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The Energy Facilities Siting Board (* Siting Board”) hereby APPROVES, subject to conditions, the
petition of Mirant Cand |1, L.L.C. for gpprova to upgrade generating facilities at the existing Cand
Station in Sandwich, Massachusetts. This upgrade would increase the eectrica generating capacity of
Unit 2 at Canal Station from 560 megawatts to 1225 megawtts.

INTRODUCTION

A. Description of Proposed Project, Site and | nterconnections

Mirant Cand I1, L.L.C. (“Mirant Cand 11” or “Company”),! proposes to repower Cana Unit
2, one of two exigting generating units at the 87-acre Canad Station in the Town of Sandwich
M assachusetts (“ proposed project”) (Exh. SEC-1, at 1-1).? Cana Station is owned by Mirant Cand
L.L.C. (“Mirant Cand”), which acquired the property from Commonwedth Energy in 1998 (id. at 2-
4).2 1tisbounded on the north by the Cape Cod Cand and an adjacent recreationa walkway
maintained by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (“Cand Wak”)
(id. at 1-5, 1-19, 1-22 (Figs. 1-7, 1-8)). The Sandwich Town Marina (* Sandwich Marind’) liesto the
east of Cand Station (id.). Residentid and commercia properties are located to the south and west of

! The Company informed the Siting Board by letter dated February 9, 2001 that Southern
Energy Cand 11, L.L.C. had changed its name to Mirant Cand Il, L.L.C. The February 9,
2001 letter dso stated that the name change would be reflected in the names of other Mirant
Corporation subsidiaries.

2 The other generating unit at Cand Station, caled Unit 1, isfired with oil and has awinter pesk
capacity of 560 megawatts (“MW”) (Exh. SEC-1, at 1-19).

3 Southern Energy Inc., a subsidiary of the Southern Company based in Atlanta, Georgia,
successfully bid for the assets a Cana Station under the divestiture of generating assets
pursuant to the 1997 Massachusetts Electric Utility Restructuring Act (St. 1997 c. 164) (Exh.
SEC-1, a 1-5 (Fig. 1-4)). Southern Energy Candl, L.L.C., now operating as Mirant Canal,
was formed to own and operate the two exigting units at Canal Station (id.). Mirant Cand I,
an dfiliate of Mirant Cand, will own and operate the proposed project (id.). Southern Energy
Inc. isnow known as Mirant Corporation. The Company informed the Siting Board by letter
dated April 13, 2001 that Mirant Corporation is now afully independent, publicly traded
company, after the completion of a spin-off from its parent, Southern Company.
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Cand Station (id.).

As part of the proposed project, the Company would deactivate the existing Unit 2 steam
boiler, which currently is fuded primarily by oil, and repower this unit with four naturd gas-ired
combustion turbines with atota capacity output of 1,225 MW (“repowered Unit 2") (id.). To maintan
output during periods of high ambient temperature, repowered Unit 2 would incorporate evaporative
inlet coolers and would be able to augment power by firing additiona fud in the heat recovery seam
generators (“HRSGS’) (id. at 1-8). The proposed project would make use of much of the existing Unit
2 equipment, incdluding its steam turbine/generator, water intake and discharge systems, steam
condenser, control room, electrica switchgear, transmission interface equipment, and maintenance shop
(id. at 1-1, 1-8). Mgor new equipment would include: four GE Frame 7241 FA combustion turbine
generators (“CTGS’); four HRSGs; and one 230 foot stack with four flues (id. at 1-1, 1-9 (Fig. 1-3)).
This eguipment, together with minor facilities including two urea pdllet silos* a 1,000,000 gallon
demineraized water tank, and step-up transformers, would be located on a 9.4 acre site (“project Site”)
within the northeast quadrant of Cana Station, adjacent to the existing Unit 2 (id. , at 1-5, 1-9, 1-10,
1-19, 1-22 (Figs. 1-7, 1-8)).

The Company proposes to use natura gas as the primary fuel for the project and to use No. 2
low sulfur digtillate oil as a back-up fuel for up to 30 daysayear (id. at 1-10, 1-12). Gaswould be
delivered to the repowered Unit 2 via Duke Energy Company=s (* Duke Energy”) gas pipdine
originating in Mendon, Massachusetts (Exh. EFSB-L-3). Two exigting oil storage tanks, currently used
for No. 6 fue ail, would be refurbished to contain No. 2 fuel ail for the proposed project (id. at 1-9).
The Company stated that a new transmission line would be congtructed to interconnect the project with
the existing Commonwesdlth Electric Company (“Commonwedlth Electric”) 345-kilovolt (“kV")
transmission substation located at Canal Station just south of Unit 1 (Exh. SEC-1, at 1-10, 2-6).

The Company proposes to use an open loop cooling system with cooling water to be taken
from the Cape Cod Cana through a new intake structure that would be ingtaled in the cand bank (id.

4 The Company stated that urea pellets would be used to provide anmoniafor the selective
cataytic reduction (“SCR”) system (id. at 1-9). See Section 111.B below.
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at 1-16 (Fig. 1-5)). Additiona non-potable water requirements of the project would be met by use of
exiding and new ground water wells (id. at 1-19). Wastewater from the project would be discharged
into the existing wastewater system a Cand Station (id.).

B. Procedura History
On December 3, 1998, Southern Energy Cand 111, L.L.C. (“SE Cand I11”) filed with the

Siting Board a petition for gpprova to congtruct a new 525 MW combined cycle power plant in the
Town of Sandwich. The Siting Board docketed the matter as EFSB 98-9.

On February 2, 1999, the Siting Board conducted a public hearing in Sandwich. In
accordance with the direction of the Hearing Officer, SE Cand 11 provided notice of the public hearing
and adjudication.

Timey petitions to intervene were filed by the Town of Sandwich (“Sandwich” or “Town”);
Soozen Tribuna and Steven Striar, Trustees of Verbon Trust (“Verbon Trugt”); and Steven Philbrick,
Fire Chief, Town of Bourne Fire/Rescue & Emergency Services (“Bourne Fire Chief”). A timey joint
petition to intervene was filed by Massachusetts Public Interest Research Group, Inc. (“MASSPIRG”),
Clean Water Action, Inc. (“CWA”), and The Campaign to Clean Up Polluting Power Plants
(“Campaign”) (collectively “Citizen Groups’). Timely petitions to participate as interested persons
werefiled by Corndius W. Andres, Superintendent of Public Works, Town of Bourne (“Bourne
DPW”); The United Association of Plumbers and Pipefitters Locd 51/AFL-CIO (“Locd 517); U.S.
Generating Company (“USGen”); U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Cape Cod Cand Field Office
(“Army Corps’); Sgma Consultants, Inc. (“Sigma’); and jointly by New England Power Company
(“NEP’") and USGen New England, Inc. (*USGenNE”). SE Cand 11 filed oppostion to the petition
of the Citizen Groups and the joint petition of NEP and USGenNE.

The Hearing Officer granted the petitions to intervene filed by Sandwich, the Verbon Trust and
the Bourne Fire Chief. Southern Energy Cand |11, L.L.C., EFSB 98-9, Hearing Officer Procedura

Ruling, March 5, 1999, at 10. With respect to the Citizen Groups, the Hearing Officer dlowed
MASSPIRG and CWA to intervene as joint petitioners but denied intervention status to the Campaign
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(March 11, 1999 Tr. at 9-11). The Hearing Officer granted the petitions to participate as interested
persons of the Bourne DPW; Loca 51; USGen; the Army Corps, Sigma; and NEP/USGenNE.®
Southern Energy Cand 111, L.L.C., EFSB 98-9, Hearing Officer Procedurd Ruling, March 5, 1999, at

10. Theresfter, the Hearing Officer granted three successive motions by SE Cand 111 that resulted in
the procedural schedule being suspended until September 23, 1999. Southern Energy Candl 1,
L.L.C., Hearing Officer Procedurd Rulings, April 26, June 16, and August 9, 1999.

On October 29, 1999, Southern Energy Cand 11, L.L.C. (“SE Cand 11”) filed with the Siting
Board an amended petition stating that it was no longer seeking approval to congtruct a 525 MW

generating unit, but instead would seek approva to repower Unit 2. Due to the changes in the project,
the Siting Board conducted a second public hearing in Sandwich on December 14, 1999. In
accordance with the direction of the Hearing Officer, SE Cand |1 provided notice of the public hearing
and adjudication.

A joint late-filed petition (“Joint Petition”) to intervene was submitted by Cape Clean Air
(“CCA™); the Cape and Idands Sdf-Reliance Corporation (*CISR”); and six individuads. Jane E.
Esey, P.E.; AnnaManatis-Lornell, M.D.; Paul Gannett; Charles Kleekamp; Kathryn Kleekamp; and
Matthew Patrick (“Individua Petitioners’).® CCA, CISR and the Individual Petitioners requested leave
to intervene as one group or individualy. SE Cand |1 opposed the late-filed petitions for leave to
intervene of CCA, CISR and the Individual Petitioners. On February 3, 2000, the Hearing Officer
denied thejoint petition filed by CCA, CISR and the Individua Petitionersfor leave to intervene asa
group or asindividuds. Southern Energy Cand 1,

EFSB 98-9, Hearing Officer Procedura Ruling, February 3, 2000.
The Siting Board conducted eight days of evidentiary hearings, commencing on April 12, 2000

and ending on May 1, 2000. The Company presented the testimony of the following witnesses:

5 On March 23, 2000, the Hearing Officer granted the joint motion of NEP and USGenNE to
withdraw from this proceeding.

6 CCA provided documentation showing that the Individua Petitioners were dso CCA members
(Joint Petition at 1-5).
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Norman E. Cowden, P.E., Project Director at Southern Energy New England,
L.L.C., who testified asto land use, solid waste, Site selection, visud, air, water and wetland issues,
Dondd B. Hooks, Environmenta Manager at Southern Energy Inc., who testified as to water and
wetland issues; Glenn Harkness, P.E., Principa-in-Charge at TRC Environmental Corporation, who
tedtified asto land usg, traffic, Ste selection and visua issues, Charles Cooper, Director of
Environmental Permitting and Planning & TRC Environmental Corporation, who testified as to water
and wetland issues; Laurence A. Labrie, Senior Air Qudlity Scientist with TRC Environmenta
Corporation, who testified asto air issues, Gary L. Ritter, C.I.H., C.SP., CH.M.M., Senior Industria
Hygienigt & TRC Environmenta Corporation, who testified as to solid waste and hedlth issues, David
E. Schafer, P.E., Water Resources Engineer at TRC Environmenta Corporation, who testified asto
water and wetland issues, William H. Bailey, Ph.D., Principd Scientist in the Exponent Health Group,
who tedtified as to dectric and magnetic fidds (“EMF’); James D. Barnes, Senior Engineering
Consultant at Acentech, Inc., who testified as to noise issues, Warren F. Died, Registered Professiond
Geologist with Metcaf & Eddy, Inc., who testified as to water and wetland issues; Michael D. Scherer,
Ph.D., Presdent of Marine Research, Inc., who testified asto water issues; and Dr. Peter A. Vaberg,
Senior Scientist at Cambridge Environmenta, Inc., who tetified as to hedlth issues.

On May 31, 2000, SE Cand 11 submitted itsinitia brief.” The record includes approximately
257 exhibits, conggting primarily of Company responses to Siting Board information requests and Siting
Board record requests.

C. Jurisdiction
Asaunit designed to increase existing generating capacity a Cana Station by 665 MW, from

! On April 9, 2001, the Hearing Officer granted the Company’s motion to reopen the record for
the limited purpose of incorporating into the record of this proceeding the Company’ s seventh
and eighth supplemental responses to Exhibit EFSB-W-12. Subsequently, on May 17, 2001,
the Hearing Officer granted the Company’ s motion to reopen the record for the limited purpose
of incorporating into the record of this proceeding the Company’ s updated Air Plan Application
with the Massachusetts Department of Environmenta Protection, and also admitted into the
record updates to two corresponding exhibits.
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560 MW to 1,225 MW, the Company’s proposed project fals within the first definition of facility set
forthin G.L. c. 164, 8 69G, which statesin pertinent part that afacility is defined as
any generating unit designed for or cgpable of operating at a gross capacity of 100 megawatts
or more, including associated buildings, ancillary structures, trangmisson and pipeline

interconnections thet are not otherwise facilities, and fud storage facilities.

D. Scope of Review

1. Background
On November 25, 1997, the Governor signed into law Chapter 164 of the Acts of 1997,

entitled “An Act Relative to Restructuring the Electric Utility Industry in the Commonwedth, Reguleting
the Provision of Electricity and Other Services, and Promoting Enhanced Consumer Protection
Therein” (“Restructuring Act”). Sections 204 and 210 of the Restructuring Act atered the scope of the
Siting Board' sreview of generating facility proposas by amending

G.L. c. 164, 8 69H and by adding a new section, G.L. c. 164, § 6934 which setsforth new criteria
for the review of generaing facility cases.

On March 19, 1999, the Siting Board issued a request for comments on Siting Board staff’s
four draft sandards of review for generating facility cases (“Request for Comments’). The draft
sandards of review addressed the four major eements of the generating facility review set forth in G.L.
c. 164, 88 69H and 693/ the Site sdlection process, the environmental impacts of the proposed
facility, conastency with the policies of the Commonwedlth, and the generating technology comparison
(required only in cases where the expected emissions from a proposed generating facility exceed the
levels specified in 980 CMR § 12.03).

Inits Request for Comments, the Siting Board stated that parties in pending generating facility
cases would have an opportunity to brief the stlandards of review to be applied in their specific case
(Request for Comments at 2). On June 14, 1999, staff issued revised standards of review. On May
12, 2000, parties and interested persons in EFSB 98-9 were invited to submit comments on both
versons of the standards of review. Southern Energy Candl 11, L.L.C,
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EFSB 98-9, Hearing Officer Memorandum, May 12, 2000.

2. Podgition of the Company

The Company supports the Siting Board staff’ s June 14, 1999 revised standards of review for
gte sdection, environmenta impacts and congstency with the policies of the Commonwed th (Company
Brief at 5-6, 17-19, 112-116). However, the Company recommended that, just as the Siting Board in
past decisions has deferred to the expertise of other agenciesin reviewing environmentd impeacts, the
Siting Board should recognize that a project’ s compliance with other agency standards demondtrates
that hedth impacts have been minimized (id. at 18-19).

3. Andyss

Asdiscussed in Section [11.L below, the Siting Board recognizes thet its andysis of the hedth
impacts of a proposed generating facility is necessarily closdly rdated to its
review of pecific environmenta impacts that may aso be subject to review by other agencies. The
Siting Board has given sgnificant weight to compliance with hedlth standards established by another
agency with agreater level of expertiseinthisarea. However, in order to properly fulfill itslegidative
mandate, it isthe Siting Board' s practice to make a comprehensive review of al aspects of a proposed
project that might affect public heath, and not rely entirdly on a proponent’ s compliance with sandards
that may have been established in a particular area by another agency. The Siting Board seesno
reason to change this practice here.

The Company has proposed no further amendments to the June 14, 1999 revised standards of
review for generating facilities. The Siting Board therefore finds that the revised standards of review
with respect to the Ste selection process, environmenta impacts, and consgstency with the policies of
the Commonwesdlth issued on June 14, 1999, comply with the requirements of G.L. c. 164, 88 69H
and J/2 and will govern the scope of review in this proceeding.

In Section 11., below, the Siting Board considers the Company’ s Site selection process. In
Section 111., below, the Siting Board considers the environmenta impacts of the proposed facility. In
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Section V., below, the Siting Board addresses whether the plans for construction of the proposed
facility are congstent with current health and environmenta protection policies of the Commonwedth,
and with such energy policies as are adopted by the Commonwedth for the specific purpose of guiding
the decisions of the Siting Board.2

1. SITE SELECTION

A. Standard of Review

G.L. c. 164, 8 6934 requires the Siting Board to determine whether an gpplicant’s description
of the Ste selection process used is accurate. An accurate description of a petitioner's site selection
process shdl include a complete description of the environmentd, religbility, regulatory, and other
consderations that led to the applicant’ s decision to pursue the project as proposed at the proposed
Ste, aswell as adescription of other siting and design options that were considered as part of the Site
selection process.

The Siting Board aso is required to determine whether a proposed facility provides ardiable
energy supply for the Commonwedth with a minimum impact on the environment a the lowest possible
cost. G.L. c. 164, 8 69H. To accomplishthis, G.L. c. 164, § 693/ requires the Siting Board to
determine whether “plans for the congtruction of a proposed facility minimize the environmenta impacts
congstent with the minimization of costs associated with the mitigation, control, and reduction of the
environmental impacts of the proposed generating facility”. Site selection, together with project design
and mitigation, isan integrd part of the process of minimizing the environmenta impacts of an energy
facility. The Siting Board therefore will review the applicant’ s Site sdlection processin order to
determine whether that process contributes to the minimization of environmental impacts of the
proposed project and the costs of mitigating, controlling, and reducing such impacts. In making this
determination, the Siting Board aso will consider, congstent with its broad mandate under G.L. c. 164,

8 As st forth in Section 111.B, below, the Siting Board finds that the expected emissions from the
proposed generating facility do not exceed the technology performance stlandard specified in
980 CMR §12.00. Therefore, a generating technology comparison is not required in this case.
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8 69H, the rediahility, regulatory, and other non-environmental advantages of the proposed ste.

B. Description

The Company stated that Mirant Corporatior? decided to pursue a position in the New
England generation market in early 1997, because of conditions created by dectric deregulation and
restructuring in New England (Exh. EFSB-S-1). The Company sated that Mirant Corporation’s goas
were to develop a portfolio of generating assets using existing generation in the region, and to develop
new generdion using the newer combined cycle technology, which has higher energy efficiency and
lower emissions than exigting generating unitsin the region (Exh. SEC-1, a 2-3). The Company
asserted that, as aresult of restructuring, some existing generating facilities became attractive for
potentia redevelopment (Exh. EFSB-S-1).

The Company Stated that the objective of Mirant Corporation’s Site selection process was to
choose stes: (1) where development would have minima impact on the environment; (2) which had
access to exiding infrastructure services, particularly water supply, gas supply, and eectric transmission
sarvices, (3) wherealeve of community support for development existed; and (4) where development
would be consstent with the policies and objectives of the Restructuring Act (id.; Exh. SEC-1, at 2-1,
2-2). The Company stated that Mirant Corporation assessed the Canal Station Site and determined
that it measured favorably when consdering these factors (Exh. EFSB-S-2). Mirant Corporation
therefore bid for the non-nuclear generating assets of Commonwedlth Energy and acquired the assetsin
December, 1998 (Exh. SEC-1, at 2-3 to 2-4).1°

o Throughout this decision, the Siting Board will use “Mirant Corporation” to refer to both
Southern Energy Inc. and to Mirant Corporation, and will use “Mirant Cand 11" to refer to both
SE Cand Il and to Mirant Candl 1.

10 The Company stated that it has pursued other development projects in the Northeast region,
(continued...)
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The Company indicated that the Mirant Corporation owns a number of plants of over 500 MW
in the United States, and that it tries to develop new projects of at least that Sze, consstent with existing
development and community development objectives (Exh. EFSB-S-14). The Company asserted that
of al the stesit acquired from Commonwedth Energy, only Cana Station possessed adequate land
and associated infrastructure for the development of a generating facility over 500 MW without
ggnificant land use impacts (id.; Exh. SEC-1, at 2-3). Once Cana Station was identified as being
suitable in terms of size, the Site was then evaluated based on environmenta impacts, transmisson
access, natura gas supply, ability to incorporate existing structures, and cost-competitiveness (Exhs.
SEC-1, at 2-5to 2-9; EFSB-S-7; EFSB-S-8; EFSB-S-9).

The Company stated that Mirant Corporation evauated the Sitesthat it purchased from
Commonwedlth Energy for their potentid to be further developed while minimizing environmenta
impacts, including: loca and regiond land use, water resources, wetlands, air quality, solid waste and
hazardous wagte, locd and regiona health impacts, EMF, visud impacts, noise, traffic impacts, and
culturd resources (Exh. EFSB-S-5; Tr. 3, a 226 to 227). The Company noted that although it did not
formally rank or compile field observations on the sites that it purchased, it visited and evauated each
of the sites on numerous occasions (Exh. EFSB-S-3).

The Company stated that the configuration of the proposed project was dictated by the existing
equipment and the size of the property (Exhs. EFSB-S-10; EFSB-S-11; Tr. 3, a 255). The Company
aso indicated that a primary condderation was to minimize visud impacts on the local community (Exh.
SEC-1, at 2-2, 2-5, 2-6). The Company stated that input from the community on matters including
building bulk, orientation, facade, color, and stack height influenced the design of the proposed project
(id. at 2-9 to 2-11; Exh. EFSB-S-10).

The Company argued that, as a brownfield ste, the Cand Station offered the Company the

(...continued)
including the ownership of severd existing generating facilitiesin New York State, and had
proposed to develop anew 525 MW facility on an indudtrid site in New Hampshire, which it
subsequently sold (Exh. EFSB-S-2). The Company indicated thet it bid for other generaing
assetsin the region but that these bids were not accepted (Tr. 3, at 226 to 227).
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potentid to expand exigting generating facilities while minimizing environmenta impacts (Exhs. SEC-1,
a 2-510 2-6; EFSB-S-2; Tr. 3, at 228). In particular, the Company asserted that generating capacity
at the ste could be increased while reducing emissions of dl criteria pollutants (Exhs. EFSB-A-2, Bulk
Att. at 3-2; SEC-1, at 1-25 (Table 1.4-1)). The Company explained that it also expected less acute
visud impacts and impacts to wetlands due to the brownfields nature of the site (Exh. SEC-1, at 2-2,
2-5. 2-6). The Company stated that the Cana Station site could be redeveloped with less tree-clearing
impacts or increases in impervious surface areas than would be the case a agreenfield ste (id. at 2-3).
Further, in addition to the continued use of the existing Unit 2 turbine, some infrastructure such as the
once-through cooling system, il handling and unloading areas, adminidrative aress, and water
treatment equipment would be reused, reducing the project’ s footprint (id. at ES-5 to ES-6).

The Company asserted that, following repowering, noise levelsin the areawould remain the
same or decrease dightly from current levels (id. at 1-25 (Table 1.4-1)). The Company also testified
that traffic impacts would be less than expected at a greenfield Site, because the new facility would not
result in an increase in workers during operation and that during construction, workers would be
brought to the site by bus from satellite parking areas (Tr. 3, a 225 to 226).

The Company stated that interconnections were an important part of its Site selection process
and discussed the advantages and disadvantages of the site with respect to gas and eectrica
interconnections (Exhs. EFSB-S-7; EFSB-S-8; EFSB-S-9). The Company noted that the Cana
Station is adjacent to a Commonwedl th Electric substation, and that an existing interconnection to an
interstate gas pipeline latera runs beneath the Cape Cod Cand (Exhs. EFSB-L-3; EFSB-L-11; Tr. 1,
a 75). However, the Company stated that the sit€' s location, more than 50 miles away from the
nearest interstate mainline gas facility in Mendon, Massachusetts, could make ddivery of natural gas
more expensive and lessreliable (Exhs. EFSB-L-3; EFSB-L-11; Tr. 1, a 75; Tr. 4, at 458, 465, 467).

The Company dso noted that Cana Station isin ahighly visble location (Tr. 3, a 290). For
example, the sSteisvisible from the Scusset Beach Reservation, which had over 557,000 visitors

between July 1998 and June 1999 (Exh. EFSB-RR-10). Other locations from which the proposed
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facility would be vigble include the Cape Cod Cand, the Cand Walk, the Sandwich Marina, Merchant
Square shopping area, and the Sagamore Bridge (Tr. 3, a 290).

C.  Andyss

The Company has described Mirant Corporation’ s devel opment strategy for the Northeast,
which focuses on the purchase and redevelopment of existing generating assets, and which resulted in
the purchase of existing generation assets from Commonwedth Energy. The Company has provided
information on the sites Mirant Corporation pursued in the Northeast and the assets it bought from
Commonwedth Energy. The Company aso has provided information on how it determined the site
layout, generating capacity, and cooling and other technologies for its repowering project. The Siting
Board finds that the Company’ s description of the Site selection process used is accurate.

The Company asserted that its proposal minimizes environmenta impacts in part through the
use of a"brownfield approach” to development. In previous cases, the Siting Board has reviewed the
development of new generation on Stes currently or previoudy used for power generation. In these
decisons, the Siting Board has noted that the redevelopment and reuse of previoudy disturbed sites
and the use of exiding infragtructure can limit many of the environmenta impacts that may be associated
with indugtrid development. Additionaly, where an industrid character and the presence of indudtrid
support infrastructure are dready evident, there often is the potentia to develop additiona facilities such
as agenerding plant, congstent with consideration of land use compatibility for such development. The
Siting Board encourages such "brownfied" development where appropriate. However, the Siting
Board notes that the benefits of such an approach are necessarily ste and facility-specific. A review of
any such ste must take into account the scae, nature and physica attributes of any existing or recent
use on the Site, the existing character of the surrounding area, and the impacts which the specific
proposed use would have on the surrounding area. See Southern Energy Kenddll, L.L.C., 11
DOMSB 255, at 275-276 (2000) (“Southern Kendal Decison’); Sthe Mystic Development, 9
DOMSB 101, at 123 (1999) (“Sithe Mystic Decison’); Sithe West Medway Development, L.L.C, 10
DOMSB 274, at 296 (2000) (“Sithe West Medway Decisior’).




EFSB 98-9 Page 13

Here, the Company is proposing the ingtalation of new equipment to be integrated into a
repowered Unit 2. The record demonstrates that the proposed project has the potential to improve
locd ar qudity by sgnificantly reducing Cand Station’s emissons of dl criteria pollutants, and to
reduce noise levelsin somelocations. The record also demongtrates that there are cost and
environmenta advantages to the reuse of the existing Unit 2 turbine, once-through cooling structures, oil
handling and unloading aress, and other existing structures. In addition, the Site has certain advantages
directly rdated to the use of existing ondte facilities, the avallability of exising trained emergency
sarvices, and the Ste's proximity to the Cape Cod Canal and the Commonwesdlth Electric subgtation.

However, the proposed use of the groundwater sources underlying the site for process water
raises issues related to wetland impacts, sdtwater intrusion, and possible impacts on municipa water
supplies. Furthermore, the distance from the Cana Station to the nearest interdtate gas mainline is over
50 miles, which could affect the rdigbility of gas supply & the proposed facility. Additionaly, the
proposed project is located in a devel oped area, with seasonal tourist activity and commercial and
resdentid use in the surrounding community. Therefore, incrementd visud and safety impacts could
affect a sgnificant number of people.

The record reflects the advantages and disadvantages of redevelopment at the Cand Station
dgte. On baance, the advantages contribute to the creetion of certain environmenta benefits and to the
minimization of environmenta impacts, however, the disadvantages creete the potentia for
environmenta impacts which would need to be minimized by the Company through design or mitigation.
Any disadvantages which could create environmenta impacts are reviewed in Section 111, below, to
enaure that any such impacts would be minimized by the Company through design or mitigation.
Accordingly, the Siting Board finds that the Company’ s Site salection process resulted in the sdlection
of adite tha contributes to the minimization of environmental impacts of the proposed project and the
cogts of mitigeting, contralling, and reducing such impacts.

1. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A. Standard of Review
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G.L. c. 164, § 69J/4requires the Siting Board to determine whether the plans for construction
of a proposed generating facility minimize the environmenta impacts of the proposed project congstent
with the minimization of costs associated with the mitigation, control, and reduction of the environmenta
impacts of the proposed generating facility. In order to make this determination, the Siting Board
asesses the impacts of the proposed project in eight areas prescribed by its statute, including air
quality, water resources, wetlands, solid waste, visud impacts, noise, local and regiond land use, and
hedlth, and determines whether the gpplicant’ s description of these impacts is accurate and complete.
G.L.c. 164, § 69J/4.M

The Siting Board a so assesses the costs and benefits of options for mitigating, controlling, or
reducing these impacts, and determines whether mitigation beyond that proposed by the gpplicant is
required to minimize the environmental impacts of the proposed project condstent with the minimization
of cogts associated with the mitigation, control, and reduction of the environmental impacts of the
proposed generating facility. Compliance with other agencies’ standards does not establish that a
proposed project’ s environmenta impacts have been minimized.

Finaly, the Siting Board assesses any tradeoffs that need to be made among conflicting
environmenta impacts, particularly where an option for mitigating one type of impact has the effect of
increasing another type of impact. An assessment of al impacts of afacility is necessary to determine
whether an appropriate balance is achieved both among conflicting environmenta concerns and
between environmenta impacts and cost. A facility proposal which achieves this baance meets the
Siting Board' s gatutory requirement to minimize environmenta impacts condgstent with minimizing the
cogts associated with the mitigation, control, and reduction of the environmental impacts of the
proposed generdting facility.

B. Air Qudity
This Section describes the air quaity impacts of the proposed project, the mitigation proposed

Hu The Siting Board dso reviews in this decision the safety, traffic and EMF impacts of the
proposed project in Sections I11.H, 1, and J, below.
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by the Company, and the costs and benefits of any additiona mitigation options.

1. Applicable Regulaions

The Company indicated that regulations governing air impacts of the project include Nationd
Ambient Air Quality Standards (“NAAQS’) and Massachusetts Ambient Air Quality Standards
(“MAAQS’);*? Massachusetts Best Available Control Technology (“BACT”) regulations, and Siting
Board Technology Performance Standards (“TPS’) (Exhs. EFSB-A-2, Bulk Att. at 3-7; EFSB-RR-
28). The Company asserted that, because the Canal Redevelopment Project would be a modification
to an existing source and would result in net reductions in estimated emissions, the proposed project
would not be subject to the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (“EPA™) New Source
Performance Standards (“NSPS’)*2 for criteria pollutants, Prevention of Significant Deterioration

(“PSD”)** and non-attainment New Source Review (“NSR”)*® requirements, M assachusetts 1-hour

12 The Massachusetts Department of Environmenta Protection (“MDEP”) has adopted the
NAAQS limits as MAAQS (Exh. EFSB-G-5-C at 4.2-3).

13 The Company stated that Massachusetts has adopted the EPA’s NSPS for pollutants, including
NOy and sulfur dioxide (* SO,"), which may be emitted from combustion turbines (Exh. SEC-
1, at 4.2-6). The Company stated that anticipated emissions of NOy and SO, from Unit 2
following the repowering would fal sgnificantly below the levels set by NSPS (Exh. EFSB-A-
2, Bulk Att., at 6-6 to 6-11).

14 Federd PSD requirements stipulate that modifications to existing sources are subject to PSD
review if: 1) the source iswithin 100 km of Class | (wilderness) areas, and/or 2) such
modifications result in a net increase in criteria pollutants (Exhs. SEC-1, at 3.5-5; EFSB-G-5-C
at 4.2-6). The proposed project is more than 100 km from the nearest Class | (wilderness)
area, and would result in net reductions, rather than net increases, of al criteria pollutants (Exhs.
SEC-1, at 3.5-6; EFSB-G-5-C at 4.2-6; EFSB-A-2, Bulk Att. at 3-4, 3-5, 3-7).

B Because Massachusetts is classified as “ non-attainment” for ozone, new major sources or
magor modifications to exigting sources of NOy and Volatile Organic Compounds (“VOCS)
are subject to Non-Attainment NSR requirements (Exhs. EFSB-G-5-C at 4.2-5; SEC-1, at
3.5-5). However, the addition of new power generation equipment and the shutdown of the
Unit 2 power boiler would result in anet decrease in the emissons of dl pollutants which are
(continued...)



EFSB 98-9 Page 16

nitrogen oxide (“NOy”) Ambient Standards'®, or the Massachusetts Air Toxics Program'’ (Exh.
EFSB-A-2, Bulk Att. at 3-4, 3-5, 3-7).

The Company indicated that, under NAAQS, al geographic areas are classified and designated
as attainment, non-attainment or unclassified for six criteria pollutants. SO, fine particulates (“ PM-
107)8, NOy, carbon monoxide (“CO"), ground level ozone, and lead (id.). The Company indicated
that, although the Sandwich areaiis classfied as * atainment” or “unclassfied” for SO,, PM-10, NO,,
CO, and lead, the entire Commonwedth of Massachusettsis in serious non-attainment for ozone (Exh.
SEC-1, at 3.5-4).

The Company asserted that because of the emissions reductions proposed, the proposed
project would be exempt from Federd BACT and Lowest Achievable Emissons Rate (“LAER”)
review of criteria pollutants (Exh. EFSB-A-2, Bulk Att. at 3-7). However, the Company indicated that
the proposed project would be subject to Massachusetts BACT regulations, which govern dl new
sources producing more than one ton per year of NOy, VOCs, CO, SO,, and PM-10, regardless of

any net emissions reductions (id.).

(...continued)
precursors to ozone formation and therefore potentially subject to Non-Attainment NSR
requirements (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.5-6).

16 M assachusetts has established a 1-hour ambient standard for major new sources of NOy
emissons, and for modifications to existing sources that result in net emissonsincreasesin
excess of 250 tons per year (“tpy”) (Exh. SEC-1, a 3.5-4). The Company noted that the
proposed project would result in areduction, rather than an increase, in NOy emissons (id.).

1 MDEP s Air Toxics Policy establishes Threshold Effects Exposure Limits (“TELS’) and annua
Allowable Ambient Limits (“AALS’), regulating dlowable emissons of over 100 toxic ar
pollutants (Exhs. EFSB-G-5-C at 4.2-8; SEC-1, a 3.5-3). The Company stated that the
proposed project was not subject to this program because the proposed changes to the facility
represent a minor modification under the governing regulations (Exh. EFSB-A-2, Bulk Att. at
3-7).

18 The EPA promulgated a Fine Particle (PM-2.5) NAAQS on July 18, 1997. EPA isinthe
process of establishing amonitoring network for PM-2.5 (Exh. EFSB-A-28 Att.). Inthe
interim, EPA has indicated that PM-10 should continue to be used as a surrogate (id.).
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The Company indicated that the proposed facility would meet the TPSfor air emissons from
new electric generating facilities set forth in 980 CMR 12.00 (Exh. SEC-1, a 3.5-4). The Company
provided documentation indicating that its project would meet the TPS for both criteria and non-criteria
pollutants (id. at 3.5-4).%°

2. Emissons and Impacts

The Company asserted that the proposed project would result in mgjor reductions of dl
pollutants of concern at Cana Station (Exhs. SEC-1, a 3.5-1to 3.5-9; EFSB-G-5-C at 4.2-2). The
Company asserted that the air quality impacts of the repowered Unit 2 would be minimized through the
shutdown of the Unit 2 boiler, and through the use of efficient combustion technology, advanced
pollution control equipment, natura gas asthe primary fuel for the new CTG/HRSG system, and 0.05%
low-sulfur oil asthe back-up fudl (Exh. SEC-1, a 3.5-2to 3.5-9). The Company aso asserted that
dispatch of the proposed project in preference to older generating resources in the region would result
in further displacement of NOy, SO, and CO, emissons (id. at 3.5-12).

The Company stated that while Unit 2 has been technically capable of operating a up to 60%
load using naturd gas since the mid-nineties, it has done so on only avery limited basis because of the
price of naturd gas and the unit’ sinability to operate at full load on gas (Exh. EFSB-A-23; Tr. 4, a
457). Following the repowering, Unit 2 would operate primarily on natural gas, with a maximum of 30
days operation usng No. 2 low sulfur digtillate oil as backup fud. The Company stated that as aresult
of thisfuel change and the ingdlation of more efficient equipment, emissons of criteria pollutants from

19 Because the Company provided documentation indicating that its project would meet TPS for
both criteria and non-criteria pollutants, the Company is exempt from the requirements of 980
CMR 12.00 to provide data comparing its project to dternative fossil-fuel generating
technologies (Exh. SEC-1, a 3.5-4 (Table 3.5-4)). Provison of such information is intended
to enable the Siting Board to determine whether the project would contribute on baanceto “a
reliable, low-cogt, and diverse regiona energy supply with minima environmenta impacts”
M.G.L. c. 164, § 69374 Exempting projects which meet the TPS streamlines Siting Board
review of proposed facilities which incorporate “ state-of-the art” environmenta performance
characterigtics.
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Cand Unit 2 would sgnificantly decrease following the repowering, as set forth in Table 1, below:

TABLE 1

Unit 2 Annual Emissons

Pollutant Exiging Unit 2! | Repowered Unit Reduction %, Reduction %,
22 Unit 2 Canal Station®
NO 3817 tpy 342 tpy 91% 60%
SO, 14291 tpy 340 tpy 98% 46%
CO 5623 tpy 360 tpy 94% 62%
PM-10 322 tpy 216 tpy 33% 16%
VOCs 81 tpy 46 tpy 43% 20%

(Exh. EFSB-A-2-S at 2 0 4).

Based on 1998-1999 actual average emissions.

Assuming 100% load firing for 8760 hours, 335 days gas, 30 days oil.

Includes Unit 2 repowering and Unit 1 SCR retrofit, compared to 1998-1999 Canal Station emissions.

The Company estimated the quantity of pollutants that would be emitted from repowered Unit 2

on the basis of information from manufacturers and vendors of plant equipment and from government

data centers (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.5-1). The Company provided ca culations of air emissions from Canal

Units 1 and 2 that could be expected following the repowering® (id. at 3.5-10). The Company stated

that its air modeling results were based on conservative assumptions and overstated the expected

impacts, consequently, the Company argued that these results represent a wordt-case scenario rather
than expected annua impacts (Tr. 4, at 495-499).

The Company stated that the project would incorporate BACT for NOy, SO,, VOCs, CO,

and PM-10, as well asfor other non-criteria pollutants and air toxics that are regulated as part of the

20 This caculation was based on the maximum pollutant emissons rate at full load assuming natural
gasfiring for 335 days per year and low sulfur didtillate ail firing for 30 days, including startups,

with BACT emissions controls (Exh. SEC-1, a 3.5-10).
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MDEP air plans agpproval process (Exh. EFSB-A-2, Bulk Att. a 6-5 to 6-11). The Company
assarted that proposed BACT for the facility includes the use of natura gas as the primary fudl source
(id.). The Company indicated that the proposed project would include Generd Electric GE 7241 FA
combustion turbines using a dry low- NOy combustion system and SCR to limit NOy emissonsto 2
parts per million (“ppm”)?t when firing natural gas (Exh. EFSB-A-2, Bulk Att. a 2-1, 6-9, 6-11). The
Company stated that the ammoniarequired for the SCR process would be manufactured on-site using
an ammonia-on-demand (*AOD”) system, which uses solid urea pellets as an anmonia source, and
that ammonia dip would be limited to 2 ppm (Exhs. EFSB-A-2, Bulk Att. at 6-11; EFSB-G-5-C a
4.2-21).

The Company stated that: (1) VOCs would be controlled using good combustion practices
and an oxidation catalyst (Exhs. EFSB-A-2, Bulk Att. a 6-11; EFSB-G-5-C at 4.2-21); (2) CO
would be controlled using an oxidation catalyst (Exhs. EFSB-A-2, Bulk Att. at 6-11; EFSB-G-5-C at
4.2-21); (3) SO, would be controlled by the use of low-sulfur fuds (Exhs. EFSB-A-2, Bulk Att. at 6-
6; EFSB-G-5-C at 4.2-21); and (4) PM-10 emissions would be controlled by the use of clean fuels
and use of combustion turbine technology which reduces incomplete combustion (Exhs. EFSB-A-2,
Bulk Att. at 6-7; EFSB-G-5-C at 4.2-21).

The Company indicated that athough the primary combustion fud for the facility would be
natura gas, the repowered facility would operate for up to 30 days on low sulfur didtillate No. 2 fud ail
(Exhs. SEC-1, at 3.5-1t0 3.5-9; EFSB-G-5-C at 4.2-2; EFSB-A-2, Bulk Att. at App. B). The
Company’ s witness, Mr. Cowden, stated that use of a backup fud is proposed to maintain the facility’s

2L Alternative NOy control technologies which do not require ammonia as a catalyst are under
development a thistime. The Company identified two such technologies, Xonon and
SCONOy. Xonon was eliminated from consderation because it provides alower leve of
NOy control than SCR (Exh. EFSB-A-2-S-A at 6-2). The Company included SCONOy in
its BACT analysis, but asserted that SCONOy, is an emerging, unproven technology that would
not reduce NOy emissions below 2 ppm (Exhs. SEC-1, at 3.5-23t0 3.5-27; EFSB-A-2-S-A
a 6-2). The Company estimated that the levelized cost per ton of NOy removd using
SCONOy would be eight times that of usng SCR, and asserted that the cost of SCONOy is
well above the MDEP s economic threshold per ton (Tr. 4, at 508 to 509).
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ability to provide reliable eectric generation at alow cost with the minimum environmental impacts (Tr.
4, at 455 to 458). Mr. Cowden stated that the Company plans to secure a contract for 335-day firm
ddivery of naturd gas, but that a 365-day firm delivery contract would be cost-prohibitive (id.). The
Company asserted that the ability to burn low sulfur didillate No. 2 fud ail increases the rdliability of the
project, especidly during the winter, by alowing continued operation of the facility in case of anaurd
gas supply disruption (Exh. EFSB-A-19; Tr. 4, a 464 to 469). The Company stated that ail firing
would occur when the supply of natura gasis interrupted, during times when the price of naturd gas
exceeds the price of low sulfur didtillate, and for purposes of maintenance and training (Exh. EFSB-A-
7, Tr. 4, & 464 to 469). The Company stated that the use of low sulfur digtillate No. 2 fuel oil in the
generating equipment proposed for the facility would meet NAAQSMAAQS, and Massachusetts
BACT requirements (Exh. EFSB-A-2, Bulk Att. at 6-2 to 6-11).

The Company dated that it conducted disperson modeling of Unit 2 for the ambient air quaity
which would result from anticipated emissons of SO,, NOy, CO, and PM-10 from the project,
consdered separatdy and together with emissions from the existing Cand Station Unit 1 and
background air quality (Exh. SEC-1, a 3.5-14 to 3.5-15). The Company’s modeling generated data
using aradia receptor grid extending out to a 15 kilometer radius from the proposed facility.
Meteorologica data was obtained from T.F. Green Airport in Providence, Rhode Idand; upper air
recording data was obtained from Chatham, Massachusetts (Exhs. SEC-1, at 3.5-11 to 3.5-14;
EFSB-A-2, Bulk Att. at 4-9; EFSB-G-5-C at 4.2-11).

The Company dtated that the results of its screening level modding indicated that the maximum
concentrations of criteria pollutants would be below significant impact levels (“SILS’), which represent
asmal percentage of NAAQS, in al cases except for short-term concentrations of SO, and PM-10
when firing digtillate oil (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.5-3, 3.5-14 to 3.5-15). The maximum modeled
concentrations of criteria pollutants resulting from emissions of the proposed facility are set forth in
Table 2, below.
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TABLE 2
M odeled maximum ground-level concentrations (in Fg/m®) from Unit 2, compared with SILs
Pollutant / Time Modeled concentrations SIL
NO, Annud 0.24 1
SO, 3-hour 122 25
SO, 24-hour 41 5
SO, Annud 0.22 1
PM-10 24-hour 8 5
PM-10 Annua 0.18 1
CO 1-hour 48 2000
CO 8-hour 15 500

(Exh. EFSB-A-2-S-A, at 4-10, 4-11)

The Company stated that, because modeled short-term concentrations of SO, and PM-10

from the repowered Unit 2 exceeded SILs, it was required to conduct a combined source impact

anaysis to demongtrate the proposed project’s compliance with NAAQS for these two pollutants (Exh.
SEC-1, at 3.5-14 to 3.5-15). The Company indicated that it used the EPA-approved Industrial

Source Complex Short-Term version 3 ("1SCST3")?? atmospheric dispersion mode to calculate short-

term ground-level concentrations of SO, and PM-10 with the proposed facility in operation (Exh.
EFSB-G-5-C at 4.2-15t0 4.2-21). The Company stated that evaluation of predicted ambient air
qudity impacts from the project followed prescribed EPA and MDEP procedures (Exh. SEC-1, at

3.5-10 t0 3.5-14).

22 The Company stated that the ISCST3 modd is the latest version of the EPA’s dispersion
mode and is appropriate for modeling point sources such as the proposed project and the
exiging Cana Station Units (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.5-12).
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The Company dated that when modeled emissons levels of SO, and PM-10 were combined
with emissons from Unit 1 and background air quality levels, the resulting concentrations were well
below the limits established by NAAQS/MAAQS, as shown in Table 3, below (id. at 3.5-14 to 3.5-
15).

TABLE 3
Cumulative Maximum Impacts of Unit 1, Repowered Unit 2, and background, compared with
NAAQS.
Pollutant / Unit 2 Canal Station Background | Cumulative NAAQS
Time predicted predicted air (Fg/m?) I mpact (Fg/m?)
maximum permit contribution (Fgm®)/
Contribution per centage
(Fg/md) of NAAQS
Unit 1 Unit 2
(Fgmd) | (Fgm)
SO, 3- 122 0 91.3 183 2741 21% 1300
hour
SO, 24- 41 0 26.9* 68 95/ 26% 365
hour
PM-10 18 0 4.5° 44 48.5/ 32% 150
24-hour

M easures the highest second-high data over five years. Highest second-high measurements are the

M DEP-approved method for air quality modeling of SO, cumulative impacts. Meteorological conditions
from the previous 5 years are used to model the air quality impacts of the facility's projected emissions. The
second-worst day's resulting air quality from each year are compared, and the worst year's datais used to
assess cumulative impact.

2 Measures highest sixth-high data over five years. Highest sixth-high measurements are the MDEP-
approved method for air quality modeling of PM-10 cumulative impacts. Meteorological conditions from
the previous 5 years are used to model the air quality impacts of the facility's projected emissions. The
sixth-worst day's resulting air quality from each year are compared, and the worst year's datais used to
assess cumulative impact.

(Exhs. EFSB-A-2-S-A at 4-10 to 4-11; EFSB-RR-27-S)
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The Company dso indicated that maximum predicted contributions of the project to ambient air
quality would fal within the applicable MDEP limits for al non-criteria pollutants and ar toxics (Exh.
EFSB-G-5-C at 4.3-3, 4.2-8, 4.2-15t0 4.2-21).

The Company indicated that it examined arange of stack heights and associated air quality
impacts in selecting the stack height for the project (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.5-12). The Company testified
that its selected stack height for the project, 230 feet, would be just above the height of the existing
roofline of Cand Station (id. a 1-1). The Company argued that a stack height of 230 feet would best
baance exigting regulatory requirements with the minimization of the visud impact of the gack in the
community (Tr. 3, at 314 to 315).

The Company asserted that operation of the project would cause economic displacement of
older generating units with higher emissons rates, and therefore would result in sgnificant regiond air
quality benefits (Exh. EFSB-SEC-1, at 1-23to 1-25; Tr. 4, at 435-436). In support of its assertion,
the Company used data from the “1997 Margind Emisson Rate Andys's’ (September 1998) to
compare operations and emissions characteristics of the proposed project with those of other eectric
generatorsin the region (Exh. SEC-1, at 1-25, Table 1.4-1-S). The Company’s analysisindicated
that, by digplacing the generation of an existing average 1,225 MW NEPOOL facility, operation of the
new equipment would reduce New England emissions of NOy, SO, and CO, by approximately
10,867 tpy, 39,639 tpy and 2,509,526 tpy, respectively (id.).>

3. Offset Proposals
As described above, the Company asserted that the proposed project would be exempt from

most emissions offset requirements, including SO,, NOy, and VOCs offset programs (Exh. EFSB-A-
2-SA, a 5110 5-3). The Company explained that these offset requirements would not apply to the

23 The Company assumed that the new equipment would operate for 80% of its annua capacity,
or 8,545,800 MW-hours, and would produce emissions based on amix of firing on oil (30
days) and natural gas (335 days) (Exh. SEC-1, at 1-25, Table 1.4-1-S).
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proposed project because the new equipment would reduce emissions from Unit 2 by 98% for SO,,
by 91% for NOy and by 43% for VOCs (id.).

The Company indicated that the proposed new equipment would emit a maximum of
4,723,970 tpy of CO, (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.5-27). The Company stated, based on 1997 and 1998
operations, that existing Unit 2 emits 2,750,050 tpy of CO,, which would be avoided through the
shutdown of the Unit 2 power boiler as part of the proposed project (id.). Therefore, with operation of
the proposed project, the maximum net added emissions of CO, would be 1,973,910 tpy (id.). The
Company stated that, to meet the Siting Board's CO, offsat requirement, it would choose from among
the three options set forth in the Sithe Mystic Decision (id.).** The Company stated that, athough it has

not as yet salected the option that it would pursue, it would submit a proposa as part of a compliance
filing to the Siting Board (id. at 3.5-27, Tr. 4, at 429-439).

The Company discussed the potential for the proposed project to require on-site or off-dte tree
clearing, which could affect CO, assmilaion.® The Company asserted that because the area
proposed for the project is developed, no on-site tree clearing would be required (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.5-
28). However, the Company indicated that some improvements to Duke Energy’ s existing Algonquin
Gas Transmisson “G” laterd, extending from the project areato Mendon, Massachusetts, would be
required to alow delivery naturd gasfor the project (id. at 2-7; Exh. EFSB-L-3). The Company
indicated that these improvements are expected to include ingtaling additiona pipeline capacity and
additional compression equipment. The Company noted that Duke Energy was developing plans for
such improvements, and had not provided the Company with information regarding the extent of tree-

24 In the Sithe Mydtic Decision, the Siting Board outlined three gpproaches to offsetting CO,
emissions from a new generating facility when emissons from one or more exigting generating
facilities were to be reduced contemporaneoudy (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.5-27).

25 In response to a Siting Board request, the Company provided a 1996 study titled Exchange of
Carbon Dioxide by a Deciduous Forest: Response to Interannud Climate Variahility
conducted by Michael Goulden, William Munger, Song-Miao Fan &t a. (Exh. EFSB-SRR-63
Att.). The study shows that the average sequestration rate of deciduoustreeson astein
Central Massachusetts over five years was equivaent to 3.6 tons of CO, per acre per year

(id,).
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clearing impacts that could be expected (Exhs. EFSB-L-3; EFSB-L-11; Tr. 1, a 76). With respect to
electrica interconnection, the Company stated that 1SO New England and Commonwesdlth Electric
were conducting an interconnect study to determine the extent of any transmisson system upgrades
needed to support the proposed project (Exh. SEC-1, at 2-6). The Company did not provide
information regarding the potentia for tree-clearing impacts resulting from possible tranamission system
upgrades for the line connecting Cand Station to the bulk transmission system.

4. Ardyss

The record indicates that the proposed facility would consst of four combustion turbines and
four HRSGs using naturd gas asther primary fud and low sulfur didtillate No. 2 fud ail as backup fud,
and incorporating advanced pollution control equipment including SCR. The Company proposes to
achieve BACT for CO, PM-10, SO,, lead, NOy and VOCs.?® The Company provided information
regarding facility emissions which demondrates that the proposed facility would meet TPS for both
criteria and non-criteria pollutants. Consequently, the Siting Board finds that no dternative technologies
assessment is required for the proposed project.

26 With regard to the use of SCR versus a zero ammoniatechnology to achieve BACT, the Siting
Board is of the opinion that, due to its primacy of jurisdiction and to its greater expertisein
emissions control technologies, MDEP is the agency best suited to determine whether and
when to introduce new emissions contral technologiesinto the Commonwedth. See IDC
Bdlingham Decison 9 DOMSB 225, at 270 (1999) (“IDC Bellingham Decison’). Asa
result, the Siting Board will not require use of such technology (id.). The Siting Board dso
notes that MDEP in arecent gas facility permit effectively has dlowed the use of SCR rather
than a zero ammonia technology a this time, with areview of the cost-effectiveness of
retrofitting a zero ammoniatechnology to be conducted within five years. ANP Bellingham
Energy Company - Compliance Decison, 9 DOMSB 211, at 221 (1999) (“ANP Bdlingham
Decison on Compliance’). The Siting Board therefore concludes that by incorporating the
control technology that MDEP determines to be BACT for NOy,, the Company will have
minimized its NOy emissons and anmoniadip condstent with minimizing the cogt of mitigating
and controlling such technologies.
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The Company’ s emissions analys's demondrates that repowering Unit 2, which would include
the shutdown of the existing Unit 2 power boiler and the addition of the new CTGs and HRSGs, would
produce sgnificant reductionsin emissons of dl criteria pollutants. Specificaly, Unit 2 annua NOy
emissions would decrease by 91%, Unit 2 annua SO, emissions would decrease by 98%, Unit 2
annual CO emissions would decrease by 94%, Unit 2 annua PM-10 emissions would decrease by
33%, and Unit 2 annua VVOC emissions would decrease by 43%. At the sametime, Unit 2's
generating capacity would increase from approximately 560 MW to 1,225 MW.

The Company has used MDEP-approved air modeling techniques to model both the air quality
impacts of emissions from repowered Unit 2, and the cumulative air quaity impacts of the combined
emissons from Unit 1 and repowered Unit 2, for certain pollutants. This modeling demonstrates that,
assuming maximum firing of dl turbines usng naturd gas for 335 days and low sulfur didtillate oil for an
additional 30 days, pollutant concentrations would be below SILsfor dl criteria pollutants except for
short-term SO, and PM-10, and within gpplicable limits for other hazardous or toxic air pollutants.
The Company’ s cumulative impact analyss indicated that modeled emissons from the proposed facility,
combined with modeled emissions from Unit 1 and background ambient conditions, would result in
short-term concentrations of SO, and PM-10 that are no more than 32% of the NAAQS/MAAQS
limits

The Company has gpplied for an air quality permit from MDEP that would alow it to fue Unit
2 with low sulfur digtillate oil for up to 30 days each year, without any seasond restriction on oil-firing.
The Company argues that it needs to retain the ability to burn oil in Unit 2 due to the difficulty and cost
of acquiring a 365-day supply of natura gasfor Cand Station, and states that it intends to use oil when
natural gas is unavailable due to supply emergencies, when the use of naturd gasis undesirable dueto
its higher relative cost, and as needed for maintenance and training.

The Siting Board recognizes that economic and reiability arguments may favor dlowing
reasonable flexibility in the use of ail in Stuations where air quaity conditions would be improved or
held well within gpplicable standards. Here, the record shows that the Company’ s proposed air
emissons are higher than they would be if Unit 2 used only natura gas, and that SILswould be
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exceeded for some pollutants over short-term periods. However, the Company's cumulative impact
modding demongrates that air quality would remain well within applicable regulatory standards.
Perhaps more important, because the repowered Unit 2 would run primarily on natura gas, rather than
occasiondly as at present, and because No. 2 low sulfur didtillate, rather than No. 6 fud oil, would be
used for backup fud, the proposed project would significantly improve regiona ar quality for much of
the year. The record aso shows that the proposed facility, when burning oil, would have emissions
below those of existing margind units, and that it therefore has the potentid to contribute to regiond air
quaity improvements through displacement, even when burning oil. Further, because Cand Station has
exiding infragtructure for oil deliveries by barge, the traffic impacts normaly associated with the delivery
of oil would be minimized through barge ddliveries.

Given the sgnificant reductionsin emissons across dl pollutants associated with the repowering
of Unit 2, the wide margin by which ar quaity standards would be met even during ail-firing, the
improvementsin locd air quality during the sgnificant percentage of the year when the repowered Unit
2 would run on natura gas, and the potentia for regiond air qudity improvements, the Siting Board
finds that the Company’ s proposal to burn oil as a backup fud for amaximum of 30 days annudly
minimizes environmenta impacts congstent with minimizing the cost of mitigation, control and reduction
of such impects.

The record indicates that the Company has modeled air pollutant emissons with a variety of
stack heights and that the proposed stack height was arrived at by balancing the visua impacts of a
greater height with the corresponding air qudity improvements. When viewed againg the reduced
emissions and againgt local pollutant concentrations discussed above, the additiona air quaity
improvements that would result from ataler stack would likely be outweighed by the increased visud
impacts of the taller stack.

The Siting Board has sat forth a generd gpproach to the mitigation of CO, emissions that
requires generating facility applicants to make a monetary contribution, based on offsetting 1% of



EFSB 98-9 Page 28

annud facility CO, emissions at $1.50 per ton,?’ to cost-effective CO, offsat programs selected in
consultation with the Siting Board gtaff. Nicke Hill Energy, L.L.C., 11 DOMSB 83, at 143-144
(2000) (“Nicke Hill Decision'); Brockton Power L.L.C., 10 DOMSB 157, at 192-193 (2000)

(“Brockton Power Decision’); Dighton Power Decison, 5 DOMSB 193, at 239-240. The Siting

Board a so recently has approved a non-monetary approach to CO, mitigation based on the shutdown
or curtailment of an existing source of CO, emissons. Sithe Edgar Development, LLC, 10 DOMSB 1,
at 136-140 (2000) (“Sithe Edgar Decison’); Sithe Mystic Decison, 9 DOMSB at 136-140.

In the Sithe Mydtic Decison, the Siting Board accepted for the first time a non-monetary CO,

mitigation program based on voluntary curtailment of operations at an existing source, subject to
conditions precluding collaterd use of the curtailed operations for offsetting other pollutant emissions.
Sithe Mydtic Decison, 9 DOMSB a 136-140. In that decision, the Siting Board aso outlined two

dternative gpproaches. (1) Sithe could make the standard monetary contribution, based on offsetting
1% of CO, emissions from its proposed facility at $1.50 per ton; or (2) Sithe could base its monetary
contribution on the net increase in CO, emissions a the Mystic Station Site, provided that it did not use
CO, reductions from its existing units as offsets for CO, emissons from any other source. Id. at 140.
The Company has indicated its intention to meet the Siting Board' s CO, offset requirement by one of
the three approaches st forth in the Sithe Mydtic Decison, but has deferred the choice of gpproach to

acompliancefiling. However, the Company has provided estimates of the maximum annua CO,
emissons from its proposed new equipment, and the maximum net increase in annua CO, emissons
from the proposed project and the shutdown of existing Unit 2; these data are sufficient to dlow the
Siting Board to determine the level of CO, offsets required under each gpproach.

21 The Siting Board notes that, in future reviews, evidence may be devel oped that supports use of
adifferent assumed cost of providing CO, offsets, or use of arange of monetary vaues, or a
greater or sole use of anon-monetary bag's, in determining the appropriate leve of CO,
mitigation. Future gpplicants are put on notice that the Siting Board may seek to develop
evidence relating to the gppropriateness of the review standards set forth in the Dighton Power
Associates, 5 DOMSB 193 (1997) (“Dighton Power Decison’) or other reviews, and that the
Siting Board may adjust its existing monetary standard to account for inflation or other smilar
changes based on the passage of time.




EFSB 98-9 Page 29

The Siting Board has required in recent cases that CO, mitigation plans be adjusted to include
offsets for sgnificant net tree-clearing impacts resulting from the congtruction of bulk generating
facilities, including both on-ste and off-gte project-rdated impacts. |DC Belingham Decison, 9
DOMSB at 268, 274-275, 335; ANP Blackstone Energy Company, 8 DOMSB 1, at 126-127, 129-
130, 181 (1999) (“ANP Blackstone Decision’); ANP Bdlingham Energy Company, 7 DOMSB 39, at
154, 156-157, 212 (1998) (“ANP Belingham Decison’). Here, the record indicates that no on-site

tree clearing would be required for the construction of the proposed project. However, the planned
gas supply and eectrical transmission upgrades required to support the proposed project may require
tree-clearing; if so, the Company’s CO, mitigation filing dso should indlude information indicating the
extent of tree-clearing associated with interconnections for the project and should adjust the level of
CO, mitigation provided to account for tree-clearing impacts.?®

Accordingly, the Siting Board directs Mirant Cand 11 to develop, in consultation with the Siting
Board staff, a plan to provide CO, mitigation beginning no later than the end of the first year following
commencement of commercial operation of the proposed project. Consstent with the Siting Board's
rulings in recent cases, Mirant Cand 11 shdl ether: (1) by the end of the first year of operation, make a
monetary contribution of $1,134,498% (plus an adjustment for tree-

28 The Siting Board notes that here, asin past cases, it will use asingle time period of 30 yearsto
account for loss of carbon sequestration associated with project-rel ated tree-clearing impacts.
See IDC Bellingham Decison, 9 DOMSB at 274-275. In future cases, the Siting Board may
consder whether it is more gppropriate to include two time periods in calculating sequestration
loss; a period of time to account for sequestration lost as aresult of the remova of trees, and a
period of time to account for loss of annua carbon uptake associated with the loss of agrowing
forest over the life of the proposed facility. 1d.

29 The contribution is based on offsetting 1% of facility CO, emissions over 20 years, at $1.50 per
ton, yielding a contribution of $1,417,191. The 20-year amount isfirgt distributed as a series of
payments over the firg five years of project operation, then adjusted to include an annua cost
increase of 3%, and finally discounted at 10% per year. See |IDC Bdlingham Decison, 9
DOMSB at 273; Sthe Mystic Decison, 9 DOMSB at 140; U.S. Generating Company, 6
DOMSB 1, at 128-129 (1997) (“Millennium Power Decison’). If the Company chooses, the
CO, offsat requirement aso would be satisfied by a monetary contribution of $1,504,823, to

(continued...)
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clearing) to a cogt-effective program or programs for CO, mitigation to be selected upon consultation
with the staff of the Siting Board; or (2) by the end of the first year of operation, make a monetary
contribution of $474,050% (plus an adjustment for tree-clearing), if it can establish that it will make no
additiona use of the CO, emissions reductions from existing equipment to provide offsats for CO,
emissions from other sources, or (3) provide offsets for 1% of the proposed project’s maximum net
CO, emissons (plus an adjustment for tree-clearing) based on voluntary curtailment of operations of
other existing equipment at Cand Station, or of equipment a another existing source, subject to
conditions that the curtailment of operations be based on enforcegble and verifiable limits and that there
be no collateral use of the curtailment of operations to satisfy or avoid emissons offset requirements
relating to other air pollutants emitted from Cand Station and/or to provide emissions offsets for any ar
pollutants emitted by other sources. If the Company dects one of the monetary contribution options, it
should provide the Siting Board with detailed information regarding the program or programs to which
the contribution will be made.

Accordingly, the Siting Board finds that, with implementation of the foregoing mitigation for
CO, impeacts, the air qudity impacts of the proposed project would be minimized.

C. Water Resources

(...continued)
be pad in five annua ingdlments during the first five years of facility operation. See IDC
Bdlingham Decison, 9 DOMSB at 273; Sthe Mystic Decison, 9 DOMSB at 140;
Millennium Power Decison, 6 DOMSB at 128-129.

%0 The contribution is based on offsetting 1% of the net increase in maximum CO, emissions from
Cand Station facility CO, emissions over 20 years, at $1.50 per ton, yielding a contribution of
$592,173. The 20-year amount isfirst distributed as a series of payments over the firgt five
years of project operation, then adjusted to include an annua cost increase of 3%, and finally
discounted at 10% per year. See IDC Bdlingham Decison, 9 DOMSB at 273; Sthe Mydtic
Decison, 9 DOMSB at 140; Millennium Power Decison, 6 DOMSB 1, at 128-129. If the
Company chooses, the CO, offset requirement aso would be satisfied by a monetary
contribution of $628,790, to be paid in five annua ingalments during the firgt five years of
facility operation. See IDC Belingham Decison, 9 DOMSB at 273; Sthe Mydtic Decison, 9
DOMSB at 140; Millennium Power Decison 6 DOMSB at 128-129
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In this section, the Siting Board addresses the water-related impacts of the proposed facility,
including: (1) the water supply requirements of the facility and related impacts on affected water supply
systems and on other water resources, and (2) the water-related discharges from the facility, including
heated effluent, wastewater discharges and storm water discharges.

1. Description

Mirant Cand 1l gated that Cand Station currently is permitted to withdraw 164 million gallons
per year (“gpy”) of groundwater, and requires a maximum of 198 million gpy for process water, 11
million gpy of potable water, and 518 million gallons per day (“mgd”) of cand water for once-through
cooling. The Company estimated that, after repowering, Cana Station would require 305 million gpy
for process water, 8.4 million gpy of potable water, and 620 mgd of cana water for once-through
cooling (Exhs. SEC-1, at 3.3-13 to 3.3-14, 3.3-40; EFSB-W-29; Tr. 8, at 952, 754).

The Company provided a breakdown of its process water needs, indicating that after
repowering, Cand Station would require approximately 452,000 gallons per day (“gpd”), or 314
gdlons per minute (“gpm”), of water to meet norma base load water needs while burning natural gas
(Exh. EFSB-W-29-A). The Company stated that additional process water would be needed for: (1)
steam augmentation (553,000 gpd, 384 gpm) for amaximum of 1,000 hours per year;

(2) evaporative cooling (104,000 gpd, 72 gpm) for approximately 2800 hours per year; and (3) NOy
control (644,000 gpd, 447 gpm) during ail firing for a maximum of 30 days per year (Exhs. EFSB-W-
25; EFSB-W-29 A to E; SEC-1, at 3.3-15). The Company noted that these other water uses could
elevate Cand Station water use to amaximum of 1.1 mgd (763 gpm) on a short term basis (Exh.
EFSB-SRR-64; Tr. 8, at 953).%

The Company dated that it currently uses 11 million gpy of potable water from Sandwich to
refill the potable water tanks of ships ddivering ail to its Esco Termina, to meet the sanitary needs of its

1 The Company noted that, while these figures indicate consumption under norma |loads and
conditions, it does not expect its water use to vary by more than 10% under other operating
scenarios (Exh. EFSB-W-32).
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employess, to supply high-quality process water for the facility’s weter trestment plant, and to refill the
facility’s raw water tank (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.3-14; Tr. 8, a 965-966). Following repowering, the
Company would use well water rather than potable water for its raw water tank, reducing potable
water useto 8.4 million gpy (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.3-14).

The Company indicated that it evaluated dternatives to once-through cooling for Unit 2,
including cooling ponds and spray candls, freshwater and saltwater cooling towers, and air cooled
condensers, but concluded that these aternatives were generdly inferior to once-through cooling in light
of the unique hydraulic advantages of the site (Exh. EFSB-G-5-C at 3-2 to 3-25). Specificdly, the
Company determined that: (1) cooling ponds and spray canas would require at least 1250 acres of
land, would creste a Significant consumptive fresh water use, and would be unrdiable in winter; (2)
freshwater cooling towers would require up to 10.5 mgd of freshwater, would have higher capitd and
operating costs, would reduce plant efficiency, and would result in unacceptable noise and visud
impacts; (3) saltwater cooling towers would have many of the same disadvantages as freshwater
cooling towers and additionaly would result in sat deposition that could create corrosion and severe
damage to vegetation; and (4) air cooled condensars would reduce plant efficiency,® require Significant
additional space, and result in increased visua, wetlands, noise and safety impacts (id.).

The Company dated that wastewater would include intake screen duice and discharge flume
flushing water, equipment blowdown, chemica wash water, and neutralized deminerdizer regenerant
water (id. at 4.6-54, 4.6-59). The Company stated that its existing waste water treatment system
would be largely unchanged and that it would continue to discharge waste water to the Cape Cod
Cand with water used for once-through cooling (Exhs. EFSB-W-2; EFSB-WL-11; Tr. 6, a 801).
The Company stated that its discharge system would be subject to oversight by the EPA as part of its
Nationd Pollution Discharge Elimination System (“NPDES’) permit (Exhs. EFSB-G-5-C a 4.6-%4,
4.6-59; EFSB-WL-11).

32 The Company noted thet the drop in efficiency resulting from this dternative would result in the
facility producing added NOy, SO, and CO, emissions of 151 tpy, 542 tpy and 86,211 tpy,
respectively. (Exh. EFSB-G-5-C at 33-21).
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2. Impacts of Groundwater Withdrawals

The Company stated that following the repowering, Cand Station’s groundwater withdrawal
requirements would increase by over 100 mgy, and thet its pegk daily withdrawd rate would riseto
approximately 770 gpm (Exhs. EFSB-W-12-S7; EFSB-W-12-S8). The Company proposed to
withdraw this water from two existing on-site wells (“Wels No. 2 and 3") which currently deliver a
combined total of 0.54 mgd, or approximately 375 gpm®, and from anew well to be developed on-site
(“Well No. 4") (Exhs. EFSB-W-12-S7; EFSB-W-12-S8). The Company stated that Well No. 4
would be located on the north side of the Canal Station access road, approximately 500 feet west of
the Freezer Road entrance, 1200 feet southwest of an existing well used by afish processing plant, and
450 feet east of awetlands area (Exh. EFSB-W-12-S3). The Company stated that, at this location,
the groundwater exhibitstida fluctuations despite being gpproximately 1000 feet from the Cape Cod
Candl (id.).

Mirant indicated that, if necessary, it could aso withdraw groundwater a an inactive well Ste
owned by the Sandwich Water Didtrict (“ Tupper Road well site”).3* Exigting wells at this site operated
at approximately 0.37 mgd (260 gpm) from 1948 to 1978; however, in 1978 a flood damaged the
pumping equipment and the wells were never returned to service (Exh. EFSB-W-12-S7; Tr. 8, at 963
to 964). The Company stated that the existing wells required rehabilitation from a buildup of iron
deposits and from breached or collgpsed screens, and that a new supply well would need to be
developed at this Steif it were to be used for process water by the Canal Station (Exh. EFSB-W-12-
S7; Tr. 8, at 963 to 964). The Company stated that the Tupper Road well siteis located
gpproximately 2000 feet to the southeast of Wells 2 and 3 and 2000 feet to the south of the fish
processing plant’swdl (Exh. EFSB-W-90). The Company identified awetland areaimmediately
adjacent to the Tupper Road well site (Exh. EFSB-W-12-S3). The Company stated that it plansto list

B The Company noted that a 1979 pump test reveded that Wells No. 2 and 3 could ddliver a
combined volume of approximately 530 gpm (Tr. 8, at 945).

3 The Company stated that Sandwich can no longer use the Tupper Road well Site asamunicipa
water supply because the Water Didrict does not own the land within a 400 foot radius of the
well as required by MDEP Zone 1 wellhead protection regulations (Tr. 6, at 688).
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both Well No. 4 and the Tupper Road well site on its Water Management Permit as authorized
withdrawd points, athough it would develop the Tupper Road wdl site only in the event of the failure
of another of its supply wells (id.; Exh. EFSB-W-90; Tr. 8, at 944).

The Company conducted pump tests at the Tupper Road well site and at the proposed sSite of
Well No. 4 in order to assess their ability to provide process water for Canal Station (Exh. EFSB-W-
90). The Company stated that its pump tests were performed using protocols developed in
consultation with the MDEP, the Cape Cod Commission, and the Sandwich Conservation Commission
(id.; Tr. 6, at 682 t0 683; Tr. 9, at 1024 to 1025). The Company’s pump tests involved the installation
and monitoring of observation wells and piezometersin the vicinity of the proposed wells (Exhs. EFSB-
W-12-S7; EFSB-W-12-S8). These wells and piezometers recorded the drawdown and recovery of
nearby surface water and wetlands during pumping a each well (Exhs. EFSB-W-12-S7; EFSB-W-
12-S8). The Company provided analyses of the pump test results (“ pump test reports’) which focused
on the impact that additiona withdrawals would have on the aquifer, and the likelihood that sdine or
contaminated water in the area could migrate to locd water supplies (Exhs. EFSB-W-12-S7; EFSB-
W-12-S8).

The Company proposed thet, following the repowering, it would operate Well No. 2 at up to

370 gpm and Well No. 3 at up to 400 gpm (Exh. EFSB-W-12-S8; Tr. at 1021). The Company
stated that a third well capable of producing 400 gpm would be needed in order to provide redundancy
inthe event of afailure of either Well No. 2 or Well No. 3 (Exh. EFSB-W-12-S8; Tr. a 1021). The
Company reported that, during the pump test, Well No. 4 yielded 400 gpm (Exh. EFSB-W-12-S8).
The Company initidly planned to test the Tupper Road well Ste to 400 gpm; however following input
from locd and date authorities, the Company tested the ability of the wdl to yidd 770 gpm (Exhs.
EFSB-W-12-S7; EFSB-W-12-S8). The pump test of the existing Tupper Road well indicated that it
would yield 457 gpm; however the Company noted that the Tupper Road well is over 50 years old,
and argued that anew well or wdls, with a more efficient pump, could yield 770 gpm (Exhs. EFSB-W-
12-S7; EFSB-W-12-S8). The pump tests indicated that with the proposed withdrawals, drawdown
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would be 4 feet or less at 100 to 1000 feet from Well No. 4, and drawdown would be 2 feet or less at
100 to 1000 feet from the Tupper Road Well, with a gradient moving from the aquifer towards the
saline water (Exhs. EFSB-W-12-S7; EFSB-W-12-S8).

The Company stated that the nearest known water supply wells were 2000 feet from the
Tupper Road well site and 1200 to 1400 feet from the proposed Well No. 4 site (Exhs. EFSB-W-12-
S7; EFSB-W-12-S8). The Company stated that no significant drawdown would occur at these wells
due to distance and relative location above the aguifer (Exhs. EFSB-W-12-S7; EFSB-W-12-S8).
The Company provided maps of the recharge areas of wells in the Upper Cape Cod areawhich
indicated that the recharge areas of town wells and of existing and proposed process water wells would
not intersect (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.3-10, Fig. 3.3-4).

The Company asserted, based on geological data and its pump tests, that the proposed use of
groundwater wells to provide process water would not result in drawdown or other impactsto
wetlands due to the presence of underlying layers of clay and silt, which isolate the wetlands
groundwater supply from the deeper waterbearing unit from which the wells would draw water (Exhs.
SEC-1, at 3.4-15; EFSB-WL-10; EFSB-W-12-S7; EFSB-W-12-S8; Tr. 8, at 994-995). The
Company provided geologicd profiles, based on borings taken in the vicinity of Cand Station and the
Tupper Road well site, that showed the location and extent of these layers (Exhs. EFSB-WL-10, Att.;
EFSB-W-12-S8). The Company stated that in one set of borings it encountered clay layers 10 to 30
feet thick at depth of 50 to 70 feet; other borings going down 100 feet encountered clay throughout the
bottom 70 to 90 feet (Exhs. EFSB-WL-10, Att.; EFSB-W-12-S8). The Company stated that USGS
data indicates that fine-grained soils predominate between bedrock at 220 feet deep and more-
permegble soils at approximately 150 feet deep (Exhs. EFSB-WL-10, Att.; EFSB-W-12-S8).

The Company noted that its on-site wells have been in use for over 20 years, and that
monitoring of these wells has shown no evidence of any impacts to wetlands (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.3-1; Tr.
6, a 723). The pump testsindicated that the wetlands adjacent to the Tupper Road well site would not
be affected by the proposed use of thiswell site (Exh. EFSB-W-12-S7). The pump test reports
recommended that the permanent observation wellsingalled during the pump tests be monitored to
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dlow further evauation of the impacts of water withdrawals on neighboring wetlands and surface water
bodies (Exhs. SEC-1, at 3.4-15; EFSB-WL-10, EFSB-W-12-S-8).

Subsurface geologica data provided in the pump test reports indicated that the
sdtwater/freshwater interface at the depth of the proposed wellsis beyond the shoreline of the Cape
Cod Cand (Exh. EFSB-W-12-S8). The Company noted that the clay lens discussed above, coupled
with the distances and relative locations of drinking water sources and contaminated areas, would
prevent existing near-surface contamination at or near the Cand Station Site from reaching the
groundwater used for water supply (Exh. EFSB-W-12-S8; Tr. 6, at 748).%

The Company asserted that, based on the 20 year operating record of its on-site wells, the
groundwater aguifer would be able to supply sufficient water for the facility even during periods of very
low rainfdl (Tr. 6, at 698). The Company stated that roughly 190 mgd of recharge enters the western
lobe of the Cape Cod aquifer (Exhs. EFSB-W-3-B; EFSB-W-29-S Att. D; Tr. at 1021).

3. | mpacts on the Cape Cod Cand

The Company dtated that Cand Station currently uses once-through cooling for Units 1 and 2.
Cooling water is withdrawn from the Cape Cod Cand viatwo intake structures 10 to 15 feet below
mean sea levd; after use, the heated water is combined with treated process wastewater and
discharged back into the Candl via a discharge flume connected to adot diffuser located in the Cand
approximately 30 feet below mean sealevel (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.3-29 to 3.3-39). The existing intake
and outfal structures were ingtdled with the origina Cand Units 1 and 2, and as part of the repowering
project, athird intake structure would be ingtalled between the two exigting intakes (id. at 3.3-29, 3.3-
38). The Company stated that following the repowering, use of the existing Unit 2 intake would cease
and be replaced by the new Unit 2 intake and that combined circulating water discharge for both Unit

% Contamination & the Ste conssts of heavy metds in the area between existing Unit 1 and Unit 2
and small concentrations of petroleum at other locations (Tr. 6, a 741 to 744). Dueto the low
levels of contamination, MDEP has not required the Company to clean up these areas (id.).
See Section I11.H, below.
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1 and the repowered Unit 2 would be routed through the existing dot diffuser (id. at 3.3-38; Tr. 8, at
975).

The Company stated that, following the repowering of Unit 2, water withdrawals from the
Cana would increase by 19% to 620 mgd (Exh. EFSB-W-51-S; Tr. 6, a 679). However, the
Company caculated that the maximum increase in discharge water temperature over intake temperature
would remain at the current level of 32 degrees Fahrenheit (Tr. 6, a 754 to 756). The Company aso
projected that the maximum discharge temperature would remain within its current permitted level of 86
degrees Fahrenheit in the upper 15 feet of the water column above the discharge diffuser (id.).

The Company asserted that, following the repowering of Unit 2, the therma plume from the
Cand Station would not cause sgnificant impacts to the aquatic environment, since the maximum
discharge temperature would remain below the critical value of 90 degrees necessary to protect
fisheries from thermal impacts (Exh. EFSB-W-62; Tr. 6, at 795).%¢ The Company noted that
observationd data suggests that therma discharges from the exigting facility have not resulted in fish kills
a the diffuser, dthough previous diffuser designs resulted in therma impacts to Atlantic Menhaden (Tr.
6, at 796, 798 to 799).

The Company performed severd studies to assess the amount of larvae that currently are
entrained in the cooling water intake (Exhs. SEC-1, at 3.3-52 to 3.3-60; EFSB-W-56). These studies
included sampling of both ichthyoplankton and lobgter larvae in the Cand intake (Exhs. SEC-1, at 3.3-
52 to 3.3-60; EFSB-W-56).%” Based on its sudies, the Company estimated that less than 1% of the

% The Company provided a detailed list of dl the fish species that inhabit or pass through the
Cand and their tolerance for therma effects (Exh. EFSB-W-62). The Company concluded
that the project would not affect these species due to the 86 degree temperature limit in the
upper 15 feet of the water column above the diffuser that would be imposed by the NPDES
permit (Exh. EFSB-W-62; Tr. 6, a 795). The Company noted that thermd studies of its
exigting discharge indicate that temperatures above the diffuser have not exceeded 81 degrees
Fahrenheit (Tr. 6, a 761).

37 The Company argued that the effects of entrainment of phytoplankton would be negligible, as
phytoplankton populations are replaced every 24 hours in Cape Cod Bay and Buzzards Bay
(Exh. EFSB-W-63).
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larvee in the Cana would be entrained at the higher water withdrawa levels, and argued that a 1% loss
would be negligible in terms of larvae survival (Exh. EFSB-G-5-C at 4.6-77 10 4.6-78; Tr. 6, a 799 to
800). The Company stated that it dso modeled larva dendties using data from Buzzards Bay and
Cape Cod Bay, as well asthe Cape Cod Cand (Exh. EFSB-RR-47-S, Bulk Att. #4, at 4-3). The
Company stated that it would update both sets of analyses using data collected over a one-year
sampling period (Exh. EFSB-RR-47-S, Bulk Att. #4, at 4-3).

With respect to fish impingement, the Company stated that both a 1978 fish impingement Study
by Hall and Morrow and impingement sampling by the Company’ s consultant, Marine Research Inc.,
found that generdly, impingement losses at Cand Station range from 1 to 3 fish per hour and are among
the lowest of any large-volume once-through cooling power plant in the Northeast (Exh. EFSB-G-5-C
a 4.6-75). The Company noted that on two occasions, amafunction in the chlorine handling system
resulted in sgnificantly higher fish mortdity rates (id.). The Company indicated that it has monitored the
facility’ sintake screens and has not found any occurrences of impingement of marine mammals or sea
turtles (id. at 4.6-89).

The Company stated that, to reduce impingement impacts, it engineered its proposed intake
sructure to incorporate the best available technology for withdrawals from surface water bodies as
required by EPA, the Massachusetts Divison of Marine Fisheries, the Nationa Marine Fisheries
Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Tr. 8, at 1026).® Specid design components of the
intake structure include: (1) minimization of approach velocities to the screen; (2) usng amodified
Ristroph traveling screen design; (3) improvements to the design of the chlorine feed system; (4)
positioning the Unit 2 replacement intake screens to be as close as possible to “flush” with the edge of
the Cand; and (5) incluson of anew fish return system for occurrences of fish impingement on screens

8 The Company noted that both EPA and MDEP would review the design of the project’ sintake
and outfal structures and the characteristics of its thermal discharge for compliance with
Section 316a and 316b of the Clean Water Act (Exh. EFSB-G-5-C at 4.6-50; Tr. 6, at 770).
Section 316a requires that the discharge result in the protection and propagation of a balanced,
indigenous population of fish, shellfish, and wildlife in and on the body of water recaiving the
discharge; Section 316b requires that the intake use the “Best Technology Avallable’ to
minimize adverse environmenta impacts (Exh. EFSB-G-5-C at 4.6-50).
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(Exhs. EFSB-G-5-C at 4.6-49 to 4.6-50, 4.6-79; EFSB-W-51-S; Tr. 8, at 1026). The intake design
aso includes alow wal Stuated below the intake to prevent benthic organisms from becoming
entrained, fish passages to encourage fish to stay away from the intake, and revolving fish screens (Tr.
8, & 1026). The Company stated that these improvements would reduce current impingement losses
by at least 20% to 50% and that as a result, the project would have a net positive impact on the number
of surviving adults of commercial/recreationa species compared to conditions at the existing Cand
Station (Exh. EFSB-G-5-C at 4.6-79; Tr. 8, at 1032).

4. Andyss

Mirant Canal |l has proposed to repower the existing Unit 2 at Cand Station. The proposed
project would require water for three primary purposes. for process water, for potable and sanitary
use, and for cooling. The Company intends to withdraw its process water from groundwater in Cape
Cod's underlying aquifer viatwo existing on-gte wells and one new on-site well; if necessary, the
Company could also develop awater supply at the Tupper Road well site. The Company intends to
rely on potable water from the Town for sanitary uses; the record shows that the Company is
developing an agreement with the Town specifying that it would not use Town weter for any other
process needs, with the possible exception of addressing a short term water emergency.

The proposed project, like the existing Units 1 and 2, would be cooled by water withdrawn
from, and discharged to, the Cape Cod Cand. The record demonstrates that, although the Company
andyzed cooling technologies other than once-though cooling, each would present substantia
environmenta and technica disadvantages rlative to once-through cooling. Furthermore, none of
these dternate technologies would be feasible given the congraints of the Canal Stetion site. Most
wastewater would be discharged to the Cape Cod Cand in combination with its once-through cooling
discharge, dthough stormwater would be discharged through an upgraded stormwater management
system. In order to determine whether the water impacts of the proposed project would be minimized,
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the Siting Board considers below the impacts of: (1) groundwater withdrawals on surface- and
groundwater bodies and nearby wetlands; (2) potable water use on the Sandwich municipa water
supply; and (3) once-through cooling on water qudity and fisheries in the Cape Cod Cand and
surrounding bays.

The record shows that following the proposed repowering, Canal Station would require a
maximum of 305 mgy for process water, an increase of gpproximately 105 mgy over current
requirements. The record shows that the proposed facility would require 0.452 mgd (314 gpm) of
water to meet norma base load water needs while burning naturd gas. In addition, the record shows
that the proposed facility would use additiona water for sleam augmentation, evaporative cooling, and
NOy control, and that these additional uses would increase the proposed facility’ s peak water useto a
maximum of 770 gpm on a short term basis.

The Company has provided evidence that it can meet its process water needs through the use
of groundwater. Specificaly, the record shows that 190 mgd enters the western |obe of the Cape Cod
Aquifer, and that during peak usage, the repowered Canal Station would use 1.1 mgd, or
approximately 770 gpm. The record shows that Cana Station currently withdraws approximately 375
gpm from existing Wells No. 2 and 3, and that 1979 pump tests indicate that these two wells could
provide a combined volume of approximately 530 gpm using existing pumps. In addition, the
Company’ s pump tests demongtrate that it could obtain at least 400 gpm from Well No. 4. The
Company’ s plans to meet peak water demand from three on-site wells therefore are reasonable. The
record aso demondtrates that the Company could develop wells a Sandwich’s Tupper Road well site
in the event that it encountered problems with its on-ste wells. The Company’s pump tests show that
the exiting Tupper Road well could yidd 457 gpm, and that with a more efficient well, this Site could
yield 770 gpm.

The record indicates that the proposed increase in groundwater withdrawals would not affect
local drinking water supplies or prevent Sandwich from meeting its future water needs* The record

% The record shows that, to date, no other municipality has requested the use of the Sandwich
(continued...)
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indicates that the relative location and distance between existing and proposed Company wells and any
other Town or private wells make it highly unlikely that Town or private wells would be affected by the
proposed increase in groundwater withdrawals. The Company has provided a map showing that the
recharge areas for Wells No. 2, 3, and 4 and the Tupper Road well should not interfere with the
recharge areas of existing and proposed Town wells. The Metcaf and Eddy Study aso demonstrates
that the Town's existing water supply system is adequate to meet maximum daily demand in the year
2020 assuming 24-hour pumping capacity. Thus, the Company’s proposed withdrawa's should not
interfere with the Town's use of its water supply.

With respect to potential sdlinization of groundwaeter, the record shows that the interface of st
water and fresh water is highly likely to be located beyond the banks of the Cape Cod Cand. The
record indicates that the location of thisinterface is unclear, and changes in the piezometric surfaces
during the pump tests indicate that, with the proposed withdrawas, the interface would likely move
landward. However, these tests dso indicate that it is highly unlikely that salt water could enter the
groundwater aguifer due to the relative levels and gradients of the groundwater aquifer and the sdine
water in the candl.

With regard to migration of contaminants into drinking water supplies, the record shows that the
recharge areas of the facility’ s proposed wells are not located within the contaminated areas associated
with the Massachusetts Military Reservation, and thus the additiona pumping of water by the Company
would not cause contaminated plumes to move toward the facility. With respect to on-gte
contamination, the record indicates that there is an underground clay lens & the site that would prevent
contamination on-site from being pulled down into the well aguifer.

The record indicates that underlying layers of clay and silt aso would protect wetlands near
Cand Station and the Tupper Road well site from drawdowns caused by new or increased
groundwater withdrawas. At the Cand Station Site, this geologica evidence is supported by
observationd evidence indicating that withdrawals from the existing Wells No. 2 and 3 have not

% (...continued)
water supply to help meet its future needs.
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sgnificantly affected a nearby wetlands area. Similar observationa evidence for the Tupper Road well
gteisnot available, and concern about the impact on wetlands is greater at this location, both because
awetland directly abuts the well site, and because the potentid increase in water withdrawd ratesis
grester.

The Company’s pump test report calls for long-term monitoring of the effect of water
withdrawals both on nearby wetlands and on sdlt intrusion. The Siting Board notes that the need for,
and design of, long-term monitoring protocols are best determined in consultation with affected
regulatory bodies —in this case, the MDEP, the Cape Cod Commission, and the Sandwich
Conservation Commission. Consequently, the Siting Board directs the Company to consult with these
agencies concerning the need for, and design of, well monitoring for any part of the operationd lifetime
of the facility, in order to assess the impact of groundwater withdrawas on salinization of groundwater
and on water levelsin nearby wetlands, and to file with the Siting Board a description of any plansthat
result from this consultation for monitoring sainization and wetland impacts.

Overdl, the record indicates that the Company would be able to meet itsincreased process
water needs by withdrawing water from Wells No. 2, 3, and 4 and, as necessary, the Tupper Road
well, without affecting the Town's ability to serve its residents and without adversdy affecting
neighboring groundwater or wetlands. The Siting Board therefore finds thet, with the implementation of
the above condition, the impacts of the Company’s proposed groundwater withdrawals would be
minimized.

With respect to potable water use, the record shows that, following the repowering of Unit 2,
Cand Station’ s potable water requirements would be reduced by 2.6 million gpy, to 8.4 million gpy.
As discussed above, the Metcdf and Eddy Study, which incorporated existing industrid usesinto its
water projections, found that the Town's existing water supply system would be adequate to meet
maximum daily demand in the year 2020. The Siting Board finds that the repowered Cand Station’s
potable water requirements would not prevent the Town from serving its commercia and residentia

water customers.
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With respect to the impacts of once-through cooling, the record shows that, following the
repowering of Unit 2, Canal Station would increase its water withdrawals from the Cape Cod Cand by
19% to 620 mgd. The difference in temperature between water entering the facility and water exiting
the facility would remain at the current leve of 32 degrees Fahrenheit. In addition, the maximum
discharge temperature would remain within its currently permitted level of 86 degrees Fahrenheit in the
upper 15 feet of the water column above the discharge diffuser, four degrees below the critica vaue of
90 degrees which therma impact studies suggest is necessary to protect fisheries from therma impacts.
In addition, the record indicates that no fish kills from therma discharges have been recorded since the
current diffuser design came into operation a Cand Station. The record indicates that the Company’s
exigting submerged dot diffuser would disspate hegt in the therma plume as quickly as possble. Thus,
the record indicates that the thermd plume from Cand Station would not cause sgnificant impacts to
the aquatic environmen.

With respect to larvae and phytoplankton entrainment, the record shows that less than 1% of
the larvae in the Cand would be entrained. With respect to entrainment of phytoplankton, the
Company has asserted that the effects of entrainment of phytoplankton would be negligible based on
their rapid replacement rate. The Company has provided information to satisfy concerns regarding its
modeling and analysis, which will be supplemented by further data in its NPDES permit gpplication.

With respect to fish impingement, the record includes a summary of both the 1978 fish
impingement study by Hall and Morrow and impingement sampling by the Company’ s consultant,
Marine Research Inc. The results indicate that impingement losses at Cand Station generdly range
from 1 to 3 fish per hour and were among the lowest of any large-volume once-through cooling power
plant in the Northeast. The Company noted that there were two episodes where there were
ggnificantly higher fish mortaity rates due to amdfunction of the Company’s chlorine handling system,
and gated that the Company would redesign this system to prevent smilar episodes in the future.

The record shows that in order to reduce impingement impacts, the Company has engineered
its proposed intake structure to incorporate the best available technology for withdrawals from surface
water bodies as required by EPA, the Massachusetts Divison of Marine Fisheries, the Nationd Marine
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Fisheries Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Company asserted that these
improvements would reduce current impingement losses by 20% to 50% and that as aresult, the
project would cause an overdl net pogtive change in the number of surviving adults of
commercia/recreationd species of between 0% and 50%, depending on the species. Findly, the
record shows that the Company has monitored the facility’ s intake screens and has not found any
occurrences of impingement of marine mammals or seaturtles at the intakes.

The record shows that both EPA and MDEP must review the proposed intake and thermal
discharge for compliance with Section 316a and 316b of the Clean Water Act. The Siting Board notes
that these regulatory requirements will help to minimize the environmenta impacts to the aguatic
environment that could be associated with the intake and discharge of cooling water from the Candl.
Accordingly, the Siting Board finds that the impacts of the proposed project associated with the use of
once-through cooling have been minimized.

Based on the review of evidence presented, the Siting Board concludes that the Company’s
plan to use cand water for once-through cooling, groundwater from its existing and proposed wells for
process needs, and the Sandwich municipa system for its potable water needs, would minimize the
water resource impacts of the proposed facility consistent with minimizing other potentia environmenta
impacts and cost. Accordingly, the Siting Board finds that, with the implementation of the condition set
forth above regarding the submission of its long-term groundwater and wetland monitoring plans, the
water resource impacts of the proposed facility would be minimized.

D. Wetlands
This section describes the wetland impacts of the proposed facility, the mitigation proposed by
the Company, and the costs and benefits of any additiona mitigation options.

1. Description
The Company stated that Cand Station is located on a developed site bounded to the north by
the Cape Cod Cand (Exhs. SEC-1, at 3.4-2; EFSB-WL-6; EFSB-WL-15; EFSB-WL-16). The



EFSB 98-9 Page 45

Company indicated that the banks of the Cape Cod Cand are regulated as wetlands (Exh. SEC-1, at
3.3-39, 3.4-6). The Company also delineated narrow bands of freshwater wetlands associated with an
existing drainage channel to the immediate north and south of the railroad tracks at the southern
boundary of the Cand Station property (id. at 3.4-2). The Company added that there are forested
wetlands and sdt marsh present within the Canal Station property (id. at 3.4-2; Exhs. EFSB-WL-6;
EFSB-WL-15; EFSB-WL-16).

The Company provided a detailed topographic survey of the Canal Station site (Exhs. EFSB-
WL-4; EFSB-WL-5A, SEC-1, a 3.4-9 Fig. 3.4-3). Thissurvey indicated that the elevation of al
interior portions of the Cana Station dite, including the project site, ranges between 11.6 and 16 feet
above sea leve, above the 10-foot contour line designating the 100-year flood level (Exhs. EFSB-WL-
5A, EFSB-WL-13). The Company therefore asserted that the 100-year floodplain does not encroach
upon interior portions of the site (Exh. EFSB-WL-13).%°

The Company stated that the project Siteis dready disturbed, consisting of paved aress,

compacted soil, and smdl buildings interspersed with small areas of scrub brush (Exhs. EFSB-G-5-C
at 4.5-1; SEC-1, at 3.4-1). The Company indicated that ingtalation of the proposed turbine building,
stack, and HRSGs would not affect any wetland resource area or buffer zone (Exhs. EFSB-G-5-C at
45-1; SEC-1, at 3.4-2). However, the Company noted that the new cooling water intake structure
would extend through the banks of the Cape Cod Canal, and would thus be subject to oversight by the
EPA, MDEP, the Sandwich Conservation Commission, and the Army Corps (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.3-39,
3.4-6). The Company dtated that the new intake structure would be designed and located in a manner
which would minimize wetland impacts (id. at 3.4-13;_Exhs. EFSB-WL-11A, B, C, D; EFSB-G-5-C
at 4.5-1). Inorder to limit construction impacts on wetlands, the Company would: (1) ingtall a sheet

pile cofferdam to prevent communication between surface water and the excavation; (2) put in place

40 The Company submitted a Federa Emergency Management Agency ("FEMA") map for the
Cand Station site which gppears to show that portions of the Cand Station are within the 100-
year floodplain (Exh. EFSB-WL-4). The Company provided more detailed topographical
information which demonstrated that the project Site is outside of these areas (Exhs. SEC-1, at
3.4-8-9, Fig. 3.4-3; EFSB-WL-13).
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physica barriers to it and sediment migration, such as hay baes and st fencing, within and
surrounding the cofferdam; and (3) control groundwater flow using awell point dewatering system
(Exh. EFSB-WL-11).

The Company stated that, as part of the proposed project, it would upgrade the existing Canal
Station sormwater management system, resulting in areduction in the rate of runoff discharge (Exh.
EFSB-WL-3). The Company stated that the existing Cana Station Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Pan (“SWPPP’) would be updated to reflect changes resulting from congtruction of the proposed
project (Exhs. SEC-1, at 3.6-5; EFSB-G-5-C at 4.6-60 to 4.6-61). The Company stated that the
upgraded stormwater management system would maintain aminimum distance of 100 feet between
stormwater discharges and waterways and wetland resource areas (Exhs. EFSB-G-5-C at 4.5-5;
EFSB-WL-2). The Company stated that infiltration basins would be located 500 feet from the nearest
wetland and that al runoff would be treated prior to discharge into wetlands (Exhs. SEC-1, at 3.4-1;
EFSB-WL-2). The Company noted that the upgraded water management system would require
gpprova by the Sandwich Conservation Commission (Exh. EFSB-WL-14).

The Company indicated that the transmission line that would interconnect the proposed facility
to the Commonwedlth Electric substation would cross a forested wetland area and buffer zone (Exh.
SEC-1, a 4.4-11). The Company contended that no route avoiding this wetland areaiis available (id.).
The Company stated that it would be necessary to remove the tops of some overstory treesin this area
to provide clearance for the transmission lines (id.; Exh. EFSB-WL-9; Tr. 8, at 988-989). However,
the Company asserted that no clearing or grading within wetland areas would be required, that the
topography and water flow within the wetland would not be affected, and that the Company would
restore any damage caused to buffer zones (Tr. 8, at 988-989). The Company provided a copy of the
wetland retoration plan which it had submitted to the Sandwich Conservation Commission, describing
its plans for mitigating the impacts of tree-topping aong the transmission route (Exh. EFSB-G-5-H at 1
to 7). Thisproposd detals aplan to diminate an existing stand of invasve dien reed within a 10,400
square foot emergent portion of the wetland, and subsequently to plant native shrubs (id.).
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The Company submitted letters from the US Fish and Wildlife Service and the Massachusetts
Natura Heritage and Endangered Species Program indicating that these agencies anticipate no impacts
to federd- or sate-listed rare and endangered species of plants or animals, vernad pools, or exemplary
natural communities as aresult of the proposed project (Exh. SEC-1, App. a 3.4).

2. Ardyss

The record shows that the proposed facility would be constructed on a previoudy-disturbed
portion of the Cand Station Site, and that congtruction of the proposed turbine building, HRSGs, and
stack would take place entirely outside of wetland resource areas and buffer zones. However, the
congtruction of anew cooling water intake structure to serve the proposed facility could result in
impacts to the banks of the Cape Cod Cand, which are regulated as wetlands. The Siting Board
notes that the design, congtruction, and operation of the new intake structure would be subject to
review and gpprova by regulatory authorities including the Sandwich Conservation Commission,
MDEP, EPA, and Army Corps and that the Company has developed plans to minimize the wetlands
impacts of the congtruction of the new intake structure. The Siting Board aso notes that the wetland
impacts would consst of modifications to the man-made banks of the Cape Cod Cand at a point
between two exigting intakes. The Siting Board concludes that the adoption of a discharge design
agreed upon by the Company and appropriate federd, state, and loca regulatory authorities would
minimize the wetland impacts associated with this eement of the proposed project.

The record dso indicates that construction of anew eectrical interconnection to serve the
proposed facility would result in the topping of overstory trees within aforested wetland area. The
Company plans to mitigate any wetland disturbances resulting from the congtruction of the transmisson
line interconnect by eradicating an invasive dien reed and restoring indigenous vegetation to the Ste.
This mitigation plan aso will require the gpprova of the Sandwich Conservation Commission.

Overdl, the record demongtrates that the Company has taken reasonable measures to reduce
the wetlands impacts associated with the construction and operation of the proposed facility, and that
the anticipated impacts are necessitated by the location of existing eectricd facilities and the proposed
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use of once-through cooling. The record also shows that, as part of the development of the proposed
project, sormwater treatment at the Cana Station will be improved. Consequently, the Siting Board
finds that the wetlands impacts of the proposed facility would be minimized.

E Solid Weste
This Section describes the solid waste impacts of the proposed facility, the mitigation proposed
by the Company, and the costs and benefits of any additionad mitigation options.

1. Description

The Company estimated that construction of the proposed facility would generate
gpproximately 55.5 tons of waste and debris, including general waste, scrap metals and wood and
paper products (Exh. EFSB-HZ-11). In addition, 2500 cubic yards of asphdlt, brick, and concrete
would be generated (Tr. 2, at 141). The Company stated that it was committed to recycling all
recyclable waste generated during construction (Exh. EFSB-HZ-11; Tr. 2, at 115, 141). The
Company indicated that its construction contractor, under the supervision of a Company representetive,
would be responsible for developing plans to reduce, reuse, and recycle congtruction-related wastes
and for disposing of any materid which is not recyclable or reusable off-ste in an appropriate landfill
(Exhs. EFSB-HZ-1; EFSB-HZ-11; Tr. 2, at 126 to 127, 139).

The Company indicated that the mgjor solid wastes produced by operation of the proposed
facility would include spent catalyst from the NOy and CO removal systems, spent condensate polisher
resin, and general plant refuse (Exhs. EFSB-G-5-C at 4.7-1 to 4.7-3; EFSB-HZ-5; EFSB-HZ-6).
The Company indicated that office and other facility wastes would be recycled and that non-recyclable
materials would be disposed of by alicensed contractor (Exh. EFSB-HZ-1). Spent catalyst from the
NOy control system would be sent to areclamation facility, returned to the supplier for reclamation or,
if reclamation were not an option, sent to an appropriate disposal facility; spent catdyst from the CO
remova system would be reclaimed or disposed of by the Company's supplier of replacement catalyst
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(Exh. EFSB-HZ-5).** The Company noted that the switch from ail to natura gasfiring for Unit 2
would essentidly diminate flyash production in Unit 2, and would reduce the total quantity of flyash
generated at Canad Station by 50% (Exh. EFSB-G-5-C-1, at 4.7-4). The Company indicated that,
when burning ail, Unit 2 would generate asmdl quantity of residud ash film, which would require
periodic ongite cleaning (Exh. EFSB-HZ-10).

Mirant Cand 1 indicated that it would update the existing Cand Station solid waste
management program, which includes the recycling of office waste, plagtic, scrap metd, and other
recyclable materids, to encompass waste reduction, composting, and on-site end-use of materids, and
that it would expand its recycling plan to include potentia waste streams from construction and start-up
of the proposed facility (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.6-9 t0 3.6-10). Mirant Cand Il noted that its former parent
company, the Southern Company, is an EPA WasteWi$e®? partner, with programs in place to recycle
coa ash, prevent pollution, recycle office waste, and purchase recycled materids (Exh. EFSB-RR-14;
Tr. 2, a 115-116). The Company stated that it would implement as appropriate recycling and waste
reduction strategies used at other Mirant Corporation facilities (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.6-9 to 3.6-10).

The Company provided a copy of the Massachusetts Solid Waste Master Plan 1997 Updeate,
which sets a gate-wide goa of recycling 46% of municipa solid waste, including residentia and
commercia waste (Exh. EFSB-RR-14; Tr. 2, at 115-116). The Company stated that it is committed
to following the Commonwedth’ s recyding guiddines for commercid fadilities, and that it would work
to achieve or exceed the current overdl recycling rate for commercid facilities at Cand Station (Tr. 2,
a 115to0 116). The Company Stated that it is not currently engaged in recycling program partnerships
with Sandwich, and that it is not aware of any loca recycling program run by Sandwich (Tr. 2, a 218).

4l The Company estimated that 565 cubic meters of spent catdyst from the NOy control system
and 128 cubic meters of spent catalyst from the CO system would require disposal once every
three years (Exh. EFSB-RR-17).

42 WasteWi$e is a voluntary EPA-sponsored program aimed at reducing municipa solid waste by
working with partners to set recycling goas and report on waste reduction strategies (Exh.
EFSB-RR-14; Tr. 2, at 115-116).
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The Company dated that Cand Station currently is a Smdl Quantity Generator of federdly-
regulated hazardous wastes, and a Large Quantity Generator of state-regulated waste (Exh. SEC-1, at
3.6-6; Tr. 2, a 115). The Company stated that hazardous wastes would be separated from normal
wastes and stored in properly labeled containers in a segregated storage area (Exh. EFSB-HZ-11).
The Company noted that federally-regulated wastes currently are stored in a building to the east of Unit
2; as part of the proposed project, storage for al hazardous wastes would be consolidated inside the
Unit 2 building (Exhs. EFSB-HZ-8; SEC-1, a 3.6-71t0 3.6-8; Tr. 2, a 135). The Company stated
that it attempts to recycle both state- and federaly-regulated wastes whenever possible (Exh. SEC-1,
at 3.6-7).

2. Andyss

The record demonstrates that, where possible and cost-effective, solid waste from construction
and operation of the proposed facility would be recycled, reclaimed or reused. The record aso shows
that the Company or its licensed contractor(s) would dispose of dl remaining solid waste from
congtruction and operation of the proposed facility at appropriate disposa Stesin amanner consistent
with applicable governmentd reguletions.

Mirant Cand 1l has indicated that it would attempt to follow the Commonwedth’s recycling
guiddines for commercid facilities, and would work to reduce congtruction and demolition debris
during congtruction. The Siting Board encourages Mirant Cand 11 to work with Sandwich to develop a
program with the god of attaining a 46% recycling rate for operationd wastes (the target recycling rate
for solid waste set forth in the Massachusetts Solid Waste Master Plan) and to work with its contractor

to attain the maximum feasible recycling of construction and demoalition debris. The Siting Board directs
Mirant Cand |1, prior to the commencement of operation, to file acopy of its updated recycling plan
with the Siting Board, and to report on its recycling rate for construction and demolition debris and its
anticipated recycling rate for operationa wastes.

The record shows that hazardous wastes would be segregated from norma wastes and
disposed of gppropriately. In addition, the record indicates that the switch from oil to naturd gasfiring
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for Cand Unit 2 will significantly reduce flyash and other solid wastes resulting from combustion. The
record further demondtrates that the Company’ s existing plans for handling, storage, and disposal of
solid wastes at Canal Station can be modified to accommodate the proposed project.

The Siting Board finds that, with the implementation of the above condition, the solid waste
impacts of the proposed facility would be minimized.

F. Visud Impects
This section describes the visua impacts of the proposed facility, the mitigation proposed by the

Company, and the cost and benefits of any additiona mitigation options.

1. Description

The Company submitted an evauation of the potentid visua impacts of: (1) the proposed
facility and related structures, (2) exterior lighting, and (3) the facility plume. The Company stated that
the principa new structures associated with the proposed facility include a new turbine building, 503
feet long, 115 feet wide and 96 feet tal, which would enclose four new combustion turbines, and a
230-foot penthouse-like stack with four flues (“stack structure”’) (Exh. SEC-1, at 1-9). Four new
HRSGs would be located in a*courtyard” bounded by a proposed compressor building to the north,
the new turbine building to the east, awall extending from the new turbine building to the south, and the
exiging Unit 2 building to the west (id. at 1-9, Fig. 1-2). The Company stated that it designed the new
buildings to be harmonious with the existing Site and noted that a 230 feet, the new stack structure
would be only 20 feet above the roof line of the current Unit 2 power block building, and less than half
the height of the existing 498 foot stack (id. at 3.9-1).* The Company indicated that the proposed

a3 The Company argued that its use of once-through cooling aso helped minimize visua impacts
(Exhs. EFSB-W-47; EFSB-W-100). The Company noted that the use of either closed-loop
or dry cooling would require the congtruction of large, highly visble cooling structures that
would enlarge the facility footprint (Exhs. EFSB-W-43; EFSB-W-47; EFSB-W-99; EFSB-
W-100). The Company aso stated that water evaporation from the two cooling towers
required for a closed-loop cooling system would result in visible plumes on cold days (Exh.
(continued...)
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facility layout was oriented to minimize views of the new structures from the Sagamore Bridge, and that
the forested areas spread throughout Sandwich generdly limit views of Cana Station from other areas
(id. at 3.9-1t0 3.9-2).

The Company stated that the northwest portion of Sandwich is an area of mixed visud
character, with the existing Canal Station Units 1 and 2 asamgor visud dement (id. at 3.9-1). The
Company noted that the Cape Cod Canal, Sandwich Marina and Scusset Beach establish a
recregtiond character, while sngle family homes and historic landmarks are interspersed with
recreation-oriented commercia and retail establishments along Route 6A (id.). Nearby recreationa
facilities include the marina, a Sate forest, and bike trails on both sides of the cand (id.). The Company
noted that, while the north sde of Cand Station isin full view from the bike trail on the far Sde of the
cand, the view from the Cand Walk is blocked to alarge extent by a berm supporting afence and
vegetation (id.).

In order to assess the visual impacts of the proposed facility, the Company conducted a
comprehensve viewshed andysis of the area (id. at 3.9-1 to 3.9-40). In consultation with Town
officids, Cape Cod Commission members, and locd residents, the Company identified 14 locations
that potentialy could have views of the proposed facility (id. at 3.9-3, Fig. 3.9-2A-15b; Tr. 3, at
289).* The Company indicated that it selected these locations based on an evauation of the site using
topographic maps and other mapping techniques, Site visits, and the experience of its landscape
architect (Exh. EFSB-V-1). Photographs looking toward the Cand Station site were taken from each
identified location; where foliate conditions were a factor, photographs were either taken or smulated in
both leaf-on and leaf-off conditions (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.9, Fig. 3.9-8d, 3.9-8f). The Company then

a3 (...continued)
SEC-1, at 1-16).

4 The receptor locations were: Scussett Beach; the Sandwich Marina; the Sandwich boardwalk;
the Marshland Restaurant; Spring Hill Beach; the intersection of Jarves Street and Route 6A;
the parking lot of Daniel Webster Inn; Route 130 before the Route 6 Overpass, the Canal
Walk; the Sagamore Bridge; the Bourne/Sandwich town line; the Merchant’ s Square shopping
plaza; Oyster Hill (residentid); and High View (resdentid) (Exh. SEC-1, a Fig. 3.9-1).
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devel oped a computer-generated perspective of the proposed facility asit would appear from each
location and superimposed the perspective on the associated photograph to present avisual depiction
of the proposed facility and stack (id. at 3.9-3). The Company later analyzed three additiond
viewsheds at the request of Siting Board staff (Exh. EFSB-V-2).%

The Company’svisud andysis indicated that much of the new stack structure and the new
turbine building would be vigble from the Sandwich Marina, located just to the east of the proposed
facility (Exh. SEC-1, a 3.9-4; Company Brief a 74). The Company’s analysis dso suggested that
much of the stack structure and a portion of the new turbine building would be visible from the
Merchants Square shopping plaza, located directly south of Canal Station off Tupper Road; however,
the Company asserted that the Cape Cod Commission has recently permitted the expansion of a
neighboring Stop and Shop, which should reduce the visud impact of the project from that location
(Exh. SEC-1, at 3.9-4; Figs. 3.9-13b and 13c; Tr. 3, at 284-285). Portions of the stack structure and
the new turbine building aso would be visble againg the backdrop of the existing Cand Station
buildings from Scusset Beach, located approximately 2000 feet from Cana Station on the opposite Sde
of the Cape Cod Cand, and, distantly, from the adjoining Phillips Road neighborhood (Exhs. SEC-1,
Figs. 3.9-2A and 3.9-2b; EFSB-V-2).

The Company’ s visud andyssindicated more limited visua impacts from other locations.

From one location, the Danid Webgter Inn, there would be no view of the new facility structures (Exh.
SEC-1, a 3.9-4). The Sagamore Bridge would provide a distant view of the top of the stack structure
above exiding Cand Station buildings, with the new turbine building visble againgt the exigting buildings
(id. a Fig. 3.9-11A, B). From the High View neighborhood, the top of the stack structure would be
vighle above exiging Cand Station buildings, and the top of the new turbine building would be visble
abovetrees (id. at Fig. 3.9-15A, B). Findly, from eight other mid-range to distant locations,*® views of

% The Siting Board requested additiond viewshed analyses from Phillips Road (located across
the cand, to the north of the Scusset Beach area), Dillingham Road in the “Town Neck” area of
Sandwich, and the Sandwich Motor Lodge parking area (Exh. EFSB-V-2).

46 These include: the Sandwich boardwalk; the Marshland Restaurant; Spring Hill Beach; the
(continued...)
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the new facility would be limited to the top of the stack structure above ether trees or existing Cand
Station structures (Exhs. SEC-1, at Figs. 3.9-4, 3.9-5, 3.9-6, 3.9-7, 3.9-11, 3.9-13; EFSB-V-2).

The Company dated thet it would minimize the visud impacts of the facility by minimizing
building and stack heights, by maintaining the existing mature tree cover dong the site boundary, and by
implementing alandscaping plan (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.9-38). The Company stated that it would select
colorsfor buildings and other facility structures that blend with the background, and that afina color
scheme would be chosen in cooperation with the local community through its workshop and community
input efforts (id. at 3.9-38; Tr. 3, at 304).

The Company dso initidly proposed on-site landscaping to reduce near-field impacts along the
Cana Walk, at the Sandwich Marina, and along Freezer Road (Exhs. SEC-1, at 3.9-4; EFSB-G-5-C
a 4.4-75). Specificdly, the Company proposed to ingtdl a vegetative buffer aong the Cana Walk and
on the eastern side of the Site adjacent to the public access to the Cand Walk and the marina (Exh.
EFSB-G-5-C at 4.4-75). The Company dtated that existing stone areas would be replanted with
indigenous meadow grasses, and that a combination of moderately sized conifers, native deciduous
trees and shrubs, and herbaceous plants would be planted along the Cand Station fenceline (id. at 4.4-
75, Figs. 4.4-16, 4.4-17). The Company asserted that this mixed planting would help screen the near
views of the proposed facility and would divert attention away from the large structures towards the
low to mid-level environment (id. at 4.4-75).

On March 24 and 25, 2000, the Company hosted a Community Character Workshop to help
etablish community priorities for addressing “ Historic Preservation/Community Character” as defined
in the Cape Cod Commission’'s Regiona Policy Plan (Exh. EFSB-RR-23-S at 1). The workshop was
attended by 28 invitees, including town officias, abutters, members of the Cape Cod Commission and
other locad committees, eected officids, merchants, and state and federd officids (id. at 2).
Participants first developed alist of gpproximately 50 projects that could enhance Cand Station and

(...continued)
intersection of Jarves Street and 6A; Route 130; the Bourne/Sandwich town line; the Oyster
Hill neighborhood; and Dillingham Road (Exhs. SEC-1, at sec. 3.9-4; EFSB-V-2).
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nearby areas, including the Sandwich Maring; these projects ranged from short-term visua
improvements, such as painting and landscaping at Cand Station, to long-term recreationd,
trangportation, and infrastructure improvements (id. at 2-3, Fig. 1). Subsequently, the participants
prioritized these projects, in groups and individualy (id. at 3). Perticipants expressed support for a
variety of landscaping options (including gateway enhancements and Cand Walk plantings); for painting
the facility to blend with its surroundings; for expanding sdewaks and bikeways in the areg; for burying
overhead wires in the Town's higtoric digtrict; and for building a desdinization plant to meet the areal s
water needs (id. a 22, Fig. 4B). The Company dtated that it would attempt to focusits visud impact
mitigation on prioritiesidentified by the workshop members, and that while it likely would paint the
facility, it might substitute improvements to bike and pedestrian access for some of the initidly-
proposed site edge landscaping (Tr. 3, at 311-312, 349).

The Company dated thet, while the exidting fadility isilluminated, additiond exterior lighting
would be required for the new access road and the pedestrian entrance to the new turbine building
(Exh. SEC-1, a 3.9-39). The Company proposed to use a lighting system which would direct light
downward (id.). The Company noted that the new stack structure would not be tall enough to require
avidion lights (id.).

With respect to visible emissions, the Company stated that vapor plumes from combustion
turbine exhaust are typically wispy and tranducent in nature and do not extend for grest distances
downwind (id.). The Company argued that the repowered Unit 2 would burn natural gas and low
aulfur didtillate fuel for backup, fuels which minimize any plume opacity (Tr. 3, a 320). The Company
asserted that visible plumes would occur only in cold wesather, and that for over 95% of the time that
plumes are visible, they would be less than 200 meterslong (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.9-39; Tr. 3, a 317 to
322).

2. Andyss
The Company has proposed to repower Unit 2 at its existing Cand Station, resulting in the
congruction of anew turbine building 503 feet long, 115 feet wide and 96 feet tdl, and a new 230-foot



EFSB 98-9 Page 56

gtack structure containing four flues. The record indicates that the Company’ s proposed facility design
incorporates building sght lines, sructure height, congtruction materias, and lighting which would serve
to minimize its visua impacts. Specificdly, the proposed facility was Sted to optimize the buffering
effect of exigting on-site buildings, and the new stack would be only 20 feet taler than the exigting Unit
2 power block building and would be enclosed in a penthouse structure. The Company intends to
work with Sandwich and the local community to choose colors for the exterior of the proposed
sructures.

The record demongtrates that the Company anayzed the potentia visua impacts of the
proposed facility at 17 receptor locations in the surrounding area by superimposing computer-
generated views of the new dructures on photographs showing the current view from each location.
Where gppropriate, visua impacts in leaf-off conditions so were andyzed. The Company’s andyss
indicates that, from most mid-range to distant viewpoints, views of the proposed facility would be
limited to the top of the stack Structure. From two distant locations -- the Sagamore Bridge and the
High Point neighborhood -- portions of the new facility structures would be viewed againgt the
backdrop of larger existing Cand Station structures, but would not expand the length of visible building
mass. Visble exhaust plumes from the new stack would be present mostly during colder months and
would appear wispy and tranducent.

However, the record also demonstrates that the proposed project would result in the addition
of ggnificant new building mass east of the existing Cand Station equipment. The viewshed analyssfor
the Sandwich Marina demondtrates that this additiona building mass would result in Sgnificant new
visua impacts for open areasin close proximity to the eastern portion of the Cana Station site,
including the Sandwich Marina, Freezer Road, and the segment of the Canal Wak which bordersthe
easstern end of the Site.

The record indicates that the Company has been pursuing the input of the community in
determining strategies for minimizing and mitigating the visud impacts of both the existing and new
fecilities at Cand Station. Specifically, the Company hosted a Community Character Workshop to
help establish community priorities for mitigation. Following the workshop, the Company suggested
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that it would put most of its resources for visud impact mitigation into painting the facility, and thet it
might spend money origindly intended for on-gte landscaping on other priorities of the workshop
members. While the Siting Board believes that the Company should be respongve to community
concerns, we hote that the impacts of the proposed project on the Sandwich Marina, and on the
segment of the Cand Walk that directly abuts the new facility structures, would be significant enough to
require some level of mitigation regardless of any other commitments which the Company intends to
make to the community. The Siting Board therefore directs the Company, in conjunction with
gppropriate local and regiond authorities, to develop and implement alandscaping plan for the eastern
boundary of the Cand Station site, and for the northern boundary in the vicinity of the proposed new
structures, to reduce the visua impacts of the project at the Sandwich Marina and Freezer Road and
aong the Cand Walk.

In addition, as reflected in the viewshed analyses for Scusset Beach and Merchant Square,
congtruction of the propased project could significantly enlarge the visible mass of Canal Station from
areas with open mid-range views of the eastern end of Cand Station. In two recent reviews involving
urban sites dready occupied by dectric generation or transmission facilities, the Siting Board has
required off-gte tree planting in neighboring resdential areas where the added mass of the new facility
structures was of specid concern. Sithe Edgar Decision, 10 DOM SB at 82-83; Sithe Mydtic Decison,

9DOMSB at 159. Consgtent with this precedent, the Siting Board directs the Company to provide
reasonable off-gte mitigation of visud impacts, including shrubs, trees, window awnings, or other
mutually-agreeable measures, that would screen views of the new turbine building or compressor
building at affected resdentia properties, roadways and other |ocations within one-half mile to the east
of the proposed facility, or within one-haf mile to the southeast or south of the proposed facility east of
the Commonwesdlth Electric substation, as requested by individua property owners or appropriate
municipd officids. Inimplementing this requirement, the Company: (1) shdl provide shrub and tree
plantings, window awnings, or other reasonable mitigation on private property, only with the permisson
of the property owners, and dong public ways, only with the permission of the appropriate municipa
officids; (2) shdl provide written notice of this requirement to gppropriate officids and to dl potentidly
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affected property owners 30 days prior to the commencement of structural work on either the new
turbine building or compressor building, whichever occursfirgt; (3) may limit requests for mitigation
measures from locd property owners and municipd officids to a specified period ending no less than
twelve months after initia operation of the plant; (4) shal complete dl agreed-upon mitigation measures
within one year after completion of congtruction, or if based on arequest filed after commencement of
construction, within one year after such request; and (5) shdl be responsible for the reasonable
maintenance and replacement of plantings, as necessary to ensure that hedlthy plantings become
established.

The Siting Board finds that, with the implementation of the above conditions, the visud impacts
of the proposed facility would be minimized.

G. Noise

This section describes the proposed project’ s noise impacts and mitigation proposed by the
Company.

1. Description

The Company asserted that, with the use of its proposed noise mitigation, the proposed project
would leave noise levels near Cand Station essentially unchanged (Exh. SEC-1, a 3.10-21). The
Company dated that noise mitigation for the proposed project would meet al statutory and regulatory
noise guiddines* (id. at 3.10-1 to 3.10-21; Exhs. EFSB-G-5-C at 4.3-1 to 4.3-8; EFSB-A-2, Bulk
Att. at 7-1 to 7-32).

The Company stated that the repowered Unit 2 would operate essentialy continuoudy and
produce steady noise levels (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.10-18). The Company noted that the existing Cand

a1 The Company indicated that noise is regulated in Massachusetts under 310 CMR 7.10, which
prohibits increases in broadband sound levels of 10 dBA or higher and “pure tone’ conditions
at new sources. A pure tone is defined as a sound pressure level in any given octave band
which exceeds the levels in adjacent bands by 3 decibels or more (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.10-3to
3.10-4).
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Units 1 and 2 have been in operation for over 20 years and contribute to noise levels of about 50
decibds (A-weighted) (“dBA”) in the community neer the plant (id. at 3.10-21). The Company stated
that no noise-related complaints have been filed with Sandwich or the MDEP againgt Cand Station
within the last three years (Exh. EFSB-N-14).

The Company stated that it employed an industry-standard noise modeling methodol ogy*®,
previoudy accepted by the Siting Board, to model the potential noise impacts from the proposed facility
(Exhs. SEC-1, at 3.210-1 to 21; EFSB-G-5-C at 4.3-1 to 8; EFSB-A-2, Bulk Att. at 7-31 to 7-32).
The Company dated that its modeling was based on information from equipment vendors, in-house
information and standard climatic conditions and atenuation assumptions, but excluded any alowance
for absorption of noise by vegetation or ground cover (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.10-18).

To determine exigting background noise levels, the Company monitored daytime and nighttime
noise levels at seven noise monitoring locations (“NMLS’) near the proposed facility® (id. at 3.10-5 to
3.10-16) (see Table 4). The Company stated that it used continuous noise monitoring & four of these
NMLs and short-term monitoring at the remaining NMLs (id.). Based on its noise monitoring data, the

8 The Company stated that its noise mode has been used in performing noise assessments for
over 25 electrica generating station projects smilar to the proposed facility (Exh. EFSB-N-6).

49 These locations were Freezer Road, Briarwood Road, the Cana Station fenceline nearest to
the Town Marina, Tupper Road, the parking lot across the Cape Cod Canal from Cand
Station, Dexter Avenue, and the Canal Walk at a point 400 feet from the Cand Station
fenceline (Exh. SEC-1, a 3.10-7). The Company Stated that an additiona location at the
Town Maring, further away from the Cand Station fenceline location included in the monitoring
program, was added for purposes of mode ling noise impacts at the Marina (Exh. EFSB-A-2-
SA a 7-28). The Company aso stated that it did not model noise impacts at the Canal Walk
monitoring location because (1) this point was not close to the project site; (2) it was shielded
from facility noise by on-ste structures; and (3) there were no resdencesin the vicinity (Tr. 7,
at 872).
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Company modeled ambient Ly, noise levels™ at the seven NMLs a levels ranging from 43 to 51 dBA
(id. at 7-30 (Table 7-7)) (see Table 4)>%.

The Company noted that its noise monitoring data reflected noise currently generated by Candl
Units 1 and 2 (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.10-7). The Company aso modeed the hypothetical ambient levels
which would exigt if Units 1 and 2 were not present (“ greenfields ambient level”) (Exh. EFSB-A-2-S-A
at 7-30, (Table 7-7)). The Company stated that this greenfields ambient level was calculated to
represent average nighttime noise levels excluding noise from Units 1 and 2, but including the noise
generated by the two eectric substations located adjacent to Cand Statior?? (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.10-
16). The modeled greenfields ambient levels ranged from 39 to 40 dBA at the seven NMLs (Exh.
EFSB-A-2-S-A, a 7-30, (Table 7-7)) (see Table 4).

The Company noted thet, following the repowering of Unit 2, total noise leves (including noise
from Unit 1 and Unit 2) would be lower than current ambient noise levels (indluding noise from exiging
Units 1 and 2) (id. at 7-30, (Table 7-7); Exh. EFSB-N-2). The Company stated that anticipated
nighttime Ly, sound following the repowering of Unit 2 would be 3 to 8 dBA over the modeled
greenfields ambient levels (Exh. EFSB-N-2; Tr. 7, at 858-861).

TABLE 4

50 The Company stated that Ly, measurements refer to the sound level that is exceeded 90
percent of the time during the measurement period (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.10-5).

> Existing ambient Ly, levels measured in September 1998 at the seven NMLs ranged from 42 to
50 dBA (Exh. EFSB-A-2-S-A at 7-20 (Table 7-4)). However, the Company’ s most recent
noise analyses are based, not on the measured ambient noise levels, but on modded ambient
noise levels. Because these modded ambient noise levels are smilar to the measured ambient
noise levels, the Siting Board accepts the modeled noise levels as a basis for andyzing noise
impacts in this case and reports them in Table 4, below.

52 The Company Stated that, after consultation with MDEP, it determined that noise from the
electric trandformers a the Comonwesdlth Electric subgtation should be included in the
greenfields ambient ca culations because a transmission substation would be needed  this
location even if Cand Station did not exist (Exh. EFSB-RR-52; Tr. 7, at 851 to 855).
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Comparison of modeed nighttime Lg, in the vicinity of Canal Station in the absence of a

facility, with the current facility, and with the repower ed facility (in dBA)

L ocation Greenfidds ambient Current ambient Projected Ambient
(excluding existing  (including existing  (including Unit 1 &
Units1 and 2) Units1 & 2) repower ed Unit 2)
Freezer Rd. 40 49 48
Briarwood Rd. 40 51 48
Marina 40 48 47
Tupper Rd. 39 44 43
Parking lot across 40 45 44
the Cand
Dexter Ave. 39 43 42

(Exhs. EFSB-N-2; EFSB-A-2-S-A at 7-30, (Table 7-7)).

The Company aso provided estimates of day-night noise levels (L 4,)* under existing

conditions, under greenfidds conditions and following repowering (see Table 5). The Company’s data

indicated that, following the repowering of Unit 2, L, levelswould remain the same or decrease dightly

from current conditions a al NMLs (Exh. EFSB-N-4). The data dso indicated that, following the
repowering of Unit 2, L, levelswould be 1 to 4 dBA higher than greenfields ambient leves (id.).

s L4, refers to ameasurement of the day-night average sound level, with a 10 dBA penalty added
to sounds occurring between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 am. (Exh. EFSB-A-2 Bulk Att., App. G at

13). The Company provided a 1974 EPA document titled “Information On Levels Of

Environmenta Noise Requisite To Protect Public Health And Welfare With An Adequate
Margin Of Safety” (“Levels Document™), which dates that L, levels of up to 55 dBA are
protective of human health and welfare with an adequate margin for safety (Exh. EFSB-A-2
Bulk Att., App. G at 17 to 24).
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TABLES
Comparison of Ly, noise levelsin the vicinity of Canal Station in the absence of a facility, with
the current facility, and with the repower ed facility (in dBA)

L ocation Greenfiddds ambient Current ambient Projected Ambient
(excluding existing (including exigting  (including Unit 1 &
Units1 and 2) Units1 & 2) repower ed Unit 2)
Freezer Rd. 53 57 57
Briarwood Rd. 53 58 57
Marina 53 56 56
Tupper Rd. 52 53 53
Parking lot across 53 54 54
the Canal
Dexter Ave. 52 53 53
(Exh. EFSB-N-4)

The Company provided noise sampling data which indicated that a pure tone condition in the
63 Hertz (“HZz") range was measured at three NMLs (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.10-13; Tr. 7, at 882 to 884).
The Company testified that this tone was not audible to the field team dispaiched to perform noise
sampling; notes from the field team indicate severa potentia sources of the gpparent tond qudity™
(Exhs. EFSB-N-5; EFSB-N-13; Tr. 7, a 883). The Company stated that the proposed project has
been designed to prevent any tona quality to its noise emissions (Exh. EFSB-N-13; Tr. 7, a 882).

The Company aso modded the noise impacts which could result from additiona eectrica
transmisson lines. This modding indicated that, under worst-case scenarios, the transmission lines
would create a1 dBA increase in noise levels at Freezer Road and the Sandwich Marina (Exh. EFSB-
RR-56).

The Company dtated that the repowering of Unit 2 would eiminate a number of existing noise
sources at the Canal Station site (Exh. EFSB-G-5-C at 1-7 to 1-8). In addition, the Company
proposed to incorporate extensve noise mitigation measures into the design of the proposed fecility,

including the use of specidly designed acoustic buildings for the turbines and auxiliary equipment, the

> The Company dated that, in addition to Cana Station, significant noise sourcesin the area
included vehicular traffic, boat traffic in the Cape Cod Cand, aircraft overflights, and insects
(Exh. SEC-1, at 3.10-7).
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gas compression system, and the water circulation pump system (id.). The Company dso stated that it
would employ mufflers and casing trestment on equipment, (including turbine inlet and exhaust systlems,
building and equipment ventilation systems, and steam relief and vent valves) that would produce noise
during start-up and shut-down of the facility (id.). In addition, the Company proposed to use low noise
transformers, barriers to noise at specific locations, and acoudtic lagging and vibration isolation of steam
piping (Exhs. EFSB-N-2; SEC-1, at 3.10-20; EFSB-G-5-C at 4.3-8; EFSB-A-2, Bulk Att. at 7-31).
The Company stated that the total cost of its proposed noise mitigation (“Case A”) would be $10.6
million (Ezh EFSB-A-2-S-A at 7-31).

The Compatty presented three options for additiona noise mitigation, Cases B, C, and D.
Case B would reduce the noise impacts of the Canal Station (calculated asthe increasein Ly, noise
levels over the greenfields noise levels) a Briarwood Road, the receptor location closest to the
proposed project, from 8 dBA to 6 dBA above the modeed greenfidds level at an incrementa cost of
$12.5 million (Exh. EFSB-A-2-S-A at 7-31). Case C would reduce the post-repowering noise impact
of the Cana Station a Briarwood Road from 8 dBA to 3 dBA above the modeled greenfields leve a
an incrementa cogt of $13.7 million (id.). Case D would reduce the post-repowering noise impact of
the Canal Station at Briarwood Road from 8 dBA to 0 dBA above the modeled greenfields leve at an
incrementa cost of $41.2 million (id.). The Company stated that these incremental costs represent the
net present value of the capital cost of additional control measures® but do not include added fuel cost
from losses in thermd efficiency, and the value of logt plant capacity (Exh. EFSB-N-11). The
Company asserted that these additional costs would render the proposed project non-competitive in
the deregulated New England electric generation market (Exhs. EFSB-A-2, Bulk Att., at 7-31; EFSB-
N-11).

s Additiona noise mitigation measures could indlude: turbine and HRSG building walls;
additiond levels of muffler equipment, roof and ventilation fans, vent sllencers, gas turbine stack
baffles or slencers, gas turbine air intake filter and silencers; cooling tower noise barriers on
intake and exhaugt; building enclosures, and step-up transformer noise barriers (Exhs. EFSB-
N-11; EFSB-A-2-S-A at 7-29 to 7-31). More extensive measures would be required for
Unit 1 equipment as well as new equipment in order to reach higher levels of noise reduction
(Exh. EFSB-A-2-S-A at 7-29 to 7-31).
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The Company stated that it expects that construction-related noise impacts would be limited by
the developed nature of the Ste, which diminates the need for extensive clearing or grading in the early
stages of project construction (Exh. EFSB-RR-54; Tr. 7, at 894-895). The Company stated that
congtruction would last for 24 months, and that noise produced during congtruction would be
intermittent and limited in duration (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.10-17; Tr. 7, at 894-897). The Company stated
that project congtruction hours would generdly be from 6:00 am. to 4:00 p.m., Monday through
Friday, athough some work would occur at night and on Saturdays (Exhs. EFSB-T-4; EFSB-T-17).
The Company gtated that nighttime congtruction work would be limited to quieter activities such as
welding, interior work and equipment ingtdlation (Exh. EFSB-RR-55).

The Company stated that construction noise impacts would vary at different stages of
construction, but would be most intense during the first seven months of work (Exh. EFSB-RR-54).
The Company dated that the noise generated by typica construction equipment, including trucks,
cranes, bulldozers, backhoes, loaders, generators, welders, and other equipment, ranges between 35
and 47 dBA, on average, at 800 feet (Exhs. SEC-1, at 3.10-18; EFSB-N-7). The Company indicated
that pile-driving, which can produce noise levels of 75 to 101 dBA at 100 feet, would take place during
the early stages of congtruction (Exh. EFSB-N-8). The Company stated that pile driving would be
limited to extended weekday daytime hours, which the Company stated would be 10 hours per day,
and would last for 6 to 9 weeks (Exh. EFSB-N-8).

The Company stated that steam blows, which can produce noise levels of up to 140 dBA at
100 feet, would be limited to daytime hours, and that the Company would employ a muffler to attenuate
steam blows by at least 40 dBA (Exhs. EFSB-N-10; EFSB-N-16; EFSB-N-17; EFSB-RR-53). The
Company indicated that it would notify local police and fire departments prior to any steam blows (Exh.
EFSB-RR-53).

The Company stated that construction-related noise impacts would be governed by Sandwich's
Zoning By-Law, which redricts the hours during which noise audible a 400 feet from the property line
may occur (Exh. EFSB-RR-1). The Company stated that a Company representative would be
assigned to monitor and be directly responsble for the oversght of noise mitigation efforts by the
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construction contractor (Exh. EFSB-RR-55). The Company indicated that the contractor would be
respongble for providing and ensuring the effectiveness of mufflers on construction equipment and for
compliance with EPA construction noise regulations (Exhs. SEC-1, at 3.10-17; EFSB-RR-55).

2. Andyss
In prior decisons, the Siting Board has reviewed the noise impacts of proposed generating
fadilities for generd condstency with applicable governmentd regulations, including the MDEP-s 10
dBA standard. Sithe West Medway Decision, 10 DOMSB at 322; Brockton Power Decision, 10
DOMSB at 217; Altresco Rittsfield, Inc., 17 DOMSC 351, at 401 (1988) (“Altresco Decison’). In

addition, the Siting Board has considered the significance of expected noise increases which, athough
lower than 10 dBA, may adversdly affect existing residences or other sengitive receptors. IDC
Belingham Decison 9 DOMSB at 311; Sithe Mydtic Decison, 9 DOMSB at 164; Northeast Energy
Associates, 16 DOMSC 335, at 402-403 (1987) (ANEA Decisionf).

The record demondirates that the current measured nighttime Ly, noise levels at the resdentia
NMLswith Cand Station in operation range from to 42 dBA to 50 dBA, while modeed nighttime Ly,
noise levels at these NMLs range from 43 dBA to 51 dBA. Current Ly, noise levels a resdentia
NMLsrange from 53 dBA to 58 dBA, levels that approach or are dightly above the 55 dBA guiddine
identified by EPA as requisite to protect public health and welfare with an adequate margin of safety.
Thus, there is reason for the Company to use dl cost-effective noise mitigation to limit noise increases a
resdentia receptors closest to the Canal Station Site.

Here, the Company has committed to ingtaling noise mitigation that would reduce modeled Ly,
noiselevelsby 1to 3dBA a al NMLs. These anticipated levels represent a maximum increase of 8
dBA above modeled greenfield ambient levels. The Company dso provided three options for further
noise mitigation which would significantly reduce noise from current levels. The record reflects that
these options, Cases B, C, and D, would further reduce existing noise levels by 2 to 8 dBA, resulting in
maximum increases above modded greenfidds levels of 6 dBA, 3 dBA, and 0 dBA, at an additiona
cogt of $12.5 million, $13.7 million, and $41.2 million, respectively.
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The Siting Board notes that in two recent decisions concerning projects proposed for
brownfield sitesin areas with comparable or louder background noise levels, it approved expansion
proposals which were expected to result in maximum residentia receptor noise increases of up to 2

dBA above measured ambient levels at residentia receptors. Sithe Mystic Decision, 9 DOMSB at

160-166; Southern Kenddll Decison, 11 DOMSB at 337-345. Here, it is Sgnificant that while Mirant

Cand |1 likewise proposes to increase generating capacity at a brownfield site, it would reduce noise
levelsat dl resdentid receptors as part of replacing existing Unit 2 with higher capacity equipment.

In addition, the record demonstrates that, even if evauated againgt the modeled greenfield noise
levels, the maximum residentia noise impact of the post-repowering Cand Station would be an increase
of 8 dBA, which fdlswithin the range of noise increases that have been accepted by the Siting Board
for projects at greenfield sites™ The Siting Board notes that a“greenfidds’ andysis of noise at a
brownfields site such as Cand Station cannot be directly compared with its prior andyses of noise at
actua greenfields Sites, both because the “greenfields’ basdline is modeled rather than measured, and
because it represents conditions that have not obtained in the areafor saverd decades. Community
perception of a new source of noise, resulting in an increase of 8 dBA over actud existing ambient
noise leves, islikely to be very different from community perception of alongstanding existing source of
noise which, athough clearly detectable, has been present for some time and would be dightly reduced.
Nonethdess, in this case the greenfields andlys's provides evidence that the overdl noise impact of

6 In genera, the Siting Board considers noise increases at an aready noisy location to be more

ggnificant than noise increasesin other areas. See Sithe West Medway Decision, 10 DOM SB
at 327-328. In cases where measured background and calculated facility noise levels at the
mogt affected residentid receptors were neither unusualy noisy, (eq., noise levels substantial
exceeding the USEPA’s 55-dBA guiddine), nor unusudly quiet, the Siting Board has accepted
or required facility noise mitigation which was sufficient to hold resdentia L, increasesto
maximums of 5to 8 dBA. IDC Bdlingham Decision,

9 DOMSB at 311; ANP Bdlingham Decison, 7 DOMSB at 190; Berkshire Power
Development, Inc., 4 DOMSB 221, at 404 (1996) (“Berkshire Power Decision’); Silver City
Energy Limited Partnership, 3 DOMSB 1, at 331, 367-368, 413 (1994) (“Silver City
Decision’); NEA Decision, 16 DOMSC at 402-403.
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Cand Station on nearby residencesis acceptable, and that the Company’ s proposed level of mitigation
is therefore appropriate.>’

The Siting Board therefore concludes that the options for additional noise mitigation, Cases B,
C, and D, would not provide cost-effective mitigation of noiseimpacts. The Siting Board finds that with
the implementation of the Company’ s proposed level of noise mitigation, the operationa noise impacts
of the proposed facility would be minimized.

With respect to congtruction noise impacts, the Siting Board agrees that adherence to the
congtruction ste practices proposed by the Company would help minimize construction-related noise
impacts. The Siting Board notes that such practices are consistent with gpproaches to congtruction
noise mitigation that it has reviewed in recent generating facility cases.

The Company has stated that, athough congtruction generaly would occur between 6:00 am.
and 4:00 p.m., some condtruction activities may take place in the evenings and on Saturdays. The
Company has agreed to limit evening work to rdatively quiet activities, and to limit steam blows and
pile driving to “extended daytime hours’. However, the record is not clear asto the types of activities
which the Company considers suitable on weekends, or as to the precise definition of “extended
daytime hours’. The Siting Board recognizes that extended construction hours may be necessary a
times, either due to the nature of the tasks to be completed (e.g., concrete pouring) or to minimize the
period during which Unit 2 is off-line and unable to provide dectricity to the Commonwesdlth.

However, such work must be carefully planned so as to minimize the noise impacts a neighboring
residences.

The Siting Board therefore directs Mirant Cana 11 to consult with locd authorities prior to
undertaking pile driving, team blows, or other noisy construction activity outside the hours of 6:00 am.
to 4:00 p.m., Monday to Friday, and to provide advance notice of such activities to any neighborhood

57 The Siting Board notes that, in cases where background noise levels are relatively high, and a
“greenfidds’ anadyssindicates that existing facilities owned and operated by a proponent area
primary contributor to those high background levels, the Siting Board would expect the
proponent to aggressively pursue measures to reduce overal noise impacts from its existing and

proposed facilities.
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representatives that request such notice. The Company shdl provide the Siting Board with a copy of its
protocol for consultation and advance notification regarding construction outside of norma hours prior
to commencement of congtruction. The Siting Board dso anticipates that the Company will abide by
loca noise ordinances governing congruction activities. The Siting Board finds that, with the
implementation of this condition, the construction noise impacts of the proposed facility would be
minimized.

Accordingly, the Sting Board finds that, with the implementation of the above condition, the
noise impacts of the proposed project would be minimized.

H. Safety
This section describes the safety impacts of the proposed facility, the mitigation proposed by
the Company, and the costs and benefits of any additiona mitigation options.

1. Construction and Access

The Company indicated that it would take appropriate security measures to prevent
unauthorized access to the Site during construction and operation of the proposed facility (Exh. EFSB-
HS-11). The Company noted that the Cand Station Site is surrounded by a security fence and is
monitored at al times (Exhs. EFSB-T-16; EFSB-G-5-C at 5-12). During construction, safety would
be ensured by requiring contractors to comply with al applicable federd, state and locd regulations; by
including safety-related performance criteriain contracts; by requiring contractors to have an
emergency response plan in place for any congruction activities that may result in aspill or release of
any hazardous materias or wastes, and by managing and containing chemicas in an appropriate manner
(Exh. SEC-1, a 3.7-8; Tr. 5, a 633 to 640, 657 to 659). The Company and its engineering,
procurement, and congtruction (“EPC”) contractor would consult with Sandwich to ensure that
congtruction equipment and deliveries are safely directed to and from the site during condruction (Exhs.
EFSB-T-2; EFSB-T-14; EFSB-T-17). The Company indicated that construction and plant equipment
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too large or too heavy to trangport across the Cape Cod Canal bridges or by rail would be brought in
by barge, under the supervison of the Army Corps (Exh. EFSB-HS-13).

The Company stated that safe navigation within the Cape Cod Cana would not be affected by
activities related to the norma operation of the proposed facility (Exhs. EFSB-HS-6; EFSB-HS-10).
The Company indicated that it would take measures to ensure that, with temporary exceptions, the
Cand Walk and the cand itsdf would remain accessible for existing uses during congtruction and
operation of the proposed facility (Exhs. EFSB-HS-14; EFSB-RR-37; Tr. 5, at 651 to 654).

2. Materias Handling and Storage

The Company stated that it currently stores gpproximately 50,000,000 galons of No. 6 fue ail
a Cand Station in six aboveground storage tanks (*ASTS’) and two smdler “day tanks™ (Exh. SEC-1,
at 3.7-8). Aspart of the proposed project, one of the large ASTs and one of the day tanks will be
modified to sore No. 2 fud ail (id. at 3.6-6; Exh. EFSB-HZ-5). The Company Stated that the
proposed changes in status of the two storage tanks would require gpprova by local and state
authorities (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.6-5).

The Company stated that it would use a urea-based AOD system to generate the ammonia
used as a catalyst for the proposed SCR NOy controls for Unit 2 (id. at 1-9, 3.6-4). The Company
dated that ureais a stable, non-volatile, environmentaly benign materid commonly employed asa
fertilizer (id. at 3.6-4). Urea pellets would be stored onsite in silos located adjacent to the Unit 1 and 2
buildings (id. a 1-9). The Company stated that the urea pellets would be combined with a catalyst and
with steam, producing the ammonia required for the SCR process (id. at 3.5-4, 3.6-4). The Company
dated that the ureais immediately converted into ammonia and would be completely consumed in the
SCR process, leaving no waste (Exh. EFSB-HZ-4; Tr. 5, at 640 to 643). The Company asserted that
the use of AOD would eiminate the need for the transportation, handling, and storage of agueous
ammonia (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.5-4, 3.6-4).

The Company stated that chemicas used for water trestment, HRSG, and cooling processes
would be stored on site in accordance with gpplicable regulations (id. at 3.7-7, Table 3.6-1 and 3.6-2;
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Exh. EFSB-RR-17; Tr. 2, a 154 to 161). The Company noted that most of these chemicals are
currently used and stored on site (Exh. EFSB-RR-17; Tr. 2, a 154 to 161).

3. Ddliveries of QOil
The Company stated that fud oil for the proposed facility would be delivered by ocean-going
tank barges to an existing on-site berthing and fuel-unloading facility (Exhs. EFSB-G-5-C at 5-11,

SEC-1, at 3.7-8; Tr. 1, at 40 to 42). The Company indicated that the fuel unloading area would be
upgraded to accommodate low sulfur digtillate No. 2 fud oil (Exh. EFSB-G-5-C at 5-11). The
Company indicated that Cand Station is currently accessible to barge traffic viaawell-dredged
navigational route (Exhs. SEC-1, at 1-19, 2-8; EFSB-G-5-C at 4.7-4). The Company stated that
barge ddliveries of oil and of heavy equipment would take place in compliance with dl applicable
federa, state, and local regulations and standards (Exhs. EFSB-HS-10; EFSB-HS-13; EFSB-HS-14;
EFSB-SRR-60; EFSB-T-9; EFSB-T-18). The Company stated that the existing terminal operator,
ESCO Terminds, would schedule dl barge ddliveries in advance and would not permit delivery of ail
during unsafe conditions (high waves or strong winds) (Exh. EFSB-HS-10).

The Company stated that barged fud oil would be unloaded and stored in accordance with
Cand Station’s Facility/Emergency Response Action Plan (“ERP’) and Spill Prevention, Control, and
Countermeasure ("SPCC") Plan (Exhs. SEC-1, at 3.6-5; EFSB-G-5-C at 5-11; EFSB-SRR-60;
EFSB-HS-3; EFSB-WL-8). The Company indicated that back-up fuel would be stored on-sitein
bulk storage tanks, equipped with secondary containment, leak monitoring systems, level gauges, and
high-level darms (Exh. EFSB-G-5-C at 4.9-8). The Company stated that during operation, al storage
aress, secondary containment aress, tank piping valves, pipe supports, expansion joints, and pumping
equipment would receive dally visud ingpections for deterioration, leeks, or madfunctions (id. at 4.9-9).

The Company stated thet the existing Cana Station SPCC Plan would be updated to reflect
changes resulting from construction of the proposed project (Exhs. SEC-1, at 3.6-5; EFSB-G-5-C at
4.6-60 10 4.6-61). The Company stated that EPA regulations require the submission of an updated
SPCC Plan, which would address the storage and handling of oil and other hazardous chemicals (Exh.
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EFSB-HS-3; Tr. 5, at 634 to 635). The Company stated that it had committed to filing its SPCC Plan
within 30 days of any upgrades (Tr. 2, at 204; Tr. 5, a 634). The Company noted that it did not
anticipate that the repowering of Unit 2 would require mgor changesto its existing SPCC Plan (Tr. 2,
at 204; Tr. 5, at 634).

4, Fogaing and Icing
The Company testified that the repowered Unit 2 would not cause ground level fogging and

icing (Tr. 5, at 649 to 650). The Company stated that fogging and icing impacts are generdly
associated with cooling towers, which would not be required at Cana Station, where once-through
cooling isused (id.). The Company argued that the exhaust stack would not present afogging or icing
hazard because of the height of the stack and the low level of water vapor emissions (id.).

5. Emergency Response

The Company stated that the proposed facility design incorporates survelllance and automatic
shutdown systems (Exhs. EFSB-G-5-C at 5-12 to 5-13; EFSB-A-17; Tr. 5, at 628 to 629, 642), that
designated structures and equipment would be constructed of fire-retardant materids (Exh. SEC-1, at
3.7-6), and that the design and layout of the facility would ensure safe access for fire, emergency
response, and other vehicles (id.; Exh. EFSB-HS-9). The exigting on-site fire suppresson system
would be upgraded and alarge volume raw water storage tank suitable for firefighting needs would be
incorporated as part of the facility design, with municipa water available as a backup source (Exh.
EFSB-G-5-C at 5-12, 5-13). The Company stated that its employees would be trained in the use of
emergency response equipment, Federal Occupationd Safety and Hedlth Adminigtration (“OSHA”)
safety procedures, emergency first aid, cardiopulmonary resuscitation, and basic fire prevention (id. at
5-13; Exh. SEC-1, at 3.7-7). The Company added that safety and training procedures would comply
with al Federal, state, and local laws and regulations (Exh. EFSB-G-5-C at 5-12, 5-13).

The Company stated that historicaly, the Cand Station owners have worked in close
cooperation with loca emergency management agencies, including the Sandwich Fire Department (Tr.
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5, a 628 to 631, 638), and that Sandwich and Bourne have developed an evacuation plan for the
Cape Cod Cand area (id. at 638). The Company stated that it would continue to work with the local
emergency management agencies to provide adequate training and equipment (id. at 638).

6. Exiding Hazardous Conditions
The Company stated that the Cand Station site historically has been used for oil-fired eectric

generation, and that this long-term use has resulted in the presence of hazardous substances on portions
of the property (Exh. EFSB-G-5-D at 10-12). The Company stated that ten past rel eases of
hazardous materids a Cana Station have warranted issuance of tracking case numbers under the
Massachusetts Contingency Plan (*“MCP’), 310 CMR 40.000. While nine of the releases have been
attenuated, one case remains active due to asingle ste (“MW-8"), where nickd, arsenic, and lead,
have been identified in alocdized area near an existing wastewater pond (id. at 10-13, 10-14, Fig. 10-
1). The Company dated that it is monitoring MW-8 as required by the MCP, and that contaminant
concentration levels are nearing naturd attenuation (id. at 10-15; Tr. 5, at 609-617; Tr. 2, at 195 to
196).

7. Andyss

The Company has demonstrated that it would properly store non-fud chemicals in accordance
with gpplicable public safety standards and that it would have in place secondary or tertiary systemsto
contain chemicd spills. The record demongtrates that the Company has arranged for the proper
gtorage, use, and secondary containment of hazardous materia's associated with the construction and
operation of the proposed facility and that emergency training would be provided concerning the safe
handling of those chemicals. Therecord dso demondtrates that the Company would manage
congruction traffic and activitiesin amanner consstent with federd, state, and loca regulations.

The Company proposes to use an emerging ammonia-on-demand technology to generate
aqueous ammoniafor its SCR system on Ste from urea pellets. The Siting Board notes that the

Company’s proposed use of this technology would diminate many of the concerns raised in prior
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proceedings regarding the trangportation, storage, and handling of agueous ammonia, while retaining the
benefits of the SCR NOy-control technology. The Siting Board commends the Company for its
willingness to explore and implement new technologies in response to public safety concerns, and notes
that success with thisinnovation could lead to improved safety at future generating facilities.

The record indicates that Canal Station currently receives deliveries of No. 6 fue oil, and that
the fuel unloading areawould be upgraded to accommodate ddliveriesof No. 2 didtillate by barge to
be used as back-up fud for Unit 2. The record demonstrates that the Company hasin place
procedures to ensure the safe delivery and storage of ail, and to ensure appropriate response to
accidental spills; these procedures are documented in the Company’s ERP and SPCC plans. The
Company hasindicated it will file an updated SPCC plan for Cand Station with the EPA within 30
days of commercid operation. The Siting Board directs the Company to consult with the gppropriate
Sandwich officids in preparing its updated SPCC plan.

The record indicates that the municipdities of Sandwich and Bourne have emergency response
plansfor the Cape Cod Cand area, and that the Company would continue to work with the Sandwich
Fire Department to increase its ability to handle emergencies. The Company intends to update existing
emergency procedures and response plans for the repowered Cand Station within 30 days of
commercid operaion. The Sting Board notes that certain eements of the ERP may require revisons
to reflect procedures to be followed during the congtruction period. Consequently, the Siting Board
directs the Company to update the construction section of its ERP in consultation with appropriate
Sandwich officids and file it with Sandwich before facility congtruction beginsin order to cover possible
emergencies related to congtruction accidents.

The record contains no evidence that ground level fogging or icing would result from the
operation of the proposed facility.

The record shows that the Canal Station has been assessed for the presence of hazardous
materias, and that several contaminated areas, known as MCP sites, have been identified. All but one
of these Stes have achieved a permanent resolution under state regulations. The Company is

monitoring the remaining Site, desgnated MW-8, in accordance with MDEP requirements; the
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monitoring suggests that contamination at the site is nearing naturd attenuation. The Siting Board notes
that MW-8, alocalized contaminated area near wastewater pond D, is located away from the 9.4-acre
areathat would be affected by congtruction of the proposed facility, and is therefore unlikely to be
disturbed by the construction of the proposed facility. Further, as discussed in Section 111.C., above,
the Company will continue to monitor the Site to ensure that contamination does not migrate as a result
of increased use of on-site wells for process water. Consequently, the Siting Board finds thet the safety
concerns asociated with existing on-ste contamination would be minimized.

Accordingly, the Siting Board finds that with the implementation of the proposed mitigation and
the above condition, the safety impacts of the proposed facility would be minimized.

l. Treffic
This Section describes the impacts to locd traffic conditions of the congtruction and operation
of the proposed facility, and the costs and benefits of any additiona mitigation options.

1. Description

The Company asserted that traffic associated with the proposed project would not adversely
affect locd traffic conditions and would be minimized in accordance with Siting Board standards
(Company Brief a 89). In support of its pogtion, the Company submitted an analyss of 1998 traffic
volumes and future traffic impacts (Exhs. SEC-1, at 3.11-4 (Fig. 3.11-2); RR-EFSB-3; RR-EFSB-4).
The Company asserted that during project construction, the Company would require its EPC
contractor to provide a satellite parking facility and to transport its workers to the Site in order to
mitigate potential roadway impacts (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.11-1).

The Company dtated that to reach the Cand Station site from the north, vehicles would
proceed over the Sagamore Bridge to Exit 1 (Route 6A) (id.). Approximately 1.5 miles from the Route
6A exit ramp, vehicles would turn left onto Tupper Road and travel 0.8 mile to Freezer Road and the
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access drive to Cand Station (id.). Vehicles gpproaching from the southeast on Route 6A would turn
right at the intersection of Tupper Road and proceed to Freezer Road and the access drive (id.).*®

The Company performed a traffic capacity and levd of service (“LOS’) andyss of the
intersections of: (1) Route 6A with Tupper Road/Route 130 (“western Tupper Road/6A intersection”);
(2) Tupper Road with Freezer Road; and (3) Tupper Road with Route 6A (“eastern Tupper Road/6A
intersection”) (id. at 3.11-4, 3-11-5 (Figs. 3.11-1, 3.11-2)).>° To establish basdine traffic conditions,
the Company recorded traffic counts at these locations on August 26, 1998 from 6:30 am. to 9:30
am. and from 3:00 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. (id. at 3.11-4).
The Company’ s data indicated that existing traffic conditions at the three intersections range from LOS
A to LOS C during the morning pesk hour and LOS A to LOS F during the evening pesk hour (id. at
3.11-7, 3.11-8).%° The andysisindicated that during the evening peak hour, LOS F conditions occur
at both the eastern and western Tupper Road/6A intersections (id. at 3.11-7 (Tables 3.11-1, 3.11-3)).
The Company stated that the worst-case traffic conditions are confined to the peak summer months of

8 Freezer Road is a north/south roadway with one lane per direction (Exh. SEC-1,
at 3.11-2, Fig. 3.11-2). Tupper Road is atwo-lane east-west roadway that affords access to
Route 6A intwo locations (id.). Route 6A is an east/west roadway with one lane in each
direction (id. at 3.11-4). Route 130 is atwo-lane undivided roadway that intersects with
Tupper Road and Route 6A (id.).

59 A capacity andysisis amethod by which traffic volumes are compared to the caculated

roadway and intersection capacities to evaluate future conditions (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.11-5 (App.
3.11)). LOSis classfied from best to worst operating conditionsfrom A to F (id.). LOSA, B
and C represent an under capacity of traffic, LOS D and E represent near capacity and LOS F
represents over capacity (id. at 3.11-5). For example, LOS A represents an under capacity of
traffic (less than 1,400 vehicles per hour) with an average delay of lessthan 5.0 seconds (id. at
3.11-5 (App. 3-11)). LOS F represents an over capacity of traffic (more than 2,000 vehicles
per hour) with an average delay in excess of 45.0 seconds (id.).

60 The Company stated that the morning pesk traffic hour is from 8:30 am. to 9:30 am. and the
evening peak traffic hour isfrom 4:15 p.m. to 5:15 p.m. (Exh. SEC-1, a 3.11-4). The
Company added that the second highest morning and evening traffic volumes occur between
7:30 am. and 8:30 am., and 3:15 p.m. and 4:15 p.m. (Exh. RR-EFSB-3).
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July and August; however, it did not andyze traffic flow for off-peak months (Exh. SEC-1, a 3.11-8;
Tr. 1, at 20).

To evduate traffic impacts from operation of the proposed facility, the Company projected
traffic volumes for the same intersectionsin 2003, the first full year of operation
(Exh. SEC-1, at 3.11-8 (Tables 3.11-4 through 3.11-6)). The Company assumed that basdline traffic
would increase a arate of 2% per year, but that the number of workers at Cana Station would remain
at the current level of 115 employees (Exhs. SEC-1, a 3.11-8; EFSB-T-16). The Company dso
assumed that there would be one ureatruck delivery per week, and that alimited number of diesdl fudl
and liquid magnesium ddliveries would be made (Exhs. SEC-1, at 3.11-8; EFSB-T-19). The
Company stated that fuel oil would be delivered by barge (Exh. EFSB-T-10).

The Company’ s andysis projected that in 2003, absent any traffic improvements, morning pesk
traffic conditions on Tupper Road southbound would deteriorate from LOS Cto LOS D at the western
Tupper Road/6A intersection (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.11-7, 3.11-10 (Tables 3.11-1, 3.11-4)). Similarly,
morning pesk traffic conditions on Tupper Road northbound would deteriorate from LOS Cto LOS D
at the eastern Tupper Road/6A intersection (id. at 2.11-7, 3.11-10 (Tables 3.11-3, 3.11-6)). Further,
evening peak traffic conditions on southbound Tupper Road would deteriorate from LOSB to LOS C
at the eastern Tupper Road\6A intersection, while Tupper Road northbound traffic would remain at
LOSF (id. at 3.11-7, 3-11-10 (Tables 3.11-3, 3.11-6)).

The Company noted that the Town of Sandwich Comprehensive Plan concluded that the
eastern Tupper Road/6A intersection needs traffic control improvements (e.q., traffic Sgnds) (id. at
3.11-11). The Company’sanayssindicated that with atraffic sgna, evening peek traffic conditions at
this intersection would be LOS B instead of LOSF (id.).* However, the Company noted that
Sandwich had no firm plans for upgrading thisintersection (Tr. 1, at 19-22).

61 The Company noted that because Route 6A would be stopped temporarily with traffic sgnals,
it would operate at LOS B instead of LOS A in the morning (Exh. SEC-1,
at 3.11-11).
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The Company anticipated that the total construction period for the proposed project would be
24 months, with a three-month peak construction period (id. at 3.11-12). During the peak construction
period, the Company expects to employ a maximum of 465 congtruction workers (id. at 3.11-13, Fig.
3.11-4). The Company argued that construction worker traffic would not have an impact on peak
traffic conditions because the stlandard construction shift would be from 6:00 am. to 4:00 p.m.,
Monday through Friday (Exhs. SEC-1, at 3.11-13;

EFSB-T-1). The Company stated that it would require its EPC contractor to provide a satellite
parking facility?? for construction workers and bus service to transport workers to the project site
(Exh. SEC-1, at 3.11-13; Tr. 1, at 22-23). The Company aso stated that it would encourage
construction workers to carpool to the satellite parking area (Exh. EFSB-T-14).% The Company
noted that construction workers would be unlikely to take public trangportation to the project because
public transportation in the vicinity islimited (Exh. EFSB-T-12).

The Company stated that during construction, it expects an average of 25 to 30 trucks per day
(excluding cement trucks) and asserted, based upon this number, that no traffic control officerswould
be necessary (Exh. RR-EFSB-7). The Company asserted that the mgjority of trucks arrivals and the
delivery of very large equipment would occur during non-pesk traffic periods (Exhs. SEC-1, at 3.11-
13; EFSB-T-2). The Company stated that it would attempt to ddliver large equipment by barge (Exhs.
EFSB-T-2; EFSB-T-9).

2. Andyss

62 The Company identified possible areas for satllite parking at: (1) the Route 3 rotary by the
Sagamore Bridge; (2) the intersection of Route 28 with Route 6 by the Bourne Bridge; and (3)
aparcd of land on the Massachusetts Military Reservation by Exit 1, off of Route 3 (Exh.
EFSB-T-17). The Company stated that it has not secured any of the Sites because the EPC
contractor would be responsible for providing the satellite parking (Exhs. EFSB-T-8; EFSB T-
17: Tr. 1, at 24-25).

63 The Company stated that, based upon current ride-sharing level for workersingtaling SCR
equipment at Cand Station, it anticipates the overdl vehicle occupancy rate for the construction
phase of the project to be 1.11 occupants per vehicle (Exh. RR-EFSB-5).
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The Company has provided an andysis of traffic conditions at intersections in the vicinity of the
proposed project in 1998 and in 2003, after Unit 2 has been repowered. The Company’s andlysis
predicts that, by 2003, absent traffic control improvements, (1) morning pesk traffic conditions would
deteriorate from LOS C to LOS D on two sections of Tupper Road, and
(2) evening peak traffic conditions at the eastern Tupper Road/6A intersection would deteriorate from
LOSB to LOS C on Tupper Road southbound and would remain at LOS F on Tupper Road
northbound. However, this projected deterioration in traffic conditions is driven by expected increases
in generd traffic, and is not associated with the proposed project. The Company does not intend to
increase operational staff at Canal Station as a result of the proposed project, and projected truck
deliverieswould be relatively infrequent, snce fue oil would be delivered by barge. Given these
factors, it seemslikey that the proposed changes to Unit 2 would have minimal impact on Tupper Road
traffic conditions. The Siting Board therefore finds that the traffic impacts of the operation of the
proposed project would be minimized.

The record demondtrates that the Company has proposed a number of measures to minimize
traffic impacts from the congtruction of the proposed facility, incdluding:

(1) scheduling worker arrivals and departures for the off-peak hours of 6:00 am. and 4:00 p.m.; (2)
requiring its EPC contractor to provide satellite parking and bus trangportation from the satellite parking
areato the project site; (3) encouraging carpooling; (4) delivering large equipment by barge; and (5) to
the extent practicable, scheduling truck deliveries during off-peak hours. The Siting Board therefore
finds that the impacts of congruction traffic in the immediate vicinity of Cand Station would be
minimized.

The Siting Board notes, however, that the Company does not yet know the location of the
satellite parking area(s) and the availability of and costs related to shuttle bus service from the satdllite
parking are(s) to the project. Consequently, the Siting Board does not have a sufficient record to
determine whether traffic impacts near the satdllite parking are(s) would be minimized. Therefore, the
Siting Board directs the Company, prior to congtruction, to file with the Siting Board fina plans for
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satellite parking for congtruction workers, including a supporting analysis of LOS and other traffic
impacts near the satdllite parking area(s) and specific measures
(e.q., carpoaling) to mitigate any traffic impacts during congruction of the project. In developing find
plans for satellite parking and other traffic mitigation measures, the Siting Board directs the Company,
together with its EPC contractor, to coordinate with appropriate municipa authorities concerning
procurement of satellite parking and to identify and implement gppropriate measures to address traffic
impacts and ensure pededtrian safety in the vicinity of the satellite parking area(s) and the rdated bus
route(s) to the project site. The plan should alow the Company to maintain communication with loca
officids and safety departments to address any traffic impacts arising from congtruction of the proposed
facility, and to ensure smooth passage of safety and emergency vehicles at dl times. The Siting Board
will expeditioudy review the Company’ s filing to determine whether traffic impacts a the sadlite
parking area(s) would be minimized.

The Siting Board finds that, with the development of a satellite parking traffic andysis and
mitigation plan and acceptance of such plan by the Siting Board, the Company will have established that
the traffic impacts of the proposed facility would be minimized.

J. Electric and Magnetic Fields™*
This Section describes the eectric and magnetic fidld impacts of the proposed facility, the

mitigation proposed by the Company, and the costs and benefits of any additiond mitigation options.

1. Description
The Company indicated that operation of the proposed facility would produce magnetic fields

associated with increased power flows on certain existing transmission lines (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.8-7).%

64 Electric fields produced by the presence of voltage, and magnetic fields produced by the flow
of eectric current, are collectively known as EMF.

65 The Siting Board notes that Commonwedlth Electric Company-s and other utilities exigting
transmission lines are not ancillary facilities as defined in G.L. c. 164, 8 69G. However, in
(continued...)
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The Company indicated that the proposed facility would interconnect with two 345 kV transmission
lines and two 115 kV transmission lines that extend along aright-of-way (*ROW”) beginning at a point
just southwest of the facility and running to the Bourne switching station (“Cand-Bourne ROWA) (id. at
3.8-5).

The Company modded magnetic field strengths along the Canad-Bourne ROW assuming year
2001 demand levels (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.8-15). The Company’s modeling indicated that edge-of-ROW
magnetic fields would range from 16 to 65 milligauss (“mG”) assuming thet the existing Cand Station
facility operates a peak loading, and would range from 22 to 83 mG assuming the Cand Station, with
the proposed facility, was running at pesk loading (id.).®* The Company stated that the closest
residence to the Cana-Bourne ROW islocated 178 feet from the ROW edge and indicated that
operation of the proposed facility would increase maximum magnetic field levels at that resdence from
3 mG to 4 mG (Exh. EFSB-E-15).5” The Company stated that predicted magnetic field levels dong
the ROW are consigtent with the EFSB guiddine of 85 mG (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.8-17). The Company
stated that because the voltages on the Cana-Bourne ROW would not change due to operation of the

(...continued)
order to dlow comprehensive andysis of environmenta impacts associated with the
congtruction and operation of the proposed generating facility, the Siting Board may identify
and evduate any potentialy sgnificant effects of the facility on magnetic field levels aong
exiging tranamission lines See Sthe Mydtic Decison, 9 DOMSB at 178; ANP Blackstone
Decison, 8 DOMSB at 183-186; Boston Edison Company, 1 DOMSB 1, at 148, 192 (1993)
(*1993 BECo Decision’).

66 The Company noted that during light loading conditions, magnetic fidd levels a the edges of the
Cand-Bourne ROW in the year 2001would range from 8 to 47 mG with the exigting facility
operating, and would range from 22 to 65 mG when Unit 2 is repowered (Exhs. SEC-1, at
3.8-15; EFSB-E-9).

o7 The Company provided atable that shows magnetic field strength rapidly drops off with

distance from the edge of the Cana-Bourne ROW (Exh. EFSB-E-15). For instance, the

Company:=s data show that the maximum magnetic field level with the repowered facility during

peak conditions would drop from 83 mG at the edge of the ROW to 39 mG at alocation 25

feet from the edge of the ROW (id.).
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proposed facility, edge-of-ROW dectric fidlds would remain at their current level of 0.65 kV/m, well
below the Siting Board guiddline leve for dectric fiedds of 1.8 kV/m (id. at 17).

The Company stated that the proposed project would affect load flows, and hence magnetic
fidds, on transmission line rights-of-way other than the Canal-Bourne ROW (Exh. SEC-1, a 3.8-15).
The Company stated that during off-peak load periods, increases in load flows would occur dong the
345 kV circuits that leave the Cape for the Carver subgtation and the Jordan Road Tap to the north
(id.). The Company noted that for the peak load scenario, increases in load flows would occur ong
both the 115 kV and 345 kV circuits beyond the Bourne switching station, athough increases on the
115 kV lines would be less than 100 amperes (id.). The Company did not attempt to quantify these
impactsin terms of increased magnetic fieds (id.).

The Company dtated that existing magnetic fieds levels dong the Cand Station property line
range from 2 mG to 38 mG, with the highest level occurring near the transmission line interconnect (Tr.
5, & 544). The Company asserted that magnetic field levels at the Cana Station property line would
not increase following the repowering of Unit 2, due to the relatively large area of the site (Exh. SEC-1,
at 3.8-15).

The Company indicated that it did not expect that the Canal-Bourne ROW would need to be
reconductored to support the proposed project (Tr. 5, at 546). The Company noted that
Commonwesdlth Electric isin the process of performing a system impact study to assess the need for
transmission upgrades to support the proposed project, and that upon completion of the study,
Commonwed th Electric would explore cost-effective design changes that could lower magnetic field
levels dong transmission lines requiring upgrades (Exh. EFSB-E-1).

2. Andyss
In aprevious review of proposed transmission line facilities, the Siting Board accepted edge-of-
ROW levels of 1.8 kV/meter for the eectric field and 85 mG for the magnetic fidd. Massachusetts
Electric Company. et d., 13 DOMSC 119, 228-242 (1985) (*1985 MECO/NEPCo Decision’).

Here, off-gte dectric and magnetic fields would remain below the levels found acceptable in the 1985
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MECo/NEPCo Decision. Although consistent with edge-of-ROW levels previoudy accepted by the

Siting Board, the estimated worst case magnetic fields dong the Cand-Bourne ROW would range from
22 t0 83 mG once the proposed facility isin operation. These levels represent a substantia increase
above the current maximum field levels of approximatdly 16 to 65 mG at the edge of the ROW. The
Siting Board notes that, in past transamission line reviews, gpplicants have recognized that some
members of the public are concerned about magnetic fields and for that reason, design fegtures have
been incorporated into proposed transmission lines that would reduce magnetic fields &t little or no
additional cost. See, eq., New England Power Company - Uxbridge, 4 DOMSB 1009, at 148 (1995).

The Siting Board has held that, as part of pursuing interconnection plans that require upgrades to the
regiond transmission system, generating facility gpplicants should work with transmisson providersto
seek indusion of practicd and cogt-effective tranamisson designs to minimize magnetic fied levdsdong
affected ROWSs. Sithe Mydtic Decison, 9 DOMSB at 181; ANP Blackstone Decision, 8 DOMSB at
188; Slver City Decison, 3 DOMSB at 353-354.

Here, the Company has committed to request that Commonwedlth Electric consider potential
magnetic fidd reductions and codts associated with different eectricd phasing arrangements, aswell as
their feasibility, environmenta impact and safety implications, in sdecting the find design for any
required upgrades. Asin previous reviews, the system interconnection study for the proposed facility
had not been completed as of the close of the record. The Siting Board therefore does not have
complete information as to the extent or design of transmission upgrades required to support the
proposed facility and the related ability to minimize EMF impacts. The Company's commitment to
work with transmission providersis smilar to that of previous generating facility applicants, and the
Siting Board accepts that gpproach as mesting its standard of review for EMF. However, the Siting
Board seeks to remain informed as to the progress and outcome of transmission upgrade designs
related to interconnecting the proposed project. Therefore, the Siting Board directs Mirant Cand 1l to
provide the Siting Board with an update on the extent and design of any required transmission

upgrades, and the measures incorporated into such transmission upgrade designs to minimize magnetic
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field impacts, at such time as the Company reaches find agreement with al transmisson providers
regarding transmission upgrades.

The Siting Board finds that, with the implementation of the above condition, and with the
Company’s pursuit of cogt-effective designs for decreasing magnetic fields dlong any affected
transmission lines that require upgrades, the eectric and magnetic field impacts of the proposed facility

would be minimized.

K. Land Use
This section describes the land use impacts of the proposed facility, the mitigation proposed by
the Company, and the costs and benefits of any additiona mitigation options.

1. Description

The Company asserted that the development of the proposed facility at the Cand Station Site
would be compatible with current land use characteristics and zoning for the site, and would be
congstent with the devel opment objectives of Sandwich and the region (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.2-2, 3.2-8,
4-40, 4-42 to 4-43). The Company further asserted that the proposed project would be compatible
with surrounding land uses and would provide economic benefits to the region during both construction
and operation of the proposed facility (id. at 3.2-11 to 3.2-12).

The Company stated that the proposed facility would be located on 9.4 acres in the northeast
quadrant of the Company’s 87-acre Cand Station in Sandwich, Massachusetts, which is now
principaly occupied by gpproximatdy 1,200 MW of oil and naturd gas-fired eectric generation
fadlities (id. at 3.2-1 t0 3.2-2, ES-1 to ES-3). The Company stated that the project siteis located
adjacent to the exigting Unit 2 building, and is primarily undevel oped, with gravel and scrub grass cover
(id. at 3.2-1, 3.2-10).

The Company indicated that the project Site is abutted to the east by Freezer Road, which
forms Cand Station’s eastern boundary; the Sandwich Town Marina and assorted commercia
establishments predominate as land uses to the east (id. at 3.2-2). Immediately to the south of the
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project site are the tracks of the New Y ork, New Haven, and Hartford Railroad, which are currently in
use for passenger and freight traffic (id. at 3.2-2; Tr. 1, at 68). Commonweslth Electric retainsthe
ownership of an undeveloped parcel of land located between the railroad tracks at the project Site
boundary and Tupper Road to the south (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.2-6). To the west of the project Ste are
the existing Unit 1 and 2 buildings, fud storage tanks, and a Commonwesdlth Electric subgtation, which
forms the western border of the Cand Station site (Exh. EFSB-G-5-C at 4.10-8). To the north of the
project Site are the Cape Cod Cand and an adjacent Cand Walk used by pedestrians, cyclists, and
fishermen, both maintained by the Army Corps, the Scussat State Beach Reservation is located on the
opposite side of the cana (Exhs. SEC-1, at 3.2-2; EFSB-G-5-C at 2-3; Tr. 1, a 66). The Company
dtated that it would take measures to ensure that, with temporary exceptions, the Cand Wak and the
cand itself would remain accessible for existing uses during construction and operation of the proposed
facility (Exhs. EFSB-HS-14; EFSB-RR-37; Tr. 5, at 651 to 654).

The Company stated that land use within aone-haf mile radius of the project is 33% industrid,
23% water, 13% recreation, 13% woody perennia, 9% low-density resdentia, and 9% commercia
(Exh. SEC-1, a 3.2-6, Table 3.2-1). Within aone mileradius, land useis. 12% industria, 23% water,
9% recreation, 28% woody perennia, 5% low-dengty residentia, 3% medium-density residentia, and
14% commercid (id.). The closest residence islocated 60 feet from the Cand Station fenceline and
approximately 420 feet from the nearest existing or proposed on-Site structure. The next closest
residences to the Cand Station are located between 480 and 520 feet from the fenceline and 560 and
620 feet from the nearest existing or proposed on-site building (Exh. EFSB-L-5). The Company
indicated that sengitive receptor locations within a one-haf mile radius of the plant include the Sandwich
and Sandcatcher recreation aress, the Sandwich Marina, and the Cape Heritage Rehabilitation Facility
(Exh. EFSB-L-8).

The Company indicated that the Cand Station Steis zoned for Industriad Limited Use (“IND”)
(Exh. SEC-1, at 3.2-810 3.2-9). The purpose of the IND zoneis “to preserve uniquely serviced areas
for exdusve indudria or commercid use, while providing a visualy pleasing area competible with the

town'shigory” (id. at 3.2-8 to 3.2-9; Exh. EFSB-G-5-C at 4.10-7). Electric generation isan
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gpproved principd usein the IND didrict with a Specid Permit from the Town of Sandwich Zoning
Board of Appeds (Exhs. EFSB-G-5-C at 4.10-7; EFSB-RR-9; Tr. 1, at 60 and 69). However, the
Company indicated that the proposed project may require an additional Specia Permit or a height
variance (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.2-8t0 3.2-9; Tr. 1, a 69).

The Company stated that, pursuant to gpplicable provisions of the Cape Cod Commission Act
(Chapter 716 of the Acts of 1989), the proposed project is considered a Development of Regional
Impact (“DRI”), and as aresult requires a DRI permit from the Cape Cod Commisson. The Company
stated that the project would undergo ajoint review by the Cape Cod Commission and by the
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act Unit (“MEPA”) office, conastent with a Memorandum of
Understanding (“MOU”) between the Commission and MEPA (Exhs. EFSB-L-1; EFSB-L-2).
Following the issuance of the DRI permit, locd permitting agencies would review the project (id.).
Permits required from loca agencies include a Specia Permit, and if necessary, a variance, from the
Sandwich Zoning Board of Appedls, an Order of Conditions from the Sandwich Conservation
Commission under the provisons of G.L. c. 131, § 40; a Certificate of Appropriateness from the Old
King's Highway Historic District Committee pursuant to Section 6 of Chapter 470 of the Acts of 1973;
a septic permit from the Board of Hedlth; and a building permit (Exh. EFSB-L-2).

The Company dated that in evauating the land use impacts of the project, it consdered issues
related to physica relocation of existing land uses, compatibility with existing onsite and adjacent land
uses, and conformity with the objectives of the Town of Sandwich's Comprehensive Plan (Exh. SEC-
1, a 3.2-10). The Company stated that it would minimize the land use impacts of the proposed project
through the use of an exigting industrid Ste, designing the proposed facility to blend in to the existing
facility to the greatest degree possible, visua impact mitigation, and use of loca congtruction workers
for construction and currently employed station workers during operation of the existing facility (id. at
2-8; Exh. EFSB-G-5-C at 4.10-1). The Company asserted that the proposed facility would be
congstent with the god's of the Sandwich Comprehensive Plan to encourage sustainable development in
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the industridly zoned digtricts® (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.2-11). The Company noted that it organized a
community input process to determine the best methods to enhance the aesthetics of the devel opment
and to provide a ground-leve buffer from nearby ste locations (Exhs. EFSB-G-5-C a 4.10-8; EFSB-
RR-23-9).

The Company asserted that construction and operation of the proposed facility would have no
impacts on any historical or archeologica resource areas, or on the habitat of any federally- or sate-
listed rare or endangered species (Exh. SEC-1, at 4-31, 4-48). In support of its assertion, the
Company provided letters from the relevant jurisdictiona authorities (id. at Apps. 3.4, 3.12).

The Company stated that its gas supply would be delivered to Canal Station from Duke
Energy’ sAlgonquin AG) laterd, originating in Mendon, Massachusetts (id. at 2-7). The Company
indicated that the existing line would need to be upgraded for some sections of the route between
Mendon and Cana Station (id.; Exh. EFSB-L-3). The Company testified that some expansion of the
ROW would be required for this upgrade; however, because the project would be conducted by Duke
Energy, the Company was unable to provide any information regarding the nature or extent of
environmental impacts that could result from the expangon of the G laterd (Exhs. EFSB-L-2; EFSB-L-
11; Tr. 1, at 76).

The Company proposed to locate the transmission line interconnect to the Commonwedth
Electric substation by crossing over an intercepting forested wetland area and buffer zone (Exh. SEC-1,
at 4.4-11). The Company stated that this interconnection would result in limited impacts to wetland
areas, as discussed in Section 111.D, Wetland Impacts, above (Tr. 8, at 988-989). In order to mitigate
these impacts, the Company submitted a wetland restoration plan to the Sandwich Conservation
Commission (Exh. EFSB-G-5-H at 1to 7). In addition, asdiscussed in Sections111.D and 111.J,

68 The Company provided the Open Space and Recrestion Element of the Comprehensive Plan
(Exh. EFSB-RR-11; Tr. 1, at 73). Among the stated goals of the plan is the encouragement of
“sudtainable development that is consstent with the carrying capacity of the Town's naturd,
higtoric, and socid environments, and supports economic hedth and qudity of life’ (Exhs.
EFSB-RR-11; SEC-1, a 3.2-10). The Company argued that the proposed facility would be
consggtent with the gods of this plan due to the brownfields nature of the ste (Exhs. EFSB-RR-
11; SEC-1, at 3.2-10).



EFSB 98-9 Page 87

above, the Company stated that 1SO New England and Commonwealth Electric are conducting an
interconnect study to determine the need for, and extent of, any transmission line upgrade requirements
along the Cana-Bourne ROW (Exhs. SEC-1, at 2-6; EFSB-E-1). The Company did not provide
information regarding the potentia for land use impacts resulting from this eectric interconnect.

2. Ardyss

As part of itsreview of land use impacts, the Siting Board considers whether a proposed fecility
would be conggtent with exigting land uses, and state and loca requirements, policies or plans relating
to land use and terrestrial resources.

Here, the record demondirates that the existing Canal Units 1 and 2 have established the
character of the dte. The undeveloped land comprising the project Site is suited for ectric power
generation given its proximity to the exigting station and the availability of supporting infrastructure,
including fuel storage and ddlivery equipment, support buildings, and eectrica transmisson fecilities.
The record shows that neighborhoods characterized by resdentia and commercid use, with some
recregtiona pace, lie to the east, west, and south of the Canal Station Site, while the main use to the
north isthe Cape Cod Canal and the Canal Walk. The record aso shows, however, that construction
of the proposed facility is condgstent with the present use of the Cand Station Site, and that operation of
the proposad facility would not result in an additiond incurson of industrid use beyond the existing
Cand Station boundary.

Based on the record, the proposed project is an alowed use under the Sandwich zoning
ordinances. However, the project will require gpprova from severa other loca bodies, including the
Cape Cod Commisson and the Old King's Highway Historic Commission. The Company has stated
that it intends to gpply for variances to construct structures for the proposed facility asrequired. The
Siting Board notes that the Company would be required to submit written notification to the Siting
Board in the event that denia of any variance for ondite structures required redesign of the proposed
fadlity.
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The record shows that pedestrian and cyclist access to the Cand Walk adjacent to the Cape
Cod Cand and Cand Station would not be permanently affected by construction or operation of the
proposed facility due to the relative location of the walkway to the construction sSite for the proposed
fadlity. The record indicates that the Company has committed to preserving access to the wakway
with only the possibility of temporary redtrictions during congtruction.

Because of the extent of seasond tourigt activity in the area and the proximity of severa
recreationd areas to the project, the potentia visua impacts and land use impacts of the proposed
project are closdly linked. Dueto the exiging indugtria nature of the Site, and the design of the facility
to minimize visud impacts from the near- and far-fidds, the Siting Board finds that the visud character
for sengtive receptor locations, such as the Sandcatcher Recreational Area and the Scusset State
Beach Reservation, would not be adversely affected by the congtruction of the proposed project. The
Siting Board has consdered the visud impacts of the proposed facility in Section 111.F, above, and has
impaosed conditions to mitigate such impacts. The Siting Board notes that these conditions address, to a
ggnificant degree, the issue of consistency with land use objectives.

The Company has adequately considered the potentid impacts of the proposed facility with
respect to wildlife species and habitats, as well asto historic and archaeological resources. Based on
its review of information submitted by the Company, the Siting Board concludes that no impactsto
these resources are likely to occur as aresult of construction or operation of the proposed facility.

The record indicates that the project Steis aready developed and no tree-clearing mitigation
would be required. However, the record provides no indication of the nature or extent of
environmenta impacts related to the interconnection of gas or transmission lines that could result from
the project. In Section I11.B above, the Siting Board has directed the Company to adjust its CO, offset
caculation to account for any carbon sequestration losses resulting from tree-clearing impacts
associated with any upgrades to gas and dectric transmission interconnections. The record indicates
that the Company has set forth awetland restoration program to mitigate overstory impactsto treesin a
wetland transversed by the dectric interconnection between the Canal Station and the adjacent
Commonwesdlth Electric property.
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Accordingly, the Siting Board finds that the land use impacts of the proposed facility would be

minimized.

L. Cumulative Hedth Impacts

This section describes the cumulative health impacts of the proposed project. The Siting Board
congders the term “cumulative health” to encompass the range of effects that a proposed project could
have on human hedlth through emisson of pollutants over various pathways, as well as possble effects
on human hedth unrdated to emissons of pollutants (e.g., EMF or noise effects). The Siting Board
consders these effects in the context of existing background conditions, existing basdline hedlth
conditions, and, when appropriate, likely changesin the contributions of other mgjor emissions sources.

The andyds of the hedlth impacts of a proposed generating facility is necessarily closdly related
to the analysis, in sections above, of specific environmenta impacts which could have an effect on
human hedth. This section sets forth information on the human health effects that may be associated
with ar emissons, including criteria pollutants and air toxics, emissons to ground and surface weters,
the handling and disposal of hazardous wastes, EMF; and noise; describes any existing heal th-based
regulatory programs governing these impacts, and consders the impacts of the proposed project in light

of such programs.

1 Basdline Hedth Conditions

The Company provided information from four reports produced within the last ten years
documenting health conditions in the Sandwich area. The Company identified a Massachusetts
Department of Public Hedlth study of cancer incidence in the upper Cape (* Cape Cancer Incidence
Report”) which examined cancer incidence rates by census tract between 1990 and 1995 (Exh. EFSB-
RR-39; Tr. 5, at 583). The Company stated that the Cape Cancer Incidence Report compared the
incidence rate of 22 types of cancer for each Cape Cod town with the state-wide average for males,
females, and the tota population, and noted statistically significant deviations (Exh. EFSB-RR-39; Tr.
5, a 583, 664). The Company testified that in Sandwich, the Cancer Incidence Report found no
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datigticaly sgnificant evationsin cancer occurrences (Tr. 5, a 584). In the neighboring town of
Bourne, devated rates of bronchus and lung cancer were found (significant a p <= 0.05)% (id. at 584).

In addition to the Cape Cancer Incidence Report, the Company identified a 1997 report
published by Silent Spring Indtitute entitled the Cape Cod Breast Cancer and Environment Study
(“Silent Spring Study™), and the 1997 Aschengrau and Ozonoff Upper Cape Cancer Incidence Study
(“Cape Cancer Incidence Study”) (Exh. EFSB-HS-1, Tr. 5, at 581 to 584). The Company stated that
these studies found eevations in some types of cancer on Cape Cod; however, neither study found an
identifiable environmenta cause for these elevated rates, and both recommended further study asto
whether demographic differences exist between the population of women on the Cape versus
populations of women elsewhere in Massachusetts (Tr. 5, at 578).

The Company also provided data generated by a 1999 study conducted by ICF Kaiser
Consulting which examined the hedlth-related impacts which could be attributable to the existing Cand
Station (“1CF Kaiser Study”) (Exh. EFSB-G-5-C at App. 4.9; Tr. 5, a 575 t0 577). The ICF Kaiser
Study was a multimedia, multipathway risk assessment for Cana Station’s primary emissions Sources,
Units1 and 2 (Exh. EFSB-G-5-C at App. 4.9). The Company stated that the ICF Kaiser Study
concluded that elevated cancer rates on Cape Cod were unlikely to be the result of emissions from the
exiging Cana Station (Tr. 5, a 575 to 582).

2. Criteria Pollutants

Asdiscussed in Section 111.B, above, the MDEP regulates the emissions of Six criteria
pollutants under NAAQS: SO,, PM-10, NO,, CO, ozone, and lead. The Company indicated that
SO,, NOy, and VOCs are primarily respiratory irritants, which could lead to edema a high enough
concentrations; that PM-10, and particulate matter in generd, are associated with increasesin mortality

or hospital admission from respiratory diseases such as chronic bronchitis; that CO would be expected

69 The term statistically significant a p <= 0.01 means that there is a most one chance in 100 that
the excess of observed cancer cases is due to chance aone (Exh. EFSB-H-1, Bulk Att.).
Similarly, the term Satidticdly sgnificant a p <= 0.05 means that there is a most one chancein
20 that the excess of observed cancer cases is due to chance adone (id.).
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to aggravate heart disease conditions; that SO, might increase sengtivity to asthma; and that lead isa
neurotoxin (Tr. 5, at 589 to 590).

The Company’ switness, Dr. Vaberg, provided an overview of how the EPA determines
NAAQS for each criteria pollutant. Dr. Vaberg indicated that EPA develops a standard that is
protective of public health with an adequate margin for safety, and that protects sensitive subgroups (id.
at 587 to 588). The Company asserted that, when a geographica areaisin compliance with NAAQS
for aparticular pollutant, there would be no discernable hedlth effectsin that areafrom that pollutant (id.
at 586).

The Company asserted that its air modeling demondtrated that the predicted cumulative impacts
from Canal Station would meet NAAQSMAAQS with regard to NOy, SO,, PM-10, and CO (Exh.
EFSB-A-2, Bulk Att., at 4-10, 4-11). The Company aso noted that the proposed Cand
Redevel opment, including the repowering of Unit 2 and other non-jurisdictiona improvements at Cand
Station, would lead to a 60% annua reduction in NOy emissions, a46% annud reduction in SO,
emissions, a62% annua reduction in CO emissions, a 16% annua reduction in PM-10 emissons, and
a20% annual reduction in emissions of VOCs from Cand Station (Exh. EFSB-A-2-Sat 2 to 4).

The record indicates that the EPA sets NAAQS for six criteria pollutants -- SO,, PM-10,
NO,, CO, ozone, and lead -- which are designed to be protective of human hedth, including the hedlth
of sengtive subgroups, with an adequate margin for safety. The Siting Board gives greet weight to
these gandards as indicators of whether incremental emissons of criteria pollutants will have a
discernable impact on public hedth.

The record aso shows that MDEP has set procedures for reviewing the compliance with
NAAQS of proposed new sources of criteria pollutants, such as the proposed project.  Specificaly,
new sources are not permitted to cause or contribute significantly to aviolaion of NAAQS. In
addition, MDEP requires mgor new sources to meet BACT (when the areaiisin atainment or is
unclassifiable for aparticular pollutant) or LAER (when the areais in non-compliance for a particular
pollutant), and to obtain offsets greater than 100% of emissions when the areais in non-compliance for

apaticular pollutant. The Siting Board notes that MDEP s new source program balances
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environmenta impacts and costs when an areaisin compliance with NAAQS, but requires stronger
measures, including emissons offsets, when an areaisin non-attainment. The Siting Board finds that
this gpproach is conggtent with its own mandate to minimize both the environmental impacts and costs
of proposed generating facilities. The Siting Board therefore gives great weight to compliance with
MDEP air qudity programs as an indicator of whether the hedth impacts of a proposed facility have
been minimized.

The Company dated that the Sandwich areais“unclassfied” or “in atainment” for SO,, PM-
10, NOy, CO, and lead, but is categorized, with the rest of Massachusetts, as “non-attainment” for
ozone. In addition, the record indicates that for al criteria pollutants except ozone, regiona
background levels are well below standards set by NAAQS.

Asdiscussed in Section 111.B, above, the proposed repowering of Unit 2 would result in
sgnificant reductions in annua emissions of criteria pollutants, including ozone precursors NOy and
VOCs. While short-term concentrations of SO, and PM-10 would exceed SILs, the Company’s
cumulative impact andysis makes it clear that the resulting air quaity would be wdl within gpplicable
hedlth-based standards. The Siting Board therefore concludes that there is no evidence that the
project’s emissions of SO,, PM-10, NOy, and CO would have a discernable impact on public hedth.
In addition, because the repowering of Unit 2 would significantly reduce the number of days per year
that Unit 2 would run on ail, the proposad project should significantly improve regiond air qudity for
much of the year, and could have a net positive impact on hedlth by reducing emissions of ozone
precursors during asignificant part of the year.

Findly, the record indicates that repowered Unit 2 would incorporate BACT or LAER, as
applicable, for each criteria pollutant. Based on the stated compliance with MDEP emissions
sandards, and the proposed reductionsin annua emissons of criteria pollutants from Unit 2, the Siting
Board finds that the cumulative heglth impacts of criteria pollutant emissions from the proposed facility

would be minimized.

3. Air Toxics
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Air toxics, or hazardous air pollutants, are pollutants known or suspected to cause cancer or
other serious hedlth effects such as birth defects or reproductive effects (Tr. 5, at 587). Toxicsinclude
chemicas such as arsenic, beryllium, lead, mercury, nickd, dioxins, and formadehyde (Exh. SEC-1, &
3.7-5 (Table 3.7-1)).

The MDEP has in place an air toxics program, the primary purpose of which isto protect
public hedth (id. at 3.7-5; Tr. 5, at 586). The program sets a Threshold Effects Exposure Limit
(“TEL") which is protective of public hedth from threshold effects, and a Non-threshold Effects
Exposure Limit (“NTEL”), the lower of which is sdlected as the Allowable Ambient Limit (“AAL”)
(Exhs. SEC-1, at 3.7-5; EFSB-G-5-C, a 4.9-5). Where carcinogenicity isthe most sengitive effect,
and adequate data are available to derive a cancer unit risk, the AAL is set to correspond to an
incrementd lifetime risk of developing cancer of onein one million (Tr. 5, & 586). The Company
asserted that AALs and TEL s were designed to ensure that contributions from a single source would
have an inggnificant impact on public health (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.7-5). The Company also asserted that
because repowered Unit 2's predicted emissons of regulated air toxics would be below AALs and
TELS, the hedth impacts which could result from these emissions have been minimized (id. at 3.7-5;
Exh. EFSB-G-5-C, at 4.9-5t0 4.9-6).

The Company provided the results of a 1998 EPA study titled “ Study of Hazardous Air
Pollutant Emissions from Electric Utility Steam Generating Units— Find Report to Congress’ (“HAPs
Study”). The HAPs Study assessed emissions of 67 hazardous air pollutants (“HAPS’) from 52 fossl
fud generating units, and used this data to model human inhaation exposures to HAPs from al 684
fossl fud plants nation-wide (Exh. EFSB-G-5-C, at 4.9-2 to 4.9-6). The HAPs Study included a
detailed analysis of inhalation exposures and risks for 14 priority HAPS, and conducted multipathway
assessments for the four highest-priority HAPS. arsenic, mercury, dioxins, and radio nuclides (id.). The
HAPs Study diminated gas-fired power plants from its andyss at the screening stage, noting thet “[t]he
cancer risksfor al gasfired plants were well below one chance in one million ... and no non-cancer

hazards were identified” (Exh. SEC-1, & 3.7-2). Based on the EPA’sfindings, the Siting Board
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concludes that, in the absence of project-specific evidence to the contrary, the air toxics emissions from
agasfired generating facility should be considered to have no discernable public hedth impacts.

The Company aso provided the abstract and summary of a 1998 Mostardi-Platt and Genera
Electric Company study entitled “Inhaation Health Risk Assessment of Air Toxic Emissions from Large
Combustion Turbine Power Projects’ (*GE Study”) which concluded that neither cancer nor non-
cancer risks could be expected from ground-level exposure in the vicinity of combined-cycle
combustion turbine plants firing either natural gas or low sulfur didtillate (Exh. SEC-1, at 3.7-3).

Although the Company proposes to use naturd gas asthe primary fuel for repowered Unit 2, it
doesintend to seek permitsto use oil as a back-up fud for its new equipment for up to 720 hours per
year. However, as noted in Section I11.B, above, even when operating on ail, Unit 2'semissions of dl
regulated air toxics would be below TELs and AALS, which are designed to be protective of public
hedth. In addition, there is no evidence in the record indicating that the proposed project would emit
any specific air toxic at levelswhich would affect public hedth. Consequently, the Siting Board finds
that the hedlth impacts, if any, of the air toxics emissons from the proposed project would be

minimized.

4. | mpacts to Ground and Surface Waters

The Company identified two water-linked pathways by which substances hazardous to human
hedlth could theoretically reach the loca population: through stormwater discharges and congtruction
dewatering that infiltrate groundwater used to supply potable water, and through wastewater discharges
to surface water bodies (Exhs. EFSB-RR-36). In addition, as discussed in Section 111.C, above, the
record indicates that there are contaminants in the area which could affect public hedth were they to
migrate into loca drinking water supplies as aresult of the project.

The Company indicated that groundwater quality is protected by MDEP through the
edtablishment of drinking water standards which limit the levels of specific contaminants that may be
present in drinking water sources (Exh. EFSB-RR-36; Tr. 5, a 566, 619). The Company asserted
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that the Cand Station Siteis not located over an area of the underlying aquifer used as a source of
drinking water, and that hydrologic properties of the Site and its underlying aguifer make it highly
unlikely that runoff from the site would contaminate drinking water (Exh. EFSB-RR-36; Tr. 4, a 429).
The Company identified measures that would prevent the release of any pollutants to groundwater
during the construction and operation of the proposed facility (Exhs. EFSB-G-5-C at 4.6-60; SEC-1,
at 3.3-46 to 3.3-47). The Company stated that sanitary wastewater at the site would be managed in an
on-site subsurface disposal system, a procedure used throughout the Town of Sandwich, which the
Company gated has resulted in no adverse impacts to human hedth within the past 25 years (Exh.
EFSB-RR-36). The Company stated that the facility will be desgned in compliance with its NPDES
permit and with MDEP s Stormwater Management Policy, which is designed to control non-point
source pollution (Exhs. SEC-1, at 3.3-46 to 3.3-47; EFSB-RR-36).

Asdiscussed in Section 111.H, above, a single contaminated area, known as MW-8, is located
directly benegath the existing Canal Station (Exh. EFSB-G-5-D at 10-5). Thedteis currently being
monitored due to the presence of nickd at 120 micrograms per liter, which exceeds the MCP standard
of 100 micrograms per liter (Tr. 5, at 610). The Company asserted that pump tests conducted for
Sandwich had established that there is no hydrologic connection between groundwater associated with
the active MCP site and any drinking water sources (id. at 613 to 615). The Company aso stated that
monitoring and remediation, as gppropriate, would continue in accordance with the MCP until
contamination at the site has reached levels below the MCP standard (id.).

Asdiscussed in Section 111.C, above, the construction and operation of the proposed facility
would not draw on-ste contaminated groundwater into groundwater adjacent to the Cand Station Site,
and the proposed withdrawals would not affect groundwater recharge areas associated with portions of
the underlying aquifer used for public or private potable wells. Consequently, the Siting Board finds
that the proposed project poses no hedlth risks related to contamination of potable groundwater. As
discussed in Section I11.C, above, wastewater would be pretreated prior to being discharged to the
Cape Cod Cand and al applicable state and local guidelines will be met. Consequently, the Siting
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Board finds that the proposed project poses no hedth risks related to the disposal of cooling water and

other wastewater.

5. Handling and Digposd of Hazardous Méaterids
Asdiscussed in Section 111.H, aove, the Company stated theat it would store and use fud ail

and chemicals for water trestment, HRSG, and cooling processes (Exh. SEC-1, a 3.7-7). The
Company stated that most of these chemicas were dready in use and stored at the existing facility, and
that hazardous materias would be handled in accordance with federa, state, and locdl laws and
regulations (id. at 3.6-6 to 3.6-9, 3.7-6 to 3.7-8). Additionally, the Company noted that its planned
use of urea, which it identified as non-hazardous, as the source of anmoniafor NOy control for the
proposed facility would obviate the need for on-gte storage and transportation of agueous ammonia
(id. at 3.5-4, 3.6-4; Tr. 5, at 646-649).

The Company has demonstrated that it has in place procedures for the proper handling,
Storage, and disposal of hazardous materials during construction and operation of the proposed project.
The Siting Board notes that the Company’ s use of urea as a source of ammoniafor NOy control would
virtudly diminate any hedth concerns associated with aqueous ammonia. Consequently, the Siting
Board finds that the health risks reated to the handling and disposa of hazardous materids at the
proposed project would be minimized.

6. Noise

Asdiscussed in Section 111.G, above, Cand Station currently produces noise that is noticesble
in some surrounding community arees. These noise levels are expected to remain unchanged or to
decrease dightly following the repowering of Unit 2. The Company has assessed the current and
anticipated noise impacts of Cana Station in relation to gpplicable criteria for acceptable ambient noise,
including the MDEP standard which limits alowable noise increases from new sources.

With respect to the hedlth effects of noise, the Company asserted that human hedth is affected

by noise primarily when noise is loud enough to damage the ear and reduce hearing acuity (Tr. 5, a
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622-623). The Company noted that studies have been conducted of the long-term effects of noise
annoyance on hedlth; however, it argued that the noise created by Cand Station during normal
operation is below the levelsthat cause such hedlth impacts (id. at 623). The Company also stated that
impulse noises produced by the congtruction and operation of the proposed facility would fal below the
levels established by federa and state regulations both ongite and offsite (Tr. 7, a 902 to 904). The
Company provided the EPA Levels Document, which recommends that noise exposure not exceed an
average of 75 dBA over 8 hours, or 70 dBA over 24 hours in order to prevent hearing loss, and which
suggests that an outdoor L, of 55 dBA likely would result in indoor nighttime noise levels of
gpproximately 32 dBA, which should, in most cases, protect againgt deep interference (Exh. EFSB-A-
2 Bulk Att., App. G a 3, 4, D-34).

The record demondtrates that, following the repowering of Unit 2, L, hoise levels a Briarwood
Road would decrease from 58 dBA to 57 dBA, while noise at al other receptors would remain at
current levels, which range from 53 dBA to 57 dBA. Theresulting noise levels are well below
thresholds where hearing loss from long-term noise exposure could occur, dthough both existing and
anticipated noise marginally exceed the 55 dBA standard at one resdentia and two commercid
locations. The Siting Board has found that the Company’ s noise mitigation proposas would minimize
the operationa noise impacts of the proposed project, and has imposed conditions on particularly noisy
condruction activities which should serve to minimize disruptions during the congtruction period.
Conseguently, the Siting Board finds that the hedlth effects, if any, of noise from the proposed project

would be minimized.

7. Electromagnetic Fidds

Asdiscussed in Section 111.J, above, the repowered Unit 2 would require the construction of a
new transmission interconnection to the adjacent Commonwesdlth Electric subgtation; from the
subgtation, power would flow aong two existing 115 kV and two existing 345 kV transmisson linesto
the Bourne switching station.  This interconnection would consist of two 115 kV and two 345 kV
transmission lines. The Company stated that the closest residence to the Canal-Bourne ROW lies 178



EFSB 98-9 Page 98

feet northwest of the ROW edge, substantialy reducing the pesk magnetic field levd at that location
(Exh. EFSB-E-1). At thisresidence, magnetic fields would increase from 3 mG to 4 mG (id.).

The Company stated that the highest projected magnetic field level at the edge of the Canal-
Bourne transmission line ROW would be 83 mG (id.; Exh. EFSB-E-15). This represents a substantial
increase above the maximum level of the exidting facility of goproximatdy 65 mG at the edge of the
ROW (Exh. EFSB-E-15). The Company stated that Commonwealth Electric isin the process of
performing the system impact study for the proposed project, and that upon completion of the study,
Commonwed th Electric would explore cost-effective design changes that could lower magnetic field
levels (Exh. EFSB-E-1).

The possible health effects of exposure to EMF have been a subject of considerable debate. In
a 1985 case involving the congtruction of the 345 kV overhead HydroQuebec line, the Siting Board
heard expert testimony, reviewed the exigting literature, and concluded that there was no affirmative
evidence that the proposed facilities, which had edge-of-ROW leves of 85 mG, would produce
harmful hedlth effects 1985 MEC0o/NEPCo Decision, 13 DOMSC at 240. In this case, the Company

has provided a summary of existing state and non-regulatory guidance regarding exposure to EMF
(Exh. SEC-1, at 3.8-4). The Company indicated that other states have adopted EMF guidelines which
are generdly based on levelsin existing transmission corridors (id.). The Company stated that the
International Commission on Non-lonizing Radiation Protection recommends that occupationa
exposure to 60 Hz magnetic fields be limited to 833 mG (id.). The Company stated that the
International Radiation Protection Association recommends that occupationa exposure be limited to
magnetic fieds below 5000 mG; that routine exposure for the generd public be limited to 1000 mG;
and that general public exposure to fields between 1000 and 10,000 mG be limited to afew hours per
day (Tr. 5, a 555 to 557). The Company aso stated that the American Conference of Governmenta
Indugtrid Hygienigts had established a Threshold Limit Vaue (aleve to which nearly al workers may
be exposed repeatedly without adverse health effects) of 10,000 mG (id. at 556 to 557).

The Company aso provided a 1997 report by the National Research Council, which provides

a comprehensive review of research up to that date on the biologic effects of exposure to power-
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frequency dectric and magnetic fidds, including cdlular and molecular gudies, sudies on whole
animas, and epidemiologica studies (Exh. EFSB-E-16). The report concludes that the current body of
evidence does not show that exposure to such fields presents a human health hazard (id.). With respect
to epidemiologicd studies, the report indicates that the aggregate evidence does not support an
association between magnetic field exposure and adult cancer, pregnancy outcome, neurobehaviora
disorders, and childhood cancers other than leukemia (id.). With respect to in vitro studies, the report
finds that exposure to 50-60 Hz fields induces changes in cultured cells only at field strengths 1000 to
100,000 times the levels typicdly found in resdences (id.). With respect to anima studies, the study
finds no convincing evidence that exposure to power-frequency fields causes cancer or has any adverse
effects on reproduction or development in animals (id.). The report finds evidence of behaviora
response to fidds * congderably larger than those encountered in aresdentid environment”; however,
there was no demonstration of adverse neurobehaviora impacts (id.).

The Company aso provided an update on research published since the 1997 report (id.). The
Company’ switness, Dr. Vaberg, discussed two recent epidemiologica studies which focused on a
potentia link between EMF levels and childhood leukemia Dr. Vdberg indicated that the first sudy,
conducted by the National Cancer Ingtitute (“NCI”), found no correlation between exposure to
present-day measured fields of over two mG and leukemia (Tr. 5, at 550 to 552). He noted that the
researchers later regrouped the study data and found Statigtically sgnificant corrdations for some
groups with higher levels of exposure, but could not conclude that there was a consstent pattern that
would support a dose response effect (id. at 555 to 556). Dr. Vaberg aso noted that recent animal
studies, including a recent Japanese study, where field exposure of up to 50,000 mG was assessed
upon animals, did not support arelationship between field exposure and excess cancer (id.).

Overdl, dthough there are some epidemiologicd studies which suggest a correlation between
exposure to magnetic fields and childhood leukemia, and some evidence of biologica responseto
exposure to magnetic fieldsin anima studies, thereis no evidence of a cause-and-effect association
between magnetic field exposure and human hedlth. Thus, the record in this case does not support a
conclusion that the EMF levels anticipated as aresult of the proposed project would pose a public
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hedlth concern. Nonetheless, the Company has agreed to pursue an interconnection plan that minimizes
edge-of-ROW magnetic fields. Accordingly, the Siting Board finds that the hedlth effects, if any, of
electric and magnetic fields associated with the proposed project would be minimized.

8. Concdlusons

In the sections above, the Siting Board has reviewed the proposed project’s potentia for
effects on human hedth resulting from emissons of criteria pollutants, emissions of ar toxics, emissons
to ground and surface waters, handling and disposa of hazardous materids, noise, and dectric and
magnetic frequencies. The Siting Board has found that: (1) the cumulative hedth impacts of criteria
pollutant emissions from the proposed project would be minimized; (2) the hedth impacts, if any, of the
alr toxics emissions from the proposed project would be minimized; (3) the proposed project poses no
hedlth risks related to contamination of potable groundwater; (4) the proposed project poses no hedth
risks related to the digposal of cooling water and other wastewater; (5) the health risks of the proposed
project related to the handling and disposal of hazardous materias at the proposed project would be
minimized; (6) the hedth effects, if any, of noise from the proposed project would be minimized; and (7)
the hedlth effects, if any, of ectric and magnetic fields associated with the proposed project would be
minimized.

The Siting Board notes that the only indication of potentid pre-existing public heglth problems
in the communities surrounding Cand Stetion is the existence of datisticaly eevated levels of bronchus
and lung cancers. However, there is no evidence in the record suggesting that the pollutants which the
repowered Unit 2 would emit are linked to these types of cancer. Moreover, the record shows that the
proposed project would result in significant reductionsin the emissons of criteria pollutants and would
emit ar toxics, including carcinogens, a levelsbelow TELsand AALs. The Siting Board concludes
that thereis no evidence that the repowering would exacerbate any existing public hedth problemsin
the communities surrounding the proposed project. Consequently, the Siting Board finds that the
cumulative hedlth impacts of the proposed project would be minimized.
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M. Concdlusons

Based on the information in Sections 11 and 111, above, the Siting Board finds that the
Company’ s description of the proposed project and its environmenta impactsis substantidly accurate
and complete.

In Section 111.B, the Siting Board has found that, with the implementation of CO, mitigetion, the
ar qudity impacts of the proposed project would be minimized.

In Section 111.C, the Siting Board has found that, with the implementation of the condition
directing the Company to submit a description of its plans for long-term monitoring of water withdrawal
impacts on groundwater and wetlands, the water resource impacts of the proposed project would be
minimized.

In Section 111.D, the Siting Board has found that the wetlands impacts of the proposed project
would be minimized.

In Section 111.E, the Siting Board has found that, with the implementation of the condition
directing the Company to file a copy of its updated recycling plan and report on its recycling rate, the
solid waste impacts of the proposed project would be minimized.

In Section 111.F, the Siting Board has found that, with the implementation of the conditions
relating to on-gte landscaping and off-gte mitigation of visua impacts,
the visua impacts of the proposed project would be minimized.

In Section 111.G, the Siting Board has found that, with the implementation of the condition
relating to consultation and advance notification regarding congtruction outside of norma hours, the
noise impacts of the proposed project would be minimized.

In Section 111.H, the Siting Board has found that with the implementation of the conditions
directing the Company to revise and update its Emergency Response Plan and Spill Prevention,
Control, Countermeasure Plan, the safety impacts of the proposed project would be minimized.

In Section [11.1, the Siting Board has found that with the development of a satdllite- parking
traffic andys's and mitigation plan, and acceptance of such plan by the Siting Board, the Company will
have established that the traffic impacts of the proposed project would be minimized.
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In Section 111.J, the Siting Board has found that, with the implementation of the condition to
provide an update on the extent and design of any required transmission upgrades, the EMF impacts of
the proposed project would be minimized.

In Section 111.K, the Siting Board has found that the land use impacts of the proposed project
would be minimized.

In Section I11.L, the Siting Board has found that the cumulative hedth impacts of the proposed
project would be minimized.

Accordingly, the Siting Board finds that, with the implementation of the above-listed conditions,
Mirant Cand I’ s plans for the congtruction of the proposed generating facility would minimize the
environmental impacts of the proposed project consistent with the minimization of costs associated with
the mitigation, control and reduction of the environmenta impacts of the proposed generating facility.

V. CONSISTENCY WITH THE POLICIES OF THE COMMONWEALTH
A. Standard of Review

G.L. c. 164, § 693/ requires the Siting Board to determine whether the plans for construction
of a proposed generating facility are consstent with current health and environmenta protection policies
of the Commonwedlth and with such energy palicies of the Commonwedth as are adopted by the
Commonwedth for the specific purpose of guiding the decisons of the Siting Board. The hedth and
environmenta protection policies gpplicable to the review of agenerating facility vary condgderably
depending on the unique features of the site and technology proposed; however, they may include
exiging regulatory programs of the Commonwesdlth relaing to issues such as air qudity, water-related
discharges, noise, water supply, wetlands or riverfront protection, rare and endangered species, and
historicdl or agriculturd land preservation. Therefore, in this section, the Siting Board summarizes the
hedlth and environmenta protection policies of the Commonweslth that are applicable to the proposed
project and discusses the extent to which the proposed project complies with these policies.”

70 The Siting Board notes that its Technology Performance Standard at 980 CMR, § 12.00 could
(continued...)
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B.  Amdyss

In Sections 11 and 111, above, the Siting Board has reviewed the process by which the
Company sited and designed the proposed project, and the environmental and hedlth impacts of the
proposed project as Sited and designed. As part of this review, the Siting Board has identified a
number of Commonwedlth policies gpplicable to the design, congtruction, and operation of the
proposed project. These are briefly summarized below.

Asdiscussed in Section 111.B, above, the MDEP extensively regulates emissions of criteriaand
non-criteria pollutants that result from modifications to existing sources such as Cand Station. The
Company has demondtrated that it expects to comply with al gpplicable MDEP standards.

Asdiscussed in Section 111.C, above, the EPA, the Army Corps, the Nationd Marine Fisheries
Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, MDMF and the MDEP regulate various wastewater
discharges, and the impact of the proposed project on surface and groundwater bodies, water qudity,
and fisheriesin the Cape Cod Cana and Massachusetts Bay. The Company has demonstrated that it
expects to comply with al gpplicable regulatory standards.

Asdiscussed in Section 111.D, above, the Company has demonstrated that it is working to
evauate design options cong stent with MDEP, Sandwich Conservation Commisson, EPA and Army
Corps environmenta protection policies that would result in minimizing the wetlands impacts of (1) the
proposed cooling water intake/discharge on the banks of the Cape Cod Canal and (2) atransmission

line to a substation that crosses over aforested wetland area.

7 (...continued)
be congtrued as an energy policy of the Commonwedlth adopted for the purpose of guiding the
decisons of the Siting Board. The proposed project’s compliance with 980 CMR, § 12.00 is
discussed in Sections 1.D and 111.B, above. The Commonwedth has not adopted any other
energy policies pertaining to the Siting Board' s review of generating facilitiessince G.L. c. 164,
8§ 69Jv4 was enacted.
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Asdiscussed in Section 111.G, above, the Company has demonstrated that it will maintain Cana
Station noise at or below existing levels, congstent with MDEP Policy 90-001, which limits noise
increasesto 10 dBA.

Asdiscussed in Section I11.K, above, the Company has demonstrated that it has complied with
state programs protecting rare and endangered species and habitats, and historic and archaeological
resources.

The proposed project dso is subject to federal coasta zone consistency review pursuant to
policiesimplemented by the Commonwesdlth of Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management
(“CZM”) (Exhs. SEC-1, at 2-12-2-15; EFSB S-12-A (Att.)). The Company isrequired to obtain a
certification from CZM that the Company’s activities comply with policies under the Massachusetts
Coasta Zone Management Program (Exh. EFSB-G-5-C at 5-8). CZM poalicies require non-coastal-
dependent Stesin a coada zone to submit an dternative inland Sting analysis (Exh. EFSB-S-12).
However, CZM does not require an inland siting analysisif a developer can demondrate that: (1) the
proposed project would be dependent on the existing facility’ sinfrastructure that is located in the
coadtd zone, (2) the effects of ancillary construction on the costal zone are fully addressed; (3) the
effects of the proposed project on the land and water resources and uses of the costd zone are fully
evauated and mitigated; and (4) the effects of additiond generating capacity on resdentid and
commercia growth can be described
(Exhs. EFSB-G-5-A; EFSB-S-12, at 2; EFSB-S-12-B (Att.)). The Company provided an anayss of
the proposed project’ s consistency with CZM requirements (Exh. SEC-1, a 2-12 to 2-15). The Siting
Board concludes that the proposed project appears consistent with the policies of the Commonwedlth
regarding development in costal zone aress.

Consequently, based on its review above, the Siting Board finds that plans for construction of
the proposed project are consistent with current hedlth and environmentd protection policies of the
Commonwesdlth and with such energy policies of the Commonwedth as have been adopted by the
Commonwedth for the specific purpose of guiding the decisions of the Siting Board.



EFSB 98-9 Page 105

V. DECISION

The Siting Board' s enabling statute directs the Siting Board to implement the energy policies
contained in G.L. c. 164, 88 69H-69Q to provide areliable energy supply for the Commonwed th with
aminimum impact on the environment a the lowest possible cos.

G.L. c. 164, 8 69H. Section 69J/4requiresthat, in its consideration of a proposed generating facility,
the Siting Board review inter dia the Site sdlection process, the environmenta impacts of the proposed
project, and the consstency of the plans for construction and operation of the proposed project with
the current hedlth and environmenta protection policies of the Commonwedth and with such energy
policies of the Commonwed th as have been adopted by the Commonwedth for the specific purpose of
guiding the decisons of the Siting Board.

In Section 11, above, the Siting Board has found that the Company’ s description of the Site
selection process it used is accurate, and that the Site selection process resulted in the sdlection of asite
that contributes to the minimization of the environmenta impacts of the proposed project and the costs
of mitigating, controlling, and reducing such impacts.

In Section 111, above, the Siting Board has found that with the implementation of
listed conditions relative to air quality, water resources, solid waste, visua, noise, safety, traffic and
EMF impacts, the Company’ s plans for the construction of the proposed generating facility would
minimize the environmenta impacts of the proposed project consstent with the minimization of costs
associated with the mitigation, control and reduction of the environmenta impacts of the proposed
project.

In Section IV, aove, the Siting Board has found that the plans for the construction of the
proposed project are consistent with current health and environmenta protection policies of the
Commonwedlth and with such energy policies of the Commonwedth as have been adopted by the
Commonwedth for the specific purpase of guiding the decisions of the Siting Board.

Accordingly, the Siting Board finds that, upon compliance with the conditions set forth in
Sections 111.B, 111.C, lILE, I1L.F, [11.G, 11.H, 111.I, and 111.J above, and listed bel ow, the construction
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and operation of the proposed project will provide areliable energy supply for the Commonwedth with
aminimum impact on the environment a the lowest possible cod.

Accordingly, the Siting Board hereby APPROVES, subject to conditions, the petition of Mirant

Cand Il, L.L.C. for approvd to upgrade generating facilities at the existing Cana Station in Sandwich,
Massachusetts. This upgrade would increase the eectrical generating capacity of Unit 2 at Candl
Station from 560 megawatts to 1225 megawatts.

The Company shdl comply with the following conditions during congtruction and operation of

the proposed generating facility:

Prior to the commencement of construction:

A. In order to minimize safety impacts, the Siting Board directs the Company to  update
the
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B. In order to minimize traffic related impacts, the Siting Board directs the Company to file
with the Siting Board plans for satdllite parking for congtruction workers, including a
supporting andysis of LOS and other traffic impacts near the satdllite parking arex(s),
and specific measures (e.g., carpooling) to mitigate any traffic impacts during
congruction of the project. In developing find plansfor satdlite parking and other
traffic mitigation measures, the Siting Board directs the Company, together with its EPC

contractor, to coordinate with appropriate municipa authorities concerning
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procurement of satellite parking and to identify and implement appropriate measuresto
address traffic impacts and ensure pedestrian safety in the vicinity of the satdlite parking
area(s) and the related bus route(s) to the project site. The plan should dlow the
Company to maintain communication with locd officids and safety departmentsto
address any traffic impacts arising from congtruction of the proposed facility, and to
ensure smooth passage of safety and emergency vehiclesa al times. The Siting Board
will expeditioudy review the Company’ sfiling to determine whether traffic impacts at
the satellite parking area(s) would be minimized.

In order to minimize noise impacts, the Siting Board directs the Company to consult
with local authorities prior to undertaking pile driving, sleam blows, or other noisy
congtruction activity outside the hours of 6:00 am. to 4:00 p.m., Monday to Friday,
and to provide advance notice of such activities to any neighborhood representatives
that request such notice. The Company shall provide the Siting Board with a copy of
its protocol for consultation and advance naotification regarding congtruction outside of

norma hours prior to commencement of congtruction.

Prior to Operation:

D.

In order to minimize solid waste impacts, the Siting Board directs the Company to filea
copy of its updated recycling plan with the Siting Board, and to report on its recycling
rate for congtruction and demalition debris and its anticipated recycling rate for
operational wastes.

During Congtruction and Operation:

E

In order to minimize air quality impacts, the Siting Board directs the Company to
develop, in consultation with the Siting Board aff, a plan to provide CO, mitigation

beginning no later than the end of the firgt year following commencement of commercid
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operation of the proposed project. Congstent with the Siting Board' s rulingsin recent
cases, Mirant Cand 11 shdl either: (1) by the end of thefirst year of operation, make a
monetary contribution of $1,134,498 (plus an adjustment for tree-clearing) to a cost-
effective program or programs for CO, mitigation to be sdlected upon consultation with
the staff of the Siting Board; or (2) by the end of thefirst year of operation, make a
monetary contribution $474,050 (plus an adjustment for tree-clearing), if it can establish
that it will make no additiona use of the CO, emissons reductions from existing
equipment to provide offsats for CO, emissions from other sources; or (3) provide
offsets for 1% of the proposed project’s maximum net CO, emissons (plusan
adjustment for tree-clearing) based on voluntary curtailment of operations of other
existing equipment at Cand Station, or of equipment at another existing source, subject
to conditions that the curtailment of operations be based on enforceable and verifigble
limits and that there be no collaterd use of the curtailment of operations to satisfy or
avoid emissons offset requirements relating to other air pollutants emitted from Cand
Station and/or to provide emissions offsets for any air pollutants emitted by other
sources. If the Company eects one of the monetary contribution options, it should
provide the Siting Board with detailed information regarding the program or programs
to which the contribution will be made.

In order to minimize water impacts, the Siting Board directs the Company to consult
with the MDEP, the Cape Cod Commission, and the Sandwich Conservation
Commission concerning the need for, and design of, well monitoring for any part of the
operationd lifetime of the facility, in order to assess the impact of groundwater
withdrawas on sdlinization of groundwater and on water levels in nearby wetlands; and
to file with the Siting Board a description of any plans that result from this consultation
for monitoring sdinization and wetland impacts.
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In order to minimize visua impacts, the Siting Board directs the Company to provide
reasonable off-gte mitigation of visuad impacts, including shrubs, trees, window
awnings, or other mutua ly-agreeable measures, that would screen views of the new
turbine building or compressor building at affected residentia properties, roadways and
other locations within one-haf mile to the east of the proposed facility, or within one-
half mile to the southeast or south of the proposed facility east of the Commonwedlth
Electric substation, as requested by individua property owners or appropriate
municipd officids. In implementing this requirement, the Company: (1) shdl provide
shrub and tree plantings, window awnings, or other reasonable mitigation on private
property, only with the permission of the property owners, and aong public ways, only
with the permission of the gppropriate municipa officids; (2) shdl provide written
notice of this requirement to gppropriate officids and to al potentidly affected property
owners 30 days prior to the commencement of structural work on the new turbine
building or compressor building, whichever occursfirgt; (3) may limit requests for
mitigation measures from loca property owners and municipd officids to a specified
period ending no less than twelve months after initia operation of the plant; (4) shdl
complete dl agreed-upon mitigation measures within one year after completion of
congtruction, or if based on arequest filed after commencement of construction, within
one year after such request; and (5) shdl be responsible for the reasonable maintenance
and replacement of plantings, as necessary to ensure that healthy plantings become
established.

In order to reduce the visud impacts of the project at the Sandwich Marinaand

Freezer Road and aong the Canal Walk, the Siting Board aso directs the Company, in
conjunction with appropriate loca and regiond authorities, to develop and implement a
landscaping plan for the eastern boundary of the Canal Station Site, and for the northern
boundary in the vicinity of the proposed new structures.
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In order to minimize safety impacts, the Siting Board directs the Company to consult
with the gppropriate Sandwich officids in preparing its updated SPCC plan.

J. In order to minimize EMF impacts, the Siting Board directs the Company to provide
the Siting Board with an update on the extent and design of any required transmisson
upgrades, and the measures incorporated into such transmission upgrade desgns to
minimize magnetic fidd impacts, a such time as the Company reaches find agreement

with al transmission providers regarding transmission upgrades.

Because the issues addressed in this Decison relative to this facility are subject to change over
time, congtruction of the proposed generating facility must be commenced within three years of the date
of the decison

In addition, the Siting Board notes that the findingsin this decision are based upon the record in
thiscase. A project proponent has an absolute obligation to construct and operateits facility in
conformance with all aspects of its proposa as presented to the Siting Board. Therefore, the Siting
Board requires the Company to notify the Siting Board of any changes other than minor variationsto
the proposa o that the Siting Board may decide whether to inquire further into aparticular issue. The
Company is obligated to provide the Siting Board with sufficient information on changes to the
proposed project to enable the Siting Board to make these determinations.

William H. Stevens, J.
Hearing Officer

Dated this 15" day of June, 2001



