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Executi ve Director
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Re: Petition No. 841; Bridgeport Energy II. LLC

Dear Mr. Phelps:

I write on behalf of Bridgeport Energy II, LLC ("BE II") to provide you with comments
to the Council's Draft Findings of Fact ("DFOF"), dated May 1,2008. To facilitate the context
of BEll's comments, I have attached the Council's DFOF with BEll's proposed changes
indicated in "track changes."

DFOF # 3: There is a typographical error in this finding: "whole" should be "wholly." BEll
also proposes clarifying the description of the joint venture to state: DLS is a joint venture
between LS Power Associates, L.P. and Dynegy, Inc. (Dynegy).

DFOF #4: According to the transcripts, Mauzerall requested, and was granted, party status.
BEll therefore proposes to modify this finding to correct the reference to Mauzerall's status.

DFOF #9: This finding has a typographical error regarding the height of the stack. It is 213 feet
instead of 231 feet. BEll also proposes to change the references in this finding from
"smokestack" to "exhaust stack."

DFOF #13: An "and" should be inserted in the first sentence between fuel oil storage tank and
the aqueous ammonia storage area.

DFOF # 23: The City Planning and Zoning Commission approved BEll's preliminary site plan
application with conditions. BEll, therefore, proposes that the first sentence is modified to
clarify that the application was a "preliminary site plan application."

DFOF # 29: For clarification, BEll proposes that the last sentence and record citation is
modified to include the underlined language: Directly south of the site is the abandoned
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Remington shaver manufacturing complex now owned by 60 Main Street. (BEll 1, p. 4; 60
Main Street 1, p. 1).

DFOF # 30: There is currently an appeal of the zone change. Therefore, for clarification, BEll
proposes that the finding and record citation is modified to add the following:

The change in zoning is currently the subject of two appeals before the Connecticut Superior
Court, including by Michael Mauzerall ofM&M Fence and Wire Works. (BEll 1, p. 4; Tr. 1, p.
56; Tr. 2, pp. 59-60, 88)

DFOF # 33: The current site contains two aqueous ammonia tanks. BEll therefore proposes to
add the word "two" to the finding and add the record citation, Attachment G at 2-1.

DFOF # 44: Since the final detailed design has not bee completed, BEll proposes that the
finding is modified to include the underlined language:

The turbine building would be approximately 198 feet long, 140 feet wide, and 80 feet tall. The
two exhaust stacks would each be 24 feet in diameter and 213 feet talL. The switchgear/control
building would be approximately 71 feet long by 50 feet wide. The fin fan cooler would be
approximately 61 feet long and 23 feet wide. The aqueous ammonia storage area would be
approximately 46 feet long by 23 feet wide. The aforementioned dimensions are preliminary in
nature and subject to change during detailed design of the facility.

DFOF #45: Since originally fiing the Petition, BEll subsequently fied updated site plans. So
that the finding reflects the updated site plans, BEll proposes that the finding and record citation
is modified to include the underlined language:

The site would be accessed directly from Russell Street via the main entrance, a 90-foot long
access drive. The main entrance would be paved. (Tr. 1, p. 28; BEll 1, Attachment D; BEll
15(a),(b))

DFOF #46: To reflect the updated site plans, BEll proposes to add the record citation, BEll
15(a),(b).

DFOF #47: There is not additional access from Henry Street that would allow trucks to enter, go
through the main building and exit onto Henry Street as described in the current finding. Rather,
the main entrance would allow this type of access. For clarification, BEll proposes that this
finding is modified to reflect that the main entrance would also allow trucks to enter, go through
the main building and exit onto Henry Street. BEll also proposes to add the record citation, BEll
15(a),(b).
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DFOF #50: With respect to the possibility of abandoning Russell Street, testimony from
Stephen Grathwohl indicated that Russell Street was required for access to 60 Main Street.
Therefore, for clarification, BEll proposes to add the following sentence and record citation:
According to 60 Main Street, the City has required 60 Main Street to use Russell Street as one of
its main entrances. (Tr. 1, p. 74-75; Tr. 2, p. 57)

DFOF #52: BEll proposes to add the underlined revisions regarding the location of the PSEG
guardhouse and to add a record citation as follows:

If the oil tank were moved to the current location of the PSEG guardhouse, it would reduce
visibility of the oil tank and allow for additional landscaping. This would require PSEG's
permission, who is a competitor of BEll in the energy market, and cooperation from the City. It
is not known if PSEG would consent to such a modification. (Tr.1, pp. 75-77; 80)

DFOF #59: For clarification, BEll proposes to add a reference to ISO-NE with respect to the
requested study.

DFOF #62: In addition to the current record citation, BEll proposes that the following additional
citations are included to support this finding: BEll 3, p. 3; Tr. 1, pp. 42-44.

DFOF #66: The diameter of the 800,000 gallon fuel oil storage tank would be approximately 67
feet in diameter, not 77 feet in diameter. BEll therefore proposes this change.

DFOF #68: With respect to the possibility of using barges for fuel delivery, BEll proposes that
the following sentence be added to this finding: Additionally, fuel delivery by barge would not
provide for the quick delivery the plant would need when required to operate on fuel for
extended periods of time.

DFOF #69: For correction and clarification, BEll proposes that the finding and record citation
be modified with the following underlined language:

Although a formal traffic study has not been performed to analyze the traffic associated with fuel
oil deliveries, BEll's consultant indicated that the effects on traffc associated with fuel
deliveries are expected to be insignificant because of the few trips expected. Additionally, there
would be no new permanent employees, as the facility would be operated and maintained from
the existing Bridgeport Energy facility. (BEll 19, response 7; Tr. 1, pp. 69-70)

DFOF #73: For clarification, BEll proposes that the finding and record citation be modified with
the following underlined language:

Due to unloading capability, approximately two fuel trucks per hour could be unloaded when
needed to refill the tank. (Tr. 1, p. 85; BEll 19, response 5)
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DFOF #77: Aquarion indicated that it could provide BEll the amount of water it required, but
did not limit this amount to 885,000 gallons of water per day. To reflect this fact, BEll proposes
that the finding is modified as follows: Aquarion has indicated it could provide 885,000 gallons
of water per day to BEll. (Tr. 1, p. 47)

DFOF #78: For clarification, BEll proposes that the last sentence is modified to explain that the
discharge is expected to be covered by a DEP general permit.

DFOF #80: For clarification, BEll proposes that the finding is modified to explain that there are
no wetlands on or in the vicinity of the proposed site.

DFOF #81: Since there are some evergreens on the perimeter of the site that were planted in
connection with the Bridgeport Energy project, this finding should be revised to include the
following underlined language:

The site is already cleared, with exception of some evergreen street trees around the perimeter of
the site, which would be replaced in accordance with the landscaping plan after construction.
(Tr. 1, p. 33; BEll 1, Attachment D)

DFOF #85: For clarification, BEll proposes that the last sentence and record citation is modified
to include the underlined language:

It is anticipated that the air permit would restrict the operations of each combustion turbine to
2,500 hours annually, up to 500 of which may be used for oil firing, at the plant's maximum
firing rate. (BEll 1, p. 6; BEll 5, p. 3)

DFOF #92: The charts contained in the DFOF are derived from two tables in BEll's
Attachment F Air Permit Application. The derived charts contain some transcription errors for
some of the values. Additionally, the way the tables are reconfigured to separate the pollutant
emissions for the two turbines being considered for the project is confusing. Specifically, the
derived charts do not list the Total Potential Emissions from the project for each turbine and
instead lists the Facility PTE. The Facility PTE in the original chart, however, identifies the
larger value for the Total Potential Emissions for the two turbines and is therefore not a metric
associated specifically with an individual turbine. Additionally, the threshold for PM and PMIo
are different, which is not reflected in the derived charts. BEll therefore proposes that the
original charts are substituted in the finding or that the derived charts are modified as follows:

Potential annual air emissions and applicable regulatory criteria are provided in the tables below
for the two types of turbines:
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POLLUTANT PM/PMIo NO~ SO:? CO VOC llSO:i NH:i
EMISSIONS FOR CE-

7FA
Baseload Emissions from 47.0 101. 5.72 106.0 12.5 1.0 39.0

Project (tPY)

Starup/Shutdown Increase 0 34.2 0 129.1 12.2 0 0

(tPY)
Total Potential Emissions 47.0 135.7 5.72 235. I 24.8 1.0 39.0

(toy)
PSD Significant Emission PM- 25 25 - 100 - - -

Rate Thresholds (tpy) PM10-15

(where applicable)

POLLUTANT
EMISSIONS FOR

SGT6-5000F
Baseload Emissions from

Proiect (tov)
Startup/Shutdown Increase

(tpy)
Total Potential Emissions

(tpy)
PSD Significant Emission PM- 25
Rate Thresholds (tpy) PMIo_ 15

(where applicable)

(See Glossary of Acronyms)(Charts derived from BEll 1, Attachment F, pp. 2-5 and 3-3)

PM/PM1o ~ SO:? CO VOC llSO:i NH¿

49.2 98.3 6.18 68.5 12.1 0.8 41.7

o lOA o 262.1 12A o o

49.2 108.7. 6.2 330.6 24.7 0.8 41.

25 100

DFOF #94: In addition to the current record citation, BEll proposes that the following additional
citations are included to support this finding: BEll 21.

DFOF# 112: In addition to the current record citation, BEll proposes that the following
additional citations are included to support this finding: Tr. 1, pp. 97-98.

DFOF #113: In the record, BEll indicated mitigation would be used if there was an exceedance
of applicable noise standards. The regulations permit an increase of 5dBA in high background
areas. For clarification, BEll, therefore, proposes that this finding should be revised to include
the following underlined language:

BEll would comply with applicable noise regulations. If noise levels exceed the regulatory
standards applicable for the area, BEll would implement noise mitigation techniques. (Tr. 1, pp.
97-98)
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If you have questions or require additional information, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

~~
Loni S. Gardner

Enclosures

cc: Service List



PETITION NO. 841 - Bridgeport Energy II. LLC petition for a
declaratory ruling that no Certificate of Environmental
Compatibility and Public Need is required for the construction.
maintenance. an operation of a 350 MW Peaking Facility
located at 10 Atlantic Street. Bridgeport. Connecticut.

Connecticut

Siting

Council

May I. 2008

DRAFT Findings of Fact
I ntrod uction

1. On December 14.2007. Bridgeport Energy Ii. LLC (BEll or Petitioner) pursuant to Connecticut
General Statutes (CGS) ~ I 6-50k as amended by Section 18 of Public Act 05- I. submitted a petition
(Petition) to the Connecticut Siting Council (Council) for a declaratory ruling that no Certificate of
Environmental Compatibility and Public Need (Certificate) is rcquired for the construction.
maintenance. and operation of a 350 MW natural gas-tired peaking facility at the existing Bridgeport
Energy facility at 10 Atlantic Street. Bridgeport. Connecticut. (BEIl 1. p. I)

2. The project is eligible tor approval by declaratory ruling pursuant to CGS 16-50k(a) because it is an

electric generating facility that would be located at a site where an electric generating fàcility existed
prior to July I. 2004. (BEll i. p. I)

I 3.

BEll is a whol.kwned subsidiary ofDLS Power Holdings. LLC (DLS). DLS is ajoint venture
bctween. LS Power Associates. L.I\,and Dyncgy. Inc. (Dynegy). LS Power is a fully integrated
development. investment and asset management group of companies focused on the power industry.
Dynegy is an energy wholesaler. with over 20.000 MW of gcnerating capacity in the Northeast.
Midwest. and West. (BEll i. pp. 2-3)

4. The parties in this proceeding are the Petitioner and 60 Main Street et al. (60 Main Street) which
includes an abutting property owner. and Michael Mauzerall of the abutting M&M Fence and Wire
Works. The intervenors in this proceeding are The United Illuminating Company (UL)" ,(Transcript
I - March 4. 2008. 3:00 p.m. (Tr. I). pp. 1-6; Transcript 2 - March 4. 2008. 7: I 0 p.m. (Tr. 2), pp. 1-
5.)

5. 60 Main Street owns i 2 acres of abutting and/or nearby property. including parcels numbered 37. 5 I.
57 and 97 Hcnry Street and 12. 50. 60. 76. I 10 and 122 Main Street. Bridgeport. (60 Main Street i.
p. I)

6. Notice of the Petition was provided to all abutting property owners by certified maiL. (BEIl 2.
response I)

7. On February 19.2008. BEll placed a sign at the site at 10 Atlantic Street stating the name of the
Petitioner and the date, time and location of the public hearing on the Petition. BEll posted a second
sign at The United Illuminating Company's Singer Substation on February 22. 2008. providing
similar information. (BEll 3. pp. 7-8: BEll 14)

8. Pursuant to Section I 6-50j-2 I and i 6-50j-40 of the Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies. the

CounciL. after giving due notice thereof: held a public hearing on March 4. 2008. beginning at3:00
p.m. and continuing at 7: I 0 p.m. at the Bridgeport City Hall Council Chambers. 45 Lyon Terrace.
Bridgeport. Connecticut. (Council's Hearing Notice dated February 6. 2008: Tr. I. p. 3; Tr. 2. p. 3)
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9. The Council and its staff conducted an inspection of the proposed site on March 4. 2008. During the
tìeld inspection. the Petitioner flew a red balloon at the proposed site to simulate the height of the
proposed southern exhaust,stack. Thc facility would have twotxhaust stacks approximately 2ll feet
high and approximately I 15 feet apart. Weather conditions during the field review were rainy and
windy. The balloon rcached a height of 2 i 3 feet above ground level (agl). The balloon was aloll
from 8:00 a.m. to approximatcly 2:00 p.m. f()r the convenience of the public. The balloon had to be
taken down shortly before 2:00 p.m. for safety considerations due to the inclement weather and was
not alofì during the field review. (Council's lIearing Notice dated February 6. 2008: Tr. I. pp. 20-2 I
and 27-28)

State Al!encv Comment

10. Pursuant to General Statutes § 16-50j (h). on February 6. 2008 and March 5. 2008. the following

State agencies were solicited by the Council to submit written comments regarding the proposed
làcility; Dcpartment of Environmental Protection (DEP). Department of Public Health (DPH),
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). Department of Public Utility Control (DPUC). Ollce of
Policy and Management (OPM). Department of Economic and Community Development (DECD).
and the Department of Transportation (DOT). (Record)

i I. The Council received a response from the DEI' on February 26. 2008. (DEI' Comments dated

February 26. 2008)

12. In its comments, DEP notes that the Petitioner proposes General Electric (GE) model 7FA or 713. or
Siemens model SGT6-5000F combustion turbines: however. the GE model 78 combustion turbine is
not listed in the Petitioner's air application. (DEP Comments dated February 26. 2008: BEll I. pp. 5
and 12)

13. In its comments. DEI' recommends that all hazardous materials (including but not limited to the fuel
oil storage tank and the aqueous ammonia storage area) be located above the 100-year flood
elevation in order to ensure compliance with the Federal flood management regulations. (DEI'
Comments dated February 26.2008)

14. DEI' also notes that two general permits for storm water would be required:

a) General Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater and Dewatering Wastewaters

Associated with Construction Activities

b) General I'ermit for the Discharge of Stormwater Associated with Industrial Activity.
(DEI' Comments dated February 26. 2008)

15. The following agencies did not respond with comment on the application: CEQ. DPUC. OPM. DPH.

DOT and the DECD. (Record)

Municioal Consultation

i 6. BEll tìrst met with the City of Bridgeport (City) Otlce of Planning and Economic Development and

Land Use and Construction regarding the proposed project on November 16. 2006. (I3EIl I.
Attachment .I)
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17. Aftcr submitting preliminary site plans to the Bridgeport Zoning Depal1ment on August 1. 2007.

BEll met with representatives of Bridgeport's Design Review Committee on August 23. 2007. BEll
incorporated comments into the plans and submitted revised plans to the City on December 14.2007.
(BEll I. p. 17)

18. BEll held a public meeting at the University of Bridgeport (UB) on September 18.2007 to present

the proposed project to the South End Neighborhood Revitalization Zone. (BEllI. Attachment J)

19. On September 19. 2007. a representative from BEll met with representatives of a real estate
development company considering the development of a mixed residential and commercial project
on the Remington Shaver site. to exchange information on each of the proposed developmcnts.
(BEll I.p. 17)

20. On November 16, 2007. BEll submitted its application to the Bridgeport Port Authority for its
review. (BEll I. p. 17)

2 I. By letter dated January 28. 2008. the South End Neighborhood Council (SENC) notes that at the

meeting at UB. concerns were expressed regarding the height of the stacks. and it was pointed out
that the existing Bridgeport Energy facility has a lower profie. However. due to air emissions
requirements. the stack height could not be adjusted. Nonetheless. the SENC supports the BEll
project. (BEll 10)

22. By letter dated January 28. 2008. Nancy I'ladley. Director of the Offce of Planning and Economic
Development of the City of Bridgeport expressed support for BEll's Coastal Area Management
application. Ms. Hadley also notes that BEll has been in communication with the developer of the
adjoining 60 Main Strcet mixed-use waterfront development and they have asked that the project
incorporate the following elements into their design:

a). Add "green" roofs to the structure.
b). Add large trees (as large as possible) to the landscaping. in addition to the

evergreens that are shown.
c). Keep all fuel and delivery trucks off of Henry Street allowing ingress and egress off

of Atlantic Street only. (BEll 20)

I 23.

On January 28. 2008. the City Planning and Zoning Commission approved BElI's preliminarv site
plan application with the following conditions:

a). That additional trees as large as practicable shall be planted in all areas of the site.
b). That the landscaping area around the storage tank shall be enlargcd in proposition to

the size reduction in the tank when rcduced from 1.2 million gallons to 800.000
gallons.

c). Street trees shall be planted (one every 25 feet) along both sides of the street.
d). It is recommended that this fàcility not be expanded in the future. (BEll 9)

25. By letter dated February 2 I. 2008. the Bridgeport Port Authority (BP A) expressed support for the
proposed projcct. The BPA believes that the project would provide a reliable source of electric
power to businesses in the Port District. (BEll 18)

26. By letter dated March 4. 2008. Bridgeport Mayor Bill Finch expressed his support for the proposed
project. Mayor Finch notes that BEll met with him. City stan~ and local organizations on several
occasions to discuss the project. Mayor Finch believes that 350 MW of tàst-start peaking capacity
would benetitthe citizens of Bridgeport and southwest Connecticut. (Tr. I. pp. 8 I -83)
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Site Description

27. The site is an approximately 2. i 6-acre parcel of land on the southern portion of the existing
Bridgeport Energy facility at 10 Atlantic Street in Bridgeport. Connecticut. The site is located
southeast of the intersection of Russell and Atlantic Streets in the Heavy Industrial (I-HI) zone.
(BEll I. pp. 4-5 and Attachment G)

28. Land use and zoning in all four directions surrounding the site have historically been industriaL.
(BEll I. p. 4)

i 29. To the north of the site is the existing 520 MW natural gas-fired Bridgeport Energy power plant and .
to east of the site is the Bridgeport Harbor Station. a nominal 657 MW oil and coal-tired power plant
owned by Public Service Electric & Gas (PSEG). To the west of the site is an undeveloped parcel of
land owned by PSEG and a parcel olland owned by the United Illuminating Company. which is the
site of the new Singer Substation. Directly south of the site is the abandoned Remington shaver
manufàcturing complex now owned bv 60 Main Street. (BEll I. p. 4: 60 Main Street I. P. I )~

30. 60 Main Street intends to develop its property at that address with a high rise. residential
condominiums. commercial uses. and a proposed marina. (60 Main Street 1. p. 2)

3 I. The former Remington site and location of the proposed 60 Main Street development project has
recently been rezoned to Mixed Use Waterfront to support a mixed residential and commercial
development. The change in zoning is currentlv the subject of two appeals before the Connecticut
Supcrior Court. including bv Michael Mauzerall of M&M Fence and Wirc Works. (BEll I. p. 4: Tr.
I. P. 56: Tr. 2. PP. 59-60. 88)

32 The existing Bridgeport Energy facility is a combined cycle plant and has two primary stacks
approximately 135 feet high. (BEll 1. p. 4)

I 33
The site contains Bridgeport Energy gas metering tàcilities and two,aqueous ammonia tank~. (BEll
I. pp. 3-4: Attachmcnt G at 2- I)

Power Plant Description

34. BEll would be a nominal 350 MW. two-unit gas-tired combustion turbine peaking tàcility intended
to serve the peak loads in Connecticut. (BEll I. p. 5)

35. The plant would be quick start. i.e. capable of starting in less than 30 minutes. The plant would not
have black start capability. (BEll 2. response 3)

36. The plant would also provide reserves in the event a maior generating unit or transmission line is
lost. (Tr. I. pp. 6 i -62)

37. The plant is not expected to operate more than i 0 percent of the time. (Tr. 1. p. 63)

38. The plant would have an eflciency of between 30 and 33 percent. (Tr. I, pp. 73-74)

39. The project would utilize two combustion turbines, either General Electric's 7F A/7FB or Siemens'
SGT6-5000F. Both turbine types have extensive operating experience in applications around the
world. (BEllI. p. 5)
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40. BEll would provide the Council and the DEI' with the selected model prior to commencing

construction. (BEll 1. p. 12)

4 I. The plant would operate on natural gas and would be equipped to use ultra-low sulJùr (15 parts per

million or less) lùel oil in the event natural gas is unavailable or uneconomic. (BEllI. p. 2: Tr. 1.
pp.16-17)

42. The proposed power plant would not be combined cycle due to insuftcient space on the subject
property. (Tr. I. p. 29)

43. The proposed project would use fin fàn coolers. rather than non-contact cooling water to minimize
water consumption. (BEll I. p. 2)

I 44. The turbine building would be approximate Iv 198 feet long. 140 feet wide. and 80 feet talL. The two
exhaust stacks would each be 24 feet in diameter and 2 I 3 feet talL. The switchgear/control building
would be approximately 7 I feet long by 50 feet wide. The IIn fàn cooler would be approximate Iv 61

feet long and 23 feet wide. The aqueous ammonia storage area would approximatelv be 46 feet long
by 23 feet wide. The aforementioned dimensions are preliminarv in nature and subiect to change
during detailed design of the fàcilitv. (BEllI. p. 7 and Attachment D)

I 45.

The site would be accessed directly from Russell Street via the main entrance. a, 90-foot long access
drive. The main entrance would be paved. (Tr. 1. p. 28: BEll 1. Attachment D: BEll 15(aUb))

46. There would be a separate 200-foot long access drive lor trucks to fuel the oil tank. Trucks would
enter from Russell Street. travel around the oil tank. and then exit on lIenry Street. (Tr. I. pp. 28-29:
BEll I. Attachment D: BEll 15(aUb))

47. ;rhe main entrance would also allow trucks to enter. go through the main building and exit onto
Henry Street. (Tr. 1. p. 29: BEll 15(aUb)))

48. A I O-foot high chain link fence with one or two feet of barbed wire would surround the proposed
site. (Tr. 1. p. 34)

49. 60 Main Street is opposed to barbed wire of any kind. (Tr. 2. p. 57)

50. BEll has considered seeking the abandonment of Russell Street to provide additional space for the
fàcility. but initial discussions with the City were not favorable. According to 60 Main Street. the
Citv has required 60 Main Street to use Russell Street as one of its main entrances. (Tr. I. p. 74-75:
Tr. 2. p. 57,)

51. If Russell Street were to be abandoned. Atlantic Street would become a driveway and the PSEG
guardhouse could be moved 300 feet to the west on Atlantic Street. (Tr. I. p. 77,)

52. If the oil tank were moved to the current location of the PSEG guardhouse. it would reduce visibility
otthe oil tank and allow for additional landscaping. This would require PSEG's permission. who is
a competitor of BEll in the energy market. and cooperation from the Citv. It is not known ifPSEG
would consent to such a modification. (Ti;pp. 75-77: 80)
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53. If approved. BEll anticipates commencing site construction the lÌrst quartcr of 2009. interconnecting
with Singer Substation by the end of the third quarter of2010. with commercial operation approximately
November 30. 2010. (BEI13:Tr. i'p.ll)

54. The proposed power plant would have an estimated service life ol30 years or more. (Tr. I. p. 36)

Transmission Interconnection

55. The electricity generated by the proposed power plant would be stcpped up to 345-kV by two on-site

stcp-up transformers. (BEllI, p. 6)

56. The 345-kV output would be transmitted to Ul's Singer Substation located approximately one block
west of the site. via an approximately 750-foot underground transmission line. (BEll I. p. 6)

57. The underground transmission line would likely be a solid dielectric cable. (Tr. 2. p. 19)

58. BEll has tiled an Interconnection Study request with iso New England. Inc. (ISO-NE) to determine

whether the peaking station project could be interconnected without transmission upgrades. This
was based on the General Electric turbines. not the Siemens turbines. ISO-NE determined that the
project could be interconnected without transmission upgrades. (BEll i. pp. 6-7: BEll 3. p. 4: Tr. 2.
pp. 2 I -22)

I 59. BEll's second application to ISO-NE requested a study to determine if incremental capacities
associated Siemens' turbines would require a transmission upgrade. BEll anticipates the results of
the studies to be completed in the spring of2008 and expects that no upgrades to the transmission
system would be required. (BEllI, pp. 6-7: BEll 3. p. 4: Tr. 2. pp. 21-22)

60. BEll is currently in discussions with UL regarding the line tap. The line tap is not part of this
Petition. It is anticipated that Ui will tile a tùture petition with respect to the line tap. but no
agreement has yet been reached between BEll and Ul. (BEllI, 6: Tr. 1. p. II)

Fuel Supply and Storage

6 I. Southern Connecticut Gas provides natural gas to the existing Bridgeport Energy tàcility via an I 1-
mile lateral that interconnects with the Iroquois Gas Transportation System in Shelton. Bridgeport
Energy is currently the only user of this lateral. although it was built to accommodate an additional
!low approximately equal to the proposed project. (BEll 1. pp. 4-5)

62. Gas compression may be necessary to supply BEl L. This may require the addition of a compressor
station along the Southern Connecticut Gas Line within one mile of the project site. Such a new
compressor station may be owned and operated by Southern Connecticut Gas or by Bridgeport
Energy. LLC and/or Bridgeport Energy II. LLC. (BEll i. p. 6: BEll 3. P. 3: Tr. 1. pp. 42-44)

63. BEll is working closely with Southern Connecticut Gas to determine the most appropriate plan to

add compression if it is determined to be necessary. (BEll 3. p. 3)

64. The compressor station would have a footprint of approximately 50 tèet by 50 tèet and would
comply with all noise and zoning regulations. (Tr. 1, p. 43)

L Field Code Changed



Peiiiion No. 841
Findings of Fact
Page 7

65. Ultra low sulfur fuel oil is the back-up tùel supply tor the proposed facility and would be used when

natural gas cannot be reasonably obtained. Pipeline companies typically curtail thc supply of natural
gas tor electric generating facilities during the coldest days of winter to enable the continued service
of home heating loads. (BEII 19. response 5)

66. The 800.000 gallon tùel oil storage tank would be approximately §,7 feet in diameter and 42 feet tall
and would store the ultra low sultùr fuel oiL. This would allow the plant to operate up to 24 hours on
this alternate fueL. (BEll i. p. 6 and Attachment D: BEll 2. response 6: BEII3: Tr. I. p. 40)

67. A typical anticipated protìle of tùel oil use would be one or two 4-6 hour runs over a period of 3-5
consecutive very cold days. Two daily runs might be necessary to cover both the morning peak (6-
10 am) and thc evening peak (4 - 8 pm). Operation of both units in this manner would consume up
to 32.000 gallons of tùel oil per hour. or the capacity of approximatcly four 8.000 gallon tùel oil
trucks per hour. (BEII 19. response 5)

68. Fuel delivery by barge would be complicated and would require PSEG's consent because it would

require access to their property. Additionally. fuel delIverv by barge would not provide for the quick
deliverv the plant would need when required to operate on fuel for extended periods of time. (Tr. 2.

p.26)

Traffc

69. Although aJòrmal tralÌc study has not been performed to analyze the traltc associatcd with tùel oil
deliveries. BEll's consultant indicated that t/e effects on tratÌc associated with tùel deliveries are
expected to be insigniticant because of the few trips expected. Additionallv. thcrc would be no new
permanent emnlovees. as the fàcilitv would be operated and maintained from the cxisting Bridgenort
Energv tàcilitv. (BEll 19. response 7: Tr. i. PP. 69-70)

70. The closest fuel oil terminal is the Motiva terminal located in the City of Bridgeport. BEII
anticipates Motiva's trucks would travel south from downtown Bridgeport on Interstate 95 (1-95) and
exiting onto Latàyette Street. Trucks would then travel south on Lafayette Street to Atlantic Street.
the east on Atlantic to Russell Street and then south to the Russell Street entrance. (BEl I 19.
response 8)

7 I. Atìer transferring its fuel oil to BEll's storage tank. the truck would exit onto Henry Street and turn

immediately north onto Russell Strcet. The truck would then head west on Atlantic Street to Main
Street. north on Main Street. west on Whiting Strcet. north on Broad Street. west on Allen Street and
tinally north on Lafayettc Street. where it could return to the terminal via 1-95. (BEll 19. response 8)

72. Henry Street cannot be avoided by fuel trucks because site constraints place the fuel oil storagc tank
in the only location available. (BEll 19. response (0)

I 73.

Duc to unloading capabilitv. approximately two fuel trucks per hour could be unloaded whcn needed
to refill the tank. (Tr. i. p. 85: BEll 19. rcsponse 5)

Water Requirements

74. Potable water supplied by Aquarion (the local public water sourcc) would be the source of water for
the evaporative coolers. which would only be used during higher ambient tempcraturcs. The
evaporative coolers cool down the air entering the turbines to increase the power output and the
eltciency. Under typical operating conditions (using natural gas and operating i 2 hours during a
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summer day). water use would be approximately 29.000 gallons/day. (BEll i. p. 14 and Attachment
G. p. 1-2: Tr. i. p. 45)

75. On ultra low sulfur oil fueL. up to 885.000 gallons of water per day could be used if the proposed
plant operated continuously over a 24-hour period. This would reduce NOx emissions. However.
this is an unlikely and infrequent scenario. (BEll i. p. 14).

76. The water would havc to be de-mineralized in mobile trailers to a high purity bcfore being injectcd
into the combustor of the turbine to rcduce NOx during oil firing. err. 1. pp. 45-46)

77 Aquarion has indicated it could provide, 885.000 gallons of water per day to BElL. (Tr. i. p. 47)

78. Process wastewater from the plant. comprised of mostly evaporative cooler blowdown. would be

directed to the Bridgeport sewer system. When evaporative coolers are in service. process
wastewater should not exceed 22.000 gallons per day. This discharge is expected to be covered by a
DEI' gcneral permit. (BEllI. p. 14)

79. The amount of water discharged into the sewer system is smalL. Notwithstanding. BEll would obtain
a general permit from DEP to cover this type of discharge. (Tr. I. pp. 47-48)

Environmental Considerations

Wetland Impacts

I 80.

There are no wetlands or watercourses on or in the vicinity of the proposed site. (BEll i.
Attachment G. p. 2-8: Tr. I. p. 33).

Site Clearing

I 81.

The site is already cleared. with exception of some ever¡¡reen street trees around the perimeter of the 

site. which would be replaced in accordance with the landscapin¡¡ plan afìer construction, ,(Tr. I. p.
33: BEll I. Attachment D)

Air Emissions

82. The iurbines would utilize low NOx combustion technology and selective catalytic reduction (SCR)

for the reduction of NO x emissions. (BEllI. p. 6)

83. An initial application for an air permit to construct and operate the turbines was submitted to the
DEI' on January 30. 2007. A revised application was submitted to DEP on June 8. 2007. (BEll i.

pp. 6-8)

84. The General Electric 7B turbine was not specitically mentioned in the DEP air permit application.
BEll would amend its air permit application to include this turbine if it is selected for the project.
Nonetheless. the air emissions from the General Electric unit are similar to that of the Siemens unit.
(Tr. I. pp. 24-25)

85. Although the air permit has not yet been tinalized. the project is expected to have a restriction on the
number of annual operating hours. It is anticipated that the air permit would restrict the operations
of each combustion turbine to 2.500 hours annually. up to 500 of which may be used for oil firin&.

the plant's maximum firing rate. (BEll I. p. 6: BEll 5. P. 3)
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86. The use of an SCR and the limit on operating hours would limit emissions of all pollutants below the
Prevention of Significant Deterioration major source thresholds with the exception of CO and NOx.
BEll would be a new major source for NOx emissions with potential emissions above 25 tons per
year and be subject to nonattainment new source review (NNSR). (BEll I. pp. 12-13)

87. The NNSR regulations require that a new major source install Lowest Achievable Emission Rate
technology to reduce emissions to the lowest level technically feasible. BEll would achieve this
through the use of dry low NOx combustion technology and SCR on the proposed simple-cycle F
class turbines. (BEll I.p. 13)

88. A Best Available Control Technology analysis was also provided for emissions of sulfur dioxide.
particulate matter. carbon monoxide and ammonia. (BEll i. p. 13)

!

89. The plant would require NOx ollsets. BEll has had discussions with a broker of offsets. (Tr. i. p.
4 i)

90. The stack height of 2 i 3 feet is based on an Environmental Protection Agency good engineering
practice of65 meters. There would be no air quality benefits associated with stacks taller than 213
feet. (Tr. I. p. 65)

9 i. The two proposed combustion turbines would be the primary source of air pollutant emissions. The
800.000 gallon iùel oil tank would have minor VOC emissions. The project would not support any
diesel-fired emergency engines or cooling towers. (BEll I. p. 13)

92. Potential annual air emissions and applicable regulatory criteria are provided in the tables below for
the two types of turbines: 

Pollutant Emissions for PM/PM 10 ~ SO! CO VOC !!i~ ~
GE-7FA

I Baseload Emissions from 47.0 101. 5.72 IQM 12.5 1.0 39.0 ¡ Deleted: 91.58
i

Project (tov)

I Starup/Shutdown Increase () 34.2 0 129.1 12.2 0 0
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(tpy)

I

Total Potential Emissions il 135.7 5.72 235 L 24.8 1.0 l2 ( Deleted: 49.2 1
¡tpy)
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)

I

PSD Significant Emission PM-25 25 - 100 - - - .
Rate Thresholds (tpy) PMl!I 5 ( Deleted: 41. i
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( Deleted: Facility PTE )

Pollutant Emissions for PM/PM lQ ~ SOi CO VOC !!iSOl ~ ( Formatted: Justified )

SGT6-5000F ( Deleted: 15 )

ßaseload Emissions from 49.2 98.3 6.18 68.5 12. I 0.8 41. ( Deleted: Facility PTE i
Project (tPv)
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J

I Startup/Shutdown Increase () 10.4 0 262.1 12.4 0 0
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J(tpy)
i Total POlential Emissions. 49.2 lQU Q. 330.6 24.2, !l 41. ¡ Deleted: 5.7

i

(tov) ¡ Deleted: 8
J

PSD Significant Emission PM- 25 25 - 100 - - -

( Deleted: 1.0 iRate Thresholds (tpy) PMl!ti .
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I 94.

The prevailing direction of the exhaust plumes would be toward the north and east. (Tr. 2. p. 33~
BEll 21)

95. In addition to the permits to construct and operate, BEll filed its Acid Rain Permit application with
DEP on July 27, 2007. DEP has acknowledged receipt of such application. (BEll I. p. 13)

Coastal Resoiirces

96. The pr~iect is located within 1.000 feet of the high tide line of Bridgeport Harbor. placing it under
the jurisdiction of the Coastal Management Act. (BEll I. p. 13)

97. The proposed power plant would be located on a parcel ofland physically isolated from the shore.
The parcel is part of a larger area that has been dedicated to the generation of electricity for decades.
The project is buftèred from the Pequonnock River by the Bridgeport Harbor power station. (BEll 1.
pp.13-14)

98. Beaches and dunes do not exist on or adjacent to the proposed fàcility. The entire facility would be
surrounded by city streets. existing power generating tàcilities. commercial buildings and/or vacant
lots. (BEll 1. Attachment G. p. 2-5)

99. Developed shorefronts do not exist on or immediately adjacent to the proposed nicility. (BEll I,
Attachment G. p. 2-8)

100. Development of the proposed facility would not require any dredging in tidal. coastal or navigable
waters or the placement of any structures in such areas. Dcvelopment of the proposed facility would
not impact any fish or saltwater circulation in the area. (BEll I. Attachment G. p. 3-6)

101. Development of the proposed facility would not require consultation with the Army Corps of
Engineers. (Tr. I. pp. 34-35)

Flood Plain

102. The proposed facility would be located within the 100-year flood plain. (BEll 1. Attachment G. p. 2-
6)

i 03. BEll would place all structures on the site one foot above the identified flood plain elevation and
would design the plant in accordance with the Federal Emergency Management Agency. the State of
Connecticut. and the City of Bridgeport flood proofing requirements. as applicable. (Tr. I. p. 23:
BEllI. Attachment G. p. 2-6)

Stormwater

104. Stormwater from the facility would be retained onsite and infiltrated to the ground with the use of
dry wells and underground stormwater detention and rccharge systems. Overflow caused by
excessive stormwater events would be directed to Henry Street, consistent with the Water Pollution
Control Authority recommendations. (BEl I I. p. 16)

i 05. The design of the stormwater system has been revised based on comments from the Bridgeport City

Engineer. (BEll I, p. i 6)
Wildlife Impacts
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106. There are no known existing populations of federal or state endangered or threatened species or state
special concern species at the proposed site. (BEll 8)

Cullural Resources

107. The proposed fàcility would not be located in a historic district. (BEllI. Attaehment G. p. 3-7)

108. The State Historic Preservation Otìcer (SHPO) reviewed the previous Bridgeport Energy project
and determined that no fùrther archae logical investigations are warranted. The site was fully
developed by Bridgeport Energy. (BEll i. Attachment G; Tr. I. p. 39)

Noise

109. The combustion turbines would be placed in an acoustically treated building to substantially reduce
noise and also to improve the aesthetics of the project. (BEll I. p. 7)

i 10. Silencers would be placed on the inlet to the combustion turbines and within the exhaust stacks to

further mitigate noise emission from the plant. (BEll i. p. 7)

I I I. The applicable DEP and City noise regulations have the same standard for this site. 5 I dBA for

nighttime at the property boundary. crr. i. pp. 29-30)

i 12. In the event that the background noise is greater than 5 i dBA. the noise limit would be no more than
5 dBA above background noise. crr. I. pp. 3 I -32: Tr. I. nn. 97-98)

113. BEll would comply with applicable noise regulations. Ifnoise levels exceed the regulatory
standards applicable for the area)3EIl would implement noise mitigation techniques. crr. I. pp. 97-
98)

Visibility

114. BEll would include a landscape plan in the final design. (BEll i. p. 7)

I 15. BEll is willing to work with the developers of 60 Main Street to further discuss practical

enhancements to the proposed power plant regarding landscaping and aesthetics. (BEll 3. p. 6: Tr. I.
pp.IOI-I02)

i i 6. The proposed building and exhaust stacks were moved approximately 20 feet to the north and east to
increase the distance of most equipment from the proposed 60 Main Street development. This has
increased the available area for landscaping. (BEll 3. p. 7)

117. BEll has considered a "green roof" that includes plantings and/or other green features. Such a
design is not practical because the building roof must be capable of being disassembled in the future
to allow access to the generating equipment within. (BEll 19. response 3)

i 18. The views of the fuel tank could be obstructed with the installation of a walL. (Tr. 1. p. 95)

119. The side of the power plant that would be visible from Russell Street could not be blocked with a
wall because it would interfere with the air intakes for the fàcility. (Tr. I. p. 96)
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There are slightly less than i 00 residences within a I.OOO-loot radius ol the proposed power plant.

The tallest existing object in the vicinity ofthc site is the 498-foot exhaust stack associated with the
PSEG Bridgeport Harbor power plant. (BEll 2. rcsponse 6)

The proposed power plant would be visible from the proposed 60 Main Street development. (60
Main Street I. p. 2)

Portions of the power plant would be visible from the University of Bridgeport. (Tr. I. p. 4 I)

Portions of the power plant stacks would be visible from Seaside Park. However. the 60 Main Street
facility would block the view of the plant from Seaside Park if it is constructed. (Tr. i. p. 60)

Safety and Reliability

With stack heights 01'2 I 3 feet and the need for a 263-foot crane for construction. BEll submitted
notices of the proposed construction to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) on August I.
2007. The FAA has since issued Determinations of No I'lazard to Air Navigation for the stacks and
crane with the condition that the stacks and the crane be marked and/or lit. l3ElI intends to light the
stacks 24 hours per day. (BEll I. p. 15; BEll 2. response 7; Tr. i. p. 66)

126. The fuel oil storage tank would be double-walled to provide secondary containment capability of I 10
percent of the tank's total capacity. (BEll I. Attachment G. p. 3- 15)

i 27. During operation. the fbel oil storage tank and unloading area would be continuously monitored for

tank overfill and spill conditions. An audible and visual high-level alarm and overtill sensor would
be provided for the fuel tank. An audible and visual high level sensor would be provided for the fuel
oil unloading area to detect a spillage. (BEll I. Attachment G. p. 3- I 5)

128. The aqueous ammonia (29 percent solution) storage tank would have secondary containment capable
of holding 110 percent of the tank's total capacity. This would be either a double-walled tank or a
concrete berm around the tank. BEll would likely utilize the concrete berm. However. the tìnal
design would be included in the Development and Management Plan. (BEll I. Attachment G. p. 3-
15:Tr. I. pp. 37-38.41)

129. The ammonia storage and unloading area would be continuously monitored for tank overtill and any
leakage. The ammonia storage tank ovcrfill detection system would consist of an audible and visual
alarm. (BEll 1, Attachment G. p. 3- 15)

130. The proposed power plant would be unmanned and would be operated from the existing Bridgeport
Energy power plant. (BEll 19. response I I)

13 i. In the event of a fire or catastrophic event. emergency vehicles would access the plant via its primary

entrance on Russell Street. (BEll 19. response 12)

Deleted: ~

~
..,I
~
~

Formatted: Justified, Indent: Left:
0", First line: 0"

L Field Code Changed



Peiition No. 84 ¡
Findings of Fact
Page 13

I ,Glossary of Acronyms and Chemical Formulae associated with Emissions Deleted: ,¡
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CO = carbon monoxide ~

'1

~
l.liS04 = sulfuric acid ~
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NH3 = ammonia ~
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NOx = oxides of nitrogen 
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PM = particulate iiatter

PSD = prevention of significant deterioration

PTE = projected total emissions

SOi = sulfur dioxide

TPY = tons per year (of emissions)

VOC = volatile organic compounds
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CERTIFICATION

This is to certify that on this 16th day of May, 2008, one copy has been sent via email and

hand-delivered to the Connecticut Siting Council, 1 0 Franklin Square, New Britain, Connecticut

06051 and one copy of the foregoing has been sent via email and mailed, postage prepaid, this 

16th day of May, 2008 to:

Julie Kohler, Esq.
Cohen and Wolf, P.C.
1115 Broad Street
Bridgeport, Connecticut 06604

Bruce 1. McDermott
Wiggin and Dana LLP
One Century Tower
New Haven, Connecticut 06508-1832

Linda Randell
Senior Vice President
General Counsel and Corporate Secretary
UIL Holdings Corporation
P.O. Box 1564
New Haven, Connecticut 06506-0901

John 1. Prete*
Vice President of Transmission Business

The United Iluminating Company
P.O. Box 1564
New Haven, Connecticut 06506-0901

Robert T. Rosati
Rosati & Rosati, LLC
324 i Main Street
Stratford, Connecticut 06614

* Sent via regular mail only. ~.
Loni S. Gardner
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