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PRE-FILED TESTIMONY OF MICHAEL LIBERTINE 

Q.1. Please state your name and position. 

  My name is Michael Libertine.  I am the Director of Siting and Permitting for All-

Points Technology Corporation, P.C. (“APT”).  Additional biographical and background 

information is contained in Exhibit CITY-7. 

Q.2. What is the purpose of your testimony? 

 The purpose of my testimony is to discuss the environmental impacts of Meriden 

Gas Turbines, LLC’s (“MGT”) 530-megawatt combined-cycle electric generating facility 

(the “Project”) at 500 South Mountain Road in Meriden (the “Site”) that have occurred 

since the Connecticut Siting Council (the “Council”) issued its Decision and Order 

(“D&O”) granting a certificate of environmental compatibility and public need (the 

“Certificate”) for the Project in Docket No. 190 on April 27, 1999.   

Q.3. Describe your involvement with the Project. 

 In 2012, I was asked by the City of Meriden (the “City”) to review Docket 190 

with respect to environmental issues including visibility, landscaping, wetland resources, 

and surface water runoff.  The City requested that I identify environmental impacts that 

have occurred resulting from the construction of the Project and that I evaluate MGT’s 
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compliance with the Council’s D&O document, the approved development and 

management plans (“D&M Plans”), and the City’s site plan, subdivision, and wetlands 

approvals.   

Q.4. Identify the environmental issues that you identified related to the Project? 

 Based on available information, it is my opinion that MGT’s commencement and 

subsequent abandonment of construction activities at the Site have resulted in a number of 

unforeseen adverse environmental impacts.  Importantly, MGT has neither fully complied 

with the D&O nor fully implemented the approved D&M Plans.  Specifically, I noted the 

following issues: 

 The nature and extent of the visual impact of the Project appears greater than what 

was represented to the City and the Council.  The existing Power Plant-Generator 

Building in particular is far more visible than predicted at the time of approval.  The 

degree of visual impact resulting from the Power Plant-Generator Building is 

attributable to its height, mass and color; its location near the top of a prominent trap 

rock ridge; and the lack of any vegetative screening.  I reviewed a part of a document 

filed in Docket No. 190 titled Environmental and Community Effects of the Proposed 

Project that included, as Section 4.10.3, a Visual Impact Assessment for the Project, 

prepared by MGT’s consultant EarthTech. An excerpt containing Section 4.10.3 is 

attached as Proposed Exhibit CITY-14.  Page 4-82 of the Visual Impact Assessment 

describes the visual characteristics of the site and its surroundings and suggests that 

visibility would primarily be restricted to areas south/southeast of the site and that 

those views would be limited based on the Project’s distance, its design features to 

blend in with the surrounding environment, and the existence of buildings and 

landscaping within the Meriden downtown area.  While it is true that views to the 

west are effectively shielded by the ridgeline of Cathole Mountain and the high points 

northward, views are achieved from several areas northeast, east, southeast and south 

of the site. The size and color of the Power Plant-Generator Building on the dominant 

ridge overlooking the City results in the facility being highly visible from numerous 

locations. The Visibility Impact Assessment focuses primarily on the Project’s 
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exhaust stacks, which were proposed to rise to a height of 180 feet above grade, and 

not the Power Plant-Generator Building.  The photographs presented in the EarthTech 

Visibility Impact Assessment depict the exhaust stacks as being visible from selected 

photo locations; the Power Plant-Generator Building and other infrastructure are 

largely absent, suggesting that the tree canopy and other intervening vegetation would 

almost entirely obscure the facility.  The discussion concludes on page 4-100 “the 

Project is not anticipated to be visible from many of the surrounding locations.  

Where the Project structures will be visible the impacts are anticipated to be 

insignificant due the distance from the site, the limited amount of the facility which 

will be visible, the design of the plant, and the presence of existing buildings and 

other structures in the existing viewsheds.” The Visibility Impact Assessment was 

based on a proposed building height of 72 feet; the structure was subsequently 

approved and built to a height of 82 feet. 

In preparation for my testimony, I performed a visibility analysis of the Project.  The 

visibility analysis map and photographs are attached as Proposed Exhibit CITY-15.  

My analysis demonstrates that the Project’s visual impacts greatly exceed the impact 

predicted by MGT.  The visibility analysis map depicts locations of within a two-mile 

radius of the Project site where views of the Power Plant-Generator Building can be 

achieved.  This map is based on a combination of computer modeling and in-field 

verification via a vehicular reconnaissance.  The accompanying Photolog contains 

photographs of existing conditions views from four representative locations.  As the 

photographs demonstrate, despite the absence of the exhaust stacks, the Power Plant-

Generator Building is, as one Council member put it, “highly visible and clearly 

sticks out in several locations. . . . it sticks out along [Interstate] 691, as well as over 

to the east side where there’s an unobstructed view.”  Docket No. 190A, Transcript, 

August 24, 2010 (2:05 p.m.), Statements of Philip Ashton, p. 33.   

My visibility analysis is consistent with comments made in an Intradepartmental 

Memo issued by the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection (“CTDEP 

Memo”) from Frederick Riese to Carmine DiBattista, dated February 14, 2000, 

Proposed Exhibit CITY-16).  In the CTDEP Memo, Mr. Riese opines that the 
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Project would be visible from many areas and prominently displayed to viewers in 

central and northern Meriden. Mr. Riese states that the “size and bulk of the facility, 

especially the generation building which will measure 160’ x 90’ and be 72’ in 

height, at such a prominent location, will create a landscape feature which will be 

clearly seen above the city from much of Meriden.”  The CTDEP Memo also asserts 

that the Visibility Impact Assessment prepared for the Project understated the 

Project’s prominence on the Meriden landscape in both the selection of receptor 

locations and the estimated visibility from some of the selected viewing points, 

including Downtown Meriden.   

 The Project’s visibility is intensified by MGT’s failure to implement the required 

visual mitigation techniques. Visual mitigation measures proposed by MGT and 

approved by the Council consisted of architectural treatment (i.e. painting of the 

building) and landscape plantings to buffer direct views of the facility.  The painting 

is ineffective (the color contrasts sharply with its surroundings) and the landscape 

plantings were never initiated.   

The Council’s Staff Report (dated 12/11/01) identifies the proposed color for the 

building(s) as an earth-tone, described as a sandstone color. Presumably, the intent 

was to use a color on the structure that would be visually compatible with the 

surrounding trap rock setting.  However, the color ultimately selected and used to 

paint the building may more accurately be characterized as a cream, which provides 

for a dramatic contrast when both viewed with the mountain as a backdrop and when 

the building’s profile is silhouetted by the sky.  

The Council required the D&M Plans to include the “planting of new coniferous 

vegetation to provide ecological habitat, visual screening, and acoustical buffers . . . 

“architectural treatment of all building components to minimize visual effects on 

scenic resources.”  Docket No. 190, Decision and Order, §§ 2.e. and 2.f.  The 

Council’s Staff Report (dated 12/11/01) describes conceptual landscaping design 

envisioned at that time.  Landscaping efforts were to include several shade and 

ornamental trees around the buildings and parking areas and, most notably, 90± 
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evergreens (white pine) were to be planted in clusters on the slopes of the access 

drive and at the base of the cut slope behind the facility to provide partial screening. 

No such plantings were implemented and today the Power Plant-Generator Building 

is unobstructed eastward by any intervening vegetation on the property.  Had the 

plantings been completed at the time of the Project’s construction, some softening 

effect would have been achieved by now, at least of the lower half of the Power 

Plant-Generator Building.  After establishing itself, white pine can grow 

approximately three (3) feet per year.
1
 If pine trees eight (8) to ten (10) feet in height 

had been planted in 2003, the trees would now be approaching 30 to 35 feet in height.  

At that height, the trees would provide some degree of visual mitigation.   

 Wetland restoration activities were not completed as required by the Council in the 

approved December 13, 2001 D&M Plan.  MGT was required to establish more than 

35,000 sq. ft. of scrub shrub, wet meadow, marsh, and aquatic habitat to mitigate the 

removal and disturbance of existing wetlands.  See Docket No. 190, Decision and 

Order, Finding of Fact #76.  MGT stated in its response to Council Interrogatory Q-

CSC-13 for Docket No. 370B (dated May 29, 2009) that “[n]o wetlands were created 

following the project.”   

 Stormwater controls required by the D&M Plans are incomplete at best, with several 

never having been installed.  Deficiencies were identified by the City’s Planning and 

Engineering Staff during field reviews in 2008 and 2012.  City staff concluded that 

site work was either incomplete (based on the City’s Planning and Zoning 

Commission site plan and subdivision approvals; substantially the same requirements 

contained in the Council’s D&M Plans ) or needed repair. See City of Meriden 

Planning Division Memoranda dated Sept. 4, 2008 and July 14, 2012, Exhibits 

CITY-4 and CITY-5.  Deficiencies identified by the City staff included: 

1. A detention pond that was improperly constructed and lacked proper seeding 

at its base and along its sides; 

2. Overgrown vegetation present in drainage swales and detention pond; 

                                                 
1
 http://www.na.fs.fed.us/pubs/silvics_manual/Volume_1/pinus/strobus.htm 

 

http://www.na.fs.fed.us/pubs/silvics_manual/Volume_1/pinus/strobus.htm
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3. A lack of stormwater and erosion controls at rock slopes; 

4. Large amounts of incomplete bituminous and concrete curbing; 

5. Damaged catch basins, some requiring maintenance and others likely in need 

of replacement;  

6. Lack of plantings for bank stabilization and slope restoration (trees, 

herbaceous plants and shrubs, sod and ground cover were never planted or had 

not been properly maintained to promote their survival); and, 

7. Erosion of steep banks, particularly noted on the west side of the site.  

I conducted inspections of accessible portions of the property in April and May 2013 

and found the conditions similar to those noted above.  It is apparent that no 

restoration or maintenance work has been conducted to address these deficiencies 

since the initial development of the Project. 

In summary, MGT’s abandonment of the partially-completed Project has resulted in a 

number of unforeseen adverse environmental impacts.  The nature and extent of the 

visibility of the Project was substantially underestimated during the Docket 

proceedings.  The visibility of the Power Plant-Generator Building is negatively 

enhanced by the incompatible color choice and lack of vegetative screening that MGT 

was required by the Council to establish and maintain.  In addition, wetland 

restoration activities and proper installation and maintenance of stormwater controls 

as required by the D&M Plans were not implemented.  Therefore, I believe that 

MGT’s failure to comply with the requirements of the D&O and D&M Plans 

constitutes a changed condition. 

Q.5.  Were you able to access the Power Plant parcel for inspection of conditions on that part 

of the site?   

No.  I have not had the opportunity to inspect that portion of the site. My observations 

were limited to the access road and those portions of the Power Plant site that are 

visible from the locked gate at the terminus of Sams Road.   
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Q.6. In your opinion, do the unforeseen adverse environmental impacts you have identified 

justify the reopening of Docket No. 190 and the implementation of a decommissioning 

plan? 

 Yes.  I believe the unexpected visible impacts associated with the Project, 

combined with MGT’s failure to comply with the D&O and to fully implement the D&M 

Plans, have created a significant adverse effect on the environment that justify the 

reopening of Docket No. 190 and the implementation of a decommissioning plan.   

 When evaluating mitigation for softening the visibility of the Power Plant-

Generator Building, the options are limited.  Painting the surface of the structure a 

different color could improve the existing stark contrast, but that is a matter of personal 

taste.  There is also the challenge of perspectives - the building can be seen from several 

locations both with and without a portion of the mountain as a background; those views 

where the building is silhouetted against the sky may not benefit to the same degree as 

those with the land form as a backdrop (or vice versa depending upon the color chosen). 

There is a possibility that a large-scale mural could be painted on the façade to resemble 

an abstract forest setting, but I would imagine the costs might be prohibitive.  Any 

painting also requires upkeep, so there are additional long-term costs associated with 

maintenance. Extensive landscaping is required to provide any kind of substantive buffer, 

and trees planted today would not have an effect for numerous years.  There is also a 

long-term maintenance effort associated with landscaping to ensure survival and adequate 

growth.  I understand that the building is not necessarily suited for future redevelopment 

opportunities envisioned by the City.   In light of that, and the facility’s inoperative 

status, I think demolition of the Power Plant-Generator Building may be the best and 

most cost-effective visual mitigation option available, and it should be strongly 

considered as a critical component of any Decommissioning Plan.   

 It is clear from visual observations that the lack of implementing restoration 

activities and stormwater controls, combined with no apparent efforts to resolve these 

problems, has resulted in several inadequacies that are having a negative effect on the 

environment.   Absent full compliance with the requirements of the D&M Plans, which 
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should also be part of a Decommissioning Plan, conditions at the site will only continue 

to deteriorate and cause additional adverse environmental impacts.    

Q.7.  Does this conclude your testimony? 

Yes. 
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Proposed Exhibit CITY-15 
 

Visibility Analysis by All-Points Technology Corporation, P.C. 

 

  



NOTE:
- Map compiled July 2012
- Viewshed analysis conducted using ESRI's Spatial Analyst.
- Visibility calculated for a 2-mile radius surrounding the existing facility.
- Height of existing building is 82 feet AGL.
- Existing tree canopy height modeled at 50 feet.

Legend
Subject Parcel (City of Meriden)
Study Area (2-Mile Radius)

!( Photographic Locations
Potential Visibility 

Year-Round Visibility
Seasonal Visibility
50-Foot Contours
100-Foot Contours

_̂ DEP Boat Launch
Town Line
Protected Properties (CTDEP, May 2007)
Protected Properties (Municipal)
Scenic Roads (None in Study Area)

DATA SOURCES:
- Digital elevation model (DEM) derived from Connecticut LiDAR-based Digital Elevation Data (collected in 2000) 
  with a 10-foot spatial resolution produced by the University of Connecticut and the Center for Land Use Education 
  and Research (CLEAR); 2007
- Forest areas derived from 2010 ESRI/Bing digital orthophotos with 1-foot pixel resolution;
  digitized by All-Points Technology Corp., 2012
- Base map comprised of Meriden USGS 7.5-Minute Topographic   Quadrangle Map

VISIBILITY ANALYSIS MAP
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600 SOUTH MOUNTAIN ROAD
MERIDEN, CONNECTICUT
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PHOTO DOCUMENTATION 
Meriden Gas Turbine Facility 
Meriden, CT    
March 18, 2013 

Photo Location 2: View from Reynolds Drive, looking west. 
Photographed with 50 mm lens setting. 
  

Photo Location 2: View from Reynolds Drive, looking west. 
Photographed with 180 mm lens setting. 

Photo Location 1: View from Hunters Golf Course looking west 
toward site. Photographed with 50 mm lens setting. 

Photo Location 1: View from Hunters Golf Course looking west toward 
site. Photographed with 180 mm lens setting. 
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PHOTO DOCUMENTATION 
Meriden Gas Turbine Facility 
Meriden, CT    
March 18, 2013 

Photo Location 4: View from Quiet Brook Court, looking southwest. 
Photographed with 50 mm lens setting. 
  

Photo Location 4: View from Quiet Brook Court, looking southwest. 
Photographed with 180 mm lens setting. 

Photo Location 3: View from Broadview Terrace looking northwest 
toward site. Photographed with 50 mm lens setting. 

Photo Location 3: View from Broadview Terrace looking northwest 
toward site. Photographed with 180 mm lens setting. 
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PHOTO DOCUMENTATION 
Meriden Gas Turbine Facility 
Meriden, CT    
June 4, 2013 

View from Broad Street overpass I-691, looking northwest. 
Photographed with 50 mm lens setting. 
  

Photo of detention pond with no vegetation established.   

Photo Location 3: Leaf-on view from Broadview Terrace looking 
northwest toward site. Photographed with 50 mm lens setting. 

Photo Location 4: Leaf-on view from Quiet Brook Court, looking 
southwest. Photographed with 50 mm lens setting. 
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Intradepartmental Memo from Frederick Riese to Carmine DiBattista, dated February 14, 2000 

 








