Petition 836 

Opinion

Page 2

	PETITION NO. 836 – Waterside Power LLC petition for a declaratory ruling that no Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public Need is required for the proposed construction and operation of a permanent peaking facility located at 17 Amelia Place, Stamford, Connecticut.
	}

}

}


	Connecticut

Siting

Council

May 2, 2008


DRAFT Opinion
On November 21, 2007, Waterside Power LLC (Waterside) petitioned the Connecticut Siting Council (Council) for a declaratory ruling that no Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public Need is required for a permanent 69.2 MW peaking facility located at 17 Amelia Place in Stamford, CT.  The permanent facility was proposed in response to the Department of Public Utility Control (DPUC), request for proposals (RFP) for long-term resources.  On April 23, 2007, the DPUC selected a bid based on the continued use of the existing turbines with limited revisions that are needed to convert the current facility to a long-term facility.  Moreover, this facility is located within southwest Connecticut, a region recognized as a point of congestion.
On April 25, 2002, in Petition 556, the Council approved the facility’s operation from June 1 through September 30, 2002 to provide temporary (authorized annually) peaking capacity of 69.2 megawatt (MW).  In Petition 617E, on May 6, 2003, the Council approved continuance on that basis between June 1 and September 30, 2003.  On February 18, 2004, as part of Petition 658, the Council approved revisions allowing the plant to run on more than a temporary basis, but limited to a period of no more than five years, beginning June 1, 2004.  Subsequently, on March 4, 2004, the Council allowed Waterside to provide supplemental generation throughout the year, so that the company could respond to a pending Request for Proposals (RFP) from ISO-NE.  Two years later, in Petition 772, the Council granted Waterside approval to make modifications necessary to participate in ISO-NE Locational Forward Reserve Market.  The Council approved this petition on August 27, 2006.  Throughout the years since the plant was first developed, Waterside has cooperatively worked with the City of Stamford, community groups including the ABBDS Block Association and the Waterside Coalition, and the State of Connecticut.  Also, past changes have been based mostly on operating parameters.  With that said, Waterside has monitored and responded to a dynamic energy market.

The existing units and associated equipment are located on a 5.8 acre parcel that is interconnected with the existing CL&P substation adjacent to the property.  The proposed project includes the continued use of three turbine generator units that are each rated at 23.3 MW.  The winter capability of the facility is approximately 75 MW and the summer capability is approximately 69.2 MW.

Furthermore, Waterside had blackstart capability with a 1.2 MW generator and will retain such capability with a new 1.0 MW unit.  This capability is advantageous to allow restart of the generating units independently of the electric distribution system and is an added reliability, which this Council endorses.  

Waterside would replace five 20,000 gallon fuel oil storage tanks (located near the center of the parcel) with two 126,000 gallon double-walled tanks (located near the western boundary of the parcel).  An associated pump building would be constructed adjacent to the new tanks.  Waterside would incorporate enhanced fire protection, spill prevention and containment measures into the design of the new tanks.  
The project would use ultra low sulfur fuel oil to minimize impact to air quality.  Also, approximately 40,000 gallons would be stored on site for water injection to control nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions.  Water would be transported to the site via an interconnection with the local water system.  NOx emissions from the proposed site would be reduced to 42 parts per million, volumetric dry (ppmvd).  The New Source Performance Standards limit NOx emissions to 75 ppmvd.  Volatile Organic Compound emissions would be less than 25 tons per year, which is the acceptable major source threshold.  

The Council recognizes that most of the new turbine electric generators are fueled by natural gas due to its low emissions profile in comparison with regular fuel oil; however, Waterside has chosen to operate on a low sulfur fuel oil with associated emission controls.  This fuel type would result in an emissions profile that is similar to that of natural gas.  Waterside chose to use liquid fuel due to its greater reliability and cost effectiveness when weighed against natural gas, for this particular project.  Consequently, the Council supports the use of low sulfur fuel oil.  In other works, during sustained cold weather, delivery of natural gas to electric generating is vulnerable.  
New sound attenuation walls would be installed adjacent to the combustion turbine exhaust sections at each of the generating units to minimize noise impact to the surrounding community.  With the walls in place, sound levels from the proposed facility would be lower than ambient sound levels.  The facility would meet all City of Stamford noise regulations, including the nighttime noise standard of 51 dBA.
The existing facility is not visible from the nearby residences north of the site due to the distance of the equipment from the street, site grading, and screening from the earthen berm and fencing along Amelia Place.  The only location with a view of the facility is through the emergency access gate located off Betts Avenue.  The proposed fuel storage tanks would be visible from Betts Avenue through the existing gate.  Waterside proposes to add dark green slats in the chain-link fence to provide additional visual screening and eliminate any community ground-level view of the facility’s equipment.  

Waterside would design and operate the permanent facility in accordance with the National Electrical Safety Code and appropriate elements of the Council’s Electric and Magnetic Field Best Management Practices.
The Council finds that the Waterside site is the appropriate location for a permanent peaking facility.  Since a temporary peaking facility already exists on the property, a permanent facility would result in little additional environmental impact.  The temporary facility has been in place since 2002; therefore, impact to the surrounding community has occurred in the past.  The existing site is well screened from the nearby residential community, which would remain the case for the permanent facility.  The permanent facility would be in compliance with all noise and air emissions standards. 
Based on the record in this proceeding, the Council finds that the effects associated with the permanent peaking plan at the existing temporary Waterside peaking facility, including effects on the natural environment; ecological integrity and balance; public health and safety; scenic, historic, and recreational values are not in conflict with the policies of the State concerning such effects, and are not sufficient reason to deny the proposed project.  Therefore, the Council will issue a favorable decision for this project.   
















