined in the context of a potential enforcement action. If the Dubies wish to pursue this
matter before the Board they should file a separate complaint, which the Board will review and
then make a determination as to whether a separate investigation should be commenced into
these allegations. The results of such an investigation,

if

one were to take place, might

ultimately be relevant to the question of public good in this proceeding under 30 V.S.A.

$

248(a).

IV. Ornnn Rnr,lrno Mnrrpns

1.

Qualification of Witnesses

Some of the criteria that parties seek to address in this proceeding are highly technical

in nature. As a result, parties should only be submitting testimony on technical issues if they
are qualified to testify on those issues, or

if they

are sponsoring a witness who is qualified to

testify on those issues.

2.

Coordination of Efforts

The number of intervenors in this case is significant, and raises the need for the Board

to exercise its discretion under Board Ptule2.209(C) to require coordination of efforts among
the citizen intervenors in this process on those criteria under which a significant number

of

individuals were granted party status. Accordingly, coordination of efforts, as described below,
shall be required on the following $ 248(b) criteria: (1) orderly development of the region; (4)
economic benefit; and (5) aesthetics and public health and safety. Coordination shall also be
required on the following incorporated criteria from 10 V.S.A. $ 6086: (a)(1)(C) water
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conservation; (a)(2) sufficiency of water; (aX3) burden on existing water supply; and (a)(5)
transportation systems.

In coordinating their efforts, the citizen intervenors with party status under these criteria
shall: 1 ) develop a single set of discovery requests for these criteria for each round of discovery
they serve pursuant to the schedule; 2) present no more than two witnesses on each of the
above criteria, absent permission from the Board for good cause shown; 3) select a single

representative for cross-examination of each witnesss at the technical hearing; and 4) submit a
single brief and reply brief.

So OnonnBr.

5

This does not mean that a single individual must cross-examine every witness. It means that no single
will be subject to cross-examination by more than one representative of the citizen intervenors. That is,
different individuals may cross-examine different witnesses.

witness
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Fairfield, VT 05455
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Sally Collopy, pro se
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c o llopyfam ily farm@ gmai l. com
Geoffrey Commons, Esq.
Vermont Department of Public Service
1

12 State Street

Montpelier, VT 05620-2601
geoff. commons@vermont. gov
Jessica Decker, pro se

2 Marcel Drive
Saint Albans, VT 05478
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