DOCKET NO. 187 - An application by PDC - El Paso Milford LLC for a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public Need for the construction, maintenance, and operation of the proposed Milford Power Project located off of Oronoque Road in Milford, Connecticut.  �
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Findings of Fact





Introduction





On May 1, 1998, PDC - El Paso Milford, LLC (PDC-El Paso), a joint venture of the Power Development Company of Boston and El Paso Energy of Houston, Texas, applied to the Connecticut Siting Council (Council) for a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public Need (Certificate) for the construction, maintenance, and operation of a 544 MW natural gas-fired combined cycle facility off Oronoque Road in the City of Milford, Connecticut.  (PDC - El Paso 1, p. 1; Transcript of August 4, 1998, 7:00 p.m., p. 9 (Tr. 2))





The party in this proceeding is the applicant.  Intervenors are the Connecticut Light and Power Company (CL&P), the Southern Connecticut Gas Company (SCG), and the Iroquois Gas Transmission System (Iroquois).  (Tr. 2, p. 2)





Public notice of the application was published in the New Haven Register on April 27, and 28, 1998.  (PDC-El Paso letter, May 19, 1998)





Pursuant to General Statutes § 16-50m, the Council, after giving due notice thereof, held a public hearing on August 4, 1998, beginning at 3:00 p.m. and continuing at 7:00 p.m. in the Milford City Hall Auditorium, 110 River Road, Milford, Connecticut.  (Council Hearing Notice dated June 3, 1998)





The Council and its staff made an inspection of the proposed site on August 4, 1998.  (Council Hearing Notice, dated June 3, 1998)





On December 29, 1998, beginning at 10:00 a.m., at Ten Franklin Square, New Britain, Connecticut, the Council reopened the record for the limited purpose of examining alternative technologies to cool the facility, use of non-potable water, and effects on water resources.  (Council Hearing Notice dated December 21, 1998)





Need for Additional Generating Capacity





By the year 2001, New England is expected to have a need for approximately 2,667 MW of additional generating capacity to ensure reliability of the regional bulk power system.  If Millstone 1 and 2 nuclear generating units are retired, the New England need would be 3538 MW in 2001 based on an adjusted reference load of 23,476 MW, a 15 percent required reserve margin, and a base case supply of 24,330 MW.  (PDC-El Paso 1, pp. 2-6 to 2-8; PDC-El Paso 5, Abbanat Testimony, Attach. B, Table 2.2-1)


The proposed project could relieve loading on electric transmission lines that otherwise would be used to bring more power into the state. The New England Power Pool (NEPOOL) considers Connecticut as the most vulnerable area  to electric supply disruption in NEPOOL.  (PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 5)





Connecticut now relies on generating capacity from fossil generating facilities which are aging, more polluting, and less efficient than the proposed project.  By 2001, nearly 600 MW of Connecticut’s electrical generation would be over 40 years of age, increasing to over 1100 MW in 2006.  Competitive and environmental factors may lead to the retirement of some fossil units.  (PDC-El Paso 1, pp. 2-1 to 2-2)





Pursuant to Public Act 98-28, An Act Concerning Electric Restructuring, generators of electricity may compete with each other for the development of in-state generation.  (Public Act 98-28)





Proposed Site





In its site selection process, PDC-El Paso narrowed its site search to Connecticut because of the State’s need for new, low cost electrical generation; existing transmission constraints in southwestern Connecticut; Connecticut ambient air quality and implementation of the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments; and the restructuring of Connecticut’s electrical industry by the State legislature.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 2-14)





Criteria used by PDC-El Paso in its site selection process included proximity to natural gas facilities and electric transmission lines of 115-kV or greater, a minimum of 20-acres of buildable land, availability of a minimum of three million gallons of potable water per day beginning in 2001, the ability to discharge 250,000 gallons of wastewater per day, soils without the potential for differential settling, a site without structures of archaeological or historical significance, and no records of threatened or endangered species occurring at the site.  (PDC-El Paso 1, pp. 2-15 to 2-16)





The proposed site is a 28-acre parcel of land within the Tower Heights Subdivision, an 80-acre industrial subdivision.  The footprint of the proposed project would consume 20-acres of the 28-acre parcel.  The proposed site was formerly used as a sand and gravel operation, and is underlain by thin glacial till.  The site is currently vacant, consisting of open field, shrub, and forested areas.  Red oak, tulip tree, and beech are the dominant trees.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 4-4, p. 4-7, p. 4-22; Tr. 1, pp. 69-70; DEP Comments, July 30, 1998)





Elevations at the proposed site range from 24 to 80 feet above mean sea level (AMSL).  The proposed site is zoned Housatonic Design District, suitable for heavy industrial use.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 4-7, p. 4-14; PDC El Paso 1A, App. A)





The nearest residences would be on Partridge Lane, approximately 800 feet east  of the proposed generator building.  The proposed site is approximately 1000 feet east of the Charles E. Wheeler Wildlife Area.  (PDC-El Paso 1G, map; PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 22)





Land uses surrounding the proposed site include the Bic Complex to the south, an active railroad line to the southwest and west, a golf driving range to the west, CL&P electric transmission lines to the north, the Housatonic Wastewater Treatment facility to the west, the Beard Sand and Gravel plant to the northwest, the Caswell Cove Condominiums to the southwest, and residential areas to the east.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 4-12, Figure 1-2)





Access to the proposed site would be via a new road, Shelland Street, which would be  town-owned.  Shelland Street would bisect the Tower Heights Subdivision parcel in a generally north-south direction.  The proposed site would be enclosed by a security fence.  (PDC-El Paso 1, Figure 1-2, p. 4-23; PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 17; PDC-El Paso 1, p. 3-21)





Proposed Project





Two identical single shaft power islands, each with a combustion turbine, a heat recovery steam generator, a steam turbine, and an electric generator, would be installed.  The two power islands would exhaust to stacks built within one enclosed 135-foot stack.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p.1-5)





The proposed combined cycle facility would be rated at 544 MW (annual net nominal).  Electricity would be provided by two generators rated for 280 MVA at 21 kV each, with a step-up transformer on each generator lead.  The generation leads would traverse the proposed site, passing underneath existing transmission lines to new lines leading to the Devon Substation.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 1-1, p. 3-4; Tr. 2, pp. 10-11)





An emergency 500 kVA, 480 volt, three-phase generator would be fueled by No. 2 fuel oil.  (PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 32)





The heat recovery steam generator would be heated by combustion turbine exhaust, drive the steam turbine, then pass steam to a surface-mounted condenser.  Condensed water would then be recycled from the condenser back to the heat recovery steam generator.  Cooling for the condenser would be provided by water through a conventional forced draft evaporative cooling tower.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 3-4)





The generation buildings would contain the combustion turbines, steam turbines, electric generators, and condensers.  The heat recovery steam generator would be located outdoors.  The two generation buildings would each measure approximately 160 feet by 115 feet and 72 feet in height.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 3-4, p. 4-21)
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Water Issues





The proposed facility would use approximately 2,700,000 gallons of water per day for normal operation on natural gas, or 4,397,760 gallons of water (maximum case) primarily as a heat transfer medium.  Facility water use would include approximately 230,000 gallons per day that would be available for the service/fire water storage tank, of which 180,000 gallons would be reserved exclusively for fire protection.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 3-8, Figure 3-2, Figure 3-3; DEP Comments, July 30, 1998)





The ten cell cooling tower proposed for mechanical draft evaporative cooling would be constructed north of the generation buildings, and would be approximately 480 feet by 42 feet and 56 feet in height.  The cooling tower would require approximately 2,638,080 gallons of potable water per day (average case) or 3,294,720 gallons per day (maximum case).  The average amount of water lost to evaporation and drift from the cooling tower would be approximately 2,514,240 gallons per day with a maximum loss of 3,139,200 gallons per day.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 3-14; PDC-El Paso 1, Figure 3-2, Figure 3-3; Tr. 12/29/98, pp. 80-81)





Cooling tower water would be tested three times daily for the presence of bacteria.  To control bacteria and algae, hypochlorite would be added to the cooling tower basin two or three times daily.  Polyacrylic acid would be added as a corrosion inhibitor.  Sulfuric acid would be added to the cooling tower water to reduce alkalinity.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 3-11; Tr., August 4, 1998, 3:00 p.m. (Tr. 1), p. 47; PDC-El Paso 9, p. 7, Tr. 12/29/98, p. 16)





While the evaporative cooling towers would not emit a continuous steam plume, the cooling tower plume would contain water vapor and under certain conditions, such as cold air and high humidity, a fine mist of water droplets may form.  (PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 29)





High efficiency mist eliminators would be installed within the cooling tower.  This technology would be designed to limit cooling tower drift to 0.0008 percent of the circulating water flow, an efficiency rate of greater than 99.9 percent.  (Tr. 12/29/98, pp. 87-88; PDC-El Paso 8, A-2, p. 8)





Most cooling tower drift would fall within 10 to 20 meters of the cooling tower.  Modeling by the applicant predicts three one-hour instances of off-site fogging over a five year period at two locations north of the proposed site on Plains Road.  No instances of icing are predicted.  (PDC 9, p. 8; Tr. 12/29/98, p. 95)





Water vapor from the cooling tower would contain the same minerals and salts in the source of the water.  (Tr. 12/29/98, p. 88)
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A dry cooled system for the facility is feasible, but was not pursued by the applicant, due to higher costs, an efficiency reduction of five percent (11 percent in summer), additional fuel use, increased noise, and additional space requirements.  Capital improvements for dry cooling would cost approximately $18,000,000 more than wet cooling.  Dry cooling would have a net power output six to eight megawatts less than a wet cooling system and would require modifications to local approvals, DEP wastewater  and air quality approvals, and wetland authorizations.  (PDC-El Paso 9, p. 2; PDC-El Paso 8, p. 5; Tr. 12/29/98, pp. 84-85)





Use of dry cooling would result in an estimated annual increase of nitrogen oxide by 230 tons, sulfur dioxide by 950 tons, and carbon dioxide by 78,000 tons when compared with operation of a wet cooled facility operating on potable water.  (PDC-El Paso 8, Attach. C)





Use of a hybrid wet/dry cooling tower was considered, but would require the same cooling equipment for both wet and dry cooling, and was rejected for the same reasons that dry cooling was rejected.  (PDC-El Paso 8, p. 8)





PDC-El Paso has finalized a contract for initial potable water supplies from the South Central Connecticut Regional Water Authority (SCCRWA).  The SCCRWA would make commitments to provide water to the facility for the life of this project.  (Tr. 1, pp. 54-58; Tr. 2, p. 11; PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 9; PDC-El Paso 1, p. 3-9; PDC-El Paso 8, A-2, p. 2)





The need to develop long-term alternatives to the cooling water supply and discharge led PDC-El Paso to evaluate the Housatonic River as a non-potable surface water supply.  The lower Housatonic River is classified as SC/SB and is not suitable for drinking due to wastewater discharges and salinity.  (PDC-El Paso 8, Attach. B, p. 1, pp. 6-7)





Peak plant operating conditions for the proposed project using water from the Housatonic River for evaporative cooling would result in a required demand of 8,640,000 gallons per day.  Approximately 2,880,000 gallons of cooling water would be evaporated through the cooling tower leaving approximately 5,760,000 gallons of water requiring discharge.  (PDC-El Paso 8, Attach. B, p. 1)





The lower Housatonic River in the vicinity of the proposed site is tidal and has a substantial water flow to meet the proposed cooling water needs without adversely affecting water quality standards, water levels, or river flow rates.  (PDC-El Paso 8, Attach. B, p. 7, PDC-El Paso 8, p. 3)





PDC-El Paso also evaluated the use of Housatonic River water as a once-through cooling source estimating it would result in a demand of approximately 360,000,000 gallons per day.  Such use of water would affect river dynamics, and involve potential losses to ichthyo-plankton, zooplankton, phytoplankton, and juvenile fish, due to entrainment, with potential adult fish losses from impingement.  Thermal loading from the water discharged back to the river 10 degrees warmer than before withdrawal could cause shifts in aquatic species composition and abundance. PDC-El Paso did not initially pursue use of the Housatonic River as a water supply due to these concerns about environmental effects and permitting.   (Tr.1, p. 55; Tr. 12/29/98, pp. 73-74; PDC-El Paso 8, Attach. B, p. 1)





Withdrawal of Housatonic River water would require approval from the DEP under the water diversion permitting program and the Long Island Sound program.  Permitting by the DEP for Housatonic River water use would take an estimated six to twelve months to complete.  If a river diversion is pursued for once-through cooling, at least one year of environmental data from the river to model fish impingement and entrainment would be necessary.  (Tr. 12/29/98, pp. 29-30, p. 74)





The short-term and limited use of potable water as a cooling source for this project is acceptable to the DEP to the year 2006, if the transition of the cooling water source from potable water to the Housatonic River is pursued as soon as possible.  (Tr. 12/29/98, p. 28)





PDC-El Paso has estimated the transition from use of potable water  to the Housatonic River as a cooling water source would cost approximately $5,200,000.  PDC-El Paso would make this transition from SCCRWA potable water to non-potable Housatonic River water as soon as permitting and required construction would allow.  Construction for the interconnection to the Housatonic River could be completed before the project begins operation, in which case, SCCRWA potable water would not be required for cooling purposes.  (Tr. 12/29/98, pp. 85-86; PDC-El Paso 8, p. 4)





PDC-El Paso has identified four possible water intake locations, including withdrawal of water from the Beard Quarry Pond, an existing quarry pond hydrologically connected to the Housatonic River; direct intake of water from the Housatonic River from the east bank of the river north of the Charles E. Wheeler Wildlife area;  direct intake of water from the Housatonic River along an existing access road east of the Beard Quarry; and  indirect intake of water via a groundwater well adjacent to the Housatonic River.  (PDC-El Paso 8, Attach. B, pp. 8-12)





PDC-El Paso has identified four potential water outfall locations, including discharge into the  Milford Wastewater Treatment Plant tailworks;  discharge to the Housatonic River south of the sewage treatment plant outfall;  discharge to the Housatonic River from the east bank of the river north of the Charles E. Wheeler Wildlife area; and  discharge to the  Housatonic River along an access road east of the Beard Quarry.  (PDC-El Paso 8, Attach. B, pp. 12-13)





The DEP has not yet evaluated the proposed sites of the intake and outfall structures.  Use of either surface or groundwater would require a diversion permit from the DEP.  Construction of  structures on the Housatonic River would require permits from the US Army Corps of Engineers.  (PDC-El Paso 8, Attach. B, p. 13; Tr. 12/29/98, pp. 39-40)





The Housatonic Wastewater Treatment Plant, located approximately 1000 feet west of the proposed site, was considered by the applicant as a water source, but rejected due to treatment costs associated with effluent reuse, estimated at $13,000,000.  (Tr. 1, pp. 53-55; PDC-El Paso 1, Figure 1-2)





Wastewater from the proposed project would be directed to the Housatonic Wastewater Treatment Plant through a dedicated line 0.3 miles in length which would run under the nearby railroad tracks along Oronoque Road directly into the wastewater treatment plant.  The proposed project would discharge a maximum of 228,960 gallons of wastewater daily into the Housatonic Wastewater Treatment Plant, which now processes 6,000,000 gallons of water daily and can accommodate 8,000,000 gallons daily.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 4-2, Figure 3-3; Tr. 2, pp. 11-12, p. 92; PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 12)





A 1998 study indicated the Housatonic Wastewater Treatment Plant has adequate treatment and hydraulic capacity to process the wastewater of the proposed project.  (PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 10)





Stormwater on the proposed site would be directed to an onsite detention basin, combined with other flows from the industrial subdivision, and discharged into a second detention basin north of the proposed site used by the remainder of the Tower Heights Subdivision industrial park.  During a 100-year storm event, the developed facility site would discharge storm water from the detention basin at a rate of approximately 42 cubic feet per second (cfs) to the Tower Heights Subdivision industrial park detention basin for discharge into the Beard Quarry Pond.  At the quarry pond a pipe would discharge onto a level spreader constructed above the tidally-influenced portion of the quarry pond.  (PDC-El Paso 1F, p. 2-2; PDC-El Paso 1D, p. 9; PDC-El Paso 1G, p. 6; Tr. 1, pp. 48-50)





The quarry pond serves as a resting and feeding area for migrating or wintering waterfowl.  The stormwater outfall is not expected to affect the waterfowl.  (Tr. 1, p. 49; PDC-El Paso 1D, p. 9)





No individual National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit would be required for the stormwater management system or its discharge.  Two DEP general stormwater permits authorized under the NPDES program would be required, one for project construction and one for industrial operation.  The project would not degrade water quality or circulation patterns in the Housatonic River.  (PDC El Paso 1E, p. 29; PDC-El Paso 7; PDC-El Paso 8, Attach. B, p. 7)





Curbs and drains would be installed on the proposed site around the water treatment, boiler chemical treatment, and cooling treatment areas.  PDC-El Paso would provide for 110 percent containment of potential spill volumes in these areas.  Spills would be routed to  a chemical drain capable of handling 1440 gallons per day, then pumped into a 10,000 gallon neutralization tank for containment prior to discharge into the wastewater sewer system.  On-site chemicals would include sodium hydroxide and sulfuric acid for demineralization water treatment; ammonia and oxygen for feed water treatment; and sodium hypochlorite, sulfuric acid, polyacrylic acid, and scale inhibitors for cooling water treatment.  (PDC-El Paso 1, pp. 3-9 to. 3-17; PDC-El Paso 1E, p. 10; PDC-El Paso 9, p. 7)





Fuel





Natural gas would be the primary fuel for the proposed plant, to be supplied either from a connection with the existing Iroquois Gas Transmission pipeline which crosses the proposed site, or from an interconnection with SCG, which proposes to transport natural gas to the proposed plant.  PDC-El Paso has not made a final decision on gas delivery to the proposed site.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 3-1; PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 8, Supplemental Response)





The proposal to transport natural gas from SCG would require a new 350 pounds per square inch gauge pressure (psig) gas distribution line, approximately five miles in length.  The distribution line would start at an existing Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company gate station in Orange and run through Milford to the proposed site, entirely within public rights-of-way.  SCG would build a new compressor station to increase gas pressure from 350 psig to 600 psig.  (PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 8, Supplemental Response)





PDC-El Paso has confirmed that sufficient natural gas, one quadrillion cubic feet, is available in North America to supply the proposed plant for the next 15 years.  PDC-El Paso has determined that the Iroquois pipeline transmission facilities are not capacity constrained.  An open season would be held to allow any existing customers of Iroquois to sell their capacity to the proposed project.  If the open season did not provide sufficient capacity, Iroquois would build new compressor facilities in New York to serve the proposed project.  (Tr. 1, pp. 79-81; PDC-El Paso 1, p. 2-14; PDC 4, Q.8)





If Iroquois is selected as the supplier of natural gas for the proposed plant, there would be no changes to the existing Iroquois pipeline in Connecticut, other than construction of a connection and a valve/gate station on the existing pipeline.  (Tr. 1, pp. 85-86; PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 8)





The proposed plant would have dual fuel capability, with low sulfur (0.05 percent) distillate oil as a backup fuel for a maximum of 720 hours per year.  Approximately 1,100,000 gallons of fuel oil would be stored on-site, with 150 trucks required to fill the storage tank.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 3-2; Tr. 1, p. 92, p. 95)





The back-up fuel oil storage would meet project needs over a 36 hour period.  The two turbines combined would have a maximum firing rate of 30,238 gallons per hour on No. 2 distillate fuel oil.  Approximately four to five 7333 gallon capacity trucks per hour would be required to supply oil continuously at this rate during a 720 hour period. The storage tank and unloading area would be provided with secondary containment.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 3-2; PDC-El Paso 1A, App. A)


PDC-El Paso would not exceed use of backup oil for more than 720 hours annually, with actual firm gas deliveries expected to occur on more than 335 days per year.  (PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 31)





The proposed plant’s combustion turbines would be designed to immediately switch from natural gas to oil, with no interruption in service.  Oil pressure  would be maintained by an oil injection pump.  (Tr. 2, p. 75)





Electrical System Interconnection





The proposed project would be connected to the NEPOOL transmission system by running the two generator leads to the Devon Substation parallel to existing transmission lines.  The circuits would be overhead on approximately 23 double circuit steel pole towers on an existing Metro-North Railroad right-of-way.  Both the Connecticut Department of Transportation and Metro-North Railroad have reviewed and approved the routing of the new leads.  Four existing electrical transmission line circuits may be raised to accommodate the new lines but the need for these and other changes is not known at this time.  The interconnection to Devon Substation would be approximately 0.75 miles in length.  (PDC-El Paso 1C, p. 1; PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 36)





A small substation would be constructed immediately north of the generation buildings and connected to the two generator step-up transformers.  (PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 36, map)





PDC-El Paso considered placing the transmission lines underground, but decided to use overhead lines within the existing railroad right-of-way after examining the large number of overhead circuits on the existing electrical transmission right-of-way.  (Tr. 2, p. 73)





Preliminary line engineering studies indicate no new electrical transmission lines would be required to carry the power generated by the proposed plant out of state, but some modifications may be required to existing lines, including lines out of Devon Substation.  A System Impact Study by CL&P and Independent System Operators (ISO) of New England has not yet been finalized.  (Tr. 1, p. 79; Tr. 2 p. 74; PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 7, Q. 36)





A significant portion of the project would likely serve southwestern Connecticut.  Power would also be sold into the spot market operated by ISO New England.  (Tr. 2, p. 78; PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 3)





There are no plans for cogeneration at the proposed plant, which the applicant believes would complicate the project.  (Tr. 2, p. 69)





The proposed project would have a 90 percent capacity factor and begin commercial operation in the first quarter of the year 2001.  The project is expected to have service life of 30 years.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 3-1)





Environmental Considerations





The single exhaust stack, anticipated to be 135 feet high, would be 45 feet shorter than the good engineering practice stack height of 180 feet.  This would result in the lowest possible height consistent with local zoning regulations and be in compliance with all applicable air quality standards.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 4-20, p. 4-22; PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 27)





The Federal Aviation Administration has determined the proposed exhaust stack would not be a hazard to air navigation and would not require marking or lighting.  (PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 26)





There are four hydrologically isolated wetland areas on the proposed site.  Three of the wetlands are on the north-central portion of the site, and one is within an existing CL&P right-of-way.  No direct impact or alteration would occur to any of these wetlands.  Grading associated with the proposed facility would reach within 40 feet of the wetland within the CL&P right-of-way.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 4-3, p. 4-4; PDC-El Paso 1E, p. 6; PDC-El Paso 1D, p. 10)





One wetland area has potential value as vernal pool habitat.  This wetland would be avoided by the subdivision roadway and preserved with a buffer of upland habitat.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 5-2)





A geologic study conducted in 1997 indicated the proposed site has no geologic hazards that would prevent construction.  Soils on the proposed site are classified as both disturbed and undisturbed types, derived from glaciofluvial deposits and thin glacial till.  (PDC-El Paso 1D, p. 2; PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 15)





Temporary erosion control measures, such as hay bales and silt fencing, would be installed prior to construction and remain in place until the ground surface has been stabilized.  Slopes would be stabilized and vegetation established to ensure erosion potential is minimal.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 4-10; PDC-El Paso 1E, p. 8)





The forested area of the site which would be cleared currently has 1260 to 1960 trees with an average diameter at breast height of 11 to 13 inches.  Many of these trees are pioneer species such as cherry, birch, poplar, sassafras, and box-elder.  (PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 19)





There are no known existing populations of federal or state endangered, threatened, or special concern species occurring at the proposed site.  (PDC-El Paso 1, Attach. D)





The proposed project and associated electric transmission lines would have no effect on the state’s historic, architectural or archaeological heritage.  (PDC-El Paso 1, Attach. E)





To control air emissions from the proposed plant, various emissions controls would be employed, including dry low-nitrogen oxide (Nox) combustion in the combustion turbines while firing natural gas, selective catalytic reduction to reduce NOx levels, an oxidation catalyst to reduce carbon monoxide, and water injection in the combustion turbines to reduce NOx levels while firing No. 2 fuel oil.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 1-5)





As shown in the chart below, the project would likely displace older more polluting generating units in Connecticut and other New England states and reduce Nox emissions by almost 6000 tons annually, sulfur dioxide (SO2) emissions by over 22,500 tons annually, and carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions by almost 1,300,000 tons annually.  
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(PDC-El Paso 1, p. 2-13)





To comply with the requirements of non-attainment new source review the proposed project would acquire NOx offsets at a minimum ratio of 1.2 to 1.0.  (PDC-El Paso 1 A, p. 4-17)





Exhaust stack emissions would be monitored by a continuous emissions monitoring system to ensure the facility operates in compliance with air regulations.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 3-2)





Air emissions from the proposed facility are expected to be as follows, based on maximum potential annual emissions, using worst case load conditions with evaporative cooling using potable water as follows:





Project Emissions
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	(PDC-El Paso 1, p. 3-15; PDC-El Paso 1A, App. B)





The transition for facility cooling from potable water to water from the Housatonic River would require additional pumping of cooling water with associated parasitic losses, which would result in an increase of NOx emissions by 1.4 tons per year, CO2 by 490 tons per year, and SO2 by six tons per year.  (PDC-El Paso 8, Attach. C)





No noticeable odors would be caused by the proposed project.  Modeling has projected that the proposed facility would not exceed air emission standards in nearby residential areas.  (PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 28)





During construction, the applicant would prevent excessive emissions of fugitive dust and particulate matter by seeding, paving, covering, and/or  wetting exposed ground areas.  The project would comply with DEP regulations which stipulate that dust or odor carrying emissions from the construction or operation of a project must not cause or contribute to air pollution.  (PDC-El Paso 1A, p. 3-4)





A composite wind rose indicates the prevailing winds in the area of the proposed site flow from western quadrants.  Two residential areas are located approximately 1500 feet northeast and 1000 feet east of the proposed site.  Interstate 95 is approximately 4500 feet southeast of the proposed site; Naugatuck Avenue is approximately 1500 feet southeast of the proposed site; Harvest Lane is approximately 1000 feet east of the proposed site.  (PDC-El Paso 1, Figure 1-2; PDC El Paso 1A, p. 5-20)





Approximately eight acres of the Tower Heights Subdivision would be designated as open space, forming a buffer between the proposed project site and residences to the east.  The open space area is currently forested.  (PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 34)





Noise





Noise may be occasionally heard during project construction at nearby homes, especially during periods of steam blows, rock splitting, or blasting.  Mitigation measures, such as daytime scheduling of steam blows, would be used during construction.  (PDC-El Paso 1, pp. 3-18 to 3-19; PDC El Paso 4, Q. 41)





Major exterior noise sources from the proposed plant would include air intakes and exhaust from the two combustion turbines, the mechanical draft cooling towers, ventilation openings in the combustion turbine walls, and exhaust ducts from the heat recovery steam generators.  Interior noise sources would include the gas and steam turbine generators and ancillary equipment.  (PDC-El Paso 1B, p. 1)





Gas turbine exhaust stack noise would be attenuated within the heat recovery steam generators and by additional mufflers if required.  Remaining stack noise would be radiated from the top of the dual exhaust stack.  Noise from the turbine inlets would be attenuated by inlet mufflers, air filters, and ducting systems.  The cooling tower would require noise barriers and other noise control for mitigation.  Transformers, a potential source of tonal noise, may be mitigated by fire walls acting as noise barriers.  Noise control would be necessary for circulating water pumps which would be located at the southwest end of the cooling tower, and for a gas metering station proposed to be located on the west side of the proposed site, with the method of noise control to be determined in the final design of the plant.  (PDC-El Paso 1B, pp. 22-36)





State DEP noise regulations limit noise from fixed industrial sources to 70 dBA at other industrial properties, 66 dBA at commercial and undeveloped properties, and 61 dBA at residential properties during the day and 51 dBA during the hours of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.  Noise from construction is exempt from DEP noise regulation.  (PDC-El Paso 1B, p. 9)





Existing background noise levels in the vicinity of the proposed site are as follows:





Noise Levels (in dBA)


Location�
Daytime�
Nighttime�
�
Plains Road�
51�
48�
�
Partridge Lane�
48�
48�
�
Caswell Cove�
50�
47�
�
River Road (Stratford)�
53�
48�
�



	(PDC- El Paso 1B, Figure 2, p. 13)





The estimated nighttime noise levels, excluding ambient noise, from the proposed plant in the vicinity of the proposed site are as follows:





Noise Levels (in dBA)


Location�
Estimated Project Noise�
�
Plains Road�
48�
�
Partridge Lane�
50�
�
Caswell Cove�
47�
�
River Road (Stratford)�
39�
�



	(PDC-El Paso 1B, Figure 6, p. 45)





Near the end of construction and prior to commencement of operations, a steam blow procedure would be conducted in which steam is blown through the boilers to clean debris out of the system.  This would require three to five minute releases of steam over a five day period.  To reduce noise, a temporary silencer would be installed on the vent exit.  (PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 30)





Steam blow operations would be limited to daytime hours to minimize disturbance to residents.  Residents within 1500 feet of the facility may hear steam venting.  For two working days prior to the commencement of a steam blow event, the applicant would provide notice of this test in a newspaper, and city officials would be notified.  All noise complaints from steam blow operations would be logged and responded to by PDC-El Paso.  (PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 30, Q. 41)





Following completion of construction, noise monitoring would be conducted at representative locations around the proposed site to confirm noise levels are in  compliance with state noise regulations.  Additional mitigation measures would be made after the proposed facility commences operation.  (PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 41)





Visibility





As identified in the chart below, the top of the exhaust stack would be visible from locations across the Housatonic River in Stratford and from the northeast portion of the Caswell Cove Condominiums in Milford.  All buildings and the exhaust stack would be painted a neutral color to minimize visibility.  Existing tall structures in the area include 21 transmission line support structures, including steel pole structures ranging from 75 to 100 feet in height, located immediately west of the proposed site.  





Stack Visibility





Location�
Approximate Distance (ft.)�
Stack Visible�
�
River Road (Stratford)�
4350�
Yes�
�
Branson Road (Stratford)�
4760�
Yes�
�
Glen/Avon Street (Stratford)�
4760�
Yes�
�
Bridgeview Place (Stratford)�
4670�
Yes�
�
Caswell Cove (Milford)�
1510�
Yes�
�
Harvest Lane (Milford)�
1295�
No�
�
Benjamin Heights Drive (Milford)�
1705�
No�
�



	(PDC-El Paso 1, p. 4-21; PDC-El Paso 1E, p. 12; PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 25, Q.36)





Landscaping





The landscaping plan of PDC-El Paso has been approved by the Milford Planning and Zoning Commission.  An area along the eastern property boundary would be seeded to grass for drainage purposes.  Trees to be planted include red maple, sugar maple, hackberry, red cedar, white pine, and arborvitae.  Shrubs to be planted include juniper, mountain laurel, bayberry, and winterberry holly.  A forested area of 8.05 acres within the Tower Heights Subdivision east of the proposed plant development would be designated as open space as a buffer to residences.  (PDC-El Paso 4, Q. 34)





Electric and Magnetic Fields





Magnetic fields from the interconnection between the proposed plant switchyard and the Devon Substation would be minimized by using reverse phasing on the new double circuit line which would be installed. The phasing along the existing electric transmission line would also be changed to maximize the cancellation of magnetic fields along the right-of-way.  (PDC-El Paso 1, p. 5-1; PDC-El Paso 1C, p. 8)





Directly under the centerline of the existing transmission line, the existing magnetic field is approximately 100 milligauss, assuming a balanced load on the lines and a maximum voltage on each circuit.  At peak summer loading in the year 2000/2001, the magnetic field at this location is expected to be 175 milligauss with the proposed project in operation.  At the western edge of the right-of-way, 160 feet from the centerline of the transmission line, the magnetic field at peak summer load would be 1.2 milligauss with the proposed project in operation.  At 300 feet from the centerline, the location of the nearest residences, magnetic fields are expected to be 0.2 milligauss, unchanged from existing levels. (PDC-El Paso 1C, pp. 6-8; Tr. 2, pp. 81-82, pp. 88-89)





Municipal Approvals





The proposed project has the support of the administration of the City of Milford.  On May 5, 1998, the proposed project received approval from the Milford Planning and Zoning Commission.  On March 5, 1998, the City of Milford Sewer Commission approved the discharge of the boiler blowdown, process waste, and sanitary waste from the proposed project to the Housatonic Wastewater Treatment Plant.  The City of Milford Inland Wetlands Agency (MIWA) issued a jurisdictional ruling on the proposed project on April 20, 1998, stating that any work proposed within 50 feet of a wetland or watercourse would require review and a permit from the MIWA.  (Tr. 1, pp. 21-23, p. 36; PDC-El Paso 2)
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