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On June 6, 2008, the Connecticut Light and Powengzmy (CL&P) applied to the Connecticut Siting
Council (Council) for a Certificate of Environmeh@ompatibility and Public Need (Certificate) fdret
construction, operation and maintenance of a nevkllbvolt (kV) to 23-kV bulk power substation at
325 Waterford Turnpike North, Waterford, ConnedticThe purpose of the proposed facility is to add
distribution capacity to serve the Town of Watedfaxs well as adjacent towns.

The proposed substation would meet electric negdsobnecting to the 115-kV transmission system to
serve the local distribution system. Currentlye tectric load in Waterford is served primarilprfr
Flanders Substation in East Lyme and Williams $tgedstation in New London.

Existing CL&P substations Flanders Substation ariliams Street Substation that serve the Waterford
area have maximum permissible load ratings of 75AM¥id 69 MVA, respectively. Flanders Substation
exceeded its rating in 2006, reaching 76.6 MVA. il/2008 had cooler weather, both substations are
expected to exceed their respective ratings beyead 2008. To address this issue in the interim&EL
has developed a forced load transfer scheme (Fh&nse). This FLT scheme uses one 23-kV feeder to
transfer approximately 9 MVA of load off of FlandeBubstation to Judd Brook Substation in Colchester
and Bokum Substation in Old Saybrook. Having gtbeme available during periods of heavy load
would provide the necessary time window to constiWaterford Substation for operation by 2010. No
such FLT scheme is possible for Williams Streets$ation due to the limited capacity of the existing
distribution lines.

CL&P also considered upgrades to the Flanders aillibis Street substations as alternatives. The
installation of a third transformer at Flanders §abon is not possible due to limited space. &hgemo
room to expand the fenced area without the purcbiadditional land. The Niantic River also creage
bottleneck because three overhead distributionefseckossing the river are at their capacity linmter
peak load, and CL&P standards do not permit addinge feeders to the existing structures. Williams
Street Substation in New London is located outsiléhe relevant load pocket, its feeders are at the
capacity limits under peak load, its duct bank esystvill not allow the installation of new feedeesd
additional land for expansion is not available. ughneither substation is a viable candidate for an
upgrade.

CL&P investigated other alternatives to a new satimt including distributed generation (DG) and
demand response (DR). Approximately 3,075 kilosvétiV) or 3.075 megawatts (MW) of DG has been
approved in the Waterford area, and two projediitg 875 kW (0.875 MW) have been completed to
date. CL&P’s DR Program (including emergency gatien) totals 2,350 kW (2.35 MW). The Council
notes that these load reductions are small relébithe proposed 60 MVA, or approximately 60 MW of
capacity, provided by the proposed substation héfatore, a significant level of future DG and/or BR
not expected.

Uncasville Substation is six miles away from thedoareas, new feeders would have to traverse
residential areas, and long feeders could resutivinvoltage issues and greater line losses. titiad,
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Uncasville Substation is projected to overload 012 which makes it a poor candidate to provide
meaningful near-term load relief to another aréherefore, the Council finds no feasible solutiathim

CL&P’s existing substations and distribution syséem

CL&P reviewed and evaluated a total of six sitasafmew substation: the proposed substation sB2%t
Waterford Parkway North (Site 1); the site at 9%tkbrd Turnpike (Site 2); the site southeast 09 96
Hartford Turnpike (Site 3); the site north of 81auxhall Street (Site 4); the site northwest of T30
Colchester Road (Site 5); and the site north obBimgdale Road (Site 6).

The five alternate sites were rejected by CL&PMVarious reasons relating to environmental impaets a
difficulties connecting to the 23-kV distributiorysdem from the various sites. However, during the
public comment session of the hearing, some elaffegills expressed an interest in Site 2.

Site 2, located at 994 Hartford Turnpike, is 10cBea and is large enough to accommodate a sulvstatio
However, this site contains a very steep grade ldvquire an access road between two homes, would
require significant vegetation clearing, and hasnéand wetland occupying the level portion of gite.
Also, an additional right-of-way would have to b&ghased to reach the transmission corridor 500dee
the south, and at least six structures, 85 fektwalld be required to connect the substatiorh&odrid.
Finally, the incremental cost of Site 2 versus $iteould be approximately $9.5 million due to aatdial
transmission, distribution, right-of-way, and lapdrchase costs. This would be in addition to the
approximately $17.2 million in costs associatechv@ite 1. The Council believes that Site 2 wouddtl n
be a viable option due to the significant increraaobsts that would be borne by rate payers arehpat
impacts to the environment. Thus, the Councilgneite 1.

The Council notes that CL&P’s acquisition of themerty for Site 1 was not subject to the procedure
described in Connecticut General Statutes (Conm. G#at.) 8 16-50z. That statute applies to the
acquisition of “real property in contemplation opassible future transmission facility.” In Petitdlo.
237, decided on July 25, 1989, the Council deemeelactric substation to not be a “transmission
facility” and thus not subject to Conn. Gen. S§16-50z. In Docket No. 304, decided on June 2852
the Council did approve the acquisition of propgrtysuant to Conn. Gen. Stat. § 16-50z where CL&P
contemplated building a substation, but the apptit@ought the matter to the Council under Conm.Ge
Stat. § 16-50z because the property was also nded@gnsmission lines. The requirement of filiag
statement of intent to acquire real property agpieean application in which an electric transnaisdine
and an electric substation are incorporated. Téugiirement does not apply to an application for an
electric substation alone, is not limited by Co@Gen. Stat. 8§ 16-50z, and thus the Council’s deussio
both Petition No. 237 and Docket No. 304 remairndval

Site 1, the site proposed, is a 5-acre undevelppsokrty owned by CL&P. It is located to the neshbt
of the intersection of Oil Mill Road and WaterfoRhrkway North. This site is sufficient in size to
accommodate the proposed substation, and an exiktib-kV transmission line is immediately north of
the site.

The site is zoned Rural Residential District (RWL2 Surrounding land uses include a residential
property with a tree farm to the north, Waterfoati®vay North and Interstate 95 to the south, Oill Mi
Road and a wooded property with Oil Mill Brook teetwest, and an undeveloped wooden property to the
east. Under the Town of Waterford Zoning Regufetjsubstations are allowed in the RU-120 zone with
a Special Permit.

The proposed substation would be surrounded byvens®eot tall chain link security fence. The
dimensions of the substation at the fenceline wia@l®00 feet by 245 feet. Buildings proposed withi
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the substation compound include two metal-clad dwiear enclosures, a protective relay and control
enclosure, and a battery enclosure. The fencexl\aoelld be covered by traprock. Access to the site

would be via a new gravel driveway directly from Mtford Parkway North.

Inside the fenced substation, there would be twe-ferminal structures approximately 63 feet irghei
this height includes a 10-foot lightning mast op & each structure. The substation would alsludea
circuit breaker, two 60 MVA power transformers, @sated disconnects, and circuit switchers. The
substation would be supplied by one of two existmgrhead 115-kV transmission lines (#1605). The
connection would be established by separating ftineuit and installing two new 85-foot steel
transmission structures.

A total of four distribution feeders would exit tisgibstation via underground conduits, and rise ebov
ground on wood pole risers. Two risers would capen Waterford Parkway North directly outside the
substation fence. The feeders would cross WatkRarkway North and head eastward. Two substation
ducts would follow Oil Mill Road underground andethisers would come up on the south side of
Interstate 95.

No state or federally endangered, threatened,abe special concern species have been identifilieat
proposed site. In addition, Phase | and Phasaltiliral resources surveys were performed at the sit
Based on the results, the State Historic Preservalifficer concluded that no further archaeological
investigations appear warranted. Furthermoreptbposed facility would have no effect upon histpri
architectural, or archaeological resources liste@oeligible for the National Register of Histoftaces

or upon properties of traditional importance to @ecticut’s Native American community.

Construction of the substation would not resultsumbstantial effects on wetland or watercourses.
However, limited work is anticipated within the 1fibt upland review area of a perennial watercourse
and its bordering wetlands on the subject properfpproximately 1,241 square feet of the fenced
substation’s area would be in the upland revieva.ar€he Waterford Conservation Commission (WCC)
reviewed the location proposed for the substatibmits review, the WCC recommended that perimeter
erosion and sedimentation controls be installediagentified in the Development and Management Plan
(D&M Plan), and the following be provided in the I&Plan: a narrative describing permanent treatment
and stabilization of exposed soils; a landscapa mlantifying areas of loam, seeding and mulch; and
details about design and soil suitability for thellvand septic system. Accordingly, the Councill wi
order erosion and sedimentation controls consistithtthe Connecticut Guidelines for Soil Erosiarda
Sediment Control, May 2002, as amended, to pretettand resources.

The Council also recommends that CL&P consideocating its construction lay down area from the
east side of the substation to the Connecticut iyeat of Transmission property on the opposite sid
Waterford Parkway North to minimize disturbancesidg of the substation footprint.

The subject property is not located within an AquiProtection Area. While the southeast cornghef
substation would encroach into Flood Zone X, whimtludes areas of 500-year / 100-year flood zone,
the Council notes that no substation equipment evballocated in this area.

No residences are expected to have a year-roundofithe proposed substation. Limited seasonalwie
of the substation are expected from 71 Oil Mill Bod his property contains an evergreen tree féuamh t
offers a visual buffer. However, construction @tes could result in the removal of some of the
deciduous trees along CL&P’s northern property blauy. Consequently, the Council will recommend
plantings along the northern boundary in the D&MPI
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Construction of the access road and southeastrcofiee compound would remove vegetation that may
provide a buffer. Thus, the Council recommendstiabi the substation 10 to 15 feet to the east and
moving the southeast corner to allow for additidaaldscaping. The Council also recommends that the
southwest corner of the substation be moved toragtate additional landscaping, improve sight lines
and provide additional screening in the vicinity tbe intersection of Oil Mill Road and Waterford
Parkway North. These details can be reviewedarX&M Plan.

The Council notes that the transformers would rea@ndary containment, consisting of an underlying
polyvinyl-lined sump designed to hold 110 perceinthe transformers’ capacities and using the Imbibe
Beads Drain Protection System ®. Such containnsystem is consistent with federal and state
regulations.

Substation lighting would be manually controlleddayenerally directed downward. Lighting would be
off except for nighttime inspections and in resgots emergencies. Temporary lighting could also be
used where necessary to illuminate specific tas&sar

The increase in noise levels at the property line tb the proposed substation is expected to be
negligible: ranging from 0 dBA to 0.2 dBA. Overalbise levels are expected to be below the limits
specified in Connecticut Department of Environmereotection (DEP) limits, due to the elevated
ambient noise levels. Temporary impulse noise l¢ee@e also not expected to exceed the levels
permitted at the property line by DEP’s noise calntegulations. If noise levels become an isshe, t
Council will order the applicant to undergo a nasevey to determine compliance with state starglard

Magnetic fields (MF) and their possible effects areoncern both to the Council and to citizensivin

the vicinity of substations and electric transnusdines. Although the predominant source of tHe isl

the existing transmission line, both the measurebpedicted values of MF show that the fields vesak
considerably with increasing distance. The Coufinills no evidence to conclude that the proposed
substation and transmission line connection woeldhdwzardous to persons or property near the prdpose
facility. The proposed substation has been dedigneaccordance with the Council’'s Electric and
Magnetic Field Best Management Practices. Onehefrequired practices is to perform electric and
magnetic field measurements before and after ageigin and provide the results to the Council. The
Council will order that the proposed facility beobght into compliance with any future state or fatle
standards for MF, should such a standard be adopted

The substation would be constructed in complianitle the standards of National Electrical Safety €od
the Department of Public Utility Control, and gootllity practice. In the event an energized lirre o
substation equipment fails, protective relayingipoment would immediately remove the equipment from
service, thereby protecting the public and the eimg equipment at the substation. The substation
control enclosure would be equipped with fire egtilshers and smoke detectors that are remotely
monitored at the Connecticut Valley Electric Exoparand the independent system operator ISO New
England Inc.

Based on the record in this proceeding, the Codindis that the effects associated with the cassion,
operation, and maintenance of the substation fiacilt 325 Waterford Parkway North, Waterford,
including effects on the natural environment; egaal integrity and balance; public health and safe
scenic, historic, and recreational values; forasis parks; air and water purity; and fish and \ifiddhre

not disproportionate either alone or cumulativeighvother effects when compared to need, are not in
conflict with the policies of the state concernisgch effects, and not sufficient reason to deng thi
application. Therefore, the Council will issue artificate for the construction, operation, and
maintenance of a substation at 325 Waterford PariNeath, Waterford.
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