PETITION NO. 377 - United Illuminating Company petition that no Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public Need is required for modifications to the Bridgeport Harbor Station facility in Bridgeport, Connecticut.


�
Connecticut


Siting


Council





August 6, 1997�
�






Opinion





On July 1, 1997, the United Illuminating Company (UI), on behalf of the Bridgeport Energy LLC, petitioned the Connecticut Siting Council (Council) for a declaratory ruling that proposed modifications to the UI Bridgeport Harbor Station site would not have a substantial adverse environmental effect, and that no Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public Need would be required.





The Bridgeport Harbor Station is an existing electric generation station that began service in 1957, and has a total capacity of 657 MW at this time.  Generation units on this site are now fueled by coal, oil, and jet fuel.  The site is zoned heavy industrial and includes docks, fuel storage tanks, utility connections, warehouses, electric power lines, water treatment and environmental control facilities, a substation, a coal pile, and electric generating facilities.  Surrounding land uses consist of Bridgeport Harbor to the south and industrial development to the north and west.  Residential uses are located approximately 200 feet to the west.  Other significant land uses include the Amtrak Railroad and Interstate 95 transportational corridor located approximately 100 feet west and 500 feet northwest of the site respectively.





Evidence before the Council documents that the project will not go forward unless it is primarily fueled by natural gas.  With the operation of this project on natural gas, many air pollutants from Bridgeport Harbor Station will decrease substantially, thus providing cleaner ambient air quality to the local community and to the state.  Even if the proposed turbines were operated on fuel oil during periods of natural gas curtailment, cumulative air emissions of nitrogen oxides (Nox), the precursor to the formation of ground-level ozone and smog, would be lower than with the operation of existing units.  Furthermore, the provision of natural gas to the facility site would provide an opportunity for the conversion of Unit 3 to burn natural gas as well as coal and fuel oil, thus further reducing air emissions from the facility.  The Council strongly supports these overall reductions in air emissions as critical and necessary to improve ambient air quality and to protect public health, safety, and welfare. However, the Council is aware that UI has proposed to balance the proposed decrease of NOx, sulfur dioxide (SO2), and particulate matter less than or equal to 10 micrometers in size (PM10) with an increase of carbon monoxide (CO) and volatile organic carbons (VOC).  While we do not advocate the increase of any facility emissions, the balancing of pollutant emissions is complex and can only be undertaken with comprehensive modeling seeking to achieve the greatest overall improvement in ambient air quality.  The Council is confident that air emissions from the proposed turbines will be comprehensively modeled and that with certain control and mitigation measures, possibly including the retirements of Units 1 and 2 and the placement of catalytic converters and oxidizers to control Nox, CO, and other emissions, this project can receive the necessary permits from the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) to improve air quality in the region.  





UI has selected building materials and equipment locations to minimize unnecessary noise.  However, the Council is concerned that noise emissions from the turbines could unduly burden nearby residents.  To make sure that the noise emissions from the turbine do not unduly burden nearby residents the Council will require UI to monitor and report sound levels both before and after project operation, to undertake noise mitigation as necessary to minimize unnecessary noise, and to bring the facility into compliance with local and State standards, as required.  





Water diversions and discharges will be modeled by the DEP to protect aquatic resources.  Although fish impingement and entrainment, thermal plumes, discharge scour, and discharge velocity are all important technical issues to resolve and manage, there are no conditions on this site that would preclude or prevent the environmentally acceptable operation of the proposed project on this site.  The DEP may require intakes be designed to minimize fish entrainment and impingement, and to minimize thermal plume effects on fish after modeling has been performed.  The Council is also optimistic that the DEP can use this project as an opportunity to manage discharge velocities to improve water mixing and quality in the harbor.





By itself, this project would present a significant visual object.  However, with the backdrop of the existing facility with its 498-foot stack and other existing stacks of 203 feet and 251 feet, the proposed equipment will blend well into the site.  Indeed, the proposed architecturally designed structures may actually incrementally improve the exterior appearance of the facility when viewed from off-site locations.





Potential changes in the transmission system may include raising the height of conductors and their support structures.  Although these changes have not yet been fully engineered and are not yet clearly known, they  are likely to be minor and not significant.  Nonetheless, such changes will not be authorized by this agency until the full extent of these changes can be assessed and understood.





The natural gas supply to fuel the proposed facility and to provide potential fuel for existing facilities requires the placement of an underground pipeline and possibly the placement of a compressor station, which are expected to be the subject of a future application or petition.  The location of this pipeline and compressor station are not known at this time and cannot be approved until all engineering and environmental assessments have been completed.





While the construction of this line and the placement of this compressor could have substantial adverse environmental effects, denial of this petition pending completion of an environmental assessment would substantially delay the construction and operation of the overall project.  Because the facility is to operate on natural gas, the sooner the facility can be operational the sooner the public will benefit from cleaner air.





Accordingly, the Council has adopted a two-stage approach to streamline the regulatory process.  The first step will be to assess the facility proposed in this petition.  If the siting of that facility has no substantial adverse environmental effect, the Council can approve such siting, with the condition that the facility must be run on natural gas.  The second step will be an environmental assessment of the siting of the natural gas pipeline and compressor station once its location and details are known.  Such an approach will permit the participants to start construction of the project while simultaneously pursuing options for the supply of natural gas.





This two-step approach is not without risk to the participants because the Council can give no assurance that the second phase of the overall project will be permitted or under what conditions.  Such a staged approach, however, is in the public’s interest and without risk to the public.  First, all substantial adverse environmental effects will be addressed before the project is completed and operational.  Second, the public will be able to obtain the benefits of the overall project, increased generating capacity and cleaner air, at the earliest possible time.





The standard that the Council must use in deciding this petition is whether the siting of the proposed project would have a substantial adverse environmental effect.  This is a subjective standard that the Council must carefully consider to protect both the environment and the public.  In terms of siting, this project will not have a substantial adverse environmental effect.  The turbines and heat recovery steam generator will be constructed and operated within an existing generation station, with minimal ecological disturbance, in compliance with noise standards, and under air and water regulation by the DEP to provide necessary generation capacity to the state.  Hence, the Council finds the siting of the proposed equipment within this existing station would not have a substantial adverse environmental effect and no Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public Need is required.





To keep the local community involved in the operation of this facility, the Council will order UI to establish and/or expand its participation in community recreational and educational partnership programs to improve the compatibility of this facility within the City of Bridgeport.





To ensure that construction of this project is undertaken as proposed the Council will order a comprehensive Development and Management Plan. 
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