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STATE OF CONNECTICUT
CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL

PETITION OF BRIDGEPORT ENERGY PETITION NO. 879
LLC FOR A DECLARATORY RULING :

TO MODIFY THE DECISION AND

ORDER IN PETITION NO. 377 AT THE

BRIDGEPORT ENERGY

GENERATING FACILITY IN

BRIDGEPORT, CONNECTICUT TO

OPERATE EXCLUSIVELY ON ;

NATURAL GAS ; NOVEMBER 17, 2010

PETITION FOR DECLARATORY RULING

INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to Sections 4-181 and 16-50k of the Connecticut General Statues
(*C.G.5.7) and Sections 16-50j-38 to 16-50j-40 of the Regulations of Connecticut
State Agencies (“R.C.S.A."), Bridgeport Energy, L.L.C. (“Bridgeport Energy”} hereby
requests, based on the change in conditions discussed herein, that the Connecticut
Siting Council (the “Council”) render a declaratory ruling modifying its approval of
Petition No. 377 to allow the Bridgeport Energy electric generating facility (the
“Facility”) in Bridgeport, Connecticut to operate exclusively on natural gas and to
eliminate the requirement to maintain the ability to operate on No. 2 fuel cil. C.G.S.
§ 4-181a(b) authorizes an administrative agency to modify a final decision on a
showing of changed conditions.

Under Bridgeport Energy’s current approval, it must maintain its ability to burn
No. 2 fuel oil. However, Bridgeport Energy desires to eliminate the requirement to be

capable of burning No. 2 fuel oil for two reasons. First, it no longer has the need for




the ability to burn No. 2 fuel oil. Since the construction of the Bridgeport Energy
facility was approved in 1997, several developments have occurred 1o increase the
supply of natural gas such that the current supply of natural gas and pipeline capacity
is sufficient to reliably serve New England’s gas-fired generation fleet at a price that
makes it uneconomic to operate on No. 2 fuel oil. Second, removing the provisions in
Bridgeport Energy’s air permit relating to operation on No. 2 fuel oil would be
consistent with the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection’s ("DEP”) air
guality planning goals and standards for certain particulate emissions. The DEP has

indicated to Bridgeport Energy that it is not opposed to such removal.

1. PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

On July 7, 1997, The United llluminating Company (“Ul"), on behalf of
Bridgeport Energy, submitted a petition to the Council for a declaratory ruling that
modifying Ul's Bridgeport Harbor Station by constructing a nominally-rated 520 MW
combined cycle electric generating facility in Bridgeport, Connecticut, would not have
a substantial adverse environmental effect and that no Certificate of Environmental
Compatibility and Public Need would be required. At the time the petition was
submitted (as reflected in the transcript of the public hearing for Petition No. 377),
Connecticut and the region were facing serious electricity capacity shortages as the
result of prolonged nuclear power plant outages. The project was proposed, in part,
to provide critical additional generating capacity on an expedited basis. The facility,
as originally proposed, was to operate primarily on naturai gas with No. 2 fuel oil as a

back-up in the event of a physical interruption or in the event that natural gas was not




available at favorable prices. However, at the time that the Council was considering
the petition, Bridgeport Energy had not determined how natural gas would be
delivered to the site, and proposed to operate on No. 2 fuel oil until the gas supply
could be finalized and constructed. When the Council approved the project on
August 6, 1997, it included the following condition in its Decision and Order:

“the project shall operate on natural gas except during

curtailment of natural gas when such project may operate

on No. 2 fuel oil as permitted by the Department of
Environmental Protection.”

On September 19, 1997, shortly after the generating facility was approved,
Southern Connecticut Gas Company submitted to the Council a petition for a
declaratory ruling for the abproval of a natural gas distribution pipeline to serve the
Bridgeport Energy facility. The Council approved the pipeline on November 12, 1897,
thus securing the natural gas supply for the Bridgeport Energy project. On
December 16, 1997, in a quarterly status report to the Council, Bridgeport Energy
informed the Council that the construction of the No. 2 fuel oil system was being
deferred and that Bridgeport Energy intended to run only on natural gas.

However, as more fully explained in a letter from Bridgeport Energy to the
Council dated June 14, 1899 (attached as Exhibit 1), the Bridgeport Energy facility
was constructed and permitted to allow future operation on No. 2 fuel oil. Certain
components that allow oil-firing were constructed or incorporated into the design of
the facility. For example, the turbines are capable of firing on natural gas or No. 2 fuel
oil. The heat recovery steam generator stacks were designed to allow for a 30-foot

extension to meet the permitted emission limits for operation on No. 2 fuel oil.




Additional space was built into the Selective Catalytic Reduction module for the
additional catalysts that would be required for operation on No. 2 fuel oil. Finally, the
facility obtained an air permit from the DEP that allowed operation on No. 2 fuel oil for
approximately 60 days per year.

Although certain components are in place, a significant amount of work would
need to be done to allow operation on No. 2 fuel oil. Specifically, to be able to
operate on No. 2 fuel oil, Bridgeport Energy would need to increase the height of the
exhaust stacks by at least 30 feet from 130 feet to 160 feet to meet the permit limits
for No. 2 fuel oil. In addition, it would be necessary to construct the No. 2 fuel ol
delivery, storage and control systems, including tank storage of at least 1.5 million
gailons, install all new piping, pumping and control systems, perform extensive
software upgrades and modifications, and make significant adjustments and additions
to the burners. In addition, once the necessary equipment is installed, the turbines
would need to be tested and commissioned for operation of No. 2 fuel oil.

On February 3, 2000, Bridgeport Energy submitted to the Council a “Natural
Gas Curtailment and Qil-Firing Contingency Plan Study” (the “Study”) to address the
Council's concerns about potential electric supply reliability issues that could arise in
the event of a curtailment of natural gas without No. 2 fuel oil as a back-up. The
purpose of the Study was to provide information to evaluate electricity demands and
natural gas supplies, and determine the likelihood that a curtailment of natural gas
could cause electric system reliability problems. The Study also included an “Oil-

Firing Contingency Plan” (the “Contingency Plan”} that outlined the steps to be taken




if certain indicators suggested a natural gas supply shortage could resultin a

curtailment. The Council approved the Contingency Plan on March 22, 2000.

1. NATURAL GAS SUPPLY IMPROVEMENTS

Under the terms of the Contingency Plan, Bridgeport Energy agreed to
periodically review and analyze information regarding the supply and demand for
natural gas in New England. If the analyses indicate that the capacity of the natural
gas supply (“capacity”) exceeds the demand for natural gas (the “capacity margin”) by
greater than two percent, then no further analysis or action is required. If the capacity
margin is less than two percent, then the regional demand for electricity and the
natural gas supply needed to meet that demand must be conducted. If the analysis
reveals that the capacity of natural gas is greater than the capacity needed to meet
the regional demand for electricity by more than two percent, then no further analysis
is required. However, if that analysis indicates a capacity margin of less than two
percent, then a further analysis of the state level electric supply and demand is to be
analyzed. Again, if such analysis shows a reserve margin of greater than two
percent, no further analysis is required. If the state level capacity margin is less than
two percent, then Bridgeport Energy must take the steps needed to obtain any
necessary permits to install and operate the No. 2 fuel oil systems, as described in the
Contingency Plan.

In the Contingency Plan Study, Bridgeport Energy provided an analysis of the
natural gas capacity margins in New England. For the years 1997 to 2001, the

capacity margins were between 19 percent and 47 percent. Thus, no further analysis




was necessary. On October 17, 2005, Bridgeport Energy submitted an updated
analysis for the years 2003 through 2008. Under the most conservative set of
calculations provided in the update, the lowest capacity margin was 62 percent
(2004). These two reports illustrate two important points. First, the capacity margins
have been, and are projected to be far in excess of the two percent margin that would
trigger the implementation of the Contingency Plan. Second, the capacity margins
are larger now than in the 1997 o 2001 timeframe.

By many accounts, the natural gas supply in the Northeast has improved
dramatically over the recent years. As described in detail in RW. Beck’s "Final
Report, Connecticut and New England Natural Gas and Power Infrastructure Supply
Changes 1991 — Present,” prepared for Milford Power Company, LLC, dated July 28,
2010 and submitted to the Council in connection with Docket No. 187, there are a
number of developments that have increased the reliability of the gas supply in
Connecticut and New England, including the demonstrated viability of the Marcellus
shale formation to produce significant new quantities of natural gas in close proximity
to New England load centers. In addition, pipeline expansions, new liquefied natural
gas facilities and improved pipeline transmission capacity have removed the supply
constraints that existed in the late 1990’s. In summary, based on historic projections
and more recent studies, Bridgeport Energy does not envision the need to operate on

No. 2 fuel oil for either reliability reasons or for economic purposes. Further,

1 Docket 187 relates to the Milford Power electric generating facility in Milford, Connecticut.
Milford Power is also seeking the Council's approval to decommission its fug! oil cperation.
The R.W. Beck report was submitted in support of that request.
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Bridgeport Energy would have no obligation to do so under the terms of the approved

Contingency Plan.

V. AR PERMITTING ISSUES AND REGULATORY CHANGES

Absent outside factors, Bridgeport Energy would not be seeking a modification
of its Council approval. However, Bridgeport Energy recently met with
representatives of the DEP's Bureau of Air Management to discuss modifications to
the air permit to reflect the addition of controls for carbon monoxide emissions. At
that meeting, the DEP informed Bridgeport Energy that the agency was not opposed
to removing the terms of the permit relating to the oil-firing capability. The DEP’s
reasons in support of removing the oil-firing aspects of the permit relate to federal
regulatory requirements for particulate matter, specifically, solid matter or liquid
droplets with an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 microns or less ("PM 2.5"). These
federal regulatory requirements developed over a period of several years following the
approval of the facility. Under the regulations, DEP was required to submit State
Implementation Plans for PM 2.5 in 2008, which plan was to include control measures
sufficient to achieve compliance with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards by
April 2010.

Under the DEP’s State Implementation Plan, the DEP must model the potential
emissions from operations on oil, not the actual emissions.2 In other words, the DEP

must input the emissions from the facility as if it were operating for approximately

2 When used in the context of emissions modeling, “potential emissions” refers to the total
emissions that could result from operating at the maximum permitted level, not the actual
emissions. Bridgeport Energy’s air permit allows operation on No. 2 fuel ol for approximaiely
80 days per year.




60 days per year on No. 2 fuel oil, even though it is not equipped to do so at the
present time. VWhen modeled using the inputs from using No. 2 fuel cil, the potential
emissions of PM 2.5 are an issue for DEP in an area that is non-attainment for

PM 2.5, like Bridgeport. In addition, whenever DEP initiates future air quality
planning, the fact that Bridgeport Energy has the potential to cperate on No. fuel oil
causes complications for increment modeling. Finally, when future developments are
proposed in the vicinity of Bridgeport Energy that require an air permit, those facilities
must also do modeling that includes Bridgeport Energy’s potential emissions. In
summary, Bridgeport Energy’s permit conditions “reserve” a certain level of emissions
for operating on No. 2 fuel oil, such that those potential emissions are unavailable for
other potential sources and must be taken into consideration in DEP’s planning
efforts.

Finally, if Bridgeport Energy is not able to remove the No. 2 fuel oil-firing
capabilities from its air permit, DEP will require Bridgeport Energy to engage in a
lengthy analysis of the Best Available Control Technology (‘BACT”) for PM 2.5 and to
perform all new modeling for emissions from the facility. In addition to the time and
expense associated with these activities, the results could have serious implications

for the types of additional controls that would be required.

V. CONCLUSION

Based on the fact that natural gas supplies have been sufficient to reliably
supply the generation fleet in Connecticut and New England and because recent

improvements and developments have increased the supply of natural gas to the




region, it is unnecessary for Bridgeport Energy to maintain the ability to operate on
No. 2 fuel oil for either reliability or economic reasons. Under the Qil-firing
Contingency Plan, it is extremely unlikely that the need to operate on No. 2 fuel oil wilt
ever be triggered. Accordingly, it is neither prudent nor practicable for Bridgeport
Energy to “reserve” the potential emissions allowances for operation on No. 2 fuel oil.
Continuing to do so raises significant issues for Bridgeport Energy, the DEP and any
future projects. Further, there is no justification for the time and expense associated
with performing a BACT analysis and all new air modeling for operation on No. 2 fuel
oil when it is very unlikely that the facility will ever need to operate on No. 2 fuel oil.
Unfortunately, the subject permit terms cannot be removed from the permit unless the
Council agrees to remove the requirement to maintain the ability to operate on No. 2
fuel oil.

.Therefore, in accordance with C.G.S. § 4-181a(b), and as described above,
Bridgeport Energy respectfully requests that the Council consider i) the significant
improvements in the natural gas supply in the region in the thirteen years since the
project was approved, and ii) the changes in DEP’s air regulations, as “changed
conditions” that justify removing the requirements to maintain the ability to operate on
No. 2 fuel oil from the Decision and Order in Petition No. 377 and allow Bridgeport

Energy to operate exclusively on natural gas.




VI.

NOTICE AND COMMUNICATIONS

Finally, in accordance with R.C.S.A. § 16-50j-39, the names, addresses and

telephone numbers of the persons o whom correspondence or communications in

regard to this Petition are to be directed are:

John Staikos, Esq.

LS Power Equity Advisors, LLC
1700 Broadway, 35" Floor

New York, NY 10019

Telephone: 212-615-3456
Facsimile: 212-615-3440
E-mail: JStaikos@LSPower.com

Mr. Scott Weis

Environmental Engineer

LS Power Development, LLC

400 Chesterfield Center, Suite 100
St. Louis, MO 63017

Telephone: 636-534-3245
Facsimile: 636-532-2250

E-mail: SWeis@LSPower.com

Andrew W. Lord, Esq.

Murtha Cullina LLP

CityPlace |, 29" Floor

185 Asylum Street

Hartford, CT 06103
Telephone: 860-240-6180
Facsimile: 860-240-6150
E-mail: alord@murthalaw.com
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Respectfully submitted,

BRIDGEPORT ENERGY LLC

By

Andrew W. Lord ‘
Murtha Cullina LLP
CityPlace |, 29" Floor

185 Asylum Street

Hartford, CT 06103-3469
Telephone: (860) 240-6180
Facsimile: (860) 240-6150
Its Attorney
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Bridgeport - 10 Aflantic Sireot

Bridgeport, CT 06604
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BITING Coyme
Joel M. Rinebold NG

Executive Director

State of Connecticut
Connecticut Siting Council
Ten Frankiin Square

New Britain CT 06051

Re:  Petition No. 377 - Bridgeport Energy LLC
Dear Mr. Rinebold:

This letter is in response to your letter to Ted Manes dated April 16, 1999. In that letter you

referenced Bridgeport Energy’s (“BE™) March 30, 1999 Quarterly Progress Report and the

Council’s staff inspection of the BE site on April 5, 1999. In your letter, you requested

additional information concerning BE’s “...capability to use low sulfur No. 2 oil during times of

natural gas curtailment to ensure reliability of the facility, consistent with the Council’s Decision
- and Order dated August 6, 1997.”

As you know, when Petition No. 377 was submitted to the Council in the summer of 1997, it was
not clear how the gas would get delivered to the Site, i.¢., would the gas transportation be
marine-based or land-based. In addition, there was genuine concern that given those
uncertainties and the potentially contentious gas pipeline permitting process, gas might not have
been able to have been delivered to the Site in time to commission the faci lity for operation
during the Summer of 1998. k was believed that there may be capacity shortages during that
summer throughout the State of Connecticut and the Region. For these reasons, it was especially
important to plan and permit for both sources of fuel, which is reflected in the testimony offered
during the public hearing on the Petition. Given possible market fluctuations and other
considerations, it is important to continue to be able to run the facility on both fuel sources,
which is why BE has never made the permanent decision to eliminate oil as a possible fuel
supply. However, at this time, BE has elected not to construct all of the oil systems,

Although we believe this decision is consistent with both the terms of the Council’s Opinion, and
Decision and Order, and the spirit of the testimony provided in the hearing on the Petition, we
want to work with the Council to ensure that even if there is a natural gas curtailment, there will



Joel M. Rinebold
June 14, 1999
2

be ample electricity generated for Connecticut’s needs. To that end, we have described below
what oil facilities BE has planned for and constructed, and what steps BE will take to evaluate
under what circumstances a natural gas curtailment may occur, and what steps BE would take in
the event of such a curtailment if the consequences of BE’s not being able to run on oil during
such a curtailment would cause shortages in Connecticut.

Systems to Run on No. 2 Qil

BE has not made a permanent decision not to run the facility at any time in the future on oil.
Instead, we have made a decision that for the near-term, based upon ouwr evaluation of possible
curtailments and other factors, all of the oil systems will not be constructed. Although the oil
tank and certain other oil delivery facilities have not been constructed, it is important to note that
during the construction process of the BE facility, certain critical construction and operational
decisions to support the later possible addition of the remaining oil systems to the facility have
been made. For example, the exhaust stack pilings and foundations were designed to support the
requirement in the DEP Air Permits to Operate the facility in combined cycle mode (the “Air
Permits”) for 160 foot stacks if the facility runs on oil. The electrical power supply capacity and
breakers can support running the facility on oil. BE applied for and obtained air permits to allow
operation on No. 2 oil, and the Air Permits authorize operation on oil for thirty (30) days per
year. Furthermore, BE purchased sufficient VOC offsets required by the Air Permits to cover
operating on oil,

Additional Factors/Systems to Run on No. 2 Qil

The above-referenced steps that have been taken in order to run on oil are the most significant
steps in terms of time and complexity. There are additional steps that would need to be taken in
order to run the BE facility on oil. For example, the oil auxiliary systems and structures would
need to be designed, purchased, constructed, and commissioned. At the same time as the design
of those systems is proceeding, the City of Bridgeport site plan approval for siting and
construction of the oil tank would need to be applied for, and a stack testing protocol would need
to be submitted to the DEP for approval. Once constructed, BE would need to £0 on an outage
so that the oil systems could be tied in and the facility could be commissioned on oil,

Scope of Study Regarding Nataral Gas Curtailment

BE proposes to prepare a scope of study in order to evaluate the circumstances under which a
natural gas curtailment may occur in this Region, and under what circumstances and when BE
would implement the steps outlined just above to enable the facility to tun on oil. The scope of
study would include a history of curtailments, a description of the circumstances under which BE
would design, permit, construct and commission the additional oil facilities addressed above, and
a schedule for implementation of same. We propose that we prepare a draft of the scope of study



Joel M. Rinebold
June 14, 1999
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for submittal to the Council by July 23, 1999 for the Council’s informal review and comment,
Background to Decision to Run on Natural Gas

It may be useful to frame the historical context of BE’s decision to defer construction and
commissioning of all of the oil systems. There were a number of factors that BE considered in
the course of its decision-making process to defer the construction of all of the systems necessary
to run the plant on No. 2 oil. Those factors included the eventual certainty that the gas pipeline
would be constructed in time to deliver gas to the Site for simple cycle (Phase 1) operation
during the summer of 1998, and the fact that natural gas is cleaner burning, and, therefore,
preferable from an environmental point of view.

In the December 16, 1997 Status Report to the Council, we informed the Council that
“....construction of the fuel oil system was being deferred...” and that BE intended to run the
facility only on natural gas for both the simple- (Phase 1) and combined- (Phase 2) cycle phases
of operation. Part of the decision-making to defer the construction of the additional systems
necessary to run the plant on oil in that time frame centered on the challenge to our air permits
application. On September 25, 1997, the DEP issued its tentative determination to issue the Air
Permits to Operate the facility on both natural gas and oil. In late-October 1997, several citizens’
groups challenged the tentative determination. The public hearing on the challenge was held on
December 22, 1997. The citizens were raising issues involving the older, “dirtier” units in the
State that run on oil (the so-called “Filthy Five”). As such, in addition to several other factors
militating in favor of running the plant only on natural gas, it appeared reasonable, given the
citizen challenge to the proposed draft BE dual-fuel air permits and to the oil-fired units in the
State of Connecticut, that BE should run the plant only on natural gas. Ultimately, the Permits
were issued authorizing the use of gas or oil (oil being limited to 30 days a year). In this context,
we think that it may have been clearer in the mid-December 1997 time frame to have stated in the
December Report to the Council that the decision regarding the timing of the construction of all
of the oil systems was being deferred, and not that the construction of all of the facilities was
being deferred, which may have been interpreted to imply that construction of all of the oil
systems would occur in the near term.

As we believe the Council is well-aware, BE honored its commitment to the Council, and the
Departments of Environmental Protection and Public Utility Control and worked extremely hard
to build the simple cycle facilities in an amazing nine months to ensure that there was available
capacity during the summer of 1998. We have continued to work hard to ensure that the
combined cycle facilities were ready for this summer. We would like to take this opportumity to
state that we will continue to work hard to continue to partner with the Council and other
interested agencies to ensure that Connecticut is not harmed by electricity outages., We hope that
the information contained in this letter is helpful to you and the Council members, and look
forward to working with you toward the development of a scope of study on curtailment.



Joel M., Rinebold
June 14, 1999
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If you have any questions, or require any additional information, please contact me.

c: Abbie Eremich, Esq.
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Bridgeport Energy LLC
Natural Gas Curtailment and

il Firing Contingency Plan Study

Submitted by
Bridgeport Fnergy LLC

March 11. 2003



Section 1 - Introduction and Background

This study is submirted in accordance with the terms of the Bridgeport Fnergy 1.1.C
("Bridgeport™y letter to the Connecticut Siting Council {the *Council™) dated June 14, 1999 (Sthe
Tetier™), the draft Scope of Study dated July 23, 1999 and is generally consistent with the initiul
Bridgeport Study submitted on February 3, 2000, The purpose of the study is 1o provide
information to evaluate whether the amount of future available natural gas pipeline capucity
could result in electne system veliability issues in Connecticut such that Bridacport should
implement what is referred 1o as the Oil Firing Contingency Plan (*Contingency Plan™). The
study tocuses on leng-term projected changes to supply and demand and does not address
unexpected. short-term pipeline or trangmission unavailabifity. it is determined that regional
gas supplics are inadequate Lo support the demands of existing users and gas-only tucled
gencrating facilities, Bridgeport will address the Oil Firing Contingency Plan.

The study is organized in five sections: Section | provides an introduction and back ground.
Section 2 addresses the recent activity concerning refiability of the elecuic and natural gas
infrastructure i New England including the January 2004 “Cold Snap.” Scelion 3 addresscs the
wethodology by which Bridgepert analyses gas supply and demand trends to determine if the
Contingency Plian shall be consilered. Section 4 describes the steps and standards by which
Bridgeport Energy would implement the Contingency Plan. i required. Section 5 outlines the
propased Limeteble tor updating the study.

Section 2 — Reliability of the Electrie Enfrastructure

The region’s pipelines deliver gas o New England from supply basins from the U.S. Gulf Coast,
Irom Western (anada, and (rom Eastern Capada, '[he interstate and intrastate pipeline
companies serving New Englond include: Algonguin Gas ‘Transmission, Granite State Gas
Transmission. [roquois Cias Transmission System, Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline. Portland
Natural Gus Fransmission System, and Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company. Total pipeline
deliverability is approximately 4 Befday.' The majority of New England’s nataral gas is
delivered by two major interstate systems through the Algonquin GGas Transmission system. and
the Tennessee Gas Pipeline system. Together these two pipeline systems comprise nearly 80%
of the region’s pipelive deliverability ® The report notes that in the last thirteen years, New
Fngland added three new pipeline systems delivering gas from supply basing in Canada
mcluding Western Canada supplies using Iroguois Gas Transmission system in 1992 and
Portland Natural Gas ‘Tronsmission system in 1999, and Eastern Canada’s Sable Island offshore
eas supplies from the Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline in 2000. All pipelines and distribution
companics are interconnected in a network to form a comprehiensive delivery system. Bridgeport
Inergy penerates power [rom natural gas provided to the facility through a thind party tolling
agreement with Duke Energy Trading & Marketing, LLC (“DIETM™). The gas is supplied
utitizing the froguois Gas Pipeline system and Southern Connecticut (Gas system.

b Northenst Gas Associanon, “Northeast Natral Gas Market Update,” January 2005
Ibid.
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New England is the site of onc of four operating import terminals in the US for liquelicd natural
gas ("LNGT) The terminal is owned by ‘Tractebel LNG North America and operated by ity
subsidiary, Distrigas of Massachusetts Corp. ("DOMAC™). LNG is imported primarily from
Trinidad & Tobago in the Caribbean and delivered by tanker to the Distrigas terminal at Everott,
Massachusetts. The terminal has pipeline interconnections as well as conmections with a major
local distribution conmpany (“LIXCT) and a major power plant. LNG is supphed to various LDC
satellite storage tanks from trucks that load at the DOMAC terminal, DOMAC recently increased
the vaporization capability at its terminal from 435 MMei/d to a maximum of 1 Bef/day and has
daily sendout by truck of another 100 MMecliday. *  Several proposcd LNG projects arc under
active development in New Lingland and the Maritimes. LNG is expected 10 be a significant
contributor 1o incremental new gas supplies for New England. New in region LNG facilities will
also provide additional critical supply reliability in the luture. For purposes ol this study. no new
LING supplies are expected to be completed prior to 2009 and thercfore are not included.

In January 2004, New England experienced unusually severe weather and high clectricity
demand condilions. These are precisely the kinds of conditions that are of concern to the Siting
Council and the electric industry. Extremely low temperatures, very high demand for cleetricity,
and peaking conditions in the natural gas markets oceurred simullaneously during Fanuary 14-16,
2004 (“January Cold Snap™). During the Janwary Cold Snap the gas market set a new delivery
record. New Dngland LDCs experienced a record peak day sendout of 3.8 Befon January 13,
2004, 12% above the previous peak day set in January 2000, New Fngland peak electric
demand reached 22,817 MW. During the period electric reserve marging became very low.
placing the electric system at a point where demands nearly exceeded supplics. This event
prompied investigations by 1SO New England and FERC into market and system performance
during severe cold weather conditions. The conclusion of the investipations indicated that there
were no electric service interruptions and fiem gas load obligations were served. {lowever.
improvements in ithe scheduling of cleetric resources and coordinution between the cleetric
industry and pas industry were needed to improve reliability.

Following the January Cold Snap. in the fall ol 2004, 1SO-NE adopted OP-20 “Cold Weather
Event Operations” to address the problems which the market encountered in January 2004, This
includes provisions for changing scheduling of the power markets to align with the gas market
schedule, lowering of load demand in certain circumstances and requiring dual-fucled generation
to switch to oil firing jif required for system relinbility. Bridgeport and its affiliates are active
participanis with 150 New England and various task forees to recommend and seck
implementation of improvements to the processes und systems affecting electric system
reliability and gas pipeline operations.

Between 998 and 2004 New England experienced substuntial growth in clectric gencration
uttlizing natural gas. Much of this generation is capable of Tiring on Luel o v addition
naturad gas, Gas pipeline systems continue 1o expand and improve deliverability, Asa result of

" Northeast Gias Assaciation. “Regioaal Natural Gus Supply & Deliverabilitg ™. presentation to Cold Spap Task
Force, Marlboreugh, MA. June 18, 2004,
K] .
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high capacity margins and poor cconomics, gas fired electric supply growth has slowed with the
cancellation or delay of many proposed gas fired generation projects. These trends are expected
to increase gas supply delivery margios in the short term as gas supplies increase with a modest
wrowth in gas demand.

Section 3 — Gas Supply and Demand Study Methodology

Gas and electric system supply and demand conditions have been studied using a multi-step
process. The first step includes an overview of gas supply and demand projections. Appendix A
provides gas supply and demand data used in the study. Appendix T3 includes a listing of electric
generation projects which have been fully permitted that arc considered for the study. Appendix
C provides a list of proposed gas supply infrastructure projects considered in future supply
analysis.

Cousistent with the study previously submitted to the Siting Council, Bridgeport has (olowed
the approach outlined below:

(i) Compare pcak day gas demand projections with avatlable supply capacity. Demand will
include all residential, commercial, industrial, and power production uses. Supplies will include
both pipelines and I.NG storage. If gas supply capability exceeds projected demand by more
than 2%, the analysis will be concluded and the results will be forwarded to the Council for
review.

(ii) 1[the loregoing review results in gas supply margins of less than 2%. then the regional
clectric supply and demand situation will be evaluated further. Peak winter loads and planning
reserve margins will be assessed to determine what amount of electric generation capacity can be
considered “surpfus”™ (i.e. installed megawalts in excess of load plus reserves.y Surplus
generation gas demand will be deducted from the pipeline demand previously calculated. This
value will represent the amount of gas-fired gencration capacity that could be curtailed without
having an impact on clectric reliability. If, upon the removal of the naturaf gas demand crented
by surplus generating capacity. gas supply capability then exceeds demand by greater than 2%,
the analysis will be concluded. The results will then be forwarded to the Council for review,
(ii1) Tf the foregoing review results in gas supply marging of less than 2%, the stalewide electric
supply and demand balance will be assessed. Additionally, this step will evaluate the load relief
available from implementation of 1ISO-NE OP-4 Action During a Capacity Deficiency and OP-
20 *Cold Weather Event Operations™. If, upon complction of the state level analysis, gas supply
capability then excecds demand by greater than 2% the analysis will be concluded. The results
will be then be forwarded to the Council for review.

(iv) If the foregoing analysiy indicates reserve marging ol less than 2%. the Contingency Plan
will be addressed.

Sd-



Natural Gas Supply/Demand Analysis 2003 — 2008

The Table | depicta the average daily demand in 2003 of end-use gas consumption for Now
England. 2003 is the most recent year for which complote data is available (see Appendix A for
2001-2003 data by sector). The average daily demand is calculated by dividing the total annual
demand by 3635,

Table I  New England Natural Gas Consamption - 2003
Average Daily Demand (Mctid)

Power All
State Cieneration Others Tota)
cr 116,627 296,23 412,858
ME 166,208 25499 191,707
MA 463,704 772,216 1,235,321
NH 78,430 70,789 149,219
R1 115,006 98,803 213,901
VT 82 22,893 22975
TOTAL 940,148 1,286,433 2.226,581

Y% of Total 42.2% 57.8%

Seurce: www.ein.doe.gov, "Nutural Gas Annual 20037, issue date Decentber 2004:
Natural Gas Thelivered to Consumers by State and Sector (Table 16)

Tahle 2 shows the projected growth rate for natural gas consumption in New England according
to the Northeast Gas Association “Northeast Natural Gas Market Update, April 20047, In that
report, the averall annual natural gas prowth rate was projected at 1.6% through 20257,

Table 2 New FEngland Natural Gas Consumpftion:
Projected Growih — 2004-2008
Average Daily Demand (Mclid)

Power All
Year Gengralion Others Total
2004 940,148 1,286,433 2,226,581
2005 035190 1,307,016 2,262,206
20606 970,473 1,327,928 2,298,401
2007 286,001 1.349.175 2335176
2008 1.001.777 1,370,762 2.372.539
Amnmat Average Growth Rate L.6%,

Because generation is typically built in large discrete blocks of capacity, noticeable incremeutal
increases result in the gas demand profile of the power generation sector. Appendix B shows the
expected natural gas demand increases from the gencration projects through 2008 which are fully

T The NEGA report actually cites the projectivn as being performed by the Eocrgy Information Administration
(FIAL



permitted in the northeast region. Any project which has not yet begun construetion is assigned
a 24-month lead time based on Bridgeport’s construction expericnce. Note that permitted power
projects may not ultimately achicve commercial operations. By including the demand (rom {ully
permitted power projects, the revised projected growth rate can be extrapolated tor the power
generation sector. Table 3 restates the generation demand growth by including the non-power
growth rate with the demand of the gencration projects shown in Appendix B,

Table 3 New FEngland Annual Average Naturaf Gas Consumption: Prejected
Growth — 2004-2008 Including Permitted Power Projects (Units: Mef/d)

Power Power All Total Pipeline  Capacity
Year Growth  Gengration Others Demand  Capacity  Margin®
2003 0.0% 940,148 1.286,433 2226581 4.000,000 0%
2004 9.7% 1,031,540 13070160 2.338.556  4.300.000 8494
2005 0 1% 1.032,510 F327.928 25360468 4.385.000 86%0
2000 9.4% L129.540 1349175 2478715 4,670.000 88%
2007 0.0% 1.129.5:40 1,370,762 2.300.302  4.670.000 87%
2008 0.0% [,129.540 1,392,694 2522234 4,770,000 89%%

3.7%  Compound Anmsd Growth Rate

Sce “Appendix B for Power Generation Projects for 2003-2008
*Capacity margin is Available Pipeline Capacity divided by Total Demand

Table 3 indicates that the compound annual growth rate trom 2003 to 2008 in the power
generation scetor to be 3.7% vs 1.6% in overall long-term growth forecast by EIA.

Also shown in Table 3 is the anticipated pipeline capacity for the Northeast region during the
referenced period. This is used w determine the projected capacity vs demand through 2008.
The lowest the projected excess capacity margin ol 80% significantly exceeds the 2% study
requirement.

Appendix C lists the natural gas pipeline projects that are expected to increase pipeline
deliverability through 2008, Table 3 assumes that the daily gas demand is met solely lhrough
pipeline deliverability. However. the Northeast Gas Association reports that LNG supplies
approximately 15% ol the Northeast annual gas supply and approximately 30% of peak day
supply®. These facilitics include:

Pxdsting NG Storage Vaporization Capacity
DOMAC 3.5 Bet OO0 Mcel/day
[.DC system U501 Bet 1257MMctzday

By accounting for 153% ol the total demand served by LNG deliveries. the new capacity margin
for natural gas deliverabilily served by the pipelines increases to over 100% through 2008, Table
4 llustranes this peint.

 Northenst Gas Associntion, ™ Lthe Outhook for Naturad Gas in the Northwst tor (e Winter-Hueating Scason, 2004-
37 December 200 2001 Updale,



Table 4 New England Nataral Gas Annuaf Average Consumpition Less
LNG Served Losd: Projecicd Growth — 2003-2008 (Units: Mefrd)

Total LN Net Available  Capacity
Year Demand Suppligs Remand Capacity  Margin
2003 1,226.581 333,987 1892594 -L000,000 1%
200 2.338.556 350,783 1,987,772 4,300.000 116%
2005 2,360,168 354070 2006398 A3R5.000 119%,
2006 2495715 374357 2,121,338 4.670.000 120%
2007 2,608.022 391,203 2216818 4670.000 %
2008 2,720.674 408,101 2,312,573 4,770,060 136%0

[n January 2004, New England experienced unusually severe weather, high clectricity demand.
and a tight supply of natural gas. On January 15. 2004 a record peak hour demand of 22,817
MW was reached’.  Also on that day, New England 1.DCs reached a new peak day send out of
3.8 BCF compared with 3.4 Bef reached on January 17, 2000°. For conservatism, the study has
utilized the 3.8 Bet/d. “extreme™ peak sendout which is substantially higher than normal peak
day demands.

Table 5 uses the peak day demand as total daily demand becausce the average daity demand does
not recognize the effect of peak day requirements on the supply system. As previously noted.
approximately 30% of peak diy deinand can be supplied by LNG ta New England.  For 2004,
peak day demand ol 3.8 Bel'less the 30% LNG supplied demand yiclds an cquivalent pipeline
gas demand of 2.66 Betfd and when compared with pipeline supplics results in a capacity margin
of 61.7%. Axsuming peak day demand will conlinue 1o grow at 1.6%. the capacity margin
through 2008 remains above 60%.

Table 5 New Enpland Natural Gas Consumption: Projected Peak-Day
Demand Less LNG Served Load - 2004-2008 (Uinits: Mclid)

Peak Day LNG Nut Available  Capacity
Year Dumand Supplies Bemand Capacily Mutryin
20044 3,800,000 1,140,000 2,660,000 4,300,000 61.7%
2005 3,860,800 1.158.240 2,702,560 4.385.000 62.3%
2006 3.922,573 1,176,772 2,745,801 4.670.000 70.1%
007 3.9835.334 1,195,600 2789734 4,670.000 67.4%
2008 4.0:19.099 1.214.730 2834370 4 770,000 68.3%

Seurce: Northeast Gas Assoeiation. “Regional Natural Gas Supply & Deliverability™, June 30, 2004
Historical New Lngland Peak Day Demand was 3.8 Bef on January 13, 2004

T Connedticut Siting Council: “Review of the Connccticut Electric Unilities Ten-Year Forevasts of Toads and
Resotirees 20047 pa |7

¥ Nartheast Cias Assocation: ~Regional Natral Gas Supply & Delverabiliny™. New England Cowncil Natural Gas
Forum, June 30 2004,



Conclusion

The forcgoing data indicates that in the peak day case that gas supply capacity margins exceed
the 2% study threshold. As such, Bridgeport should not do further studies nor implement the
Contingeney Plan,

Section 4 - Qil-Firing Contingency Plan

In the event oil firing installation would be required, the following sections outline, at a very
high levell the process of approvals, equipment installation and eperations necessary 10
implement oil {iring capability at the Bridgeport Evergy site. This process is expected o take
approximately 24 months. The installation of the oil liring equipiment will trigger an emissions
increase of purticulate matter according to New Source Review (“NSR™)L As a resull, Bridgeport
will be required to seek @ new Prevention of Significant Deterioration ("PSD™) air permit which
will include air modeling and best available control technology (“BACT™) analysis. A PSD)
permil is a type ol permit issued 10 major sources (or major modilications of existing major
sources) in arcas that are classified as attainment for the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(“NAAQST). NSR is the program that covers the issuance of major source peemits in both
attainment amd non-aflainment s,

The additional air particulnte emissions, construetion of oil tank and truck offloading facilitics,
trucking operations, ete. are anticipated to have an impact to the local community. Permitling
clTorts are therelore anticipated to have significant public input and serutiny.

Required Approvals

Air Permifting Activities and Considerations:

Authority to install il firing equipment no longer exists. A PSD application will be required to
permit the installation of oil firing equipment. Modifications to the permit will require public
nottfication and public comment. During this process a public hearing may be requested,

Asthnw sensitivity in this area will be addressoed.

A PSE apphication is required to address the following review criteria:

Potential I'missions  The potential emissions from Bridgeport must be evaluated against the
currenl actual cnissions from the lacility.

Maodeling analysis - the emissions from the modified source will be evaluated utilizing an
approved computer model. The results of this modeling will predict the impact on the
ambicnt air quality by the proposed modilication. In addition to modeling the emissions
from the propoesed modified source, the analysis requires that the potential cmissions from
all permitled sources be evaluated, against the NAAQS.

BACT analysts  requires a top down approach for evaluating emissions controd systems.
The available cantrol svstems are evaluated based on proven technology and iFiL is
cconomically achievable. The cost of retrofiiting a control systiem may be considered when
conducting the cost analysis.

Frevious stock height permitied increase to 160 fi may no longer be valid. New stack height Lo
he determined by air modeling results.

Continuous anissions monioring svstem and Data Acquisition and Hundling System require
opacily monitering and PA-HY limits most be met,

8.



Selective catalytic reduction review and impacts assessed.

Water Dermitting Activities and Considerations

Spilt Prevention Controls und Countermensures Plan as well as the Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan will require major revisions.

Changes to plant stormwater system and oil firing facilities for spill controls will be required.

Waler requirements for 4 new walter injection system to reduce nitrous oxides emissions nust be
evaluied to determine need for additional demincralized water system capacity.

Water purchase arrangements must be reviewed and addressed with city,

Community input on right o know requirements {or chemical storage may be required.

Homeland Security and ’SEG {neighboring Bridgeport Harbor power plant) Considerations
Potential requirentent for additional sceurity measures,

iy ol Bridgeport Approvuls and Considerations
City Planning and Zoning Commission approvals are required. consideration will include:
Visual tmpuct of the fuel tank
Trucking impacis of cight or more supply trucks per hour
Security ol facilities. tank will abut neighburing houses
Proxinily to the existing natural gas measuring station
Cumulative impact on community to include the proposed new United Hiuminating 345 kV
Singer Substation and related additional transmission lines
New flammable liquids storage permit from the City, right-to-know requirements addressed
Impacts o the community during construction must be considered meluding waflic., noise,
dust control, safety, elc.
Review by Local Bmergency Planning Committee for volume of fuel oil stored on site

Instaltation and Testing
Once approvals have commenced Bridgeport will issue preliminary plans and specitications for:
Fuel oil tanks, storage related cquipment
Fire fighting cquipment
Pumps, instrumentation, piping, clectrical, cle.
Truck offloading tacilities
Exhaust stack height increase and emissions monitoring
Turbine medifications eluding dual fuel burners, luel injection cquipment. modificd control
cambustion and fuel systems, interconnection piping and wiring
NOx water injection system for combustion turbines
Lmissions monitoring hardware and software modilications
Final approval of plans and specifications will be subject to final approvals by DEP and the City
of Bridgeport.
Selection of engincering and construction contractors will oceur during the provess.
selection of final vendors will vecur after final plans and specilications ure issued and bid
packages ure issaed and submitted 10 Bridgeport.
Installation is expeeted to ke approximately six months afler final approvuls.
Commissionig med westing is expected to take 2 months.

Ly



Operations
Personned training during installation and testing will oceur,
Periodic operations with ail is expecied Lo occur for testing, maintenance, reliability reasons or
CCONOMIC TEASONS.
Fuel oil offloading and demineralized water requirements will trigger review for supplemental
staffing during periods of usc.
Integrated Contingency Plan (ICP) will require review, modification and training of personnel.
Section 5 — Analysis Update Schedule
Consistent with the Siting Council requirements, Bridgeport will perform an annual review (or
such a period as Bridgeport and the Council otherwise agree) of the natural gas supply and
demand projections using updated assumptions. The study horizon will be three years,
consistent with past practices. This review will utilize updated data including the Council’s y Y
Review of the Connecticut Electric (Jilities Ten-year Forecasts of Loads und Resources, the “ﬁ} G
Energy Information Administration, the Northeast Gas Association, New England Governor's A
Conference. Inc. as well as proprietary competitive inteiligence.



Appendix A: Average Daily Natural Gas Consumption: 2001-2003 (micfd)

2001 crT ME MA NH iy VT Total
Restdential 112,385 2.614 292,153 18.663 49,142 7449 482411
Commercial 121,584 7.23% 168,978 20,134 3500 6,775 330800
Industrial 70,197 20042 222422 23,795 16.786 7.113 KITERAEY
Yehicle 403 0 342 3 14 3 853
Flectrie Power 38,112 219,299 263 819 1.444 160.047 318 733,038
Fotal 392,085 259,003 947745 64,038 261,170 21660 1,946362
Electric Power 88,112 210294 263,819 | 4114 0007 318 7330538
AlF Others 04,373 36795 G83.896 62,393 101,123 20,342 1.213.323
Total 392685 259,083 647715 64,038 261070 21,660 1946367
Residentinl 110,515 2,803 209,308 [ 8,964 48,068 7.564 487,230
Commercial 111,055 14,156 177,433 24,032 31419 6,767 364,852
Industrial 79,592 10,049 235,482 22,060 12.205 8.452 367,847
Vehiclo 411 ¥ 345 3 107 3 868
Electric Power [78,247 248,682 333,019 3,003 1d7.849 FOL 930,901
Total 479649 275,781 1,065,674 68,0138 239,649 22888 2.051,699
Electric Power 178.247 248.082 353,019 3,003 147 8440 101 930,501
All Others J01L403 270949 712,635 G3.D35 91.800 22786 1,020,797
Total 479,649 273781 1,065,674 68.058 23G.619 22888 2.151.0699

2003 CT ME MA NH RI VT Total
Residential 125,003 3318 343,537 21,778 55,277 8,512 53058
Commerciat 106,192 13,099 IR 26.904 31,208 7.533 380,441}
Industrial 64,329 9,082 230773 22004 12,192 6,792 35,471
Vehicle 507 Q 425 3 120 3 1.066
Fleciric Puwer 116,627 166,208 363,704 78,130 115,096 82 910,148
Total 412,860 191,707 1335923 149,219 213.90) 22973 2226584
Flectric Power 116,627 166,208 463,704 78.430 H35.096 82 10,148
All Others 296233 25.499 TI2219 70,789 G8.808 22890 1,286.436
Totul 412,860 191,707 1,235.923 [49.219 203901 22,973 2226384

Source: Knergy Information Administration, Notural Gas Ansual 2003; "Summury Statistics for
Nutural Gas®, issued December 2004: www.cin.doe.gay
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