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Petition No. 639

University of Connecticut Cogeneration Plant

Storrs, Connecticut

Staff Report

September 23, 2003

On Friday, September 19, 2003 Connecticut Siting Council (Council) member James J. Murphy, Jr. with Derek Phelps of Council staff met with University of Connecticut (UConn) representative Larry G. Schilling, University Architect, Architectural and Engineering Services, and Gregory J. Padick, town planner of the town of Mansfield at the UConn Storrs campus for a field review of this petition.  UConn is petitioning the Council for a declaratory ruling that a proposed cogeneration plant and substation to be constructed on its Storrs campus are not “facilities” which require a certificate of environmental compatibility and public need from the Council.

UConn plans to construct a combined electric, heat and chilled water facility at its campus in Storrs adjacent to its current steam and chilled water plant.  UConn also plans to construct a new substation adjacent to the existing CL&P substation that serves the UConn Storrs campus.

In its petition the petitioner cites Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-50k(a) which establishes the specific criteria under which a “facility” is defined, and by which a certificate application would be required.  This statute reads in part: 

(3) any electric generating…facility using any fuel…but not including…a facility (i) owned and operated by a private power producer, as defined in section 16-243(b), (ii) which is a …qualifying cogeneration facility under the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978, as amended, or a facility determined by the council to be primarily for the producer’s own use and (iii) which has…in the case of a facility utilizing cogeneration technology, a generating capacity of twenty-five megawatts of electricity or less…

(4) any electric substation or switchyard designed to change or regulate the voltage of electricity at sixty-nine kilovolts or more or to connect two or more electric circuits at such voltage, which substation or switchyard may have a substantial adverse environmental effect, as determined by the council…

The petitioner notes that the generating capacity of the cogeneration plant is approximately 24 MW at 90° F and the plant’s operating system computers will be programmed to restrict the output to 24.9 MW under all conditions.  Moreover, UConn is a private power producer as defined in Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16243b(a)(3).  Hence, the proposed project is not a “facility,” as defined in Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-50k(a) and a certificate is not required.

The petitioner also asserts that the proposed substation would not pose a substantial adverse environmental effect because: 1) No new 69 kV transmission lines would be required. 2) No new distribution circuits would be constructed. 3) The new substation is adjacent to an existing substation. 4) The new substation is physically smaller than the existing substation. 5) The electric load is being transferred from the existing substation. 6) Property on which the substation is located is owned by UConn.

Mr. Padick remarked that the town has no outstanding issues relative to the proposed cogeneration plant or the proposed substation.

Mr. Padick remarked that town staff members have no outstanding issues relative to the proposed decision regarding Siting Council jurisdiction over the cogeneration plant or the proposed substation. Mansfield staff members have requested from the University more information on ammonia storage and use.
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