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Findings of Fact

Introduction

1. On August 27, 1998, PDC-El Paso Meriden, LLC (PDC-El Paso) a joint venture of the Power Development Company of Boston and El Paso Energy of Houston Texas, applied to the Connecticut Siting Council (Council) for a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public Need (Certificate) for the construction, maintenance, and operation of a 544 MW natural gas-fired combined cycle facility in the City of Meriden, Connecticut.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 1-1, p. 1-8)

2. The parties in this proceeding are the applicant and the Quinnipiac River Watershed Association (Quinnipiac).  Intervenors are the Connecticut Light and Power Company (CL&P), Rivers Alliance of Connecticut (Rivers), and the Farmington River Watershed Association (Farmington).  (Transcript of January 25, 1999, 3:00 p.m.(Tr.1), pp. 1-2 )

3. Public notice of the application was published in the Meriden Record-Journal, on August 24, 1998.  (PDC-El Paso letter of September 10, 1998)

4. Pursuant to General Statutes § 16-50m, the Council, after giving due notice thereof, held a public hearing on January 25, 1999, beginning at 3:00 p.m. and continued at 7:00 p.m in the auditorium of Platt High School, 220 Coe Avenue, Meriden, Connecticut.  The hearing was continued on January 26, 1999, in Hearing Room Two, Ten Franklin Square, New Britain, Connecticut, beginning at 11:00 a.m.  (Tr. 1; Transcript of January 25, 1999, 7:00 p.m. (Tr. 2); and Transcript of January 26, 1999 (Tr. 3), 11:00 a.m.)

5. The Council and its staff made an inspection of the proposed site on January 25, 1999.  (Council Hearing Notice, December 21, 1998)

Need for Additional Generating Capacity

6. By the year 2001, Connecticut is expected to have a need for approximately 966 MW of additional generating capacity to ensure the reliability of its electrical supply system, based on an adjusted reference load of 6268 MW, a 15 percent required reserve margin, and a base supply of 6242 MW.  (PDC-El Paso 1, Table 2.4.2)

7. Connecticut now relies on generating capacity from sources both in and out of Connecticut that include fossil generating facilities which are aging, more polluting, and less efficient than the proposed project.  Competitive and environmental factors may lead to the retirement of some fossil units.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 2-1; PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 1)

8. Pursuant to Public Act 98-28, An Act Concerning Electric Restructuring, generators of electricity will compete with each other for the development of in-state generation.  (Public Act 98-28)

Proposed Site

9. In its site selection process, PDC-El Paso narrowed its site search to Connecticut because of the State’s need for new, low cost electric generation; existing transmission constraints in southwestern Connecticut; Connecticut ambient air quality and implementation of the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments; and the restructuring of Connecticut’s electrical industry by the State legislature.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 2-14)

10. Criteria used by PDC-El Paso in its site selection process included proximity to natural gas facilities and electric transmission lines of 115-kV or greater, a minimum of 30 acres of buildable land, availability of a minimum of three million gallons of water per day, the ability to discharge up to 250,000 gallons per day of treated wastewater, soils without the potential for differential settling, a site without structures of archaeological or historical significance, and no records of threatened or endangered species or their habitats occurring at the site.  PDC-El Paso examined eleven sites in Connecticut, including the proposed site.  (PDC-El Paso 1, pp. 2-15 to 2-16; Tr. 3, p. 17)

11. The proposed site is a 36-acre parcel of land north of Sam’s Road in Meriden, Connecticut, within an 821-acre parcel controlled by the applicant within the City of Meriden and the Town of Berlin.  The footprint of the proposed facility would require approximately 11 acres.  Approximately 375 acres is within Meriden, with the remaining 446 acres within Berlin.  The proposed site is zoned as a Planned Development District.  The objectives of development in this zone include the application of design techniques to foster attractive, functionally efficient, and well-planned development which will be aesthetically integrated with adjacent areas.  The provision of appropriate landscaping, screening, and buffers is also required.  This district is primarily intended for residential development; sixty percent of the land area must be used for residential purposes.  (PDC-El Paso 1, pp. 1-1 to 1-2, p. 4-74; PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 18, Map; City of Meriden Zoning Regulations, sec. 213.26.5; Tr. 3, p. 130)

12. The proposed site is within the Quinnipiac River Basin system, on Cathole Mountain, between two traprock ridgelines running southwest to northeast.  Most of the proposed 36-acre site was used for gravel operations, with elevations ranging from 320 feet to 430 feet above mean sea level (AMSL).  The final grade would be 375 feet.  The proposed site is underlain by Holyoke basalt or traprock.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 4-45 to 4-46)

13. Under the Connecticut Conservation and Development Policies Plan, traprock ridges are designated as Conservation Areas.  (Connecticut Conservation and Development Policies Plan, 1998-2003, Locational Guide Map)

14. The proposed site and larger parcel have been disturbed from the development of a network of unpaved roads, past logging and quarrying, and use by dirt bikes.  However, the larger parcel also contains a large block of undeveloped forest land with highly variable topography, and is relatively pristine in terms of vegetation, species diversity, and a lack of invasive species.  (DEP Comments, January 21, 1999)

15. The nearest residences to the proposed site are at lower elevations off of Hicks Avenue, Meriden, approximately 1,000 feet northeast from the boundary of the proposed site.  (PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 9, Q. 17, Q. 18, Map; PDC-El Paso 7)

16. The Metacomet Trail enters the southwest portion of the 821-acre parcel and continues north.  Approximately 1.9 miles of the Metacomet Trail are within the boundaries of the 821-acre parcel.  The nearest portion of Metacomet Trail lies approximately 200 feet northwest of the boundary of the proposed site. (PDC-El Paso 1, Fig. 1.5-1, p. 4-48; PDC El Paso 7)

17. Land uses surrounding the proposed site include the Meriden Square Mall approximately 4,000 feet to the south; Route 71 or the Chamberlain Highway 1000 feet to the west; residential development in the Town of Berlin 10,500 feet to the northeast; residential areas and Beaver Pond, a recreational area, 3,000 feet to the northeast; and mixed land use, including apartment houses on Sam’s Road, 2,000 feet to the south.  (PDC-El Paso 1, Fig. 1.1-1, p. 4-73)

18. Access to the proposed site would be via South Mountain Drive, an existing unpaved roadway which enters the proposed site off Route 71.  Sam’s Road would be used for emergency access and the delivery of heavy equipment. (Tr.1, pp.61-62) 

19.  The proposed site would be enclosed by a security fence.  The plant would be staffed 24 hours a day with security cameras mounted along the site perimeter.  (Tr. 1, p. 36, p. 38;  PDC-El Paso 1, p. 3-23)

Proposed Project

20. Two identical single shaft power islands, each with a combustion turbine, a heat recovery steam generator, a steam turbine, and an electric generator, would be installed.  The two power islands would exhaust to two 180-foot stacks.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 1-3)

21. The proposed combined cycle facility would be rated at 544 MW (annual net nominal).  Electricity would be provided by two generators rated for 280 MVA at 21 kV each, with a step-up transformer on each generator lead.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 3-4)

22. The heat recovery steam generator would be heated by combustion turbine exhaust, drive the steam turbine, then pass steam to a surface-mounted condenser.  Condensed water would then be recycled from the condenser back to the heat recovery steam generator.  Cooling for the condenser would be provided by water through a mechanical draft evaporative cooling tower.  (PDC-El Paso 1, pp. 3-2 to 3-3)

Water Issues

23. As shown below, the proposed facility would use an average of approximately 2,643,840 gallons of water per day for normal operation on natural gas or 4,163,040 gallons of water (maximum case) operating on oil fuel.  Facility water requirements would include approximately 360,000 gallons per day that would be available for the service/fire water storage with 300,000 gallons reserved exclusively for fire protection.  

Water Requirements

(in gallons per day)

Operating on Natural Gas
Operating on Fuel Oil

Average 2,643,840
Average 2,687,040

Maximum 3,290,400
Maximum 4,163,040

(PDC-El Paso 1, p. 3-10, Fig. 3-2, Fig. 3-3)

24. The eight cell cooling tower would be constructed south of the generation buildings, and would be approximately 390 feet by 52 feet and 50 feet in height.  The cooling tower would require approximately 2,571,840 gallons of water per day (average case) or 3,218,400 per day (maximum case).  The average amount of water lost to evaporation and drift from the cooling tower would be approximately 2,404,800 gallons per day with a maximum loss of 3,008,160 gallons per day.  (PDC-El Paso 1, Fig. 3-2, Fig. 3-3, p. 3-13 to 3-14, p. 4-83)

25. To control potential growth of algae in the condenser, sodium hypochlorite, sulfuric acid, and scale inhibitors would be used for cooling tower water treatment.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 3-13, p. 3-19)

26. While the evaporative cooling towers would not emit a continuous steam plume, the cooling tower plume would contain water vapor and under certain conditions, such as cold air and high humidity, a fine mist of water droplets may form.  High efficiency mist eliminators would be installed within the cooling tower.  (Tr. 1, p. 62; PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 10)

27. Modeling by the applicant based on five years of meteorological data indicates there would be no instances of off-site fogging or icing on area roadways, residential areas, and access roads.  (PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 28)

28. A dry cooled system for the facility is feasible, but was not pursued by the applicant due to higher costs; efficiency reductions of 11 percent at 90(F, 4.5 percent at 59(F, and 2.1 percent at 20(F; increased noise; and additional space requirements.  Capital improvements for dry cooling would cost approximately $25,000,000 to $30,000,000 more than wet cooling.  (PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 13, Q. 28, Table 2-28-B, Revised Table 2-28-C)

29. A comparison of wet and dry cooling options is as follows:

Cooling Option Comparison


Wet Cooling

Dry Cooling


Potable Supply
Connecticut River
Power Augmentation

Facility Output1
Base
-0.8 MW3
-26 MW

Heat Rate Impact1
Base
+10 btu/kwh
+661 btu/kwh

Annual Air Pollution Impact2
NOx - Base

SO2 - Base

CO2 - Base
+2.8 tons

+12 tons

+980 tons
+115 tons

+398 tons

+32,710 tons

Added Capital Cost
Base
+$20 M
+$26 M

Average Summer Potable Water Use
2.4 MGD
.08 MGD
1.1 MGD

Space Requirements

400(L x 50(W x 50(H for both units
180(L x 100(W x 90(H for each single unit

1 Performance based on a 90(F summer day for total facility output

2 Air Pollution Impacts assume lost MW are replaced by typical NEPOOL oil-fired unit

3 Reflects additional loss in output due to pumping requirements

(PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 28, Revised Table 2-28-C)

30. The Meriden Water Department would supply potable water to the proposed plant.  The project would use approximately 4,320 gallons per day of potable water for potable water and sanitary waste use.  The Meriden Water Department safe yield is estimated at 8,200,000 gallons per day with a current average daily water use of 6,200,000 gallons per day.  (Tr. 3, p. 40; PDC-El Paso 1, Fig. 3-2, p. 3-10)

31. The applicant assessed 17 alternative sources of cooling water for the proposed project.  These sources included transfers from the Meriden Water Department, New Britain Water Department, Berlin Water Department, Cromwell Water Department, Middletown Water Department, Southington Metropolitan District Commission, Wallingford Water Department, South Central Connecticut Regional Water Authority, Meriden Sewage Treatment Plant, Sodom Brook, Quinnipiac River, Mattabassett Sewage Treatment Plant, the Connecticut River, Belcher Brook, Stocking Brook, transfer from the Meriden Sewage Treatment plant in conjunction with transfer from the New Britain Water Department, and the development of on-site wells.  (Tr. 1, pp. 67-69)

32. Of the 17 water sources assessed, the Connecticut River was chosen by the applicant because of its size, designation as a class B water source, and proximity to the Algonquin Gas Transmission line corridor.  (PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 12, Supplemental Response)

33. The applicant has not yet determined how water would be withdrawn from the Connecticut River, believing it would be determined later in the DEP water diversion permit process.  The DEP has stated that diversion of water may require a Diversion Permit, and may be acceptable providing there are no resource implications connected to the chosen supply.  (PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 12, Supplemental Response; Tr. 3, p. 80; DEP Comments, January 21, 1999).

34. Water could be withdrawn from the Connecticut River via a 10.5 mile water pipeline for direct intake from the river, or by horizontal wells beneath the bed of the river.  The average flow of the Connecticut River is approximately 16,000 cfs.  The transfer of approximately 3,000,000 gallons per day from the river is approximately 4.62 cfs, which is 0.43 % of lowest river flow.  (PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 12, Supplemental Response; Tr. 1, p. 70)

35. PDC-El Paso would have to design its intake structure and related facilities such as access roads to avoid the back-up of flood water along the Connecticut River.  (Tr. 3, p. 120)

36. PDC-El Paso would have to ensure to the Army Corps of Engineers that the intake structure would not obstruct navigation on the Connecticut River.  (Tr. 3, p. 120)

37. PDC-El Paso cannot install any type of pipe or structure which would block the normal movement of sediment along the Connecticut River channel.  (Tr. 3, p. 120)

38. PDC-El Paso cannot create a structure or access road which would block the flow of water along the Connecticut River flood plain.  (Tr. 3, p. 121)

39. PDC-El Paso would have to install an intake structure to lessen or avoid fish impingement and entrainment impacts.  (Tr. 3, p. 121)

40. PDC-El Paso would have to design an intake structure which would not impede the flow of ice along the Connecticut River.  (Tr. 3, p. 121)

41. PDC El Paso must have its water supply and water diversion fully permitted in order to receive financing for the proposed project.  (Tr. 3, p. 127)

42. PDC-El Paso has not finalized the design or precise locations of the intake structures and related equipment.  (Tr. 3, p. 120)

43. PDC El Paso would need to obtain local permits including inland wetlands permits, street opening permits, permits from both the State and federal Departments of Transportation, and approval from Amtrak in order to construct the water pipeline from the Connecticut River to the proposed site.  (Tr. 1, pp. 78-79)

44. The engineering for the water pipeline is a conceptual design that has not yet been completed.   Although a detailed schedule for the water pipeline has not been prepared, the applicant believes it can permit and construct the water pipeline within a sufficient amount of time.  (Tr. 1, p. 47)

45. The proposed water pipeline route would traverse the Towns of Cromwell, Middletown, Berlin, and Meriden beginning in Cromwell at a point south of where the Algonquin Gas Transmission (Algonquin) pipeline intersects the Connecticut River.  The route would then join the Algonquin corridor, cross Coles Brook, cross underneath Route 3, cross Route 9 through a horizontal drilling process, cross Evergreen Road, follow Coles Road, and then cross I-91 through directional drilling, or alternatively, pass underneath North Road.  The route would then deviate around a culturally sensitive area, cross Route 372, then cross the Mattabasset River with directional drilling.  In Middletown, the route would cross Middle Street, and then cross the lower foothills of Lamentation Mountain.  In Berlin, the route would cross Spruce Brook in the Algonquin corridor, cross Lamentation Brook, cross under the Berlin Turnpike with directional drilling, cross Orchard Road twice, cross Belcher Brook, cross the Amtrak right-of-way (ROW) via directional drilling, pass in a joint corridor through Metacomet Drive, cross Crooked Brook, then join the proposed gas interconnection route to the proposed site.  (PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 12, Supplemental Response)

46. The applicant has not discussed directional boring under the Amtrak line with Amtrak officials, or the directional boring under various State and interstate roads with the Connecticut Department of Transportation (CDOT).  The applicant has not discussed using Orchard Road as a pipeline route with Berlin officials.  It is not certain whether the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission would have any jurisdiction over the construction of the water pipeline.  (Tr. 1, p. 79, pp. 87-88)

47.  The water pipeline would require permission for street cuts from all local municipalities.  (Tr. 1, p. 83)

48. The applicant has not yet received  permission from or established a contract with Algonquin.  (Tr. 1, p. 84)

49. The proposed water pipeline would be generally placed alongside of the existing Algonquin easement.  However, the existing easement would require PDC-El Paso to obtain the permission of those landowners who granted Algonquin an easement.  PDC-El Paso does not have the right of eminent domain.  (Tr. 1, pp. 87-91)

50. The new ROW for the proposed water pipeline would be approximately five feet in width,   needed for permanent maintenance.  PDC-El Paso would need to use the Algonquin ROW to place construction spoils during pipeline excavation.  The existing Algonquin ROW varies in width from  50 to 75 feet.  (Tr. 1, pp. 75-76)

51. The water pipeline would be approximately two feet in diameter.  Pumps, expected to be required only at the intake structure, would have a parasitic load of 0.8 MW.  The cost of the waterline is estimated as $20,000,000, to be depreciated over approximately 30 years.  (Tr. 1, pp. 70, 83, 93; PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 28, Revised Table C)

52. Wastewater from the proposed project would be directed to the Meriden Wastewater Treatment Facility, four miles from the proposed site.  The pH of project water would be adjusted to neutral prior to discharge.  The proposed project would discharge a maximum of approximately 270,000 gallons per day into the Meriden Wastewater Treatment Facility, which now processes approximately 10,700,000 gallons of water daily and can accommodate 11,600,000 gallons daily.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 4-43; PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 3)

53. The wastewater would be discharged into a tie-in at Sam’s Road or Quarry Lane.  After leaving the Meriden Wastewater Treatment Facility, the water would be discharged into the Quinnipiac River.  The discharge of 0.42 cfs of water into the Quinnipiac River would represent a 1.5 percent increase in the seven–day low river flow, occurring once in every ten year period.  The lowest flow recorded at this location is 8.0 cfs.  A discharge of 0.42 cfs during this period would represent a 5 percent increase in river flow.  (PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 12, Supplemental Response )

54. Stormwater on the proposed site would be routed through drainage ditches to a 0.7 acre detention basin.  The detention basin would have sufficient storage capacity to detain the volume from a 100-year 24-hour storm for 4 to 6 hours.  Discharge from the basin would be directed to a second detention basin of 0.3 acres from which stormwater would be piped and discharged into a vegetated wetland buffer around the proposed site.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 3-16, p. 4-47; PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 24)

55. Impervious surfaces on the proposed site would total approximately 5.9 acres.  (Tr. 1, p. 47)

56. Demineralized water would be stored in a 1,220,000 gallon storage tank with sufficient capacity for about 36 hours of operation while on No. 2 fuel oil.  Mobile demineralization units would be required for operation of the facility on fuel oil for periods longer than 36 hours.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 3-14; Tr. 1, pp. 63-64)

57. All discharges from plant drains in areas where chemicals would be used would be collected and routed to a neutralization tank.  Wastewater from demineralizer units would also be routed to this tank.  The average volume of wastewater piped into the neutralization tanks is estimated at approximately 4,320 gallons per day during gas-fired operation.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 3-14)

Fuel

58. Natural gas would be the primary fuel for the proposed plant, to be supplied via a dual connection to both the Tennessee Gas pipeline and the Algonquin Gas Transmission pipeline.  PDC-El Paso has entered into negotiations for the transport of gas on both pipelines, but has not confirmed how or where the gas would be provided to the facility.  (PDC-El Paso 5, Mitchell Testimony, pp. 3-4)

59. Natural gas would be supplied to the proposed plant at about 680 psig.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 3-1)

60. The distance between the proposed facility and the Tennessee Gas Pipeline is approximately 4.3 miles.  For about 3.3 miles, a new gas lateral would parallel the existing CL&P electric transmission corridor.  The route would then follow the planned electric transmission line corridor that would interconnect with the proposed facility, for one mile.  CL&P is concerned that any water or gas pipelines be located to ensure the continued safe operation of its nearby 345-kV lines.  (PDC-El Paso 5, Mitchell Testimony, pp. 5-6; CL&P Late File 1; PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 15)

61. The proposed interconnection with the Algonquin pipeline is approximately 1.5 miles northeast from the proposed site.  The route would follow the planned electric transmission line corridor that would interconnect with the proposed facility for one mile and would continue to the north to the existing Algonquin ROW for an additional 4200 feet.  The pipeline would be placed within a 50-foot wide permanent corridor, following existing cleared corridors as much as possible.  (PDC-El Paso 1, pp. 3-6 to 3-7; PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 15)

62. The proposed plant would have dual fuel capacity, with low sulfur (0.05 percent) distillate oil as a back-up fuel for a maximum of 720 hours per year.  Approximately 1,300,000 gallons of fuel oil would be stored on-site, with 4 to 5 trucks per hour required to keep the facility operating at full load.  The two oil delivery terminals would each be capable of unloading a tanker in 20 to 25 minutes.  The storage tank and unloading areas would be provided with secondary containment.  (PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 14; PDC-El Paso 1, pp. 3-1 to 3-2)

Electrical System Interconnection

63. Two existing 345-kV lines, line 348, which serves the Millstone power plants, and line 362, which serves the Haddam Neck power plant, are owned by CL&P and traverse the project site.  The CL&P ROW is approximately 250 feet in width; approximately 185 to 200 feet of the ROW is cleared to maintain the existing electric lines, with a buffer of 15 to 25 feet on both the north and the south edges of the ROW.  The proposed site is approximately 5,700 feet south of the existing transmission lines.  The proposed multiple use corridor for the interconnection to the existing CL&P transmission lines would be 150 feet in width to accommodate the proposed gas, electric, and water service lines. (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 3-5; PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 15; CL&P Late File 1)

64. The proposed electric interconnection generator leads would pass underneath line 348, which would be raised, to connect with line 362.  The line would be overhead on 75-foot wood H-frame poles.  Detailed engineering studies would be conducted to ensure that any electric interconnection would not compromise safety within the service corridor that would also contain gas and water pipelines.  CL&P’s strong preference is that the proposed Tennessee Gas Pipeline interconnection not be located within the CL&P ROW.  (CL&P, LFI; Tr. 2, pp. 77-78; PDC-El Paso 6)

65. The final electric interconnection would be based on a final study by ISO New England.  (CL&P, Late File 1; Tr. 1, p. 28)

66. A small substation would be constructed on the northeast portion of the proposed power plant site.  The substation would use a four position 345-kV ring bus configuration.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 3-5)

67. CL&P would pay for some or all of the protective relay switches and changes to CL&P lines.  (Tr. 2, p. 82)

68. The proposed plant would be dispatched to run whenever available, based on economic analysis.  The guaranteed availability of the proposed facility is 92-93 percent.  Electricity generated would flow predominantly to Connecticut load centers in proximity to the plant.  (Tr. 3, pp. 57-58; PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 1)

69. Decommissioning costs for the proposed facility would range from $12,000,000. to $14,000,000.  (Tr. 3, p. 77)

Environmental Considerations

70. Three vertebrate species of special concern were identified on the 821 acre parcel:  the Jefferson salamander, eastern ribbon snake, and eastern box turtle.  The Connecticut Natural Diversity Database identified on the parcel plants of special concern including:  the narrow-leaved glade fern (Diplazium pycnocarpon), squirrel corn (Dicentra canadensis), Hitchcock’s sedge (Carex hitchcockiana), (Carex squarrosa) a sedge, and (Carex hirsutella) a sedge.  Carex hirsutella would be directly impacted by this project.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 4-51, Attachment B; DEP Comments, January 21, 1999, p. 2)

71. Birds found in a survey of the forest interior of the 821-acre parcel included the scarlet tanager, ovenbird, wood thrush, black and white warbler, and worm-eating warbler.  (Tr. 2, p. 44)

72. The ecology of the proposed site includes a variety of unique and valuable biological and geological features, including numerous talus slopes, ephemeral seeps, vernal pools, and relatively unfragmented forest land with diverse habitat.  It is likely that secondary impacts associated with the proposed project would have a detrimental effect on the remaining undeveloped property.  (DEP Comments, January 21, 199, p. 2; PDC-El Paso 1, pp. 4-48 to 4-49; Tr. 2, pp. 36-37, p. 61)

73. Approximately nine acres of trees on the 36-acre site would be cleared.  Approximately 252,000 cubic yards of earth material would be cut from the slopes in the western portion of the site and approximately 108,000 cubic yards of fill added to the eastern portion. (PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 5, Q. 6)

74. The proposed 36-acre site contains 17 wetlands.  Three small heavily disturbed wetlands are located within the former quarry portion of the site, with three large wetlands located immediately adjacent to the quarry.  One vernal pool lies approximately 100 feet west of the 36-acre site, and includes breeding habitat for the Jefferson salamander.  Two other vernal pool wetlands are habitat for amphibians such as the wood frog and spotted salamander.  (PDC-El Paso 1, pp. 4-61 to 4-62, Fig. 4.8-1)

75. Construction of the proposed project would eliminate one highly disturbed wetland of approximately 4,275 square feet.  All other wetlands would be avoided by construction.  However, project construction could interfere with the dispersal of wood frogs and marbled salamanders after breeding.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 4-65)

76. To compensate for wetlands loss, the applicant would create additional wetlands as part of the stormwater management system.  Approximately 33,500 square feet of scrub shrub, wet meadow, marsh, and aquatic habitat would be created in the stormwater detension basin for wetland mitigation.  A second wetland mitigation area would provide approximately 2,000 square feet of wet meadow and shallow marsh.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 4-66; PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 20)

77. To protect the vernal pools in the area, the applicant would maintain an undisturbed vegetative buffer equal to the average height of the dominant trees, or 50 feet, whichever is greater, around the vernal pools, and prevent the discharge of stormwater runoff from impervious surfaces to the vernal pools.  Silt fencing would be removed from vernal pool areas following construction.  Failure to remove the silt fencing could impact amphibian breeding success.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 4-67)

78. The applicant would be required to submit construction plans to the DEP indicating the locations of the State listed plants in relation to the proposed work on the site, and submit a mitigation plan, if necessary, for their protection.  Avoidance of State-listed species would have to be ensured by the applicant, with locations identified on final plans submitted to the DEP.  (DEP Comments, January 21, 1999, p. 2)

79. Approximately 700 acres of land would be deeded to Berlin and Meriden on title interest.  Some 30 acres of traprock ridges would be under a conservation restriction.  About 60 acres around Beaver Pond in Meriden would be restricted to use as open space, recreational purposes, or educational use.  An additional 14.6 acres of land would be placed under conservation restriction for vernal pool protection west of the 36-acre site.  (Tr. 3, p. 30; Tr. 1, p.20; PDC-El Paso 7; Tr. 2, p. 42)

80. The Connecticut Historical Commission does not anticipate any adverse impacts from the proposed project.  (Tr. 1, p. 34)

81. To control air emissions from the proposed plant, various emissions controls would be employed, including dry low-nitrogen oxide (NOx) combustion in the combustion turbines while firing natural gas, and selective catalytic reduction and water injection to reduce NOx levels while firing No. 2 fuel oil.  A carbon monoxide (CO) oxidation catalyst would control CO.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 1-7, pp. 4-13 to 4-18)

82. The proposed project would annually displace 13,713 tons of sulfur dioxide (SOx) 3,523 tons of NOx, and 3,600,000 tons of carbon dioxide (CO2).  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 2-13)

83. To comply with the requirements of non-attainment new source review for NOx emissions from the proposed turbines, the proposed project would acquire NOx offsets at a ratio of 1.2 to 1.0.  (PDC-El Paso 1A, pp. 4-18 to 4-19; PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 8)

84. Exhaust stack emissions would be monitored by a continuous emissions monitoring system to ensure that the facility has operated in compliance with air regulations.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 3-2)

85. Air emissions from the proposed facility, based on maximum potential annual emissions, using worst case load conditions with evaporative cooling, are as follows:

Facility Emissions

Pollutant
Emissions (tons per year)

Nitrogen Oxides
143

Carbon Monoxide
265

Volatile Organic Compounds
48

Total Particulates
210

PM-10
210

Sulfur Dioxide
110


(PDC-El Paso 1A, p. 3-1)

86. No noticeable odors would be caused by the proposed project.  Dispersion modeling did not identify any condition that would violate air quality standards.  (PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 9)

87. The proposed facility would have two 180-foot exhaust stacks, the minimum height acceptable under good engineering practice.  Final determination of the stack height would be based on air quality analysis.  (Tr. 1, p. 60; PDC-El Paso 1, p. 4-83)

Noise

88. Noise may occasionally be heard during project construction at nearby homes, especially during periods of steam blows, rock splitting, or blasting.  Mitigation would be achieved by scheduling such activities during daytime hours.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 3-20)

89. Major exterior noise sources from the operation of the proposed plant would include air intakes and exhaust from the combustion turbines, the mechanical draft cooling towers, main transformers, roof exhaust fans, ventilation openings in the turbine building tower, and circulating pumps. (PDC-El Paso 1, pp. 4-34 to 4-36)

90. Gas turbine exhaust stack noise would be attenuated within the heat recovery steam generators and by additional mufflers if required.  Remaining noise would be radiated from the top of the exhaust stacks.  Noise from the gas turbine inlets would be attenuated by inlet air mufflers, filters, and ducting systems.  Noise from transformers, a potential source of tonal noise, may be mitigated by the walls acting as noise barriers.  The cooling tower and circulating water pumps would require additional noise control.  (PDC-El Paso 1, pp. 4-34 to 4-36)

91. Existing background noise levels in the vicinity of the proposed site are as follows:

Existing Noise Levels (in dBA)
Location
Daytime
Nighttime

Hicks/Bailey Avenue int.
40
41

Falcon Lane/Oriole Way
46
43

Sam’s Road
48
38

Route 71
48
38


(PDC-El Paso 1, pp. 4-25 to 4-27)

92. The estimated nighttime noise levels, excluding ambient noise, from the proposed plant in the vicinity of the proposed site are as follows:

Proposed Noise Levels (in dBA)

Location
Estimated Project Noise

Hicks Avenue terminus
39

Falcon Lane
37

Sam’s Road
40

Route 71
33

Metacomet Trail
48


(PDC-El Paso 1, p. 4-37)

93. State DEP noise regulations limit noise from fixed industrial sources to 51 dBA during nighttime hours at residential properties.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 4-37)

Visibility
94. As identified in the chart below, the two exhaust stacks would be visible from portions of Berlin and Meriden.

Stack Visibility
Location
Approximate Distance (ft.)
Stack Visible

Route 71, Berlin
4,000
Yes

Turkey Hill, Berlin
18,000
No

Beaver Pond, Meriden
4,000
No

Reynolds Drive/Shady Crest Road, Meriden
10,000
Yes

Kensington Avenue, Meriden
5,000
Yes

North Colony Street/Amity Street, Meriden
5,000
Yes

Buckwheat Hill, Meriden
15,000
Yes

Elm Street/Silver Street, Meriden
13,000
No

City Hall, Meriden
11,000
Yes


(PDC-El Paso 1, Figs. 4.10-1 to 4.10-11)

Electric and Magnetic Fields

95. The centerlines of transmission line 348 and transmission line 362 are separated by 85 feet along an existing 250-foot wide transmission line ROW across the northern portion of the 821 acre site.  Both circuits on this east to west line are suspended on two-pole H-frame structures.  (PDC-El Paso 5, Bailey Testimony, Att. B, pp. 1-2)

96. Assuming a connection on the 362 line at a summer peak load of 1600 amps and 1063 amps on the l348 line, magnetic fields would decrease from a present level of 25 milligauss to an expected level of 17 milligauss on the northern edges of the ROW east of the proposed interconnection.  To the west of the interconnection, magnetic fields would increase from a present level of 25 milligauss to an expected level of 47 milligauss.  When the proposed plant is meeting electric demands in southwestern Connecticut, power flows on line 362 between the plant and the Southington Substation to the west of the interconnection would increase, while power flows between the plant and Haddam Neck would decrease.  (Tr. 1, pp. 96-98; Tr. 3, pp. 136-137; PDC-El Paso 5, Bailey Testimony, Att. B, pp. 6-7)

Project Schedule

97. Although a detailed construction schedule has not been prepared, the applicant expects to begin construction in the first quarter of the year 2000 with commercial operation expected to begin in the first quarter of 2002.  The project is expected to have a service life of 30 years.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 3-1; Tr. 1, p. 21; Tr. 3, p. 47, p. 68)

Municipal Approvals

98. The Town of Berlin Town Council voted unanimously to support the proposed project.  The City of Meriden Zoning Commission, Planning Commission and Inland Wetland Commission all voted unanimously in favor of the proposed project.  The final site plan of the proposed project was approved by the Meriden Planning and Zoning Commission on September 16, 1998.  (Tr. 1, pp. 7-8; Tr. 2, pp.3-4; PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 24)

