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The Energy Facilities Siting Board ("Siting Board") hereby grants the Petition and grants
the Application of IDC Bellingham LLC for a Certificate of Environmental Impact and Public
Interest, with respect to Five Special Permits granted by the Town of Bellingham Zoning Board

of Appeals.

L INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to G.L. c. 164, §§ 69K - 690%,, IDC Bellingham LLC ("IDC" or "Company")
has petitioned the Siting Board for a Certificate of Environmental Impact and Public Interest
("Certificate") with respect to Five Special Permits issued by the Town of Bellingham Zoning
Board of Appeals ("Zoning Board") in connection with IDC’s proposed electric generating
facility ("facility"} in the Town of Beilingham ("Bellingham"). If issued as requested, the
Certificate would have the effect of granting IDC the Five Special Permits with the conditions as
modified by the May 25, 2001 agreement between the Town of Bellingham Board of Selectmen
("Town"), the Zoning Board, and IDC.' The Certificate also would render moot the first count of
an appeal filed in the Norfolk Superior Court and the Land Court by opponents of the Special
Permits pursuant to G.L. c. 40A, § 17, seeking to void the issuance of the Special Permits

("Opponents’ Appeal™).?

A. Procedural History

On December 21, 1999, the Siting Board conditionally approved the petition of IDC to
construct a natural gas-fired combined-cycle electric generating facility with a net nominal
electrical output of 700 MW. IDC Bellingham LLC, 9 DOMSB 225 (1999) ("Final Decision").
On March 3, 2000, IDC submitted a Compliance Filing indicating, inter alia, that it would change

For a description of the May 25, 2001 agreement between the Town, the Zoning Board
and the Company, see Section 1. A, below.

The Opponents” Appeal includes a second count seeking declaratory relief based on the
plaintiffs’ allegation that the May 1997 rezoning of the locus of the facility is invalid
(Exh. IDC-2, App. F, Tab 70). This claim is not the subject of the instant proceeding.
There is no record evidence that the pendency of this claim would preclude the
construction of the facility should a Certificate issue.
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its turbine vendor from Siemens Westinghouse to General Electric, and that the facility’s output
would be reduced from 700 MW to 525 MW. On September 12, 2000, the Siting Board 1ssued a
Final Decision on Compliance approving the reconfigured facility. IDC Bellingham ELC-
Compliance, 11 DOMSB 27 (2000) ("IDC Compliance Decision”). A consolidated appeal of the

Final Decision and the IDC Compliance Decision is pending before the Supreme Judicial Court.
See Box Pond Association, Inc. v. EFSB et al, No. SJC-08452. On September 24, 2001, the

Siting Board approved with conditions a project change filed by the Company on June 6, 2001,
IDC Bellingham LLC, EFSB 97-5B (2001) ("IDC Project Change Decision").?

On May 5, 2000, IDC filed with the Zoning Board five applications seeking Special
Permits under the Town of Bellingham Zoning By-Laws ("Zoning By-Laws"). IDC’s first
Special Permit Application sought permission to construct certain structures in excess of the
height restrictions set forth in §§ 1500 and 2610 of the Zoning By-Laws (Exh. IDC-2, App. A,
Tab 1). The Company filed its second Special Permit Application in accordance with § 3240 of
the Zoning By-Laws, which requires any major new stationary source of air pollution to obtain a
Special Permit pursuant to Zoning By-Laws § 3290 (id., App. A, Tab 2). The Company filed its
third Special Permit Application in accordance with the provisions of § 2400 of the Zoning By-
Laws, which requires a Special Permit for any project that will use temporary structures and will
provide parking for more than three light commercial vehicles or more than one heavy
commercial vehicle (id., App. A, Tab 3). The Company filed its fourth Special Permit
Application in accordance with §§ 3232 and 3234 of the Zoning By-Laws, which require a
Special Permit for certain exterior lighting (id., App. A, Tab 4). The Company filed its fifth
Special Permit Application in accordance with § 3250 of the Zoning By-Laws, which requires an
applicant to obtain a Special Permit for the use of certain hazardous materials (id., App. A, Tab
5).

On January 3, 2001, the Zoning Board granted the Five Special Permits with a total of 23
conditions (hereinafter referred to individually as "Special Permit 1"; "Special Permit 2";

"Special Permit 3"; "Special Permit 4"; "Special Permit 5", and collectively, as "Special

3 The Final Decision, IDC Compliance Decision and the IDC Project Change Decision are

collectively referred to as the "facility decisions” or "facility proceedings”.

-6-
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Permits"). On January 23, 2001, the Opponents’ Appeal was filed in Norfolk Superior Court and
the Land Court pursuant to G.L. ¢. 40A, § 17 and G.L. c. 231 (Bxh. IDC-1, App. E, Tabs 65-69).*

On February 9, 2001, pursuant to G.L. ¢. 164, §§ 69K}2-690% and 980 CMR 6.02, IDC
filed its Imitial Petition for a Certificate of Environmental Impact and Public Interest based upon
the Opponents” Appeal of the Special Permits, and upon three of the conditions incorporated in
the Special Permits.

On February 15, 2001, the Chairman of the Siting Board issued a decision on IDC’s
Initial Petition holding that, in accordance with 980 CMR 6.02(4), the Siting Board would defer a
decision on the merits of the Petition, and instead would adjudicate concurrently both the merits
of the Petition and the merits of the Company’s Application for a Certificate (" Application™).
IDC Bellingham LLC, EFSB 01-1, Procedural Order Re Initial Petition for Certificate of

Environmental Impact and Public Interest (February 15, 2001) ("Eebruary 15, 2001 Procedural
Order") at 2. Pursuant to G.L. c. 164, § 69L%, IDC filed its Application on April 3, 2001.

Pursuant to G.L. c. 30A, § 10, the Town and the Zoning Board filed a joint petition for
leave to intervene in the certificate proceeding. In addition, the following groups and individuals
filed a petition for leave to intervene as individuals, pursuant to G.L. c. 30A, § 10, and filed
collectively, pursuant to G. L.c. 164, § 10A: (1) Box Pond Association, Inc. ("BPA"); (2)
Concerned Citizens of Bellingham, Inc. ("CCOB"); (3) Maurice Durand; (4) Joan Eckert; (5)
Debra Ferullo; (6) Kenneth Hamwey; (7) Donald Keller; (8) Robert W. Loftus, Jr.; (9) Jerry
Novicky; and (10) Lorraine Spencer.

The Hearing Officer granted the joint petition of the Town and the Zoning Board and the
individual petitions of Maurice Durand, Debra Ferullo, Kenneth Hamwey, Donald Keller, Robert
W. Loftus, Ir., Jerry Novicky, and Lorraine Spencer (collectively, "Intervenors™). The Hearing
Officer denied the individual petitions to intervene of BPA, CCOB and Joan Eckett and the
collective petition to intervene filed pursuant to G.L. ¢. 30A, § 10A. The Hearing Officer,

however, granted BPA, CCOB and Joan Eckert status as interested persons in the proceeding.

4

The following are the plaintiffs to the Opponents’ Appeal: Maurice Durand; Jerry
Novicky; Lorraine Spencer; Brian Sutherland; Donald Keller; Debra Ferullo; Robert
Loftus, Jr.; and Kenneth Hamwey.
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On June 5, 2001, the Town, the Zoning Board and the Company (collectively, the
"Settling Parties") submitted an Amended Joint Motion to Revise the Proposed Certificate
Conditions and for the Town and the Zoning Board to Withdraw as a Party to the Proceeding
("Amended Joint Motion"). The Settling Parties also requested that the Town and the Zoning
Board be excused from responding to any information or discovery requests issued in the
proceeding (Amended Joint Motion at 3). On June 7, 2001, the Hearing Officer granted the
Amended Joint Motion, thereby allowing the Town and the Zoning Board to withdraw from the
proceeding, and to be excused from responding to any information or discovery requests issued
in the proceeding. IDC Bellingham LLC, EFSB 01-1 (Hearing Officer Ruling, June 7, 2001, at
2). '

An adjudicatory hearing was held on June 27, 2001. IDC presented the testimony of two
witnesses: Donald C. DiCristofaro, Vice President of Environmental Affairs for IDC; and
Stephen R. Pritchard, Vice President for Project Development for IDC. The record includes
approximately 82 exhibits, consisting primarily of the Company’s responses to information
requests issued by the Siting Board and the Intervenors. On July 2, 2001, the Hearing Officer
issued two briefing questions for the parties to address. On July 16, 2001, the Company and the
Intervenors filed briefs; on July 23, 2001, the Company and the Intervenors filed reply briefs.

B. Special Permits

The Company maintains that three conditions incorporated in the Special Permits,
Conditions 20, 22(a), and 23, are burdensome, inconsistent with the Company’s other resource
permits, and/or constitute the raising and imposition of a non-regulatory conditton (Exh. IDC.-l,
at9). |

Condition 20 of the Special Permits provides that the Company shall abide by an
agreement with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection ("MDEP") to

- evaluate zero ammonia technology ("ZAT") within the first five years of operation, except that
the Company shall exclude acquisition costs of ZAT equipment in any such evaluation ("ZAT
Condition") (id., App. E, Tab 65, at 23).

Condition 22(a) of the Special Permits provides that the facility be designed with at least
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four concrete walls around the transformers and CCW coolers, and that the walls be at least 10
feet higher than the transformers ("Transformer Condition") (id.).

Condition 23 of the Special Permits provides that the Company must enter into a Payment
in Lieu of Taxes Agreement with the Town ("PILOT Agreement") on or before July 1, 2001, and
that the obligations of the agreement must be at least equal to those in existing agreements
between Bellingham and industries of a similar nature ("PILOT Condition") (id., App. E, Tab 65,
at 25).

As stated in Section LA, above, on May 25, 2001, the Settling Parties entered into a
Settlement Agreement. Pursuant to this Settlement Agreement, the Settling Parties requested that
the Siting Board grant the Company leave to amend its Application to reflect the jointly proposed
modifications to the three conditions as follows:

The modified version of Condition 20 ("Modified Condition 20" or "Modified ZAT
Condition") would provide that if MDEP requires the Company to re-evaluate ZAT, then the
Company shall abide by MDEP’s evaluation requirements. In addition, Modified Condition 20
would require IDC to actively oppose any installation of ZAT that would cause the Company to
exceed the maximum limits on water use set forth in the Water Agreement, the Final Decision
and the IDC Comphiance Decision ("Modified ZAT Condition") (Exh. IDC-2-S).

The modified version of Condition 22(a) ("Modified Condition 22(a)" or "Modified

Transformer Condition") would require the transformers and CCW coolers to have concrete
walls on at least four sides that are 10 feet higher than the transformers or CCW coolers, or, in
the alternative, equivalent noise mitigation that results in maximum noise levels generated from
the facility which do not exceed: (1) the MDEP limit of an increase of 10 decibels, A-weighted
("dBA") from new noise sources; (2) the 65-dBA limit set forth in the Town of Bellingham noise
ordinance; (3) a 45-dBA steady state noise limit for residential receptors; and (4) a 40-dBA limit
at the closest residence during normal operation of the facility. Modified Condition 22(a) further
would provide that, should IDC construct higher walls to satisfy the Modified Transformer
Condition, any necessary and related facility layout changes would be deemed approved without
requiring further action by the Siting Board or the Zoning Board (id.).

The modified version of Condition 23 ("Modified Condition 23" or "Modified PIL.OT
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Condition") would require IDC to make a good faith effort to meet with the Town to negotiate a
PILOT Agreement. Modified Condition 23 further would provide that if the parties do not reach
an agreement by July 1, 2001, the failure to reach an agreement shall not constitute grounds for

violation of the Certificate/ Special Permit (id.).

C. Jurisdiction

The Company’s Initial Petition is reviewable pursuant to G.L. c. 164, § 69K%, which
provides that any applicant proposing to construct or operate a generating factlity may petition
the Siting Board for a Certificate with respect to that facility. Likewise, the Company’s
Application is reviewable by the Siting Board pursuant to G.L. c. 164, § 69L%, which requires
any applicant seeking a Certificate pursuant to § 69K % to file with the Siting Board an
Application containing the information specified in § 69L Y.

IDC’s Initial Petition for a Certificate and its Application for a Certificate each is
reviewed by the Siting Board consistent with the Siting Board’s mandate set forth in G.L. c, 164,
§ 69H, which requires the Siting Board to implement the energy policies in its statute to provide
a reliable energy supply for the Commonwealth with a minimum impact on the environment at

the lowest possible cost.

II. THE INITIAL PETITION
A. Standard of Review

Any person who proposes to construct or operate a generating facility in the
Commonwealth may seek a Certificate from the Siting Board. G.L. c. 164, § 69KY. The
applicant first must file an Initial Petition for a Certificate. Id. The Siting Board shall grant an
Initial Petition if: (1) the applicant asserts one or more of the seven grounds for a Petition set
forth in G.L. ¢. 164 § 69K%; and (2) the Siting Board determines that, on the merits, at least one

of the grounds asserted constitutes a valid basis for granting the Initial Petition. 1d.°

? Within seven days of the filing of an Initial Petition for a Certificate, the Siting Board

must decide whether to hold a hearing on the merits of the grounds asserted in the
{continued...)

-10-
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B. The Company’s Initial Petition

IDC asserted in its Initial Petition four of the seven statutory grounds upon which an
Initial Petition may be based.

IDC asserted that under G.L. c. 164, § 69K Y (vi}, the facility cannot be constructed due
to delays caused by the Opponents’ Appeal to the Land Court pursuant to G.L. c. 404, § 17 of
the Zoning Board’s issuance of Five Special Permits. The Company also asserted, pursuant to
G.L. c. 164, § 69K'%, 7 2, that the ZAT, PILOT, and Transformer Conditions of the Special
Permits are burdensome and have a substantial impact on the responsibilities of the Siting Board
(Exh. IDC-1, at 1-2). In addition, the Company asserted pursuant to G.L. c. 164, § 69K % (iit),
that the ZAT and PILOT Conditions are inconsistent with IDC’s other resource permits for the
facility. Finally, IDC asserted, pursuant to G.L. ¢. 164, § 69K (iv), that the ZAT and PILOT
Conditions are the result of the Zoning Board’s improper consideration and imposition of non-
regulatory conditions (id. at 10-16). The Siting Board addresses cach of these grounds below.
In addition, the Siting Board addresses the Intervenors’ contention that the Siting Board should
require an applicant for a Certificate to demonstrate that it has exhausted its administrative

remedies prior to secking relief from the Siting Board.

1. Delay Caused by Appeal

G.L. c. 164, § 69KYz (vi) provides that the Siting Board shall grant an Initial Petition if it
finds that "the facility cannot be constructed because of delays caused by the appeal of any
approval, consent, permit, or certificate." Pursuant to G.L. c. 164, § 69H, the Siting Board’s
responsibility in this proceeding is to implement the provisions of G.L. c. 164, §§ 69H-69Q "so
as to provide a reliable energy supply for the Commonwealth with a minimum impact on the
environment at the lowest possible cost.”

IDC stated that, pursuant to G.L. c, 40A, § 11, the Five Special Permits cannot take effect

(...continued)

Petition, or to accept an Application for a Certificate and to defer a decision on the merits
of the Petition until the hearing on the Application. 980 CMR 6.02 (4). In this case the
Siting Board deferred its review of the merits of IDC’s Initial Petition until the hearing on

the Company’s Application. February 15, 2001 Procedural Order at 2.

-11=
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until the Opponents” Appeal regarding the Special Permits has been dismissed or denied (Exh.
IDC-1, at 10). IDC further stated that until the resolution of the Opponents” Appeal, a building
permit for construction of the facility cannot be issued, and that, accordingly, there will be a
substantial delay in the project’s schedule (id.).* TDC therefore requested the Siting Board to
consider the Company’s Petition for a Certificate pursuant to G.L.c. 164, § 69K (vi) (id.).

At the evidentiary hearing in this matter, counsel for the Intervenors argued that, to have
its Initial Petition granted pursuant to G.L. c. 164, § 69K ¥ (vi), IDC must demonstrate that it
would never be able to construct the facility unless the Initial Petition were granted (Tr. at 36).
Since the Siting Board has not previously had occasion to review an Initial Petition based on this
provision of G.L. c. 164, § 69K, the Hearing Officer asked the parties to address on brief the
nature of the evidence that is required to demonstrate that an approved generating facility cannot
be built due to delays.caused by the appeal of any approval, consent, permit, or certificate.

The Intervenors argued that G.L. c. 164, § 69K Y (vi) may oﬁly be invoked if an
Applicant can demonstrate that "appeal of a permit effectively precludes the construction of the
facility; it does not apply when an appeal merely delays construction"(emphasis supplied)
(Intervenors Brief at 2). The Intervenors stated that the Siting Board should exercise its authority
to use this provision only under extraordinary circumstances, such as a delay that would result in
loss of financing for the project (id.).

The Intervenors also stated that granting an Initial Petition pursuant to G.L. c. 164,

§ 69K'% (vi) "effectively repeals" G.L. c. 40A, § 17 by denying appellate rights for opponents of
power plants (id. at 3-4).” The Intervenors asserted that this result would violate a fundamental

rule of statutory interpretation: "We assume, as we must, that the Legislature was aware of

The Company stated that other steps required for the project, including selection of and
negotiation with an engineering, procurement and construction ("EPC") contractor and
making a compliance filing with the Siting Board, would have been initiated to allow
construction to begin soon after issuance of a building permit, but that these steps could
not proceed given the uncertainty as to when a building permit can be issued

(Exh. BP-2-6).

G.L. c. 40A, § 17 provides for the judicial review of decisions of a zoning board of
appeals.

-12-
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existing statutes... and that if possible a statute is to be interpreted in harmony with prior
enactments to give rise to a consistent body of law™ (id. at 4, citing Jancey v. School Committee

of Everett, 421 Mass. 482, 496 (1995)).

The Intervenors fur'fher argued that even if a delay were sufficient cause to invoke the
provision, the Company has not shown that the pending Land Court action has caused a delay
(Intervenors Brief at 2). As an example, the Intervenors claimed IDC cannot commence
construction until it has received a final air plan approval from MDEP (id. at 6, citing 310 CMR
7.02(2)(a); 310 CMR 7.00).* The Intervenors concluded that since IDC has yet to obtain permits
from several other state agencies, has not sclected a contractor, and has not formulated its
detailed design work, the Company cannot claim that the Land Court Appeal is the sole cause of
any construction delays (id. at 6-7). The Intervenors suggested that, at most, the Land Court
Appeal exposes the Company to risk, and that this risk is not sufficient to set in motion the Siting
Board’s authority to override other permit processes (id. at 7).

IDC asserted that it is permitted to invoke G.L. ¢ .164, § 69K " (vi) because it 1s legally
prohibited from commencing construction of the facility due to the pendency of the Opponents’
Appeal, and argued that the Siting Board must grant the Company’s Initial Petition on this basis
(Company Brief at 8-9).

IDC disputed the Intervenors’ contention that, in order to invoke G.L. c. 164, § 69K,
(v1), the Siting Board must find that a facility could never be built because of delays associated
with an appeal of a permit, stating that this interpretation is inconsistent with the clear language
and intent of G.L. c. 164, § 69K (vi) (id. at 10). IDC maintained that if the Legislature had
intended such a result, it would have drafted the statute differently (id.). IDC asserted that the

clear language of the statute addresses a delay in the construction process (id. at 10, citing Stop &

Shop Supermarket Co. v. Urstadt Biddle Properties, Inc., 433 Mass. 285, 289 (2001);
Massachusetts Comm. College Couhcil v, Labor Relations Comm’n., 402 Mass. 352, 354

: The Siting Board notes that on August 20, 2001, MDEP issued its conditional air plan
approval for the facility. The conditional air plan approval is MDEP’s pre-construction
air quality approval. See 310 CMR 7.00; 310 CMR 7.02. Therefore, any argument raised
by the Intervenors regarding an outstanding air plan approval is moot.

-13-
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(1988)).

The Company also disputed the Intervenors’ alternative interpretation that the Siting
Board may use this section as a basis for granting an Initial Petition only if it finds that an appeal
is the sole reason that an applicant cannot begin construction (id. at 13). IDC maintained that if
this were the Legislature’s intent, it could have drafted the statute differently by wording it as,

"construction is delayed solely because of an appeal” (emphasis supplied) (Company Brief at 12).

The Company noted that under this interpretation, an opponent to a facility need only file
multiple appeals to overcome any Certificate application (id.). The Company averred that the
Legislature, in enacting the 1997 Siting Board statute to encourage the construction of new
generation plants, did not intend such an outcome (id.). IDC asserted it would be contrary to
prudent business practice for power plant developers to expend significant sums of money in an
uncertain climate, and it would inhibit the development of needed generating facilities (1d.). The
Company maintained that the interpretation of the statute proffered by the Intervenors
oversimplifies the generating facility development process by characterizing it as a linear
process, rather than a process where there is coordination of multiple parallel and serial activities
(id. at 14, citing Tr. at 20, 22,29, 30, 35).

The Company also disputed the Intervenors’ argument that the Certificate statute
effectively repeals G.L. c. 40A, § 17 (Company Reply Brief at 4). IDC submitted that, in
authorizing a Certificate petition based on appeals, the Legislature knowingly carved out an
exception to G.L. ¢. 40A, §17, as it had done earlier for G.L. c. 40A, § 3, which allows a public
service corporation to petition the Department of Telecommunications and Energy for exemption
from local zoning ordinances (1d.). IDC concluded that allowing the Siting Board to grant an
Initial Petition when construction of a generating facility is delayed by a zoning appeal is not
only 1n harmony with G.L. c. 164, § 69H, but also in harmony with G.L. ¢. 404, § 3 (1d.at 4,
citing Jancey v. School Committee of Everett, 421 Mass. 482, 496 (1995)).

The Company argued that G.L. c. 164, § 69K % specifically limits the entities that can
apply for a Certificate, and sets forth clear standards that an applicant must meet to obtain a
Certificate (Company Reply Brief at 3). IDC maintained that it is consistent with this statutory

mandate for the Siting Board to grant an Initial Petition when the construction of a project is

-1 4=
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delayed because of an appeal (id.).

The Siting Board recognizes that the duty of statutory interpretation lies with the courts.
However, since this is an issue of first impression, the Siting Board must address the statutory
question that 1s at issue in this proceeding. Three interpretations of the G.L. c. 164, § 69K (vi)
have been presented by the parties: (1) that § 69K (vi) applies only when an applicant can
demonstrate that a facility could never be constructed because of the delay caused by an appeal,;
(2) that § 69K% (vi) applies when, but for the filing of an appeal, a generating facility could be
constructed; and (3) that § 69K (vi) applies when a permit is required for a project, and full
appellate review would result in delays in the project’s construction.

Each of these interpretations sets forth a possible reading of the language of G.L. c. 164,
§ 69K% (vi); however, only the final interpretation appears to be consistent both with the
procedural requirements of G.L. c. 164, § 690%, which contemplates adjudication of a
Certificate request within a six month period, and with the Legislature’s presumed intent in
amending this section of the statute to address delays caused by an appeal of a permit.

Under the first interpretation, an applicant could not file an Initial Petition unless it could
demonstrate that the delay caused by the appeal would be fatal to the project. The application
then would be subject to the six month review process and potential delays resulting from an
appeal of the Certificate, thereby jeopardizing the construction or completion of the project. The
Siting Board finds that this interpretation would effectively preclude any applicant from seeking
a Certificate pursuant to G.L. ¢. 164, § 69K¥: (vi), a result which the Legislature could not have
intended when it amended the statute in 1997, and which conflicts with the Siting Board’s
mandate to provide a reliable energy supply for the Commonwealth.

The second interpretation of § 69K would require an applicant to wait until it has
recelved all outstanding permits prior to filing an Initial Petition for a Certificate. This
interpretation would also seal the fate of a project. Under this "but for" test, a Certificate petition
would fail in the instance where more than one permit is appealed by a project opponent.
Moreover, requiring an applicant to obtain all outstanding permits ignores the possibility that
other permitting bodies may choose to defer action until the appeal is resolved. Adoption of this

interpretation thus also would be in conflict with our understanding of the Legislature’s purpose
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in enacting this statute, which is to address rather than to prolong delays caused by the appeal of
a permit. In addition, it would conflict with the Siting Board’s mandate to provide a reliable
energy supply for the Commonwealth.

The third interpretation of § 69K Y allows the adjudication of an Application for a
Certificate to proceed in parallel with an applicant’s pursuit of other permits. Given the length of
the Certificate process at the Siting Board, and the possibility of appellate review, this
interpretation of G.L. c. 164, § 69KV (vi} is consistent with the Legislature’s clear intent to
address delays caused by the appeal of a permit and with the Siting Board’s mandate.’

Accordingly, the Siting Board finds that in order to satisfy the requirements of G.L. c.

164, § 69K Y (v1), an applicant must demonstrate that it is prevented from commencing or
coniinuing construction of a generating facility due to delays caused by the pendency of an
appeal of an approval, consent, permit, or certificate. However, not every appeal that results in a
delay of facility construction will satisfy the requirements of this section. The Siting Board will,
at a minimum, look to the nature and timing of the appeal, and the length of delay in construction
that would result from the pendency of an appeal. |

IDC has shown that pending the resolution of the Opponents’ Appeal of the Special Permits
in the Company’s favor, it is precluded from obtaining a building permit to commence
construction of the approved facility and is not able to effectively complete other steps required
for construction, including completion of an EPC contract and a compliance filing with the Siting
Board. Although the precise timing of the issuance of a decision from the Land Court on the
Opponents’ Appeal cannot be ascertained, we note that the Opponents’ Appeal was filed on
January 23, 2001, and there is no evidence in this proceeding that the Land Court has issued a
decision. Moreover, parties to the Land Court proceeding would have the opportunity to appeal

the decision. The Siting Board finds that this showing is sufficient to demonstrate that the

The Siting Board does not agree with the Intervenors’ contention that granting a petition
pursuant to G.L. c. 164, § 69k (vi) effectively repeals G.L. c. 40A § 17. Instead we
conclude that this statute can be interpreted i harmony with prior enactments of the
Legislature by assuming that the Legislature intentionally carved out a limited exception
to G.L. c. 40A, § 17 in order to address delays in the construction of critical energy
Infrastructure.
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facility cannot be built due to the delay caused by the appeal, and is sufficient to carry out our
interpretation of the Legislature’s purpose in enacting this provision. Based on the above, the
Siting Board finds that the Company has stated a valid ground for granting an Initial Petition in

accordance with G.L. ¢. 164, § 69K (vi).

2. A Burdensome Condition

General Law c. 164, § 69KY, 9 2, provides that the Siting Board must grant an Initial
Petition if it finds "that any state or local agency has imposed a burdensome condition or
limitation on any license or permit which has a substantial impact on the responsibilities of the
board as set forth pursuant to section 69H." The Company has asserted that the ZAT,
Transformer, and PILOT Conditions of the Special Permits are burdensome. The Siting Board

considers each of the conditions below.

a. The ZAT Condition

Condition 20 of the Special Permits implicitly assumes that MDEP, in issuing its
Conditional Air Quality Permit for the facility, would follow its recent practice of requiring new
generators, after five years of operation, to evaluate the costs and benefits of replacing their
existing NOy control equipment with ZAT. On August 20, 2001, subsequent to the evidentiary
hearing in this matter, MDEP issued its Conditional Air Quality Permit. The Conditional Air
Quality Permit contains no requirement that IDC evaluate ZAT for the facility within the first
five years of operation (see Exh. EFSB-38, at 7-8). The Siting Board, therefore, finds that the
requirement in the ZAT Condition of the Special Permits that the Company adhere to an
agreement with MDEP to evaluate ZAT equipment within the first five years of operation of the
facility, except for cost considerations, is moot. Accordingly, the Siting Board finds that the
ZAT Condition does not constitute a burdensome condition which has a substantial impact on the
responsibilities of the Siting Board. Moreover, the Siting Board finds that issues in this
proceeding associated with the ZAT Condition and the Modified ZAT Condition have been

rendered moot in light of the issuance of the Conditional Air Quality Permit.
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b. The Transformer Condition

IDC maintained that the cost associated with implementing the Transformer Condition
would outweigh the benefits of the Condition (Exh. IDC-1, at 15). Specifically, IDC indicated
that it can achieve the requirement for a noise increase of no more than 5 dBA set forth in the
Final Decision at a cost of approximately $300,000, while it estimates implementation of the
Transformer Condition to be in excess of $1,700,000 (Exhs. EFSB-5; EFSB-6; EFSB-7). The
Company stated that the Siting Board required IDC to increase noise at residential receptor R-4
by no more than 5 dBA, but left the design of noise mitigation sufficient to achieve this level to
the Company (Exh. IDC-1, at 16).

The Intervenors alleged that IDC has failed to demonstrate that the Transformer
Condition has a substantial impact on the responsibilities of the Siting Board (Intervenors Brief
at 10). The Intervenors contended that the Company’s showing of a burden rests on the
testimony of the Company’s witnesses that implementation of the Transformer Condition would
result in a design change (id. at 11, citing Exh. IDC/SRP-1, at 6). According to the Intervenors,
projects such as the facility routinely undergo design changes after obtaining Siting Board
approval, since the Siting Board issues its decision prior to the issuance of other permits that may
require design changes (id. at 11).

The Siting Board notes that a need for design changes is not sufficient to show that the
Transformer Condition is a burdensome condition which has a substantial impact on the
responsibilities of the Siting Board. The Company, however, has presented evidence regarding
the cost of implementing of the Transformer Condition and has alleged that similar levels of
noise reduction could be achieved at a significantly lower cost. A condition that requires
significant incremental expenditure on environmental mitigation may be burdensome, and may
have a substantial impact on the responsibility of the Siting Board to ensure a reliable energy
supply for the Commonwealth with a minimum impact on the environment at the lowest possible
cost. Based on the evidence in this case, the Siting Board finds that the incremental expenditure
for IDC to implement the Transformer Condition does not represent the least cost means to
achieve the desired level of noise mitigation. Accordingly, the Siting Board finds that the

Company has stated a valid ground for the granting of its Initial Petition, in accordance with G.L.
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c. 164, § 69K 4,9 2.

c. The PILOT Condition

IDC argued that since the Company has no control over the Town’s willingness to
negotiate or enter into a PILOT agreement, the PILOT Condition is burdensome and has a
substantial impact on the responsibilities of the Siting Board (Exh. IDC-1, at 12). The Company
argued that pursuant to this condition, failure to execute a PILOT agreement by July 1, 2001
would preclude IDC from constructing the facility (id. at 13).

The Intervenors asserted that the Company has failed to present a valid argument to
support its contention that the PILOT Condition constitutes a burdensome condition with a
substantial impact on the responsibilities of the Siting Board (Intervenors Brief at 9). According
to the Intervenors, this condition merely sets a time limit for the Company to fulfill an obligation
executed with the Town of Bellingham in the Wastewater Services Agreement'® (id. at 10, citing
Exh. BP-22, Tr. at 123).

The Siting Board notes that to its knowledge, the Company and the Town had not entered
into a PILOT Agreement as of the July 1, 2001 deadline set forth in the PILOT Condition. Asa
result, the PILOT Condition prohibits the construction of the facility. The Siting Board finds
that, in light of its approval of the construction of the facility in the Final Decision, the PILOT
Condition is a burdensome conditioﬂ which has a substantial impact on the responsibility of the
Siting Board to provide a reliable energy supply for the Commonwealth. Based on the above, the
Siting Board finds that the Company has stated a valid ground for granting an Initial Petition in
accordance with G.L. c. 164, § 69K!%, 2.

3. Inconsistency with Other Resource Use Permits
General Law c. 164, § 69K % (iii) provides that the Siting Board must grant an Initial

Petition 1f "an applicant believes there are inconsistencies among resource use permits issued by

0 On April 5, 1999, the Company and the Town entered into a Wastewater Services

Agreement that provides, inter alia, that the agreement is subject to and conditioned upon
- the execution of a payment in lieu of taxes agreement (Exh. IDC-1, App. A, Tab 16, at 3).
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state or local agencies." IDC asserted that the ZAT and Transformer Conditions are inconsistent
with the Final Decision and the [DC Compliance Decision and that the Transformer Condition is
inconsistent with these Siting Board decisions, as well as with MDEP’s draft air permit
provisions (Exh. IDC-1, at 21-22). Since the Siting Board has found that the ZAT Condition is
now moot, the Siting Board addresses the Transformer Condition only.

The Company stated that the Transformer Condition is inconsistent with the Final
Decision and the IDC Compliance Decision with respect to project layout and noise impacts and
noise mitigation (Exh. IDC-1, at 15). IDC stated that implementation of the height requirements
around the transformer would result in height changes in some other facility structures, and is
therefore inconsistent with the project configuration approved by the Siting Board (id. at 15-16,
citing Final Decision at 315; IDC Compliance Decision at 67). IDC also made the argument that

the Siting Board left to the Company the specific design of mitigation measures for achieving an
increase in noise levels of no more than 5dBA at Residential Receptor 4 (Exh. IDC-1, at 16).

The Intervenors argued that the Transformer Condition is not inconsistent with the Final

Decision and the IDC Compliance Decision (Intervenors Brief at 11). According to the
Intervenors, the Company can comply with both the Transformer Condition and Siting Board’s
Final Decision (1d.).

The Siting Board found in the Final Decision at 360 that with the implementation of
additional noise mitigation that would limit L, noise increases at receptor R-4 to 5dBA, the
environmental impacts of the facility would be minimized with respect to noise. Further, the
Siting Board found in IDC Compliance Decision at 67, that the noise impacts of the reconfigured
facility would be less than those of the facility in its originally approved configuration. On its
face, the requirement of the Transformer Condition that the Company build walls surrounding
the transformer that are 10 feet or higher than the transformer itself is not inconsistent with the
Final Decision or the IDC Compliance Decision. Further, in this proceeding, the Company failed
to provide sufficient evidence that implementation of the Transformer Condition would require
specific changes to the design of the project layout that are inconsistent with the design
assumptions upon which the Siting Board relied the facility proceedings. Consequently, the

Siting Board finds that the Company has not stated a valid ground for the granting of an Initial
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Petition pursuant to G.1.. 164, § 69K (iv).

4, Improper Consideration and Imposition of Non-Regulatory Condition

General Laws ¢. 164, § 69KY (1v) provides that the Siting Board must grant an Initial
Petition if an applicant believes that "a non-regulatory issue or condition has been raised or
imposed by such state or local agencies, such as, but not limited to, aesthetics and recreation.”
IDC asserts that the Zoning Board lacked the authority to impose both the ZAT and PILOT
Conditions (Exh. IDC-1, at 11, 13). Based on our determination that the ZAT Condition is moot,
we address the PILOT Condition only,

IDC asserted that the Zoning Board lacks the authority to impose the PILOT Condition
and therefore IDC may seek a Certificate pursuant to G.L. ¢. 164, § 69KY: (iv) (id. at 11). In
support of its position, the Company argued that issues related to IDC’s tax obligations are
beyond the Zoning Board’s jurisdiction, which is limited to granting and conditioning special
permits pursuant to G.L. ¢. 40A, § 9 (id. at 11, citing Assessors of Dover v. Dominican Fathers
Province of St. Joseph, 334 Mass. 530, 536-537 (1956)). In addition, the Company argued that

the Zoning Board lacks the authority to impose conditions in the Special Permits, the
performance of which is beyond the Company’s control (id. at 11-12, citing V.S.H. Realty, Inc.
v. Zoning Bd. of Appeals of Plymouth, 30 Mass. App. Ct. 530 (1991) ("It is unreasonable [for the

Zoning Board] to impose a condition the performance of which lies entirely Beyond the
applicant’s power™)).

In addition, IDC contended that the PILOT Condition is invalid because it "sets an
imprecise standard, delegates to another Town agency the Zoning Board’s zoning authority, and
postpones for future action the satisfaction of the condition” (id. at 12, citing Weld v. Board of
Appeals of Gloucester, 345 Mass. 376 (1963); Tebo v. Board of Appeals of Shrewsbury, 22
Mass. App. Ct. 618,624 (1986)). IDC argued that a determination of whether an agency has

imposed a non-regulatory condition is a question of law (Company Reply Brief at 6, citing

Berkshire Power Development, § DOMSB 274, at 290, n.12 (1999)) ("Berkshire Decision"),

The Intervenors argued that the PILOT Condition is a regulatory condition that ensures

compliance with § 1530 of the Zoning By-Laws, which requires the Zoning Board to evaluate the
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"social, economic, or community needs which are served by the proposal” as well as the
"potential fiscal impact"” of the facility (Intervenors Brief at 8). The Intervenors asserted that the
Zoning Board considered these criteria and that Bellingham will receive millions of dollars in tax
revenues from the facility (id. at 8, citing Exh. IDC-2-S, App. F, Tab 73(A)).

The Siting Board has stated that an applicant may seek a Certificate pursuant to G.L. c.
164, § 69K (1v) where an agency has required an applicant to comply with a particular
condition or take other specific action which the agency lacks the legal authority to require.
Berkshire Decision at 286 to 290, n.12 (1999). While § 1530 of the Zoning By-Laws requires
consideration of the potential fiscal impact of and economic need for a project in evaluating an
application for a Special Permit, it does not provide express authority for the Zoning Board to
determine the terms of any fiscal agreement that an applicant enters into with the Town. Thus,
the Zoning board’s authority to impose the PILOT Condition is at least questionable. Under
G.L. c.164, § 69K (iv), an applicant is required to show only a reasonable belief that an agency
lacks the authority to impose a condition in order to seek an Initial Petition pursuant to this sub-
section of the statute. Here, the Siting Board finds that the Company provided a reasonable basis
for alleging that the Zoning Board improperly considered a non-regulatory condition.
Consequently, the Siting Board finds that the Company has stated a valid ground for the granting
of an Initial Petition pursuant to G.L. c. 164, § 69K (iv).

5. Exhaustion of Administrative Remedies

The Intervenors argued on brief that, pursuant to 980 CMR 6.02, the Company should be
required to exhaust its administrative remedies prior to petitioning for a Certificate (Intervenors
Brief at 14). Specifically, the Intervenors stated that the Company has not petitioned the Zoning
Board to amend the Special Permits or to modify the conditions contained in the Five Special
Permits, and should be required to do so, prior to seeking‘ a Certificate (id.). The Intervenors
argned that requiring applicants to exhaust their administrative remedies before secking relief
from the Siting Board would encourage developers to resolve problems without litigation, and
reduce the need for the Siting Board to resolve local disputes (id. at 14).

IDC argued that the Company has satisfied the requirements of 980 CMR 6.02, since it
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filed its Initial Petition only after the Opponents’ Appeal had been filed (Company Brief at 26).
Moreover, the Company stated that the Chairman of the Siting Board determined that the
Company has satisfied the applicable procedural requirements for filing an Initial Petition
{Company Reply Brief at 10, citing February 15, 2001 Procedural Order at 2).

The Siting Board reiterates the Chairman’s determination in the February 15, 2001
Procedural Order that the Company has satisfied the procedural requirements for filing an Initial
Petition. While the Siting Board encourages applicants to make every effort to resolve local
issues on a local level before (and indeed after) filing a Petition for a Certificate, we will not go
beyond our statute to impose a requirement that applicants exhaust their administrative remedies

prior to such a filing.

C. Decision

The Siting Board shall grant an Initial Petition for a Certificate provided that (1) the
petitioner asserts in its Initial Petition one or more of the seven grounds on which Siting Board
jurisdiction to grant an Initial Petition may be based, as set forth in G.L. c. 164, § 69K'2 and (2)
the Siting Board finds that at least one of the grounds asserted is a substantively valid basis for
the granting of the Initial Petition. G.L. c. 164, § 69K %.

In Section II. B, above, the Siting Board has found that the Company asserted in its Initial
Petition four of the seven grounds on which Siting Board juﬁsdiction to consider an Initial
Petition may be based. In Sections II. B.1, II. B. 2b and 2c¢, and I1.B. 4, above, the Siting Board
also has found that IDC has stated three substantively valid grounds for the granting of the
Company'’s Initial Petition. Any of these grounds would be sufficient, pursuant to G.L. c. 164,
§ 69K %, to support the granting of an Initial Petition.

Accordingly, the Siting Board GRANTS the Company’s Initial Petition for a Certificate

of Environmental Impact and Public Interest.
II. THE APPLICATION

A. Standard of Review
Pursuant to G.L. c. 164, § 690, the Siting Board must make four findings to support the
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1ssuance of a Certificate for a generating facility. First, the Siting Board must determine that the
1ssues raised by the agency, or agencies, whose actions are at issue in the Certificate proceeding
have been addressed in a comprehensive manner by the Board, either in its prior approval of the
generating facility or in the Certificate proceeding itself. Berkshire Decision 8 DOMSB at 291.
The Siting Board’s decision also must include the Board’s "findings and opinions" with
respect to: (1) the compatibility of the generating facility with considerations of environmental
protection, public health, and public safety; (2) the extent to which construction and operation of
the generating facility will fail to conform with existing state or local laws, and, if the facility
will not conform in some respect, the reasonableness of exempting it from conformance,
consistent with the implementation of the energy policies in the Siting statute; and (3) the public

interest or convenience requiring construction and operation of the generating facility. Id.

B. The Issues

In this proceeding, IDC has requested that the Siting Board issue a Certificate granting the
Five Special Permits as they were issued by the Zoning Board, with modifications that provide
relief from three conditions that the Company claims are burdensome, are inconsistent with its
other resource use permits, or are based on the improper consideration and imposition of non-
regulatory conditions. Thus, the Siting Board must (1) identify the issues raised by the Zoning
Board in issuing the Five Special Permits and in imposing the three contested conditions;
(2) determine which of those issues are within the appropriate scope of the proceeding;'! and
(3) determine whether the issues that are properly before the Siting Board have been

comprehensively addressed either in the facility proceedings or in this proceeding,

1 The Siting Board does not interpret G.L. ¢. 164, § 690 as requiring that all issues raised

by an agency, without exception, be comprehensively addressed in a Certificate
proceeding. Where an agency raises issues that are not within the Siting Board's
jurisdiction to determine, are not properly within the scope of a Certificate proceeding, or
otherwise are not properly before the Board, G.L. c. 164, § 69Kz does not require that
such issues be comprehensively addressed. Berkshire Decision 8 DOMSB at 292, n.13.
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1. Scope of Issues Raised by the Agency

Because the parties to this proceeding differ in their understanding of the scope of "issues

raised by the agency," the Siting Board addresses this matter before examining the issues raised.

a. Intervenors’ Position

The Intervenors stated that "it is not clear precisely what are the ‘issues raised’ as they
apply to this proceeding" (Intervenors Brief at 12). However, the Intervenors suggested that,
because the Special Permits were granted, the "issues raised” should encompass all the topics
addressed in the Special Permits (id.). The Intervenors listed a number of topics addressed in the
Special Permits which the Siting Board did not address in the facility proceedings, including
property loss compensation, assignment of rights, demolition obligations, and payments in lieu of

taxes (id. at 13).

b. Company’s Position

IDC argued that the "issues" that the Siting Board must comprehensively address are the
issues raised by the Zoning Board and that, for the purpose of this proceeding, these issues fall
into two broad categories: (1) IDC’s requests for Five Special Permits; and (2) the three disputed
conditions (Company Brief at 29). The Company noted that the Five Special Permits relate to air
quality, the height of certain project components, the use of temporary structures, parking and
hghting plans, and the storage of hazardous materials, while the three disputed conditions relate
to the use of ZAT, the use of transformer walls for noise mitigation, and the negotiation of a
PILOT Agreement (id.). The Company argued that substantive aspects of the PILOT Condition
are not within the Siting Board’s jurisdiction (id.). The Company then discussed the degree to
which the Siting Board has addressed the following issues: (1) air quality, including the use of
ZAT; (2) noise, including noise mitigation; (3) the project’s site plans and visual impacts,
including the height and location of project components; (4) the use of temporary structures
during construction, and the project’s parking and lighting plans; and (5) the storage of hazardous

materials (id. at 30 to 47).
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In response to the Intervenors’ arguments, the Company first argued that the Siting Board
is not required to review every comment or issue raised in the Zoning Board proceedings, and
noted that the Intervenors seek to have the Siting Board review even those conditions with which
the Company has explicitly agreed to comply (Company Reply Brief at 8).

IDC also argued, citing the Berkshire Decision, that the Siting Board must address only
1ssues "properly within the scope of the Certificate proceeding” (id.). The Company maintained
that each of the issues that the Intervenors characterize as "not previously addressed" 1s either
beyond the scope of the Siting Board’s jurisdiction or outside the scope of this proceeding (1d. at
10). Specifically, the Company asserted that determinations of property value are outside of the
scope of the Siting Board’s statutory mandate, citing a hearing officer ruling in the Berkshire
Power proceeding noting that the Siting Board has generally declined to exercise jurisdiction
over property value impacts (id. at 9). The Company argued that the Siting Board’s review of the
PILOT Condition is limited to determining whether the condition constitutes a burdensome
condition in accordance with G.L. ¢. 164, § 69KY%, and whether the Zoning Board acted outside
its authority in imposing the condition. The Company noted that the Siting Board has held that it
is not empowered to interpret or enforce the conditions incorporated in permits issued by other

agencies (id. at 9, citing Berkshire Decision at 297-298).

IDC asserted that the assignment of rights is outside the Siting Board’s jurisdiction,
which is limited to a review of issues directly related to the potential environmental, health or
safety impacts of granting a proposed Certificate (id. at 9-10, citing Berkshire Decision, Hearin
Officer Procedural Order at 9, March 26, 1999; Hearing Officer Procedural Order at 5-6, May 25,

1999 ). Finally, the Company stated the Siting Board’s jurisdiction does not extend to
demolition obligations, since the Siting Board’s mandate pertains to issues related to the

construction and operation of a generating facility, not to its decommissioning (id. at 10).

c. Analysis

In defining the appropriate scope for its review of an application for a Certificate, the
Siting Board looks to the language of its statute. G.L. c. 164, § 690% first directs the Siting

Board to issue a Certificate only if it determines that the issues raised by the agency, or agencies,
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requiring construction of the facility, without considering the effect of the proposed Certificate
on these matters. Consequently, to provide an evidentiary basis for its decision, the Siting Board
must consider the subject matter of each permit or other authorization to be issued as part of the
requested Certificate, and develop a record to support the three required findings.

Thus, where a Certificate is requested based on a challenge to all or some portion of an
agency’s action, the Siting Board must determine whether the issues raised by the agency in
support of the challenged action have been comprehensively addressed, either in the facility
proceedings or in the Certificate proceeding. In addition, if the Certificate would reiterate some
portion of the agency’s action, the Siting Board must determine that it has addressed the subject
matter of the permit, either in the facility proceeding or in the Certificate proceeding, to the
extent necessary to determine the environmental protection, public health, and public safety
implications of the permit. When a Certificate is requested to implement an agency approval
following appeal of that approval, the Siting Board must determine that it has addressed the
subject matter of the approval, either in the facility proceedings or in the Certificate proceeding,
to the extent necessary to determine the environmental protection, public health, and public
safety implications of the permit. The Siting Board recognizes that certain state and local
permits may appropriately address subjects that are not relevant to the scope of the Siting Board’s
inquiry in a Certificate proceeding. The Siting Board need not address such subjects in order to

develop an adequate evidentiary foundation for its decision.

2. Determination of Issues Raised

In this proceeding, IDC has requested a Certificate granting the Five Special Permits as
they were issued by the Zoning Board, with modifications that provide relief from three
conditions that the Company claims are burdensome, are inconsistent with its other resource use
permits, and/or are based on the improper consideration and imposition of non-regulatory
conditions. Consistent with our analysis above, the Siting Board must determine that the 1ssues
raised by the Zoning Board in support of the three challenged conditions have been
comprehensively addressed, either in the facility proceedings or in the Certificate proceeding. In

addition, the Siting Board must determine that it has addressed the subject matter of the Five

-28-



EFSB 01-1 Page 25

Special Permits, either in the facility proceedings or in the Certificate proceeding, to the extent
necessary to determine the environmental protection, public health, and public safety
implications of the permits and to the extent necessary to determine conformance with existing
state and local laws. Finally, the Siting Board must include in its decision findings and
conclusions with respect to the public interest or convenience requiring construction and

operation of the generating facility.

a. Issues Raised by the Agency in Support of the Conditions

The Siting Board turns first to determining the issues raised by the Zonming Board in
support of the three contested conditions. Consistent with established principles of due process,
in aftempting to identify the issues that were raised by an agency in establishing certain permit
conditions, the Siting Board looks to the required written statement of reasons set forth in the
agency's final decision in the permit proceeding, rather than to issues that may subsequently be
raised by the agency in other documents or other forums. See, e.g., G.L. c. 30A, § 11.7 Thus, if
the agency's final decision includes a statement of reasons, the Siting Board's inquiry into the
"issues raised" for purposes of the Board's review under G.L. c. 164, § 690%; is complete.

Berkshire Decision, 8§ DOMSB at 292.

In those cases where the agency in question has not issued a statement of reasons
contemporansous with its final decision, the Siting Board may seek other contemporancous
indicators of the bases for the agency's action. Thus, for example, in the absence of a statement
of reasons, the Siting Board may look to the official record of the proceeding in which the agency
considered and acted upon the permit at issue. Id. at 292-293. Finally, in the absence of any
contemporaneous indicator of the bases for the agency's decision, the Siting Board may consider
staternents made by the agency after the agency's final decision was issued. These ex post facto

statements are, however, the least reliable source of information regarding the concerns that

12 The Siting Board notes that the requirements of G.L. c. 304, the State Administrative
Procedure Act, apply only to state agencies. G.L. c. 304, § 1. Accordingly, not every
agency whose actions may be the subject of a Certificate proceeding will have issued a
written statement of reasons.
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formed the basis for the agency's final decision, since it may not be possible to discemn from them
which issues were in fact raised by the agency during the permit proceeding, and which issues

have arisen or been added since the proceeding was concluded. Id. at 293.

i. ZAT Condition

Condition 20 of each of the Special Permits states that:
... IDC shall abide by an agreement with the MDEP to evaluate these ZATs within the

first five years of operation; provided, however, that IDC, while making any such

evaluation, shall exclude the acquisition costs of any such ZAT equipment to be installed

at the plant.

(Exh. IDC- 2, App. E, Tab 65, at 23).

Condition 20 implicitly assumes that the MDEP, in issuing its Conditional Air Quality
Permit for the facility, would follow its practice in several recent permits of requiring new
generators, after five years of operation, to evaluate the costs and benefits of replacing their
existing NOy, control equipment with ZAT. Final Decision at 270; gee also e.g. Southern Energy
Kendall Decision, 11 DOMSB at 293 (2000); Brockton Power Decision, 10 DOMSB at 190

(2000). As noted in Section I.B.1, above, during the pendency of this proceeding, the MDEP

1ssued its Conditional Air Quality Permit for the IDC Bellingham facility. That permit does not
require a re-evaluation of ZAT at any time during the life of the facility; instead, it requires the
facility to achieve a NO, concentration of 1.5 parts per million by volume, dry ("ppmvd") in its
stack emissions.

Because MDEP has not required the Company to re-evaluate ZAT within the first five
years of operation, all issues regarding the assumptions to be used in such an evaluation are
moot. The Siting Board determines that there are no remaining issues to be addressed with
respect to the ZA'T Condition. The Siting Board further determines that, because Condition 20
has been rendered moot by the terms of the Conditional Air Quality permit, Condition 20 should

be omitted from any Certificate issued as a result of this proceeding.

ii. Transformer Condition

Condition 22 (a) of each of the Special Permits states that:
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Transformers and CCW coolers shall have concrete walls on at least four sides, ten (10)

feet higher than said transformers.

(Exh. IDC-2, App. E, Tab 65, at 23).

The Special Permits include this requirement as one of an extensive set of noise
mitigation measures, but do not describe the purpose of this specific measure (id.). Further, the
transcripts of the Zoning Board hearings contain no reference to the height of the transformer
walls (id. at App. E, Tabs 59 to 64). The Special Permits state that the noise impacts resulting
from the operation of the facility would: (1) be well below the MDEP’s 10 dBA limit on
increases from new sources; (2) be well below the 65 dBA limit set in the Town of Bellingham’s
noise ordinance; and (3) meet the 45 dBA steady-state noise limit for residential receptors in a
new Bellingham By-Law not applicable to the facility (id. at App. E, Tab 65, at 19). The Special

Permits note that the maximum allowable noise from the facility during normal operation would

be 40 dBA at the nearest existing residence (id.).

Because Condition 22(a) of the Special Permits was imposed as part of a general noise
mitigation package, the Siting Board concludes that the issue raised by this condition is the
minimization of noise generated by the facility. The noise impacts of the facility are within the
Siting Board’s jurisdiction, and are clearly relevant to an evaluation of the compatibility of the
generating facility with considerations of environmental protection, public health and safety and
the extent to which construction and operation of the facility will fail to conform with existing
state and local laws, ordinances, by-laws, rules and regulations. Consequently, in Section
TI1.B.3.f, below, the Siting Board addresses the noise impacts of the facility, and considers
Condition 22(a) in that context.

iii. PILOT Condition

Condition 23 of each of the Special Permits states that:

The Applicant shall, on or before July 1, 2001, execute and enter into a Payment in Lieu
of Tax Agreement, the obligation of which will be at least equal to agreements existing
with the Town of Bellingham and industries of a similar nature.

(Exh. IDC-2, App. E, Tab 65, at 25).

In evaluating the social, economic, or community needs served by the proposal, the

-31-



T—

R

EFSB 01-1 Page 28

Zoning Board in the Special Permits indicates that Bellingham will receive millions of dollars in
annual tax revenues from the facility through a PILOT Agreement to be signed and executed by
the parties prior to the issuance of any occupancy permits (id. at 12). The Special Permits also
reference tax revenues (although not the PILOT Agreement) in evaluating the potential fiscal
impact of the facility (id. at 19). The Special Permits do not provide an explanation for the July
1, 2001 date referenced in Condition 23.

Because the PILOT Agreement is discussed in the context of soctal, economic and
community needs and potential fiscal impacts, the Siting Board concludes that the issues raised
by the PILOT Agreement are primarily those of local economics. Such issues are not clearly
relevant to the evaluation of the compatibility of the generating facility with considerations of
environmental protection, public health and safety, and do not properly fall under the Siting
Board’s jurisdiction. Moreover, there is no indication in the record of the Zoning Board’s
purpose in imposing the July 21, 2001 deadline for the PILOT Agreement. The Siting Board
therefore confines its analysis of Condition 23 in Section II1.B.3.g, below, to the question of
whether the condition constitutes 2 burdensome condition in accordance with G.L. c. 164, §

69K Y2, and whether the Zoning Board acted outside its authority in imposing the condition.

b. Subject Matter of the Special Permits

The Siting Board turns next to the subject matter of the Five Special Permits issued by the
Zoning Board. The Five Special Permits address, respectively, building and structure height, air
quality, temporary structures and parking, exterior lighting, and the storage and use of hazardous
materials. Each of these subjects is relevant to an analysis of whether the facility is compatible
with considerations of environmental protection, public health, and public safety and the extent
to which construction and operation will fail to conform with exiting state and local laws,
ordinances, by laws, rules and regulations. Thus, these issues are properly within the scope of
this proceeding. Consequently, in Sections I11.B.3.a, b, ¢, d, and e below, the Siting Board
addresses the issues of building and structure height, air quality, temporary structures and
parking, exterior lighting, and the use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials as they relate

to the facility.
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3. Evaluation of Issucs Raised

a. Building Heights

IDC’s request for Special Permit 1 relates to § 2610 of the Zoning By-Laws, which
governs the height of buildings and structures (Exhs. IDC-2, App. A, Tab 1, at 2, 3; EFSB-37,
Att. at 16, 17). Section 2610(b) of the Zoning By-Laws states that a structure or projection not
used for human habitation, which is not otherwise permitted under the height restrictions set
forth in § 2600, may be authorized by special permit from the Zoning Board, upon determination
by the Zoning Board that the proposed height is functionally important for the use, and that the
structure or projection and its use will not result in threats to health, safety, or visual
compatibility with the surroundings (Exhs. IDC-2, App. E, Tab 65, at 9, 10; EFSB-37, Att. at
17). IDC sought this special permit because several facility structures would be in excess of
otherwise applicable height restrictions, including: the dual-flue stack (225 feet high plus any
necessary aircraft lighting); the air-cooled condenser (114 feet high, including pipes); the turbine
building (90 feet high with lights at 98 feet and roof steam drums with vents 107 feet above
grade); a water tank (no more than 46 feet high); and three electric transmission towers (80 feet
high) (Exh. IDC-2, App. A, Tab 1, at 3, and App. E, Tab 65, at 1, 9, and Tab 68, at 2, 5).

In Special Permit 1, the Zoning Board found that the structures that exceed Bellingham’s
height limitations are needed to support the project’s function in an environmentally sound and
efficient manner, and that the heights of these structures are functionally important (id., App. E,
Tab 635, at 10). The Zoning Board cited a visual analysis which indicated that the stack would
not be visible, or would be minimally visible, from most potential viewing locations (id., Tab 65,
at 10). The Special Permit noted that the Federal Aviation Administration ("FAA") had
determined that there would be no hazard to air navigation from either a 190-foot stack, a
225-foot stack, or a 260-foot construction crane, and the Zoning Board concluded that structures
allowed by the Special Permit would not pose a threat to health or safety (id., App. E, Tab 65, at
8-10). The Zoning Board found that increasing the stack height from 190 feet to 225 feet would

reduce modeled nitrogen dioxide concentrations, and specifically allowed and required the taller
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stack height of 225 feet (id., App. E, Tab 65, at 10)."

The Special Permit states that the applicant presented information that the project was
"specifically designed to . . . minimally intrude on the surrounding neighborhood character and
social structure” (id., App. E, Tab 65 at 8). The Zoning Board found that the project is in
harmony with the general purpose and intent of the Zoning By-Laws, which permit electrical
generating facilities in Industrial Districts (id., App. E, Tab 65, at 10). Accordingly, the Zoning
Board voted to grant Special Permit 1 (id., App. E, Tab 65, at 20)."

The Settling Parties jointly proposed a revised set of special permits (Exh. IDC-2-S).
Proposed Special Permit 1 would allow construction of the facility with buildings as described in
the original Special Permit 1, at the heights described in Special Permit 1, and with a stack height
of 225 feet (id. at 1).

In the facility proceedings, the Siting Board’s review of building and structure heights
focused on visual impacts. The Siting Board evaluated the visual impacts of the facility with a
190-foot stack in the Final Decision at 292-300. In the Final Decision at 298, the Siting Board
noted that the facility would be somewhat screened from view as a result of its proposed wooded
buffer. The Company indicated that the upper portions of the approved 190-foot stack together
with other high elements of the facility, such as the air-cooled condenser or the heat recovery
steam generator ("HRSG"), would be visible from a few viewshed locations, but that from
remaining viewshed locations, including most residential locations, facility views would be

screened or be limited to portions of the stack. Final Decision at 293-294. The Siting Board

directed the Company, in Condition C of the Final Decision, to provide reasonable off-site
mitigation of visual impacts to screen views of the facility, as requested by property owners or
municipal officials. Id. at 299-300, 360. The Siting Board found that, with implementation of
Condition C, the visual impacts of the facility would be minimized. Id. at 300.

The Siting Board specifically addressed the visual impacts of a 225-foot stack in the

14 Condition 6 of Special Permits 1 and 2 requires that the stack be 225 feet high (Exh.
IDC-2, App. E, Tab 65 at 21, Tab 66, at 7).

Modification of the height requirement appears in Special Permit 4, the special permit for
lighting (Exh. IDC-2, App. E, Tab 68, at 5).
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project change proceeding. IDC Project Change Decision at 6-9. In the IDC Project Change

Decision at 8, the Siting Board noted that visual impacts would be "more pronounced . . . from
numerous viewpoints" with a 225-foot stack, and modified Condition C to require that the
Company provide, as requested by property owners and municipal officials, the option of at least
ong tree with a minimum height of 14 feet where needed to screen views of the facility. The
Siting Board found that, with implementation of Condition C, as modified, the visual impacts of
the facility would be minimized. Id.

Special Permit 1 describes the heights of several buildings and structures that were not
specifically addressed by the Siting Board in the facility proceedings. These structures are
shorter than the air-cooled condenser, and thus would be less visible from surrounding areas.
Wooded areas around the facility generally would screen these other buildings. The record

indicates that the FAA has determined that the 225-foot stack would not pose a hazard to air

navigation. No other issues related to building height have been raised by the Zoning Board or

by parties in this proceeding. Consequently, the Siting Board finds that construction of the

facility, with buildings and structures extending to the heights described above, is compatible

‘with considerations of environmental protection, public health, and public safety. Further, the

Siting Board finds that the record does not demonstrate any area of non-conformance with local

or state laws, ordinances, by-laws, rules, or regulations with respect to building height.

b. Air Quality
IDC’s request for Special Permit 2 relates to § 3240 of the Zoning By-Laws, which

requires that a special permit be obtained for any use that would be classified as a major
stationary new source under United States Environmental Protection Agency ("USEPA")
regulations; subject to MDEP regulations under 310 CMR 7.00; or subject to § 112 of the Clean
Air Act due to emissions of asbestos, benzene, beryllium, mercury, vinyl chloride, or
radionuclides (Exhs. IDC-2, App. A, Tab 2, at 2; EFSB-37, Att. at 23). IDC stated that the
facility 1s classified as a major new stationary source of air pollution, and that it is subject to
permitting under 310 CMR 7.00, but that it is not subject to § 112 of the Clean Air Act (Exh.
IDC-2, App. A, Tab 2, at 2).
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In Special Permit 2, the Zoning Board found that facility emissions would be well below
stgnificant impact levels ("SILs") for criteria pollutants and below both Threshold Effects
Exposure Limits ("TELs") and Allowable Ambient Levels ("AALs"} for noncriteria pollutants
(id., App. E, Tab 66, at 3). The Zoning Board also reviewed modeling of cumulative ambient air
impacts from multiple sources in the area, and noted in the Special Permit the low levels of
hazardous emissions from gas-fired power plants (id., App. E, Tab 66, at 4). The Special Permit
stated that the facility’s air emissions would be regulated by MDEP; that the facility is not
expected to emit asbestos, benzene, beryllium, vinyl chloride, or radionuclides that facility
emissions are not expected to harm the environment or other premises or to jeopardize health or
safety; that the facility would incorporate stringent air pollution controls; and that the facility’s
environmental impacts are in harmony with the general intent of the Zoning By-Laws (id,

App. E, Tab 66, at 4-6). Accordingly, the Zoning Board voted to grant Special Permit 2 (id,,
App. E, Tab 66, at 6).

The Settling Parties jointly proposed a revised set of special permits (Exh. IDC-2-S).
Proposed Special Permit 2, like the original Special Permit 2, would allow construction of the
facility under § 3240 of the Zoning By-Laws (and under provisions for special permits in
§§ 1500 and 3290) (id. at 1). With the exception of the Modified ZAT Condition, which we have
found to be moot, the Proposed Special Permits do not differ from the original Five Special
Permits with respect to air quality (see Exhs. IDC-2, App. E, Tab 65, at 20-25; IDC-2-5).

' The Siting Board extensively reviewed the air quality impacts of the facility in two of the
facility proceedings. See Final Decision at 260-275; IDC Compliance Decision at 44-52. The
Siting Board found that combined concentrations would be below ambient air quality standards
for criteria pollutants, except ozone, and that impacts would be below TELs and AALSs for non-
criteria pollutants. Final Decision at 268-269, 346-349. The Siting Board reviewed the
cumulative impact of emissions from the facility and other existing and proposed sources, and
concluded that the IDC project would contribute less than one percent of the cumulative
concentrations of nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, fine particulates, and carbon monoxide at the
point(s) of maximum cumulative pollutant impact within 10 kilometers of the facility. Id. at 269.

The Siting Board considered the use of zero ammonia technologies for nitrogen oxides control,
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but did not find sufficient evidence in the record to support requiring such a techndlogy. Id. at
269-270. The Siting Board also reviewed the cumulative health impacts of the facility, and
determined that the impacts of criteria polintant emissions would be minimized and that the air
toxics emissions from the facility would have no discernable public health impact. 1d. at
348-349. The Siting Board found that, with implementation of certain NOy, and CO, offset
measures, the environmental impacts of the facility would be minimized with respect to air
quality. Id. at 275.

In the facility proceedings, the Siting Board found that the air quality impacts of the
facility would be minimized. Since the Final Decision was issued, MDEP has issued the
Conditional Air Quality Permit for the facility, which further limited emissions, particularly of
NOy, for which the anticipated stack concentration was reduced from 2.0 ppmvd to 1.5 ppmvd.
See IDC Project Change Decision at 4. We note that the local air quality impacts of the facility
would be further reduced through the use of the higher 225-foot stack. While the Siting Board
did not previously evaluate whether the facility would emit asbestos, benzene, beryllium, or vinyl
chloride, the Siting Board notes that these substances are not typically emitted by gas-fired power
plants and agrees with the Zoning Board’s conclusion that these substances would not be emitted.
No other issues related to air quality have been raised by the agency or by other parties in this
proceeding. Consequently, the Siting Board finds that construction and operation of the facility,
which would emit criteria pollutants in quantities that would trigger certain air pollution control
requirements, is compatible with considerations of environmental protection, public health, and
public safety.

The record shows that the facility has received its Conditional Air Quality Permit from
MDEP, which indicates that the project complies with federal and state air regulations (Exh.
EFSB-38). The Siting Board finds that the record does not demonstrate any area of non-
conformance with local or state laws, ordinances, by-laws, rules, or regulations with respect to

regulated air emissions.

c. Temporary Structures and Parking

IDC’s request for Special Permit 3, which addresses temporary structures and parking,
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relates to §§ 2210, 2220, and 2400 of the Zoning By-Laws, which, in combination, indicate that a
special permit is required for the use of temporary structures and for provision of parking for
more than three light commercial vehicles or more than one heavy commercial vehicle (Exhs.
IDC-2, App. A, Tab 3, at 2; EFSB-37, Att. at 9-12).'% IDC requested a special permit for
temporary structures and parking during construction of the facility (Exh. IDC-2, App. A, Tab 3,
at 1).

In its application for Special Permit 3, the Company stated that there would be trailers,
changing rooms, bathrooms, temporary workshops and tool shops on-site during construction of
the facility, which is expected to last less than two years (id., App. A, Tab 3, at 2). The Company
asserted that these temporary structures would not intrude on the surroundings due to their low
height and non-obtrusive appearance, and due to the effective visual screening provided by
wooded areas at the periphery of the site (id., App. A, Tab 3, at 3). The Company stated that on-
site construction and laydown arcas would be established to house commercial vehicles during
construction (id.). Finally, the Company stated that two or three station vehicles and no other
commercial vehicles would be stored on-site during normal facility operation (id.).

In granting Special Permit 3, the Zoning Board found that the temporary structures at the
site would not visually intrude on their surroundings (id., App. E, Tab 67, at 2)."” The Zoning
Board also found that storage of commercial vehicles on-site would be minimized, and that
equipment would remain on-site as much as possible (id.). Furthermore, the Zoning Board
1dentified measures that would be taken to minimize the impacts of using heavy equipment,
including dust and erosion control measures (id., App. E, Tab 67, at 3). 'Overall, the Zoning
Board concluded that parking, storage, and temporary structures would be in harmony with the

general intent of the Zoning By-Laws and voted to grant Special Permit 3 (id., App. E, Tab 67,

Special Permit 3 also indicates that IDC would request that the Bellingham Planning
Board reduce the parking requirements for the facility, indicating that the requirements of
the Zoning By-Laws exceed what is necessary for the facility (Exh. IDC-2, App. E,

Tab 67, at 3).

17 Special Permit 3 cites low height, "non-obtrusive" appearance, and effective visual

screening provided by existing wooded areas as factors making the temporary structures
non-intrusive (i.e., as mitigating visual impacts) (Exh. IDC-2, App. E, Tab 67, at 2).
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at 3, 4).

The Settling Parties jointly proposed a revised set of special permits (Exh. IDC-2-8).
Proposed Special Permit 3, like the original Special Permit 3, would allow the use of temporary
structures and the on-site parking of construction equipment during construction of the facility
(id. a;[ 2). In addition, the Settling Parties proposed a new condition, Condition 24, related to
temporary structures and parking (id. at 7). Condition 24 states that:

The Company shall work with the Town of Bellingham Conservation Commission to
develop a plan for and to implement the restoration to a vegetative state of areas which
are used for temporary structures and parking and other construction activities but which
are not used for post-construction operation of the Plant. In the event that the Town of
Bellingham Conservation Commission requires trees to be planted in any such restored
areas, such trees shall be bagged and burlap nursery stock planted in accordance with the
technical specifications of the Town of Bellingham’s Scenic Roads By-law in effect as of
the date of this decision.

(Exh. IDC-2-S at 7).

With the exception of new Condition 24, the proposed Permits do not differ from the original
Special Permits with respect to temporary structures and parking (see Exhs. IDC-2, App. E,
Tab 65, at 20-25; IDC-2-8).

In the Final Decision at 335 and in the IDC Compliance Decision at 72, the Siting Board
reviewed the on-site land use impacts of the construction of the facility, which was to include --
in addition to the 14.5-acre requirement for the plant footprint -- a temporary land requirement of
12 acres for construction laydown and parking. Most of the remainder of the 156-acre site is
wooded and would be retained as conservation land, open space or permanently undeveloped
land, providing a buffer from off-site areas in all directions. Final Decision at 334, 338; IDC

Compliance Decision at 71-72.

The Final Decision did not directly address the impacts of temporary structures and
parking; however, portions of the Final Decision are relevant to such an analysis. For example,
the analysis of visual impacts in the Final Decision at 292-295, 298-300 focused on specific
elements of the facility likely to be visible in off-site arecas, notably the stack and the air-cooled
condenser. The Siting Board notes that, given the on-site wooded buffer, other structural features
of the project, including temporary structures and parking, would not be readily visible from off-

site areas.
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Similarly, the Siting Board evaluated the local traffic impacts of the facility, including
1ssues related to the transport of construction equipment and materials. Final Decision
at 322-329. The Company committed to schedule deliveries of large equipment and plant
components during off-peak traffic periods, and to coordinate such deliveries with local officials.
Id. at 326. The Siting Board also reviewed the construction noise impacts of the facility,
estimated to be a maximum of 63 dBA at the nearest residence during the excavation and
finishing stages of the construction period. Id. at 306, 316. To minimize construction noise, the
Company committed to comply with federal regulations limiting truck noise and to ensure that
construction equipment manufacturers’ normal sound muffling devices are used and kept in good
repair during construction. Id.

In the Final Decision at 292-316, 322-329, 333-343, the Siting Board reviewed the land
use and visual impacts of constructing the facility, and also evaluated construction period
impacts with respect to traffic and noise. The use of temporary structures and parking allowed by
Special Permit 3 is consistent with the record developed in the facility proceedings. New
Condition 24 further mitigates the possible long-term impacts of parking and the use of
temporary structures by providing for the restoration of temporary workspace to a vegetated
condition once the facility is in operation. No other issues related to temporary structures and
parking at the facility have been raised by the agency or by other parties in this proceeding.
Consequently, the Siting Board finds that the use of temporary structures and parking during
construction of the facility is compatible with considerations of environmental protection, public
health, and public safety. The Siting Board further finds that the record does not demonstrate any
area of non-conformance with local or state laws, ordinances, by-laws, rules, or regulations with

respect to the use of temporary structures and parking during construction of the facility.

d. Exterior Lighting
IDC’s request for Special Permit 4 relates to § 3230 of the Zoning By-Laws, which

governs exterior lighting (Exhs. IDC-2, App. A, Tab 4, at 2; EFSB-37, Att. at 21-22).
Section 3230 of the Zoning By-Laws states that a special permit is needed for lighting in excess

of certain limitations on height and illuminance; a special permit may be granted if the
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limitations are inherently infeasible for a particular use and reasonable efforts have been made to
avoid glare or light overspill onto residential premises (Exhs. IDC-2, App. E, Tab 68, at 1;
EFSB-37, Att. at 21-22). IDC sought this special permit to allow a variety of light fixtures that
would exceed the otherwise applicable requirements of the Zoning By-Laws; these include lights
on the landings of stairs and on galleries of the air-cooled condenser, lights on water tanks, and
aviation lighting as required by the FAA on the stack (Exh. IDC-2, App. A, Tab 4, at 2-4 and
App. E, Tab 68, at 1, 2).

In granting Special Permit 4, the Zoning Board found that the lighting proposed by IDC 1s
the mmimum required per code for purposes of worker safety, security, and nighttime inspections
of outdoor equipment (id., App. E, Tab 68, at 3). The Zoning Board found that the lighting
would be direcied and hooded in accordance with the Zoning By-Laws (id., App. E, Tab 68,
at 3, 4). The Zoning Board also found that reasonable efforts have been made to avoid glare or
light overspill onto residential premises (id., App. E, Tab 68, at 4). Accordingly, the Zoning
Board voted to grant Special Permit 4 (id., App. E, Tab 68, at 5).

The Settling Parties jointly proposed a revised set of special permits (Exh. IDC-2-S).
Proposed Permit 4, like the original Special Permit 4, would allow implementation of a lighting
plan consistent with the plan attached to the Company’s Application No. 4 to the Zoning Board
(Exhs. IDC-2, App. A, Tab 4, at 3, 4 and Tab 12; IDC-2-8; see also Exhibit A of the attached
Certificate). However, Condition 6 of the Five Special Permits is revised to require that the stack
lighting be directed downward as much as engineeringly feasible (Exh. IDC-2-S at 3). With the
exception of the change to Condition 6, the conditions attached to the proposed special permits
do not differ from those attached to the original special permits with respect to exterior lighting.

In its Final Decision at 296-300, the Siting Board considered the impacts of nighttime
lighting as part of its analysis of the visual impacts of the facility. The Siting Board noted that
the facility would be somewhat screened from view as a result of its proposed wooded buffer,
and that the Company would attempt to minimize the visual impact of exterior lighting in its
final lighting design by using fixtures that would be oriented downward and hooded, with no
unnecessary illumination. Id. at 296-298.

Since the Final Decision was issued, IDC has developed a detailed exterior lighting plan
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which it submitted to the Zoning Board for review. The record indicates that downward directed
lights have been proposed where possible, and that the wooded buffer around the facility should
reduce the visibility of exterior lighting at abutting land uses.

The Siting Board notes that facility lighting is generally needed for security and for
employee and public safety, and that there are specific public safety benefits associated with
aviation lighting on the stack. An upward component to air traffic safety lighting is likely to be
essential to its proper public safety function, notwithstanding the engineering feasibility of
directing such lighting to limit an upward component. Consequently, the Siting Board finds that
the proposed revision to Condition 6 is not compatible with considerations of environmental
protection, public health, and public safety.

No other issues related to exterior lighting have been raised by the agency or by other
parties in this proceeding. Conlsequently, the Siting Board finds that construction of the facility,
with exterior lighting as described in Special Permit 4, 1s compatible with considerations of
environmental protection, public health, and public safety. Further, the Siting Board finds that
the record does not demonstrate any area of non-conformance with local or state laws,

ordinances, by-laws, rules, or regulations with respect to exterior lighting.

e. Hazardous Materials

IDC’s request for Special Permit 5 relates to § 3250 of the Zoning By-Laws, which
addresses the use and storage of hazardous materials (Exhs. IDC-2, App. A, Tab 5, at 2, 3;
EFSB-37, Att. at 23). Section 3250 of the Zoning By-Laws states that a special permit is needed
for use(s) involving: (a) manufacturing, under certain conditions; (b) storage of flammable
materials in excess of specified quantities, except fuel for onsite use, and (¢} transport, use,
treatment, storage, or disposal of hazardous waste, under specified conditions (Exh. EFSB-37,
Att. at 23). The Company indicated that a nominal 40,000 gallons of 19% aqueous ammonia
would be stored on-site in a bulk storage tank (Exh. IDC-2, App. A, Tab 9).

In granting Special Permit 5, the Zoning Board found that storage of hazardous materials
at the site is not expected to cause harm or adversely affect the environment, and that there would

be very few waste materials arising from construction and operation of the facility (id., App. E,
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Tab 69, at 3-4). Special Permit 5 specifically addressed the use of ammonia at the facility,
finding that there would be multiple levels of protection against spills of aqueous ammonia from
storage, including a secondary containment dike around the primary tank (id., App. E, Tab 69,
at 4). The Zoning Board also found that, when compared to other manufacturing processes, the
delivery and use of 19% aqueous ammonia on the site would not jeopardize health or safety on-
site or offsite, would not harm the environment or other premises, and would not excessively
burden the health and safety of residents in the area (id., App. E, Tab 69, at 4-5). Accordihgly,
the Zoning Board voted to grant Special Permit 5 (id., App. E, Tab 69, at 6).

The Settling Parties jointly proposed a revised set of special permits (Exh. IDC-2-S).
Proposed Special Permit 5, like the original Special Permit 5, would allow the storage and use of
hazardous materials listed in Att. D of the original special permit application to the Zoning Board
(Exhs. IDC-2, App. A, Tab 5 at 3 and Tab 6; IDC-2-S, Exhibit A; see also Exhibit B of the
attached Certificate). In addition, the Settling Parties proposed a new condition, Condition 25,
addressing the storage and handling of hazardous materials, that would be attached to all Five
Special Permits (Exh. IDC-2, at 7). Proposed Condition 25 requires that all chemicals be stored
and handled in accordance with the applicable Materials Safety Data Sheets ("MSDS") (Exh.
IDC-2-S at 7). With the exception of Condition 25, the conditions attached to the proposed
special permits do not differ from those attached to the original Special Permits with respect to
use and storage of hazardous materials (see Exhs. IDC-2, App. E, Tab 65, at 20-25; IDC-2-S).

In two of the facility proceedings, the Siting Board reviewed IDC’s plans for the storage
and handling of hazardous materials, including its use and storage of aqueous ammonia and its

emergency response plans. Final Decision at 316-321; IDC Compliance Decision at 67-68. The

Siting Board determined that the Company had designed the facility to avert spills of hazardous
materials, and that the Company intended to develop emergency procedures and response plans
similar to those previously found acceptable by the Siting Board. Final Decisionat 321. With
respect to the use of aqueous ammonia, the Siting Board noted that the Intervenors had argued
that safety risks from the use and storage of ammonia could be eliminated by requiring the use of
NOy control technologies that do not require ammomia, but went on to note that the record did

not demonstrate that such technologies were available at the time, and that there were questions
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about the water demands of such technologies. Id. at 269, 320-321. The Siting Board concluded
that the Company had taken all steps that were feasible to minimize the safety risks of ammonia.
Id. at 321.

The Siting Board also evaluated the solid and hazardous waste impacts of the facility in
the underlying case and the compliance case. Final Decision at 291-292; IDC Compliance
Decision at 56-57. Hazardous solid wastes generated during operation would include spent
lubrication oil filters, empty hazardous waste containers, and depleted catalyst units from the
selective catalytic reduction system. Final Decision at 292. As noted in the Final Decision, some
solid waste from construction and operation of the facility would be recycled, reclaimed, or
reused; the rest would be disposed of at appropriate disposal sites by the Company or its licensed
contractor. Id. Disposal would be conducted in 2 manner consistent with applicable government
regulation. Id.

The storage and handling of materials other than ammonia and hazardous waste were not
explicitly addressed by the Siting Board in the Final Decision, except with respect to spill control
and prevention. The record shows that newly proposed Condition 25 would require that all
chemicals be stored and handled in accordance with the applicable MSDS. The Siting Board
notes that MSDS contain information on the proper handling and emergency procedures to be
used for various chemical products. The proposed additional condition that all chemicals be
handled in accordance with applicable MSDS merits adoption, and should address both
environmental and public safety concerns. No other specific hazardous material issues have been
raised by the agency or by other parties in this proceeding.

Accordingly, the Siting Board finds that the storage and use of hazardous materials,
including aqueous ammonia, at the facility is compatible with considerations of environmental
protection, public health, and public safety. Further, the Siting Board finds that the record does
not demonstrate any area of non-conformance with local or state laws, ordinances, by-laws, rules,

or regulations with respect to storage and use of hazardous materials.

f. The Transformer Condition

Condition 22(a) of the Special Permits required, as one of a set of noise mitigation
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measures, that the facility be designed with transformers and CCW coolers having concrete walls
on at least four sides, 10 feet higher than said transformers (Exh. IDC-2, App. E, Tab 65 at 23,
Tab 66 at 24, Tab 67 at 7, Tab 68 at 8, and Tab 69 at 9). In the Special Permits, the Zoning
Board found that development of the project would occur in a central location within the site in
order to maintain natural buffers between the project and surrounding land uses (id., App. E,

Tab 65, at 16). The Zoning Board found that the noise impacts resulting from the operation of
the facility would: (1) be well below the MDEP 10 dBA limit on increases from new noise
sources, as detailed in MDEP Policy 90-001; (2) be well below the 65 dBA limit set in the
applicable Town of Bellingham noise ordinance; and (3) although not applicable, meet
Bellingham’s steady-state noise limit of 45 dBA for residential receptors (id., App. E, Tab 65,

at 17). The Zoming Board concluded that the project’s impact on the neighborhood character and
social structures would be minimal (id.).

IDC argued that the facility could be designed to meet Siting Board and MDEP
requirements, even without the walls required by Condition 22(a), and that overall noise impacts
would be very similar under either design (Exhs. EFSB-25; EF SB-34). The Company estimated
the incremental capital cost of noise mitigation to comply with Condition 22(a) as $1,400,000
(Exh. EFSB-5). In addition, the Company argued that the transformer walls required by
Condition 22(a) could reduce the energy efficiency of the transformers, especially in hot weather,
might result in a need to spread equipment out across the site, and could restrict access for
emergency vehicles (Exhs. EFSB-22; EFSB-23; EFSB-24).

The Company suggested that the Siting Board adopt the Modified Transformer Condition
developed by the Settling Parties (Exh. IDC-2-S). The Modified Transformer Condition would
allow the Company either to provide concrete walls extending 10 feet above transformers and
CCW coolers or to provide equivalent noise mitigation (id. at 5). In addition, the Modified
Transformer Condition specifies that maximum plant-generated noise from the facility may not
exceed a variety of limits (id.). Finally, the Modified Transformer Condition states that if IDC
builds the higher walls, any related and necessary plant layout changes, including height, would
be deemed approved without further action by the Siting Board or the Zoning Board (id.).

The Intervenors contended that IDC has admitted it could comply with the original
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Condition 22(a); that such compliance would not cause the Company to forego or delay
construction of the facility; that the net cost of complying with the condition is $1,400,000, or
less than 2% of the project cost; that complying with the condition would not affect wetlands or
stack height; and that there is no evidence that the transformer wall would create an additional
adverse visual impact (Intervenors Brief at 11). The Intervenors contended that the original
Condition 22(a) would impose a relatively minor expense upon IDC, while reducing sound by
5 dBA (id. at 12).

The Siting Board extensively evaluated the noise impacts of the facility in two of the
facility proceedings. Final Decision at 300-316; IDC Compliance Decision at 60-67. The Siting
Board did not highlight the transformers or CCW coolers as principal sources of noise from the
facility. 1d. The Siting Board noted that the Company proposed a variety of noise mitigation
technologies to reduce notse from various facility components; these mitigation technologies
included noise barrier walls or equivalent on all sides of the main and auxiliary transformers. Id.
at 304. Modeling presented to the Siting Board indicated that, with the noise mitigation as
proposed by the Company, the level of noise that is exceeded 90% of the time ("L,,") would
increase by 4 dBA or less at all residential receptors save one, and would increase by 8 dBA at
the remaining residential receptor, identified as receptor R-4. Id. at 314. The Siting Board found
noise mitigation beyond that proposed by the Company to be cost-effective, and directed the
Company to implement additional noise mitigation to limit L, noise increases to 5 dBA at
receptor R-4, Id. at 315. Such mitigation was estimated by the Company to cost $1,419,800.
1d. at 305. The Siting Board found that, with the implementation of such mitigation, the
environmental impacts of the facility would be minimized with respect to noise. Id. at 316. In

the IDC Compliance Decision at 67, the Siting Board evaluated the change in noise levels

associated with the change in facility configuration, and found that the noise impacts of the
facility in the compliance configuration would be less than the noise impacts of the facility in the
approved configuration.

The record shows that Condition 22(a) would increase the capital costs of the facility by
approximately $1,400,000 and an undetermined operational cost, while providing little

incremental relief from noise impacts. While the Intervenors contended that implementation of
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Condition 22(a) would result in a 5 dBA reduction in noise, the record does not indicate that total
facility noise levels would be 5 dBA lower with Condition 22(a), or any lower at all. Because
Condition 22(a) increases the cost of the facility significantly while providing little incremental
benefit, the Siting Board finds that Condition 22(a) is burdensome. Further, because
Condition 22(a) does not represent the lowest cost means to achieve the desired level of noise
mitigation, the Siting Board conciudes that Condition 22(a) is at odds with our mandate to
implement policies to provide a reliable energy supply for the Commonwealth with a minimum
impact on the environment at the lowest possible cost. Consequently, the Siting Board finds that
Condition 22(a) is a burdensome condition which has a substantial impact on the responsibilities
of the Siting Board.

The Settling Parties have proposed a Modified Transformer Condition. The Modified
Transformer Condition would provide the same level of overall facility noise mitigation as the
original Condition 22(a), at a significantly lower cost. Thus the Modified Transformer Condition

1s generally consistent with the Siting Board’s mandate to provide a reliable energy supply for the

‘Commonwealth with a minimum impact on the environment at the lowest possible cost.

However, the Siting Board notes that the Modified Transformer Condition provides that,
1f IDC builds the higher walls, any related and necessary plant layout changes would be deemed
approved by both the Siting Board and the Zoning Board. While this provision apparently is
acceptable to the Zoning Board, it is not acceptable to the Siting Board, as it would relieve the
Company of any obligation to report even major changes in project layout to the Siting Board.
Without having layout changes specified, the Siting Board would not be able to determine the
facility’s environmental impacts, and would not be able to determine whether the facility, as
modified, would provide a reliable energy supply for the Commonwealth with a minimum
impact on the environment at the lowest possible cost. Our concern can be resolved by omitting
the reference to the Siting Board from the Modified Transformer Condition.

Based on the record in this case and the facility proceedings, the Siting Board finds that
construction of the facility with noise barrier walls around the main transformers and CCW
coolers, or with equivalent noise mitigation, as set forth in the Modified Transformer Condition,

is compatible with considerations of environmental protection, public health, and publc safety.
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Consequently, the Siting Board adopts the Modified Transformer Condition, with the further
modification that the reference to the Siting Board be omitted. Further, the Siting Board finds
that the record does not demonstrate any area of non-conformance with local or state laws,
ordinances, by-laws, rules, or regulations with respect to construction of noise barrier walls

around the matin transformers and CCW coolers, or equivalent noise mitigation.

g. PIL.OT Condition

Condition 23 of the Special Permits required the Coﬁlpany to enter into a PILOT
Agreement on or before July 1, 2001, and stated that the obligations of the Agreement must be at
least equal to those contained in agreements existing between the Town of Bellingham and
industries of a similar nature (Exh. IDC-2, App. E, Tab 65, at 25). The record contains no
evidence that a PILOT Agreement was reached by July 1, 2001.

The Company argued that Condition 23 is burdensome because it is inconsistent with

both the Final Decision and the IDC Compliance Decision (Company Brief at 20). IDC states

that under the PILOT Condition, if a PILOT Agreement was not executed by July 1, 2001, which
it was not, IDC’s Special Permits could be void and IDC would be unable to construct the facility
(id)). Further, IDC asserted that the Zoning Board has no authority to condition IDC’s Special
Permits on actions the performance of which lies beyond IDC’s control (id, at 22, citing, V.S.H.
Realty, Inc. v. Zoning Bd. of Appeals of Plymouth, 30 Mass. App. Ct. 530 (1991)). Therefore
IDC argued that, since IDC has no control over the Town of Bellingham’s willingness to
negotiate or execute a PILOT Agreement, the Zoning Board did not have the authority to impose
Condition 23 (id. at 22).

IDC stated that the Settling Parties agreed to modify Condition 23 to state: (1) that IDC
shall make good faith efforts to meet and negotiate a PILOT Agreement with Bellingham; and (2)
that failure of the parties to reach an agreement by July 1, 2001 shall not constitute grounds for
violation of the Special Permits ("Modified PILOT Condition") (Exh. IDC-2(S)). However, IDC
stated that the agreement reached by the Settling Parties does not change the fact that the
condition currently in effect is Condition 23 as it is worded in the Special Permit (Company

Reply Brief at 6).
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The Intervenors argued that Condition 23 is not a burdensome condition which has a
substantial impact on the responsibilitics of the Siting Board (Intervenors Brief at 9-10). The
Intervenors asserted that Condition 23 merely places a time limit upon IDC to fulfill an
obligation IDC voluntarily incurred by executing a Wastewater Services agreement with
Bellingham (id.). The Intervenors also asserted that IDC’s argument that Condition 23 is not
within the Zoning Board’s authority must fail because G.L. ¢. 169, § 69K% does not empower
the Siting Board to decide whether conditions to a permit lie within an agency’s jurisdiction
(Intervenors Brief at 9). Instead, the Intervenors argued, the Siting Board’s authority is limited to
determming whether a condition is regulatory in nature (id.). The Intervenors asserted that
Condition 23 is regulatory in nature because it is designed to ensure compliance with the
regulatory criteria that govern the issuance of special permits in the Town of Bellingham and
thus, G.L. c. 169, § 69K (iv) does not apply (id.).

As a preliminary matter, we note that the Siting Board did not review the issue of the

PILOT Agreement in the Final Decision. In the Final Decision, the Siting Board, as required by
its statutory mandate, reviewed the environmental impacts associated with the facility and |
determined that the facility would provide a reliable energy supply for the Commonwealth with a
minimum impact on the environment at the lowest possible cost. In Section ITI.B, above, the
Siting Board determined that the appropriate scope of analysis for Condition 23 is whether it
constitutes a burdensome condition and whether the Zoning Board acted outside its anthority in
requiring the Condition.

The Siting Board notes that on December 21, 1999, it approved the construction of the
facility with a net nominal output of 700 MW and that on September 21, 2000 it approved the
construction of the facility at a reduced net nominal output of 525 MW. Pursuant to G.L. ¢. 164,
§ 69J74, once a generating facility is approved by the Siting Board, it shall be deemed to
contribute to a necessary energy supply for the Commonwealth with a minimum impact on the
environment at the lowest possible cost. Since no information was submitted to indicate
otherwise, the Siting Board concludes that a PILOT Agreement was not reached by the July 1,
2001 date specified in Condition 23. Therefore, under the current terms of Condition 23 the
facility cannot be constructed. The Siting Board finds that Condition 23, which would preclude
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the construction of a generating facility that contributes to a necessary energy supply for the
Commonwealth with a minimum impact on the environment at the lowest possible cost, is in
conflict with the Siting Board’s mandate to ensure a reliable energy supply for the
Commonwealth. Consequently, the Siting Board finds that Condition 23 is a burdensome
condition which has a substantial impact on the responsibilities of the Siting Board as set forth in
G.L. ¢. 164, § 69K'A."

The Modified PILOT Condition, which was agreed to by IDC, the Town of Bellingham
and the Zoning Board, allows for construction of the facility even though the Settling Parties did
not execute a PILOT Agreement by July 1, 2001. The proposed modification removes the
burdensome aspects of original Condition 23 and allows negotiations regarding the PILOT
Agreement to continue.

The Siting Board notes that the PILOT Agreement, when negotiated, will address issues
of local economics (including, primarily, the annual revenues to be paid by IDC to Bellingham).
These issues are far removed from matters of environmental impacts, public health, and public
safety. Therefore, the Siting Board need not make a finding pursuant to G.L. ¢. 164, § 690
regarding the bearing of the Modified PILOT Condition on the facility’s compatibility with
considerations of environmental protection, public health, and public safety. Further, the Siting
Board finds that the Modified PILOT Condition has no bearing on whether the facility would

conform to local or state laws, ordinances, by-laws, rules, or regulations.

C. Findings _

Pursuant to G.L. c. 164, § 690, the Siting Board must make four findings to support the
issuance of a Certificate of Environmental Impact and Public Interest for a generating facility.
First, the Siting Board must determine that the issues raised by the agency or agencies whose
permits or approvals are at issue in the Certificate proceeding have been addressed in a

comprehensive manner by the Board, either in its prior approval of the generating facility or in

I8 Because the Siting Board has found that original Condition 23 is a burdensome condition

which has a substantial impact on the responsibilities of the Board, the Siting Board need
not reach the issue of whether original Condition 23 is a non-regulatory condition.
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the Certificate proceeding itself. The Siting Board also must address: (1) the compatibility of
the generating facility with considerations of environmental protection, public health and public
safety; (2) the extent to which construction and operation of the generating facility will fail to
conform with existing state and local laws, rules and regulations and the reasonableness of
exempting it from conformance, consistent with the implementation of the energy policies in
G.L. c. 164; and (3) the public interest or convenience requiring construction and operation of the
generating facility.

In this section, the Siting Board addresses each of these four statutory requirements,

based on its analysis in Sections II1.B. 3, above..

1. Issues Raised by the Agency

In Section III. B. , above, the Siting Board found that it must determine that the 1ssues
raised by the Zoning Board in support of the three challenged conditions have been
comprehensively addressed either in the underlying facility proceedings or the Certificate
proceeding. In addition, the Siting Board found that it must determine that it has addressed the
subject matter of the Five Special Permits either in the underlying facility proceedings or in the
Certificate proceeding.

With respect to the issues raised in support of the three contested conditions, the Siting
Board determined that in light of the MDEP’s issuance of the Conditional Air Quality Permit, the
ZAT Condition has been rendered moot, with no remaining issues to be addressed. The Siting
Board also determined that since the Transformer Condition was imposed as a part of a general
noise mitigation package, the issue raised by this condition is the minimization of noise
generated by the facility. Regarding the PILOT Condition, the Siting Board determined that
substantive issues related to the PILOT Condition are beyond the scope of the Siting Board’s
statutory authority, and that the Siting Board’s inquiry is limited to the issue of whether the
condition constitutes a burdensome condition in accordance with G.L. ¢. 164, § 69K, and
whether Zoning Board acted outside its authority in requiring the condition.

In Sections I11.B.3.{a-f), above, the Siting Board reviewed the subject matter of each of

the Five Special Permits as well as the issues raised by the Transformer Condition, in light of its
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findings in the facility proceedings. For ease of review, we summarize each below.

a. Building Height

In the Final Decision, the Siting Board reviewed building and structure height, and
focused its inquiry on the visual impacts of a 190 foot stack. Final Decision at 292-300. The
Siting Board found that with implementation of Condition C, to require reasonable off-site
mitigation of visual impacts, the visual impacts of the facility would be minimized. Id. at 300.
In the IDC Project Change Decision, the Siting Board reviewed the visual impacts of a 225 foot
stack, and revised Condition C to offer the option of larger trees. The Siting Board found that
with the implementation of Condition C, as revised, the visual impacts of the facility would be

minimized. IDC Project Change Decision at 6-9. In this proceeding, the Siting Board reviewed

the heights of several buildings that were not previously addressed, and found that the
surrounding wooded areas would generally screen these buildings. Consequently, the Siting
Board finds that is has comprehensively addressed issues related to building heights either in its

prior approval of the facility or in this proceeding.

b. Air Quality

The Siting Board extensively reviewed air quality impacts of the facility in the facility
proceedings, and found that with implementation of certain NOy and CO, offset measures, the
facility’s air quality would be minimized and that air toxic emissions from the facility would
have no discernable public health impact. Final Decision at 348-349. Since the Final Decision,
MDEP issued its Conditional Air Quality Permit for the facility, which reduced anticipated
emissions. In this proceeding, we noted that the local air quality impacts of the facility would be
further reduced by the use of a 225-foot stack. We also noted that, while the Siting Board did not
previously evaluate issues related to the emission of asbestos, benzene, beryllium, or vinyl
chloride, we concur with the Zoning Board’s conclusion that these substances would not be
emitted from the facility. Consequently, the Siting Board finds that it has comprehensively
addressed issues related to air quality either in its prior approval of the facility or in this

proceeding.
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c. Exterior Lighting

In the Final Decision, the Siting Board evaluated the impacts of nighttime lighting in its

analysis of the visual impacts of the facility. Id. at 296-300. In this proceeding, the Siting Board
reviewed the need for facility lighting, and the public safety benefits associated with lighting in
general, and particularly aviation lighting on the stack. The Siting Board found that an upward
component to air traffic safety lighting 1s likely to be essential to its proper public safety function,
and concluded that the proposed revision to Condition 6 of the Special Permits is not compatible
with considerations of environmental protection, public health, and public safety. Consequently,
the Siting Board finds that it has comprehensively addressed issues related to exterior ighting

either in 1ts prior approval of the facility or in this proceeding.

d. Temporary Structures and Parking

In the Final Decision, the Siting Board reviewed the land use and visual impacts of

facility construction, as well as construction period traffic and noise impacts. Id. at 306, 316 and
322-329. In this proceeding, the Siting Board determined that the use of temporary structures
and parking allowed pursuant to Special Permit 3 is consistent with our Final Decision. In
addition, the Siting Board found that new Condition 24 of the proposed Certificate further
mitigates long-term impacts of the use of temporary structures and parking by providing for the
restoration of the temporary workspace to a vegetated condition. Consequently, the Siting Board
finds that it has comprehensively addressed issues related to temporary structures and parking

either in its prior approval or in this proceeding.

e. Hazardous Materials

In the Final Decision and the IDC Compliance Decision, the Siting Board extensively
reviewed the Company’s plans for storage and handling of hazardous materials, including the use
and storage of aqueous ammonia. Final Decision at 316-312; IDC Compliance Decision at 67-
68. The Siting Board did not explicitly address in the facility proceedings the storage and

handling of materials other than ammonia and hazardous waste, except with respect to spill

—-53~



Luwa 2]

EFSB 01-1 Page 50

control and prevention. In this proceeding, the Siting Board found that the proposed additional
Condition 25, which requires all chemicals to be stored and handled in accordance with the
applicable MSDS, should address both environmental and public safety concerns. Consequently,
the Siting Board finds that it has comprehensively addressed issues related to hazardous materials

etther in its prior approval of the facility or in this proceeding.

f. Transformer Condition
In Section 111, A.2.a (ii), above, the Siting Board found that the issue raised by the Zoning
Board in the Transformer Condition is the minimization of noise generated by the facility.
In the Final Decision, the Siting Board extensively evaluated the noise impacts of the facility and
found that with implementation of noise mitigation that would limit L, noise increases at
receptor R-4 to 5 dBA, the environmental impacts of the facility would be minimized with

respect to noise. Final Decision at 360. In the IDC Compliance Decision, the Siting Board

evaluated the change in noise levels associated with the change in the configuration of the
facility, and found that there would be a reduction in noise impacts as a result of the revised

configuration. [IDC Compliance Decision at 67. In this proceeding, the Siting Board found that

construction of noise barrier walls around the main transformers and CCW coolers, or equivalent
noise mitigation, as set forth in the Modified Transformer Condition, is generally consistent with
the Siting Board’s mandate to provide a reliable energy supply at the lowest possible cost. The
Siting Board found, however, that it would retain its jurisdiction to review any project changes
related to building the higher walls. Consequently, the Siting Board finds that it has
comprehensively addressed issues related to noise mitigation either in its prior approval of the
facility or in this proceeding.

The Siting Board has considered the issues raised by the Zoning Board, as well as the
subject matter of each of the Special Permits and has determined that each issue has been

addressed comprehensively, either in the Final Decision, the JDC Compliance Decision, the IDC

Project Change Decision, or in this proceeding. Consequently, the Siting Board finds that the
1ssues raised by the agency whose action is at issue in this proceeding have been addressed in a

comprehensive manner by the Siting Board, either in its prior approval of the facility, or in this
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proceeding. Further, the Siting Board finds that it has addressed the subject matter of each
Special Permit to the extent necessary to determine the environmental protection, public health

and public safety implications of the permits.

2, Compatibility with Considerations of Environmental Protection, Public
Health and Public Safety

Pursuvant to G.L. ¢. 164, § 690, the Siting Board must address the compatibility of the
generating facility with considerations of environmental protection, public health and public
safety in its decision on an Application for a Certificate.

In the Final Decision, the Siting Board conducted a comprehensive review of IDC’s

proposal to construct a 700 MW natural gas-fired combined-cycle power plan. See Final
Decision. The Siting Board comprehensively reviewed the air quality tmpacts, water quality
impacts, visual impacts, noise impacts, traffic impacts, safety impacts, electric and magnetic field
impacts and land use impacts of the generating facility as proposed, and concluded that, upon
compliance with certain conditions, the generating facility at the site "...would provide a reliable
energy supply for the Commonwealth with a minimum impact on the environment at the lowest
possible cost.” Id. at 359.

In the IDC Compliance Decision, the Siting Board reviewed the Company’s proposed

change in turbine vendors with a resulting reduction of output of the facility from 700 MW to
525 MW. The Siting Board found that, with conditions, this change would not alter in any
substantive way the Siting Board’s analysis of the project’s environmental impacts. IDC

Compliance Decision at 76.
In the IDC Project Change Decision, the Siting Board reviewed project changes resniting

from Zoning Board and MDEP review of the facility including: (1) an increase in the facility
stack height from 190 feet to 225 feet; (2) a reduction in the projected emissions of certain
criteria pollutants; (3) a change in the air permit limits for ammonia emissions, (4) a reduction in
the size of the ammoma storage tank from 40,000 gallons to 29,000 gallons; and (5) a changé n
departure time for the main construction shift. The Siting Board found that changes related to a

decrease in criteria pollutants, a change in the air permit limits for short term ammonia and a
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decrease in the size of the ammonia tank did not require further inquiry. The Siting Board also

found that upon compliance with revised Conditions C and G, regarding mitigation of visual

impacts of the facility stack, and mitigation of traffic impacts of the main construction shift, the

Company’s plans for the construction of the facility would minimize the environmental impacts

of the facility consistent with the minimization of cost associated with the mitigation, control,

and reduction of the environmental impacts of the facility. IDC Project Change Decision at 13-

15.

In Section III.B.3.(a-f), above, the Siting Board has reviewed the issues related to the

environmental, public health and public safety implications of the proposed Certificate and has

found that:

Construction of the facility, with buildings and structures extending to the heights
described in the Special Permits, is compatible with considerations of environmental

protection, public health, and public safety.

Construction and operation of the facility, which would emit criteria pollutants in
quantities that would trigger certain requirements, is compatible with considerations of

environmental protection, public health, and public safety.

The use of temporary structures and parking during construction of the facility is
compatible with considerations of environmental protection, public health, and

public safety.

Construction of the facility, with exterior lighting as described in the Special Permits
tssued by the Zoning Board, is compatible with considerations of environmental

protection, public health and public safety.
The use and storage of hazardous materials, including aqueous ammonia, at the facility is

compatible with considerations of environmental protection, public health, and public

safety.
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. Construction of the facility with noise barrier walls around the main transformers and
CCW coolers, or with equivalent noise mitigation, as set forth in the Modified
Transformer Condition, is compatible with considerations of environmental protection,

public health and public safety.

Consequently, based on its findings in the Final Decision, the IDC Compliance Decision,

the IDC Project Change Decision, and Section ITLB.2, above, the Siting Board finds that the

construction and operation of the facility, in compliance with the Special Permits issued by the
Zoning Board and modified in the attached Certificate are compatible with considerations of

environmental protection, public health and safety.

3. Conformance with Existing State and Local Laws

G.L.c. 164, § 690 requires the Siting Board to inciude in its Decision a finding
regarding "the extent to which construction and operation of the generating facility will fail to
conform with existing lstate and local laws, ordinances, by-laws, rules, and regulations and [the]
reasonableness of exemption thereunder, if any, consistent with the implementation of the energy
policies contained in [G.L. ¢. 164]." G.L. c. 164, § 690% (ii). In the Final Decision, the Siting
Board reviewed the facility’s consistency with the policies of the Commonwealth, and found that
the facility is consistent with current environmental protection policies of the Commonwealth
and with such energy policies of the Commonwealth as have been adopted by the
Commonwealth for the specific purpose of guiding the decisions of the Siting Board. Final
Decision at 357-358. In Section IIL. B.3, above, the Siting Board has reviewed the extent to
which the construction and operation of the facility, in compliance with the Special Permits
issued by the Zoning Board and modified in the attached Certificate, conform with existing state

and local laws, and has made the following findings:
. The record does not demonstrate any area of non-conformance with local or state laws,

ordinances, by-laws, rules, or regulations with respect to construction of the facility, with

respect to buildings and structure heights.
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. The record does not demonstrate any area of non-conformance with local or state laws,

ordinances, by-laws, rules, or regulations with respect to regulated air emissions.

. The record does not demonstrate any area of non-conformance with local or state laws,
ordinances, by-laws, rules, or regulations with respect to the use of temporary structures

and parking during construction of the facility.

0 The record does not demonstrate any area of non-conformance with local or state laws,

ordinances, by-laws, rules, or regulations with respect to exterior lighting.

. The record does not demonstrate any area of non-conformance with local or state laws,
ordinances, by-laws, rules, or regulations with respect to storage and use of hazardous

materials.

. The record does not demonstrate any area of non-conformance with local or state laws,
ordinances, by-laws, rule or regulations with respect to construction of noise barrier walls

around the main transformers and CCW coolers, or equivalent noise mitigation.

Consequently, the Siting Board finds that the construction and operation the facility in
compliance with the Five Special Permits issued by the Zoning Board and modified by the Siting
Board in the attached Certificate would conform with existing state and local laws ordinances,

by-laws, rules, and regulations.

4. Public Interest or Convenience
‘Pursuant to G.L. c. 164, § 6907, the Siting Board must address the public interest or
convenience requiring construction and operation of the generating facility in its decision on an
application for a Certificate. In the facility proceedings, the Siting Board, after reviewing the site
selection process and the environmental impacts of the facility, found that upon compliance with

certain conditions, the construction and operation of the facility would "provide a reliable
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energy supply for the Commonwealth with a minimum impact on the environment at the lowest
possible cost.” Final Decision at 359; Compliance Decision at 76. The Siting Board also found
that, upon compliance with certain conditions, the construction and operation of the facility
would "minimize the environmental impacts of the facility consistent with the minimization of
cost associated with the mitigation, control, and reduction of the environmental impacts of the

proposed generating facility.” Project Change Decision at 15.

Accordingly, after reviewing the proposed generating facility and its compatibility with
considerations of environmental protection, public health and public safety, the Siting Board

finds that the public interest requires the construction and operation of IDC’s generating facility.

IV.  DECISION

Pursuant to the Siting Board’s enabling statute, the Siting Board shall issue a Certificate
of Environmental Impact and Public Interest with respect to a generating facility only if the
Siting Board determines that the issues raised by the state or local agencies, whose actions are the
subject of the petitioner’s Application have been comprehensively addressed, either in the Siting
Board’s approval of the facility under G.L. ¢. 164, § 69JV4, or in the Siting Board’s review of the
facility under G.L. c.164, § 69K'.. G.L. ¢ 164, § 690%. In addition, the Siting Board’s decision
to issue a Certificate must include findings with respect to: (1) the compatibility of the
generating facility with considerations of environmental protection, public health, and public
safety; (2) the extent to which the generating facility will not conform to existing state and local
laws, ordinances, by-laws, rules, and regulations, and the reasonableness of exempting it from
conformance, consistent with the implementation of the energy policies of G.L. c¢. 164; and (3)
the public interest or convenience requiring construction and operation of the generating facility.
G.L. c. 164, § 690%.

In Section I C. 1 above, the Siting Board has found that the issues raised by the agency
whose actions are at issue in this proceeding have been comprehensively addressed either in the
facility proceeding, the facility compliance proceeding, the facility project change proceeding, or
in this proceeding.

In Section II1. C. 2, above, the Siting Board has found that the construction and operation
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of the generating facility, in compliance with the Special Permits issued by the Zoning Board,
and modified in the attached Certificate, is compatible with considerations of environmental
protection, public health, and public safety.

In Section III. C. 3, above, the Siting Board has found that the construction and operation
of the generating facility, in compliance with the Special Permits issued by the Zoning Board,
and modified by the Siting Board in the attached Certificate, would conform with existing state
and local laws, ordinénces, by-laws, rules, and regulations.

In Section ITI. C. 4, above, the Siting Board has found that the public interest requires the

construction and operation of IDC’s generating facility, with the modified and revised conditions
of the Special Permits.

Accordingly, the Siting Board GRANTS the Company’s Application for a Certificate of
Environmental Impact and Public Interest with respect to the issuance of Five Special Permits
with conditions as modified in the attached Certificate. The Siting Board also issues a Certificate
of Environmental Impact and Public Interest, a copy of which is attached hereto as Attachment A
and 1s part of the Siting Board’s Final Decision in this proceeding.

In accordance with G.L. ¢. 164, § 69K ', this Certificate shall be enforced by the Town of
Bellingham Zoning Board of Appeals and Building Inspector as if directly granted by the Zoning
Board.

The Company shall file this Certificate with the Town of Bellingham Building Inspector
and Town Clerk.

Aelma Urman
Hearing Officer

Dated this 12™ day of October, 2001.

il
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
ENERGY FACILITIES SITING BOARD

)
Application of IDC Bellingham LLC for a )

Certificate of Environmental Impact and ) EFSB 01-1
Public Interest )
)

CERTIFICATE OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
AND PUBLIC INTEREST AND SPECIAL PERMITS

Pursuant to its anthonty under G.L. c. 164, §§ 69K!2-O%, the Energy Facilities Siting
Board hereby (1) issues a Certificate of Environmental Impact and Public Interest ("Certificate™)
as provided by G.L. ¢. 164, §§ 69K', and (2) grants Five Special Permits pursuant to the Town
of Bellingham’s Zoning By-Laws ("Zoning By-Laws") to IDC Bellingham LLC ("Company™).

The Five Special Permits are granted to the Company relative to its proposed electric
generating facility to be located in an Industrial District at the corner of Depot Street and Box
Pond Road in Bellingham, Massachusetts ("Project"). The Special Permits granted are as
follows:

L. A Special Permit under Zoning By-Laws Sections 1500 and 2610 to construct and use
certain structures, as hereafter described, in excess of otherwise applicable height
restrictions. The structures exempted from the Zoning By-Laws’ height restrictions are:
One dual-flue 225-foot high stack; one air-cooled condenser with the top of the
distribution piping 114 feet above grade; one multi-leveled combustion turbine/steam
turbine/heat recovery steam generator building with a maximum roof height of 90 feet;
two high-pressure steam drums, two intermediate pressure steam drums, and two low
pressure steam drums with relief vents 107 feet above grade surrounded by steam drum
walkways and lighting fixtures 98 feet above grade and installed on the 90-foot high
roofs; one raw water/fire water storage tank no more than 46 feet above grade; and three
‘80-foot high 345-kilovolt support structures.

2. A Special Permit under Zoning By-Laws Sections 1500, 3240, and 3290 regarding Air
Quality.

3. A Special Permit under Zoning By-Laws Sections 1500, 2200, and 2400 for the use of
temporary structures and parking for more than three light commercial vehicles or more
than one heavy commercial vehicle during construction of the Project.
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4. A Special Permit under Zoning By-Laws Sections 1500, 3232, 3234 and 3290 to
implement a lighting plan consistent with Exhibit A attached hereto and incorporated
herein.

5. A Special Permit under Zoning By-Laws Sections 1500, 3250 and 3290 for the storage
- and use of the hazardous materials listed in Exhibit B attached hereto and incorporated
herein.

This Certificate and the Special Permits are issued subject to the following conditions:

1. A work schedule, consistent with Exhibit C attached hereto and incorporated herein,
shall be followed during the construction phase of the Project. Any modification of the work
schedule by the Company shall be approved by the Town of Bellingham Zoning Board of
Appeals ("Zoning Board") after a public hearing, with notice to all parties.

2. At the point in time when the Project is deemed to have operated for its useful life and
the Company or its successors has determined it 1s no longer prudent to staff and maintain the
Project, the Company shall cause the Project to be demolished and the land returned to a clean,
graded, and seeded condition, all in accordance with a fully executed Decommissioning Fund,
described in Paragraph 3 hereafter, executed prior to the issuance of any occupancy permits.

3. On the first July 1 after the Project commences "commercial operation” (as defined in
the Water Agreement), and on the same day each year thereafter for a period of 20 years, the
Company shall deposit $35,000 into an interest-bearing escrow account in a Massachusetts bank
in the name of the Town of Bellingham and subject to its sole control. If the Company complies
with the above Project demolition obligation, at the end of the Project's useful life as determined
by the Company, the balance in the escrow account, including all accrued interest, shall be
released to the Company upon successful demolition and land restoration as determined by the
Zoning Board. In the event the Company does not commence compliance with the
above-described demolition and restoration within 60 days after receipt of written notice from the
Zoning Board to commence, all monies in the escrow account, including accrued interest, shall
be utilized by the Town of Bellingham for demolition and restoration. Any balance remaining
after such demolition and restoration by the Town of Bellingham shall be refunded to the
Company.

4. The Company shall maintain the Project site and any utility easement routes in a clean
and orderly condition, and shall routinely perform landscape care and Project painting, and shall
keep the site generally free of litter.

5. Once in commercial operation, construction related facilities and equipment shall be
removed from the site as quickly as practically possible.

6. The stack shall be 225 feet high (design specifics to be d_etemiined by the Company)

and stack lighting or marking requirements shall be no more than that required by the Federal
Aviation Administration ("FAA").
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7. Location of the steam turbine, gas turbine, HRS@G, air-cooled condenser and switching
yard on the site shall be substantially similar to those locations shown on Exhibit D attached
hereto and incorporated herein (the Site Plan), except as may be modified with the Town of
Bellingham Building Inspector’s approval.

8. No obnoxious, offensive, or dangerous odors or like emissions from the Project shall
be reasonably detectable beyond the Project property line. Any related complaints shall be
promptly investigated by the Company. The nature of the complaint, status of the investigations,
and resolution shall be reported in writing to the Town of Bellingham’s Health Agent within
seven days of a complaint, and corrective action taken as appropriate.

9. The Company shall use reasonable efforts to minimize noises during construction,
startup and acceptance testing. The Town of Bellingham Building Inspector and Health Agent
shall be notified at least 48 hours prior to any blasting.

10. The Company shall have the right to assign the Special Permits to another entity
subject to the written consent of the Zoning Board, which consent shall not be unreasonably
withheld, provided that such entity has demonstrated successful technical and operational
experience and financial capability to undertake the obligations of the Special Permats.

11. The Company shall make an immediate report of any significant incident at the
Project to the Town of Bellingham Health Agent and Board of Selectmen.

12. A responsible Project official shall be designated by the Company as the operation's
conumunity contact on a daily available basis. This individual shall be responsible for resolving
citizen and municipal complaints and inquiries.

13. The Company shall obtain all permits required by law from all other governmental
agencies, necessary to construct the Project.

14. Prior to the commencement of construction, the Company shall cause the following
two parcels of land to be placed under a permanent conservation restriction running in favor of
the Town of Bellingham or the Town of Mendon or a not-for-profit conservation organization in
the case of the Mendon parcel:

(a) Lot 2 as shown on the Subdivision Plan; and

(b) The Mendon Parcel.

15. Land within 300 feet of the current westerly right-of-way line of Depot Street; land
within 200 feet of the current northerly and/or northeasterly right-of-way lines of Box Pond Road
and Box Pond Drive shall be maintained as "Buffer Land." Such Buffer Land may include and

overlap minimum front and side yards required under Section 2600 of the Zoning By-Laws. All
Buffer Land is subject to the following conditions:
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(a) Front and side yards within Buffer Land may be landscaped in conformance with
the Zoning By-Laws;

(b) Perimeter, security and safety fences may be erected on Buffer Land;

- (e Reasonable access roads and drives and water lines, gas lines, electric lines, other
utility lines, water wells, water well pumps and pump houses (not to exceed a
footprint of 1,500 square feet and a height of 20 feet) and storm drainage lines,
catch basins and manholes, may be erected and maintained on or under Buffer
Land;

(d) No buildings or structures may be installed or maintained on or under Buffer Land
except as set forth in Items 15(a) through 15(c), above.

16. Prior to the commencement of construction of the Project, the Company shall work
with and, where necessary, provide appropriate training to the Town of Bellingham Fire
Department, the Police Department, the Department of Public Works and the Local Emergency
Planning Committee ("LEPC") to develop a final construction Emergency Response Plan; prior
to the commencement of operation of the Project, the Company shall work with and, where
necessary, provide appropriate training to the Town of Bellingham Fire Department, the Police
Department, the Department of Public Works, and the LEPC to develop a final operations
Emergency Response Plan; and shall work with and, where necessary, provide appropriate
training to the Town of Bellingham Conservation Commission, Fire Department, Department of
Public Works, and the LEPC to develop a final Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure
Plan — which plans shall address all applicable items set forth in Exhibit E attached hereto and
incorporated herein.

17. Prior to the commencement of construction, the Company shall work with the Town
of Bellingham Police Department to develop a traffic mitigation plan which plans shall address
all applicable items set forth in Exhibit E attached hereto and imncorporated herein.

18. All exterior building colors and landscape materials shall be non-reflective (dark) and
subject to the prior written approval of the Town of Bellingham Planning Board, which shall not
be unreasonably withheld or delayed.

19. Prior to the commencement of operation of the Project, the Company shall have
(1) received the approval, which approval shall not be unreasonably withheld or delayed, of the
Town of Bellingham LEPC for the inventory of equipment described in Exhibit F hereto; and
(ii) paid its appropriate share of the costs to purchase equipment set forth in such inventory.

20. No condition 20
21. On the first July 1 after the Project commences "commercial operation" (as defined in
the Water Agreement), and on every July 1 thereafter for the next nine years, the Company shall

provide $50,000 in funds to the Town of Bellingham as a Property Value Loss Compensation
Program or a Neighborhood Improvement Fund to be expended or used in the sole discretion of
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the Town of Bellingham’s Board of Selectmen. To qualify for same, a party must be a
Bellingham residential property owner and accept the Bellingham assessed value of property for
tax purposes or provide a Licensed Appraiser whose opinion includes an analysis of sales of
existing homes in comparable residential areas, performed within six months of this agreement.
Further, the neighborhood improvements must be in the Town of Bellingham, and within a
one-mile radius of the center of the project site.

22. The Plant shall be designed with the following noise mitigation measures:

(a)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(e

Transformers and CCW coolers shall have (1) concrete walls on at least four sides
that are ten {10) feet higher than said transformers or CCW coolers, respectively;
or, in the alternative, (2) equivalent noise mitigation, such that the maximum
plant-generated noise from IDC's facility shall not exceed (i) the Massachusetts
DEP ten-decibel limit on increases from new noise sources, as detailed in DEP
Policy 90-001; (ii) the 65-decibel limit set in the applicable Town of Bellingham
noise ordinance; (iii) a 45-decibel steady-state noise limit for residential receptors
in the Town; and (iv) a 40-decibel limit at the closest residence in existence on the
date of this decision (or at any location beyond the distance to such residence)
during normal operation of IDC's plant. If IDC builds higher walls in accordance
with this condition, any related and necessary plant layout changes, including
height, are deemed approved without further action by the Zoning Board.

Building doors shall be kept closed at all times except for when they are being
used for specific entry or exit. Doors shall be acoustically designed for adequate
noise reduction.

All ventilation openings to the turbine building and any buildings or enclosures
designed and installed for sound attenuation shall be equipped with state-of-
the-art' sound attenuation mufflers or baffles, or equivalent.

Gas turbines, steam turbines and the HRSGs shall be contained within a structure
specifically designed to attenvate sound. The walls of these structures shall be
made of state-of-the-art sound attenuation material to minimize sound that could
be emitted from these sources. The gas turbine intakes shall be equipped with at
least twelve feet of silencer, or equivalent.

All on-site gas supply lines shall be buried under ground, contained within state-
of-the-art acoustically treated structures, or specifically constructed with state-of-

! State-of-the-art sound abatement means and measures shall mean for purposes of this decision the use
of means and measures that will provide the best sound abatement for the equipment, process or source
noted herein as recognized by current engineering principles and practices at the time of construction
necessary to meet the requirements of the permit. Means and measures of sound abatement shall be
considered equivalent if they provide noise reductions which differ by no more than 2 dBA at the
equivalent distance.
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(2)

(h)
(i)

G)

(k)

)

the-art sound attenuation materials to prevent these sources from causing
excessive noise, a pure tone or tonal sound audible off property.

All high pressure steam lines shall be buried under ground, contained with state-
of-the-art acoustically treated structures, or specifically constructed with state-of-
the-art sound attenuation materials.

() The main stcam lines from the heat recovery steam generators to the steam
turbine buildings will be enclosed or acoustically treated.

(1)  The natural gas pipelines from the gas compressor building to the gas
turbines will be buried, enclosed, or acoustically treated.

HRSG design shall include a silencer with gas turbine exhaust duct cladding and
state-of-the-art noise attenuation cladding as necessary. HRSG high-pressure
feedwater and recirculation pump design shall include pumps enclosed in a
building with sound attenuating cladding. The HRSG shall also be enclosed by
state-of-the-art sound attenuation walls and roofing.

Turbine exhausts shall be equipped with state-of-the-art sound attenuating mufflers.

All steam release vents (normal and emergency) shall be fitted with sound
abatement mufflers prior to the initial testing and start up.

1) Non-emergency steam releases shall be conducted only during daylight
hours.

(i1)  The Company shall notify the Town of Bellingham Board of Health and
Police Department before such non-emergency releases are to be conducted.

The air-cooled condenser shall be designed and constructed with state-of-the-art
noise attenuation features using low noise fans and motors as appropriate.

Perimeter berms, noise abatement walls and other sound mintmization features
may be employed as necessary to minimize sound levels from the Plant.

The maximum allowable Plant-generated noise during normal operation will be
40 dBA at the closest residence in existence on the date of this decision.

23. The Company shall make good faith efforts to meet with the Town of Bellingham,
negotiate, execute and enter into a Payment in Lieu of Tax Agreement ("PILOT") on or before
July 1, 2001, the obligations of which will be at least equal to existing agreements between the
Town of Bellingham and industries of a similar nature. If a PILOT agreement has not been
executed by July 1, 2001 despite the Company’s efforts, such failure shall not be considered
grounds for a violation of these Special Permits.
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24. The Company shall work with the Town of Bellingham Conservation Commission to
develop a plan for and to implement the restoration to a vegetative state of areas which are used
for temporary structures and parking and other construction activities but which are not used for
post-construction operation of the Plant. In the event the Town of Bellingham Conservation
Commission requires trees to be planted in any such restored areas, such trees shall be bagged
and burlap nursery stock planted in accordance with the technical specifications of the Town of
Bellingham’s Scenic Roads By-Law in effect as of the date of this decision.

25. All chemicals shall be stored and handled in accordance with the applicable

- Materials Safety Data Sheets ("MSDS").

{Sigrature 6f the Chairman of the Energy -

@zﬂities Siting Board)
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Tahle D-1 Material Stored/Used During Operation
Storage; The lellowing provides a representative fist of the chemicals that are expected Lo be slored on sile aleng with the representalive guanlities for a facility of
this size,
PRODUCT CONTAINS USE NOMINAL QUANTITY STORAGE METHOD
Aguepus Ammonia {19% solution) Ammonia NOx emission contzol in SCR 40,000 gallons bulk storage lank
Ammonium Hydroxide (35% solution) Ammonia pH control for HRSGs 6 x 55 gallons 55-gallon drums
HR5G/Feedwater Treatment Chemical Morpholine pH control for HRSGs 400 gallons Pora-Feed tank
__Cyclohexylamine
HRSG/Feedwater Trealment Chemical Sodium Hydroxide HRSG lreatment 400 gallons Porta-Feed tank
HRSG/Feoedwalar Treatment Chemical Hydroguinone oxygen stavenger 400 gallons Porta-Feed tank
Sulfuric Acid Sulfuric Acid demin. water system regeneration * bulk storage tank
Caustic Sodium Hydroxide demin. water system regeneration - bulk slorage lank
Anti-freeze Ethlyene Glycol closed loop cooling water sysiem 2 % 55 gallons 55-galion drums
Pans Cleaner solvents maintenance - cleaningf/degreasing pars 30 gallons self-coniained unit
Diesel Fuel diesel fuel emergency fire pump diesel engine 350 gallons one (1) storage {ank
Compressar Cieaning Producls various detergents CT compressor cleaning 2 x 55 gallons 55-gallon drums
Osxygen Oxygen maintenance (welding, etc.) 350 fi* per cylinder cylinders
Acetylene Acetylene maintenance {welding, elc.}) 350 f* per cylinder cylinders
Carbon Dioxide Carbon Dioxide maintenance (welding, etc.) 350 ft* per cylinder cylinders
generator purging 350 fi* per cylinder cylinders
Hygrogen Hydrogan generator cooling 53,000 ft* _hydregen tube truck
tiocides, Greases, Hydraulic Fluids, Lab Chemicals, small quantites in appropriate lockers,
’aints. Solvents, elc. varicus various original conlainers elc.

el ooiermined, Initlal operation will use portable demineralizers; future operation may include the Insl2liation of 8 permanent system requiring storage tanks for sulluric acid and caustic.

Process Equipment: The following materials are conlained within the operating equipment and are nol kept on site as spares.

"topped off* and/ar completely ehanged out over the life of the plant.

PRODUCT CONTAINS

Step-Up Transformers' insulating ofl transformer oll

e

UsSE

fransformer insulation and cooling

They may periodically be cleaned,

NOMINAL QUANTITY

STORAGE METHOD

47,200 gallons

in equipment

Auxiliary Transformer insulating ail transformer oil

transformer insulation and cooling 3,900 galions in equipment
Lube oils (lurbines, pumps, molors, gears, eic.) various lube cils equipment lubrication and cooling 22,500 gallons in egquipment
Hydraulic oit hydrautic oil steam turbine hydraulic centrol system 1,500 gallens in equipment
Closed Loop Cooling Water ethylene glycol cooling for plant equipment 1,000 gallons in equipment
Hydrogan hydrogen cooling for CT and ST generators 4,400 std. cubic ft. in equipment
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Table D-2

© ke b hnitdindedis

Material Stored/Used During Construction

The following provides a represen‘tative list of the chemicals that are expected 10 be stered on site along with the representative quantities for a facility of this size.

PRODUCT us

Diesel Fuel

construction equipment

NOMINAL QUANTITY USED DURING CONSTR,

STORAGE METHOD

4,000 gallens per mo.

500 gallons tank; delivery trucks

Casoline

construction equinment and vehicles

900 gallons per mo.

delivery truck

Lubncating Greasces

constiruction equipment; plant equipment

{up to} 5 gallon coptainers
7

40 Ibs. per mo.

original containers

Hadraulic Fluids

constr, equipment; initial charge, hydraulic
control system

5 x 55 gallon containers

S0 gallons per mo.

55-gallon drums

Lubricating Qils

construclion equipment; plant equipment

5 x 55 gallon containers

B0 gallons per mo.

55-gatllcn drums

Transformer Ol

initial charge, step-upfaux. transfosmers

52,000 gallons

tanker truck

'Q,‘-;mg " . maintenance (welding, etc.) 350 ft* per cylinder 20 cylinders per mo. cylinders
K maintenance (welding, etc.) 350 f* per cylinder 20 cylinders per mo. cyiinders
generator cooling 350 f* per cylinder 85 cylinders cylinders

facility, structures and equipment painting

{up to) 5 gallon containers

1,00G - 3,000 Galions

original containers

maintenance and cleaning

{up to} 5 gallon containers

5 gallons per mo.

original containers




a Exhibit C

EXHIBIT "AY

Itis anticipated that first year construction activities will occur in the daytime hours over
2 normal single day shift of 7:00 am. ta 5:30 p.m., when heavy carthworks, civil construction
and superstructure developments will take place. ‘

During the months 12 through 17, the mechanical and electrical trades will commence
and a two shift pattern may be adopted. At this stage, the scheduled work will be performed
within completed building structures. This work will include piping, cabling, combustion and
steam turbine erection and geperator construction. The Heat Recovery Steam Generater, which
is an external structure will progress.outdoors. The first shift of the two shift program will
commence at 6:00 a.m, é]d Bnish at 4:00 p.w. The second shift will occur from 4:00 pm. to

midoight

) A normal working wesek of Monday through Friday is anticipated over the first 16
months. However, there may be some weekend work duriag the latter stages of the consiruction
and eréttion schedule. Moreaver, there will be occasional 24-hour work necessary (e.g_for the
pouring of heavy concrete foundations). This requirement for non-stop working will be kep: to
an ehsolute minimum and should it b€ Tecessary, the Town will be advised and all abutters -

informed in advance.

From month 16 through to completion at 20.5 months, a 24-hour schedule will be
required. By tuis time, all major construction activities will have been completed and the sumbar
of trades people remaining on the site will be minimal. All work, apart from landscaping and
extzrnal finishing, will be vrdertaken 24 hours a day within the physically completedpower
piant arzas,
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Exhibit E

its various capital expenditures, municipal projects, and municipal improvege® In
be Town will rcccivc millions of dolhrs in annual tax revepae®m a facility

(b) Traffic flow and safety.

The Project has been sited and designed such that traffic impacts will be
minimized. Traffic volume data for existing traffic conditions and modeled future traffic
conditions, with and without the Project, were presented (AttachmentJ to the Special
Permit Application). The traffic analysis examined the expected traffic flows and impacts
that would result from the temporary construction phase and on-going operation of the
Power Plant. The existing peak commuter traffic periods in the vicinity of the site are
batween § a.m. to 9 am, and between 5 p.m. to 6 p.m. The construction work force wili
primarily arrive between 6am. and 7 a. m., and depart between 2:30 p.m. and 3:30 p.m.
Moreover, at the Board’s request, the Apphcant has agreed to comply with the same work
schedule limitations as the Board previously approved for the ANP Bellingham Energy
Company Work Schedule — Application No. I, Exhibit “A” (attached hereto). The traffic
analysis demonstrates that there will be minimal changes in Level of Service (“LOS”)

‘classification at the Hartford Avenue/Depot Street intersection as a result of either the

temporary construc{ion phase or on-going operation of the Project, assuming the use of a
traffic control officer during the temporary construction period. The Applicant has
committed to provide the necessary traffic control officers during construction at its sole

The Appiicant has commiited to work with the Town of Bellingham to

develop and implement a traffic mutigation plan that addresses scheduling and any
necassary roadway construction or improvements,  This plan will: (1) to the extent
orach cable address scheduling of arrivals and departures of construction-related trafiic,
inciuding construction labor, deliveries of materials, equipment, and plant components. so
RERS 01d daily peak travel perinds in affected areas; (2) include steps to minimize traitic
' s assoclated with any roadwiy mediiications, or other improvements, that may oo

rezuirzd to allow delivery of laroe plant componens; (3) include steps to minimize con
v ssnool bus schedules; (4} include the provision of a traffic contre! officer a: t':*.-:
23 Avenue/Depot Street interacciinn "'u-*i 1 peak onssite construction; (5) include an
zmivzoschedule of between 600 am. )D ann and a departurz schedule of betvoon
sovand 3:50 pomy for consirnoen worhiors, and (6) establish protocols atiow

‘-,:‘_;*ﬁi:.*.fﬂ.t to wark with the anpoare oe s Caunthorities to dentify and tmple
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necessary traffic control measures, in addition to the traffic control officer at Hartford
Avenue/Depot Street, needed to mitigate traffic impacts at the entrance to the Project site
and the Depot Street/North Main Street intersection.

Once the Project is fully operational, approximately 28 employees will be
on site over a typical 24-hour period and will have insignificant impacts on local traffic
conditions.

To insure safety, the Project will comply with all federal, state, and local
regulations in its design, construction, and operation activities. The Project will be
designed with fail-safe and redundant control system surveillance and tripping schemes
capable of shutting down the facility if necessary, and the Project will have perimeter
fencing with continuously monitored security access gates. When operational, the Project
will be equipped with automatic gates and remote-monitored television cameras, and the
control room will be staffed 24 hours-per-day, 365 days-per-year. The Power Plant design
includes a complete fire protection system, including a normal and an emergency fire
system pump, -

Aqueous\@mﬁonia as a 19% solution (19 percent ammonia in water) will be
transported to the site and will be stored onsite in a 29,000 gallon tank surrounded by a 110
percent capacity secondary containment concrete dike. A tertiary containment building
will fully enclose the aquecus ammonia storage tank and dike. The aqueous ammonia tank
will be equipped with a level gauge that will monitor the level of aqueous ammonia and
will trigger an alarm in the event that amounts fall to an unacceptable level. The transfer of
aqueous ammonia from delivery vehicles will occur within a bermed, impervious
unloading area for spill containment. A worst-case offsite consequence analysis has been
conducted and was submitted as part of Attachment H to the Special Permit Application.
For a worst-case spill, the maximum concentration 'will occur on Plant property even
during the limited response period and will be well below the ammonia toxic endpoint
level {1.e., the concentration level safe for all persons to breathe), therefore, there will be ne
off-site impacts.

The agueous ammonia (as a 19% solution) wiil be delivered in tanker trucks
with 2 capacity of 6,500 to 7,000 gallons at an average of one truckioad a week. ‘The trucks
are designed to withstand impacts from a similarly sized truck. The delivery schedule will
o2 reviewed with town public safety officials and will be set to avoid deliveries during the
poak travel hours.

A draft Emergency Response Plan (“ERP7) for the Facility was developed
and submitted to the siate as part of the above-mentioned MEPA review. An updated draft
ZARP for the Power Plant was submitted to the Board on Qctober 5, 2000, The Applicant
will develop a final facility-specitic ERP Jor both the temporary construction pariod ad
2 Ding OPEralions and a S 21 Prevention, Coatrol and Countermeasure Plan °SPCC™) o
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address all onsite emergencies in coordination with local public safety officials including
the Bellingham Fire Department, the Bellingham Police Department and the Local
Emergency Planning Committee (“LEPC”). The final ERPs and SPCC will not be
completed until detailed design and construction planning for the proposed project begins.

(c) Adequacy of utilities and public services.

The site is ideally located for an electric generating facility due to the onsitg
availability 8a major natural gas pipeline and major electric transmission line.

‘Power Plant will be interconnected with the existing ##45 kv
transmission line loWgted on the western side of the site.

A major WNerstate natural gas transmission line easernent pg#es through the
northeast comer of the sitd Two existing lateral rights-of-way leave g main line about
800 feet north of the point wANgre the main passes under Depot Stre . The two nights-of-
way run in a northwesterly direcWon toward Milford.

The Applicant has enred into an agreemenigfith the Town of Bellingham
to purchase up to 55,000~gallons per 8y (“gpd”) of wayf for use in the operation of the
Plant and for potable water,” This will Mguire the inggfllation of a short section of water
pipeline from the Town’s 12-inch water m¥a on Dgbot Street to the Power Plant’s water
supply connection, including backflow preWnigh and a water meter. The Town of
Bellingham Water Management permits for wylRdrawal volumes are more than sufficient
to meet the, Town’s and Project’s needs. In ty€evdyt a water supply emergency, as defined
by Town By-Laws is declared, the Applffant is clgtractually obligated to reduce dally
water consumption to an amount not to giiceed 14,000 8gd. rf/ R /

¥ however apt +o exceed oo sp& uuwasc a.muﬂ7
4

The agreement als provides that the ApPNcant shall have the

discharge up to 20,000 gpd off wastewater from the opdygtion of the Power Plant

commencing at and after suchftime as the Town’s wastewateNgystem becomes able to
accommodate such discharggfsubject to an infrastructure connectidy to the site and allotted
capacity. For initial opcrggons, the Project will utilize portable demWgeralizers to provide
the necessary water tregfment for process water. The portable derMgeralizers will be
regenerated off site gfld therefore will eliminate the on-site creatiot\of ‘regeneration
wastewater. The apgfoximate 500 gpd of wastewater that will be generated§ill be trucked
to nearby wasteygflter treatment facilities. The Applicant prefers to bagég operations
utilizing portabjffdemineralizers to establish actual operating parameters fromNgvhich they
may design agbermanent water treatment system. Ultimately, the Applicant Mgy install
fixed, onsitgfdemineralizers to provide the necessary water treatment for proces\gvater.
These pegfhanent demineralizers will be regenerated onsite and will result in §gnall
discharggh of wastewater to the Power Plant's sewer connection, if and when available,
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Exhibit F

With respect to other Town services, the Applicant will work with the
Bellingham LEPC to conduct an inventory of the equipment available and the ability of
Bellingham and cooperating communities to respond to operational emergencies at the
Project either alone, or in conjunction with a simultaneous emergency at another major
commercial or industnal facility in the area. Based on the inventory agreed upon by the
LEPC, the Applicant will provide to the Town and to other towns that would provide
emergency assistance to Bellingham, an appropriate share of the costs to purchase the
equipment based on the number of other industrial uses that could place similar demands
on communities’ emergency response capabilities of the equipment and/or resources
necessary to handle such an event. . Moreover, the Applicant has agreed to provide and pay
for initial Incident Command training for the Bellingham Police Department and Plant
Familiarization Training for both the Bellingham Police and Fire Departments.

Only 28 operations workers from the Town and region will be required,
thiwg will be little impact on the school system. While the Project will yield an $8,000400
grant N the Town and significant tax revenues, the Project will have minimal img#ct on
town ServgEs. L

Rus, the wtilities and other public services required for jhie Project are
clearly adequate. : -

(d)  NeighborMggd character and social structures.

The Project site ™M\a currently vacant, 115-acre pfrcel, located approximately
one mile northwest of Bellingham“gnter. The limits of thgfoverall Project site, including
buffer zones, are roughly defined by Moot Street and tf€ existing railroad along the east
and northeast side, land now or formerly 3&mned by Righard and Mildred Hazard along the
north boundary, Box Pond Road/Box Pond DNye afng the south and southeast boundary,
and the Boston Edison transmission corridor parQf on the western side. - Of this area, only

-approximately 38 acres will be impacted by ¢ffnstr©gion and of that only approximatealy

14.5 acres will be impacted by the final PAject fooint. The approximately 25 acre

parcel known as Lot 2 on the Subdivision Yan, located be™gen the Charles River/Town of

Mendon line and the Boston Edison pagg€!, and the approxim®]y 65 acre parcel as shown
on Figure B-2 attached to the Specjf Permit Application and Wthe Town of Mendon
abuiting the Charles River immgfiately west of Lot2 on the SWpdivision Plan (i
"Mendon Parcel™) will be pughascd by the Applicant and placed Mder a permarent
conservation restriction.

The Projpft will include 2 new separate entrance directly off of Dot Stree:
and will have no trgftic impacts on Box Pound Road or Box Pond Drive. Dudyto the
siznificant amoungf conservation Lund ol bulfer land that the Applicant has comme
1o maintain, thgProject will have o riisinin wbverse impact on land and house vaNgs
atonz Box Pgfid Road and Box Pont i
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APPROVED by the Energy Facilities Siting Board at its meeting of October 12, 2001, by
the members and designees present and voting: James Connelly (Chairman, DTE/EFSB);
Deirdre K. Manning (Commissioner, DTE); W. Robert Keating (Commissioner, DTE}); David L.
O’Connor, Commissioner, Division of Energy Resources; Joseph Donovan (for Elizabeth Ames,
Director of Economic Development); and Sonia Hamel (for Robert Durand, Secretary of

Environmental Affairs).

ames éome]ly, Chaignan
Energy Facilities Sitinfg Board

Dated this 12 day of October, 2001.

haal
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Appeal as to matters of law from any final decision, order or ruling of the Siting Board
may be taken to the Supreme Judicial Court by an aggrieved party in interest by the filing of a
wrttten petition praying that the order of the Sitingé Board be modified or set aside in whole or in
part. _

Such petition for appe.al shall be filed with the Siting Board within twenty days after the
date of service of the decision, order or ruling of the Siting Board, or within such further time as
the Siting Board may allow upon request filed prior to the expiration of the twenty days after the
date of service of said decision, order or ruling. Within ten days after such petition has been
filed, the appealing party shall enter the appeal in the Supreme Judicial Court sitting in Suffolk
County by filing a copy thereof with the clerk of said court. (Massachusetts General Laws,
Chapter 25, Sec. 5; Chapter 164, Sec. 69P).
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In the Matter of the Petition of )
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EFSB 98-7A Project Change Page 1

The Energy Facilities Siting Board hereby approves, subject to conditions, changes to the Sithe
Edgar project as further described below.

L. INTRODUCTION

A Background

On February 3, 2000, the Energy Facilities Siting Board ("Siting Board") conditionally
approved the petition of Sithe Edgar Development LLC ("Sithe Edgar"or "Company™)' to
construct a natural gas-fired combined-cycle, electric generating facility with a net nominal
electrical output of 775 megawatts ("MW"} in the Town of Weymouth, Massachusetts ("Town").
Sithe Edgar Development LL.C, 10 DOMSB 1 (2000) ("Final Decision").

On June 27, 1999, the Town of Weymouth and Sithe Edgar entered into a Host

Community Agreement ("Host Agreement”) that provided, inter alia, that the Town of
Weymouth and Sithe Edgar negotiate in good faith and attempt to reach an agreement on a
construction protocol for the proposed facility. On November 9, 1999, Sithe Edgar and the Town
entered into a Memorandum of Agreement ("MOA") that provided, inter alia, a set of
construction protocols for the proposed facility. Pursuant to Condition A of the Final Decision,
Sithe‘Edgar was required to develop and submit a plan for noise mitigation during construction
consistent with the noise protocol developed with the Town of Weymouth. Final Decision at
148.2 Pursuant to Condition K of the Final Decision, the Company was directed to provide a
traffic analysis indicating, inter alia, the status of the road improvements at the Washington
Street and Baker/South Street intersection. Id. at 150.

On May 31, 2000, Sithe Edgar submitted a compliance filing including a Noise

Mitigation Plan for Construction intended to comply with the construction protocols for the

The Siting Board notes that subsequent to the issuance of the Final Decision, Sithe Edgar
Development LLC changed its name to Sithe Fore River Development LLC. In order to
maintain consistency with the Final Decision, the Siting Board shall continue to refer to
the petitioner as Sithe Edgar.

2 On September 2, 1999, the Hearing Officer granted the August 5, 1999 motion of the
Town of Weymouth to withdraw from the proceeding (Tr. 14, at 1274). The Town of
Weymouth, therefore, 1s not a party to this proceeding.
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EFSB 98-7A Project Change Page 2

proposed facility’. By letter dated August 10, 2000, the Siting Board indicated that, with
implementatton of a regular means of communication with the neighborhood regarding
construction noise, the Company had demonstrated its compliance with Condition A.

On June 2, 2000, Sithe Edgar submitted to the Siting Board a compliance filing with
respect to Condition K of the Final Decision.” The compliance filing provided for a day
construction shift ("day shift") of 600 workers arriving at 7:00 a.m. and departing at 3:30 p.m.,
and indicated that some work would be performed on multiple shifts and weekends (Exh. PC-
Sithe-5, at 2-3). In addition, the Company indicated that, after six months, the extended day shift
would end, and a second shift of 300 workers would arrive at 4:30 p.m. and depai‘t at 12:00
midnight (id.). The June 2, 2000 compliance filing also addressed the status of traffic conditions
at certain intersections. By letter dated August 10, 2000, the Siting Board approved the June 2,
2000 compliance filing.*

B. The Company’s Filing

1. Requested Project Changes
On September 28, 2001, Sithe Edgar provided the Siting Board a notice of project change

with respect to the Company’s decision to alter construction schedules and the number of
construction workers approved in the Final Decision and the compliance filing approved on
August 10, 2000 ("September 28, 2001 Filing").® The proposed changes included two ten-hour
shifts: a day shift arriving at 7:00 a.m. and departing at 5:30 p.m.; and a night shift that would
run from 4:30 p.m. to 2:00 a.m. (Exh. PC-Sithe-1, at 3). The proposed changes also included an

The Company’s May 31, 2000 compliance filing is hereby marked for identification and
moved into the record as Exh. PC-Sithe-7.

The Company’s June 2, 2000 compliance filing is hereby marked for identification and
moved into the record as Exh. PC-Sithe-5.

The Siting Board’s August 10, 2000 letter to the Company is hereby marked for
identification and moved into the record as Exh. PC-Sithe-6.

The Company’s September 28, 2001 Filing of notice of project change is hereby marked
for identification and moved into the record as Exh. PC-Sithe-1.
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EFSB 98-7A Project Change Page 3

increase in the number of day shift workers from 600 to 900 workers and an increase in the
number of night shift workers from 300 to 400 workers (id.). On October 5, 2001, Sithe Edgar
submitted a traffic study in support of its notice of project change.”

By letter dated October 23, 2001, the Company notified the Siting Board of changes to

 the construction shift schedule proposed in its September 28, 2001 Filing. The Company

indicated that, subject to union approval, the first shift would arrive at 7:00 a.m. and depart at
5:00 p.m., and that the second shift would arrive at 5:30 p.m. and depart at 2:00 a.m. ("October
23,2001 Filing").® On November 2, 2001, Sithe Edgar submitted a revised traffic study in

support of its notice of project change.’

2. Memorandum of Law

The Company’s filing also included a memorandum of law on the Siting Board’s
jurisdiction to approve the requested project changes (Exh. PC-Sithe-1, App. C). The Company
asserted that the proposed project changes are consistent with the Host Agreement and MOA that |
it entered into with the Town of Weymouth, but suggested that the Town of Weymouth may not
agree with this assessment (id. at 12). Accordingly, the Company has requested that the Siting
Board rule that even if the Town's interpretation of the Host Agreement and MOA 1is correct, the
Siting Board has the authority to void any provisions in the contract that it finds are contrary to

public policy (id., App. C at 8).

. Procedural History

On October 17, 2001, the Hearing Officer issued a memorandum seeking legal analysis

The October 5, 2001 traffic study is hereby marked for identification and moved into the
record as Exh. PC-Sithe-2.

The Company’s October 23, 2001 Filing is hereby marked for identification and moved
into the record as Exh. PC-Sithe-3.

The Company’s November 2, 2001 revised traffic study is hereby marked for
identification and moved into the record as Exh. PC-Sithe-4.
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EFSB 98-7A Project Change : Page 4

from intervenors and interested persons, as well as the Town of Weymouth,'® on the issue of the
Siting Board’s jurisdiction to approve the requested project changes. On October 31, 2001, J.
Gary Peters, and the Town of Weymouth filed memoranda of law.!" On November 8, 2001, the
Company filed its response to the memoranda of law submitted by J. Gary Peters and the Town
of Weymouth. On November 15, 2001, the Town of Weymouth filed a response to the
November 8, 2001 response of the Company.

On October 23, 2001, the Siting Board conducted a technical conference at its offices in
Boston, Massachusetts. On October 29, 2001, the Hearing Officer issued a procedural schedule
which provided the opportunity for intervenors to issue information requests or submit comments
on the proposed project changes. No party issued information requests. The Company filed

responses to four sets of information requests issued by Siting Board staff."

D. Scope of Review

In its approval of the Sithe Edgar project, the Siting Board required Sithe Edgar to notify
it of any changes other than minor variations to the proposal as presented to the Siting Board, so
that it might decide whether to inquire further into such issues. Final Decision at 363. The

standard of review to determine whether further inquiry is warranted was articulated by the Siting

Board in the Berkshire Power Decision on Compliance ("Berkshire Compliance Decision") 7
DOMSB 423, at 437 (1997). In the Berkshire Compliance Decision, the Siting Board declined to

make further inquiry regarding certain project changes if the change did not alter in any

Although the Town of Weymouth withdrew as a party to the proceeding, the Hearing
Officer permitted the Town of Weymouth to submit a legal analysis, since it is a party to
both the Host Agreement and MOA with Sithe Edgar (October 17, 2001 Hearing Officer
Memorandum at 2).

n On October 30, 2001, the Fore River Watershed Association ("FRWA") submitted a

filing to the Siting Board that did not provide a legal analysis of Sithe Edgar’s
Memorandum of Law. The Siting Board will treat FRWA’s October 30, 2001 filing as a
submission of comments.

The Company’s responses to the Siting Board’s information requests are hereby marked
for identification and moved into the record as Exh. PC-EFSB-1 through Exh. PC-EFSB-
23.
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EFSB 98-7A Project Change Page 5

substantive way either the assumptions or conclusions reached in its analysis of the project’s
environmental impacts in the underlying proceeding. Id.; see also IDC Bellingham LLC
Decision on Compliance, 11 DOMSB 27, at 38-39 (2000).

The Siting Board notes that the proposed construction shift schedule differs from that
approved by the Siting Board in its August 14, 2000 letter. In light of the proximity of the
construction site to a residential neighborhood and Sithe Edgar’s request that the Siting Board
determine that the proposed change conforms to the Host Agreement/MOA, the Siting Board
finds that further inquiry into the noise impacts of the proposed project is necessary to determine

whether additional mitigation is needed to minimize the construction noise impacts of the

proposed project. Further, in light of the relief requested by Sithe, the Siting Board finds that

further inquiry is necessary to determine whether additional mitigation is required to minimize
the traffic impacts of the proposed project. The Siting Board reviews the traffic and noise
tmpacts of the proposed project in Section II, below.

As stated in Section L.B.2, abm're, Sithe Edgar also has requested that the Siting Board
make a finding that it has the authority to render void any and all provisions of the Host
Agreement/MOA that it determines are contrary to public policy. The Siting Board considers the

Company’s request in Section II1, below.

II. ANALYSIS OF PROJECT CHANGES

A Purpose of Project Changes

Sithe Edgar stated that it was proposing an increase in the number of first shift workers
and the implementation of a ten-hour second shift in response to (1) construction delays resulting
from the abandonment of the project by its earlier engineering, procurement, and construction
("EPC") contractor, and (2) conditions in the Boston-area construction labor market (Exhs. PC-
Sithe-1 at 3-4; PC-EFSB-14). Sithe Edgar indicated that, without a second shift, the peak
construction period would extend until September 15, 2002; construction would not be complete
until November 3, 2002; and testing would not be complete until February 2003 (Exh. PC-EFSB-
1). The Company indicated that, with a second shift, peak construction would be complete by
Apnl 30, 2002; construction would be complete by June 18, 2002; and testing would be complete
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by September 13, 2002 (Exh. PC-EFSB-1). The Company indicated that a close-to-ten hour shift
was needed to attract sufficient skilled labor for the project at a time when numerous other
projects are under construction in the greater Boston area, noting that Sithe Edgar already has had
to recruit labor for the project from out-of-state and from Canada (Exh. PC-EFSB-14).

Sithe Edgar argued that there is a significant public interest in bringing the Sithe Edgar
project into commercial operation by the 4™ quarter of 2002 (Exh. PC-EFSB-1). First, Sithe
Edgar stated that this schedule would make Edgar Station available for the entire 2002/2003
winter period (id.). The Company noted that, while there should be adequate installed capacity in
New England to meet demand during this period, nearly 50% of the new capacity added by the
winter of 2003 will be gas-only (id. at 2). The Company argued that the availability of the dual-
fueled Edgar Station would enhance the reliability of electric supply to Massachusetts customers
in case of an unexpected interruption in the gas supply or delivery system into New England (id.
at 3). _

Sithe Edgar also argued that the early availability of Edgar Station would provide air
quality benefits in the form of emissions reductions within New England (id. at 3-7).
Specifically, Sithe Edgar argued that NO,, SO,, and CO, emissions from Edgar Station will be
below the marginal emissions rate of plants in the New England region, and that New England-
wide emissions therefore will be higher when Edgar Station is not on-line (id. at 3). Using the
marginal emissions rate for plants in New England, the Company estimated the additional
quantities of NOy, SO,, and CO, that would be emitted for each week that the operation of
Edgar Station is delayed, and concluded that a 20-week delay in the on-line date of Edgar Station
would result in the emission of an additional 1447 tons of NOy, 6264 tons of SO,, and 404,099
tons of CQ, (id. at 3-4).

Sithe Edgar also indicated that, while it is difficult to characterize the price effects of the
availability of Edgar Station, wholesale spot market prices for electricity exchanged through New
England’s Independent Systems Operator ("ISO-NE") might be somewhat higher without Edgar
Station (Exh. PC-EFSB-1). The Company explained that the hourly energy clearing price for the
ISO-NE market is based on the bid price of the last eligible generator dispatched to meet load
(Exh. PC-EFSB-23). The Company asserted that, since Edgar Station would be relatively
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efficient compared to many existing generators, it would be dispatched toward the middle of the
supply curve, which would tend to lower the energy clearing price during many hours of the year
(id.).

In addition to analyzing the benefits directly related to an earlier on-line date for Edgar
Station, Sithe Edgar provided a letter frofn Frederic Laskey, Executive Director of the
Massachusetts Water Resource Authority ("MWRA"), describing the relationship between the
project schedule for Edgar Station and the project schedule for the MWRA Braintree-Weymouth
Relief Facilities (Exh. PC-EFSB-21). Mr. Laskey’s letter stated that the MWRA is under an
Administrative Consent Order ("ACQ") from the Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Protection ("DEP") regarding this project, and has set milestones for project construction
consistent with the ACO (id, at 2). Construction of one element of the project, the Fore River
Siphons, is scheduled to begin in July 2002, with completion in June 2003 (id. at 1). Mr.
Laskey’s letter stated that the staging area for construction of the Fore River Siphons is currently
being used by Sithe Edgar as a staging area for Edgar Station construction; thus, any delay in the
Edgar Station project would result in a further delay of the MWRA project (id. at 2). Mr.
Laskey’s letter stated that any further delay of the MWRA project would place the MWRA in
non-compliance with the ACQO, would defer the project’s environmental benefits, and would be

costly to the MWRA and its ratepayers (id. at 2).

B. Noise
1. Final Decision

In the Final Decision at 92, the Siting Board reviewed Sithe Edgar’s plans for minimizing
and mitigating construction noise. The Siting Board noted the proximity of the proposed facility
to a sizable residential area (45 to 50 residences within approximately 1100 feet of the facility
footprint), and concluded that neighborhood concerns relating to construction noise impacts
could arise. Final Decision at 95. The Siting Board recognized that the Company planned to
limit the noisiest construction activities to daytime hours, but expressed a concern that additional
measures might be warranted to minimize construction impacts. Id. at 95-96. The Siting Board

therefore required Sithe Edgar to develop a construction noise mitigation plan, consistent with
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the construction protocols entered into with Weymouth, that would limit noisier construction
during evening and weekend hours consistent with safe construction practices, and would
incorporate measures such as temporary noise barriers and advance community notification

procedures on an as-needed basis ("Condition A"). Id. at 96.

2, Compliance Filing
On May 31, 2000, Sithe Edgar filed a letter in compliance with Condition A ("May 31*

Letter").”® With the May 31 Letter, the Company submitted a Noise Mitigation Plan for
Construction ("Noise Mitigation Plan") intended to comply with the Construction Protocols
(Exh. PC-Sithe-7, Att.1). The Nois¢ Mitigation Plan stated that "[b]y spring/summer 2001 much
of the main turbine building will be enclosed and in-door construction activities may extend to a
second shift (6:00 p.m. to 2:00 a.m).'* In general, much of the noise from in-door work will be
attenuated by building enciosures“ (id. at 3-4). The Company stated that Saturday work would be
conducted on a schedule similar to weekday shifts, but that noisy activities such as heavy
excavation or the use of impact devices would be avoided on Saturdays (Exh. EFSB-NT-10).
The Company indicated that it would make an effort to schedule any necessary loud activities
between 9:30 a.m. and 4:30 p.m. on Saturdays (id.).

Siting Board staff undertook a review of the June 2™ Letter which focused on the

proposed second shift construction activities and on the possibility of full-day construction on

Saturdays. In its response to the June 2™ Letter, staff noted that:

"... both the size and the regularity of the second shift were not anticipated by the
Company at the time of the issuance of the Final Decision. ... in light of the Company’s
plans to employ a regular second shift during construction and possibly to conduct full-
day Saturday construction on a regular basis, it is critical that the Company maintain open
lines of communication with the neighborhood immediately adjacent to Edgar Station..."
(Exh. PC-Sithe-6).

The May 31* Letter also addressed compliance with Condition B of the Final Decision,
which required Sithe Edgar to file the construction section of its emergency response plan
with Weymouth, Braintree and Quincy prior to construction (Exh. PC-Sithe-7, at 3).

The Company later indicated that it intended to end the second shift at midnight, rather
than at 2 a.m. (Exh. EFSB-NT-1, at 1). :
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The August 10™ Letter required Sithe Edgar to develop a mechanism for regular communication
with the neighborhood, and to notify the Siting Board of that method (id. at 3). The August 10"
Letter determined that, with the implementation of a regular means of communication with the
neighborhood regarding construction noise, the Company had satisfied the requirements of
Condition A (id. at 3).

On August 17, 2000, Sithe Edgar submitted a letter stating that it would circulate to 70
area houscholds informational memos outlining the Company’s work plans and providing
information on how to contact Sithe Edgar with questions and concerns ("August 17" Letter")."*
The Company stated that .the_se memos would be updated as necessary to inform residents of

significant changes (Exh. PC-Sithe-8, at 2).'°

3. Project Change
Sithe Edgar now proposes to run a day shift extending from 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., and a

night shift extending from 5:30 p.m. to 2:00 a.m., Monday through Saturday'’ (Exh. PC-Sithe-3).
The Company indicated that night work generally would take place in and around the turbine
building, inside two warehouse buildings attached to the turbine building, and within the pipe
that runs to the air-cooled condensor (Exh. PC-EFSB-2). The Company indicated that the
turbine building is partially enclosed, and that large pieces of equipment within the turbine

building would provide a noise barrier between working areas within the building and the

The Company’s August 17, 2000 Letter is hereby marked for identification and moved
into the record as Exh. PC-Sithe-8.

The Siting Board notes apparent confusion among the parties regarding Condition A.
Condition A required the Company to make a specific filing with the Siting Board prior
to commencement of construction on the Sithe Edgar project. The Company made such a
filing in May 2000; the filing was certified as being in compliance with Condition A in
August 2000. The Company thus fulfilled its obligations under Condition A over a ycar
prior to filing its Notice of Project Change. Condition A therefore has no relevance to the
pending matter.

The Company stated that Saturday activities would generally be limited to catch-ﬁp work
from earlier in the week, and that noisy construction would not be routinely scheduled on
Saturdays (Exh. PC-EFSB-9). '
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community (id.).

Sithe Edgar stated that night shift activities would include welding and fabrication,'®
cable pulling, clectrical work, rigging, assembly and alignment of pipes, flushing of pipes,
instrumentation and control work, painting, and material movement to support these activities
(id.). The Company indicated that most of these activities are manual activities that would be
performed inside building structures and that would not cause excessive noise (id.). The
Company indicated that fabrication might initially occur either in temporary enclosures or in the
boiler building, but would be moved to the warehouse buildings once these were complete (id.).
The Company noted that the potential for nighttime noises would be greatest on those occasions
when it is necessary to use an outdoor crane to lift heavy materials but that as reasonably possible
any such activities will be limited to arecas inside project structures or to the west of project
structures (i.e, on the side away from nearest residences) to provide acoustical shielding (id.).
The Company stated that no night shift work would take place beyond a line running
approximately 340 to 600 feet north of Monatiquot Street (Exh. PC-EFSB-2a).

Sithe Edgar stated that noisier activities, including excavation, jack hammering, structural
steel assembly, and other similar activities, would be confined to the day shift (Exh. PC-EF SB-

3). However, the Company noted that noisy activities could take place on the night shift in

limited circumstances, and cited as an example the delivery of an oversized load which could not

be delivered during the daytime for public safety reasons (id.).

The Company provided a list of noise mitigation measures intended as a supplement to
the Noise Mitigation Plan (Exh. PC-Sithe-1, App. B). Measures specifically intended to reduce
the noise impacts of the night shift included: installing temporary shrouds or curtains around
noisy activities that can be confined; eliminating back-up beepers in favor of flaggers during the
night shift; and instructing the workforce to turn off vehicles and equipment when they are not in

use (1d.). The list of noise mitigation measures also called for night shift workers to park on the

The Company noted that slagging, defined as removing excess metal from surfaces as
part of the welding process, would take place on the night shift if it did not create
excessive noise; however, slag that required "aggressive removal” would be scheduled for
the day shift (Exh. PC-EFSB-3).
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North Parcel, located on the opposite side of Route 3A from the immediate neighborhood, before
using parking on the South Parcel (id.). The Company provided a map showing the anticipated
location of day- and night-shift parking (Exh. PC-EFSB-2(a)). The Company stated that, in
addition to the areas shown on the map, the laydown area on the North Parcel would be
converted to parking spaces, creating sufficient parking on the North Parcel to accommodate all
night shift vehicles (Exh. PC-EFSB-17).

The Company indicated that, to respond to complaints of noise during the night shift, it
would retain an employee of an independent firm with construction and noise mitigation
experience to serve as "Noise Monitor” (Exh. PC-EFSB-7). The Noise Monitor would be on site
during night shifts to anticipate noise, monitor noise mitigation, and respond to noise complaints
by identifying and addressing the source of the noise (id)). The Company provided a summary of
noise complaints received between April 20, 2001 and October 23, 2001 (id.). The summary
indicated that a significant portion of the noise complaints addressed to Sithe Edgar actually were
atfributable to noise from MWRA and Massachusetts Highway Department ("MHD")
construction at or near Edgar Station (id.). Complaints associated with work on the Edgar
Station project were related primarily to premature day shift construction by Sithe Edgar
subcontractors, although in one instance a crane was found to be operating at night on the Sithe
Edgar site (id.). The summary indicated that the Noise Monitor asked that the crane be shut
down (@). _

Sithe Edgar stated that it keeps the immediate neighborhood informed of construction
activities via mail and flyers delivered to the neighborhood, phone calls to individuals, and
community meetings (Exh. PC-EFSB-8). The Company indicated that it also meets monthly
with Town of Weymouth officials and maintains a construction website (id.).

Sithe Edgar initially proposed to conduct steam blows between 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m.,
Monday through Saturday, with orderly completion of steam blows initiated prior to 8:00 p.m.
allowed to extend beyond 8:00 p.m. (Exh. PC-Sithe-1, App. B). However, in response to
concerns expressed by the Town of Weymouth, Sithe Edgar agreed not to begin steam blows
after 6:00 p.m. (Exh. PC-EFSB-16). Sithe Edgar indicated that steam blows are done to clean

plant piping of construction debris, and may last from two or three minutes (intermittent steam
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blows} to two or three hours (continuous steam blows) (Exhs. PC-EFSB-6; EFSB-N-20). The
Company indicated that the steam blow period for each of the two Edgar Station units would last
approximately a week, with a week between each period (Exh. PC-EFSB-6). The Company
stated that 1t would mitigate the noise associated with the steam blows by use of water injection

for continuous steam blows, and by the use of a silencer for intermittent steam blows (id.; Exh.

EFSB-N-20).

4. Positions of the Parties

The FRWA expressed concern about communication between Sithe Edgar and the
neighborhood, suggesting that in the spring and early summer of 2001, neighbors learned of Sithe
Edgar’s proposals through the media, rather than directly from Sithe Edgar (FRWA Comments at
1-2). The FRWA stated that, given the additional five months of construction that would be
necessary without a second shift, Sithe Edgar’s proposal could be acceptable "... with proper
enforcement of a construction protoco! that addresses the EFSB staff concerns and an adequate
remediation offer to the whole neighborhood ..." (1d. at 3). The FRWA stated that it would also
support a rejection of Sithe Edgar’s proposal (id.).

5. Analysig and Findings

In its petition, Sithe Edgar proposes to perform construction work at Edgar Station in two
shifts: a 900-person day shift, running from 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., during which most outdoor
work and noisy tasks would be conducted, and a 400-person night shift, extending from 5:30
p.m. to 2:00 a.m., which would be used primarily for less noisy tasks such as welding, painting,
and electrical work. This proposal is generally consistent with both the Final Decision and with
Sithe Edgar’s filing in compliance with Condition A, in that both earlier documents anticipated
the need for a second shift restricted to quieter construction activities. However, the ﬂight shift
proposed here would be larger than anticipated either in the Final Decision or in the Company’s

compliance filing. In addition, it would extend to 2:00 a.m., rather than to midmight, as
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anticipated in the compliance filing.'

The Siting Board notes that, as a general rule, it is important to minimize nighttime
construction noise at sites which, like Edgar Station, are in close proximity to a residential
neighborhood. In this particular instance, noise control also is critical because night work is
being undertaken on af least two other projects being staged from Edgar Station: the MHD bridge
replacement project and the MWRA Braintree-Weymouth Relief Facilities project. The Siting
Board recognizes that Sithe Edgar is not responsible for, and has no control over, noise from the
MHD and MWRA construction projects. However, it is clear from Sithe Edgar’s noise
complaint summary that the neighborhood already has experienced incidents of unacceptable late
night noise from a variety of sources; consequently, Sithe Edgar should proceed with night
construction in a manner that does not add in any significant way to this noise.

Sithe Edgar’s current proposal gives significant attention to noise control issues. Most of
the tasks proposed for the night shift are relatively quiet, do not involve the use of noisy
equipment, and would take place within enclosed spaces that would provide reasonable noise
mitigation. The Company’s noise mitigation proposal seeks to address vehicle noises associated
with the second shift by directing construction worker parking away from the neighborhood and
calling for flagging or other appropriate safety measures, rather than back-up beepers. Further,
the Company proposes to minimize the noise impacts of night shift work by confining such work
behind a line well into the Edgar Station property. Aside from accidental noise (e.g., dropping a
large pipe), the greatest potential for disruptive noise would be outdoor movement of material
(and workers) to support the indoor craft work. The Company has highlighted the use of an
outdoor crane as particularly noisy; however, the noise associated with the transfer of materials
around the property late at night could be disruptive. The Siting Board recognizes that it may be
logistically difficult to have all the materials needed for a 400 worker, 10-hour shift in place in an

enclosed structure prior to the beginning of the shift. The Siting Board anticipates that the

The Siting Board recognizes that the Noise Mitigation Plan submitted as part of the
compliance filing allowed for construction until 2:00 a.m.; however, during the staff
review of the compliance filing, the Company indicated that the night shift would end at
midnight.
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Company will make every effort to put as much of the necessary material as possible in place
during the day shift; nonetheless, some movement of materials from storage areas on the Sithe
Edgar property to the night shift work arcas and some use of outdoor cranes may be necessary
during the night shift. However, disturbance to neighbors could be minimized if such activity
were limited to truly occasional occurrences in any individual night shift, and did not include any
constant or continuously repetitive noisy outdoor operations extending as a part of ongoing
construction work during that shift. In addition, late-night disturbances could be reduced if such
activity were limited to the early evening hours whenever possible. Consequently, the Siting
Board directs the Company to limit material movements and use of outdoor cranes on the ni ght.
shift to occasional occurrences during the shift and to the hours prior to 11:00 p.m. to the fullest
extent possible. When this is not possible, and when any use beyond the above limits of an
outdoor crane or other particularly noisy equipment is required, the Company should provide
advance written notice to affected neighbors and to the Town.

The Company intends to limit noise from night shift parking by requiring night shift
workers to park first on the North Site, away from the neighborhood, with overflow night shift
parking on the South Site. The Siting Board notes that, once the laydown area on the North Site
is converted to parking spaces, there should be ample parking for all night shift workers on the
North Site. Until this conversion is accomplished, the Company should encourage night shift
workers using the South Site to park near the turbine building and away from the neighborhood,
perhaps by physically blocking access to parking spaces nearest the neighborhood.

The Siting Board recognizes that, despite Company efforts, night shift construction may
result in disruptive noise that leads to neighborhood complaints. It is critical that these
complaints be resolved immediately and effectively. The Company’s proposal to employ an
independent Noise Monitor to resolve complaints as they are received may be effective if the
Noise Monitor can be reached at all times and if he or she has the authority to resolve, as well as
identify, noise issues. The Siting Board therefore directs the Company to distribute the Noise
Monitor’s direct telephone number to local residents, and to require its contractors to cooperate
with the Noise Monitor in resolving noise complaints as they are received.

The Siting Board also directs the Company for the duration of night construction to
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provide it with a monthly summary of noise complaints received and the resolution thereof, so
that the Siting Board can take further action to minimize construction noise impacts if
circumstances warrant.

The Siting Board notes that the FRWA has raised concerns about the frequency and
effectiveness of communications between Sithe Edgar and the immediate neighborhood. While
it is not clear from the record whether the FRWA represents the views of the neighborhood as a
whole, it does appear that Company-initiated communication has been relatively infrequent since
the spring of 2001, and that Sithe Edgar is no longer issuing the informational memos to which it
committed in its Compliance Filing. As the staff noted in its August 10™ Letter,

"... 1n light of the Company’s plans to employ a regular second shift during construction

... 1t is critical that the Company maintain open lines of communication with the

neighborhood immediately adjacent to Edgar Station...."

Consequently, the Siting Board directs the Company to circulate, at lcast once a month and more
frequently if necessary, an informational memo to the 70 area households referenced in the
Company’s compliance filing. The informational memo should describe the nature of day- and
night-shift work to be undertaken in the following month, describe the nature and, if applicable,
the resolution of any complaints that have been received, provide advance notice of unusual
activity (delivery of large components by street, steam blows, etc.), and providé day- and night-
shift contact information. Circulation of this informational memo should continue through
construction and testing until Edgar Station enters commercial operation. The Company shall
hold a public meeting shortly after the distribution of each informational memo to respond to
questions or concerns raised by the memo.

The Company has agreed to limit steam blows, a particularly noisy aspect of the testing
process, by beginning them between 7:00 am. and 6:00 p.m. These restrictions, combined with
the use of water injection and silencers to reduce the noise levels associated with steam blows,
should limit the impact of steam blows on the neighborhood. However, the Siting Board notes
that continuous steam blows may last up to three hours. Thus, a continuous steam blow which is
begun shortly before 6:00 p.m. could be heard until 9:00 p.m. This outcome would be
inconsistent with the spirit of the mitigation proposed by the Company. The Siting Board
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therefore directs the Company to schedule continuous steam blows in a manner that allows
completion by 6:00 p.m. or shortly thereafter if the steam blow proceeds according to plan. The

Siting Board also notes that under the proposed schedule, the two weeks of steam blows likely

would take place sometime during the summer months, when extended outdoor activity in the

neighborhood is likely. Consistent with the commitment made as part of its compliance filing,
the Company should make an effort to schedule any necessary Saturday steam blows so that the
associated loud noises occur between 9:30 a.m. and 4:30 p.m.

Finally, in order to ensure a consistent understanding of the Company’s noise mitigation
policies, the Siting Board directs the Company to revise the noise mitigation protocol submitted
in this proceeding to reflect the Siting Board’s directives, ébove, as well as the Company’s
commitment with respect to the timing of steam blows, and to distribute the revised noise
mitig’ation protocol to its contractors and subcontractors as appropriate.

The record indicates that, without a second shift, the construction period for the Sithe
Edgar project would be approximately five months longer than currently projected. The Siting
Board notes that a five-month extension of the construction period for this project would in itself
constitute a significant noise impact. The proposed project change also concentrates a significant
portion of the construction schedule into the late fall, winter, and early spring months, when the
community is likely to be less sensitive to noise impacts. Thus, the proposed project change has
advantages which offset, in part, the impact of extending the night shift. Accordingly, the Siting
Board finds that, with implementation of the above conditions, the construction noise impacts of

the proposed project would be minimized.™

C. Traffic
1. Final Decision:

In the Final Decision at 106-114, the Siting Board reviewed Sithe Edgar’s analysis of

20 The Siting Board notes that, in its comments, the FRWA raised the issue of financial

compensation to neighborhood residents. While it may be appropriate for Sithe Edgar to
compensate residents for their inconvenience, the negotiation of an adequate financial
compensation package is beyond the scope of this proceeding.
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construction traffic impacts at three major intersections near the project site: the Washington
Street/Southern Artery intersection, the Washington/Baker/South Street intersection, and the
Bridge/Neck/Green Street intersection. The Company’s analysis assumed a peak day shift

work force of 685 people arriving at the site by 7:00 a.m., and leaving between 3:30 and 4:30 p.m.
Final Decision at 107-108. Based on the Company’s analysis, the Siting Board determined that,
absent construction traffic, the Washington/Baker/South Street intersection and the
Bridge/Neck/Green Street intersection both operated at level of service ("LOS") B,?! while the
Washington Street/Southern Artery intersection operated at LOS D during the early morning
peak hour and LOS C during the afternoon peak hour. Id. at 112. The Siting Board determined
that construction traffic would increase overall wait times at all three intersections, with a
maximum wait time increase of 10.1 seconds in the eastbound direction at the Washington
Street/Southern Artery intersection, but that overall intersection LOS would remain unchanged.
Id.”

The Siting Board noted, however, that uncertainty remained regarding: (1) the timing of
expected traffic improvements at the Washington/Baker/South Street intersection, (2) the Fore
River Bridge opening schedule, and (3) the final construction shift schedule, and that this
uncertainty could affect the traffic impacts of the project. Id. at 113-114. The Siting Board

therefore directed the Company to file an updated traffic analysis addressing these issues, and

2 LOS A représents a free flow condition with minimal delays; LOS B represents a stable

flow with short delays; LOS C represents a stable flow where speed and maneuverability
begin to be restricted with average delays; LOS D represents a high-density traffic
condition approaching unstable flow with long delays; LOS E represents conditions at or’
near capacity with very long delays; and LOS F represents forced flow or breakdown
conditions with highly unstable operating conditions (Exh. EFSB-B-11, at 5.11-34).

2 The exhibit cited in the Final Decision actually indicates that LOS at the Washington
Street/Southern Artery and Bridge/Neck/Green Street intersections would be unchanged
by construction traffic, but that the overall LOS at the Washington/Baker/South Street
intersection would decline from B to C in the afternoon, with an increase in delay of 2.4
seconds (Exh. EFSB-WG-6-C, Att. at 5.8-8 to 5.8-9).
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potential mitigation, when construction began ("Condition K"). Id, at 114.2

2. Compliance Filing
On June 2, 2000, Sithe Edgar filed a letter in compliance with Condition K ("June 2™

Letter"). In the June 2™ Letter, the Company described a final construction schedule involving:
(1) a regular day shift running from 7:00 a.m. to 3:30 p.m.; (2) an extended day shift running
from 7:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. for about 50 workers during the first six months of construction; and
(3) a 300-worker second shift running from 4:30 p.m. to midnight, beginning after six months
(id. at 2-4). The June 2™ Letter also: (1) addressed the status of the Washington/Baker/South
Street traffic improvements and the Fore River Bridge opening schedule; (2) discussed the costs
and benefits of shuttle bus service and subsidized public transit fares; and (3) provided the
comments of the City of Quincy’s Director of Traffic and Parking on the need for police officer
control at the Washington/Baker/South Street intersection during peak construction (id. at 2, 5-
13). Siting Board staff undertook a review of the June 2™ Letter and determined that, with the
Company’s agreement to contact Quincy prior to peak construction regarding the deployment of
a police officer at the Washington/Baker/South Street intersection, the Company had satisfied the
requirements of Condition K (Exh. PC-Sithe-6).

3. Project Change

Sithe Edgar provided a traffic study analyzing construction traffic impacts at two major
intersections near the project site -- the Washington/Baker/South Street intersection, and the
Bridge/Neck/Green Street intersection — assuming a day shift of 900 workers ruﬁning from 7.00
a.m. to 5:00 p.m., and an evening shift of 400 workers running from 5:30 p.m. to 2:00 a.m. (Exh.
PC-EFSB-4). The traffic study corporated information from traffic counts conducted in July
2001, when a day shift of approximately 700 workers was in place at the Sithe Edgar site (id. at
1-2). The traffic study found that the moring peak commuter hour in the vicinity of the Sithe

Edgar site occurs between 7:45 a.m. and 8:45 a.m., while the evening peak commuter hour

2 The Siting Board also directed the Company to avoid peak traffic hours when receiving

oil deliveries by truck. Id. at 102.
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occurs between 5:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. Traffic counts taken at the site indicated that
approximately 0.82 vehicles per employee arrived at the site during the busiest one hour period in
the morning, and that approximately 0.90 vehicles per employee left the site during the busiest
evening period (id. at 2). The traffic counts also indicated that approximately half of the
construction traffic approaches Edgar Station from the north, while the other half approaches
from the south (id. at 2). This information was used to estimate the number and distribution of
vehicle trips likely to be generated by an expanded first shift and a 400-worker second shift (id.
at 2).

The analysis of the Washington/Baker/South Street intersection in Quincy was based on
new traffic counts taken at the intersection in July 2001, when a day shift of approximately 700
workers was in place (Exh. PC-EFSB-4, at 1). The analysis demonstrates that this intersection
currently operates at LOS A between 6:00 a.m. and 7:00 a.m., when most of the day shift
workers arrive, and that the intersection would continue at LOS A with the proposed shift
schedule (id. at Exh. 8). During the evening peak construction hour, which overlaps with the
evening peak commuting hour, the intersection currently operates at LOS E, with a delay of 57.1
seconds; the proposed shift change would increase the delay to 79.0 seconds (id.). The Company
noted that the City of Quincy has just completed installation of a new traffic signal at the
Washington/Baker/South Street intersection, and that construction of a new northbound left turn
lane should be compIetelb'y Thanksgiving (id. at 4 to 5; Exh. PC-EFSB-12). The Company’s
analysis indicates that, once these improvements are in place, the intersection would operate at
LOS D during the evening peak hour, with a delay of 37.7 seconds assuming the current shift
schedule, and a delay of 44.9 seconds assuming the proposed shift schedule (Exh. PC-EFSB-4 at
Exh. 8). The Company noted that it has agreed to fund police officer control at this intersection,
but that the decision to deploy a traffic officer rests with the Quincy traffic engineer (Exh. EFSB-
NT-15). The Company indicated that the Quincy traffic engineer has not regularly requested a
police detail at this intersection, except during the reconstruction of the intersection (Exh. PC-
EFSB-12).

The Company did not conduct new traffic counts at the Bridge/Neck/Green Street

intersection; instead, it used baseline traffic data from the traffic study presented in the Draft
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Environmental Impact Report for the propbsed project (Exhs. PC-EFSB-4 at 5; PC-EFSB-20).%
The Company asserted that these counts likely were conservative, since the Harbor Light Mall,
located on Route 3A (Bridge Street), approximately Y4 mile southeast of the Bridge/Neck/Green
Street intersection, had closed since the earlier traffic counts were taken (Exhs. PC-EFSB-4 at 5;
PC-EFSB-19). The Company added current levels of construction traffic to the baseline traffic
counts in order to approximate July 2001 traffic patterns (Exh. PC-EFSB-4 at 5, Exh. 9). The
Company’s analysis indicated that the Bridge/Neck/Green Street intersection would operate at
LOS B during the evening peak hour, with delays of 10.6 seconds assuming no construction
traffic, 16.3 seconds assuming the current shift schedule, and 17.7 secohds assuming the

proposed shift schedule (Exh. PC-EFSB-4, at exh. 9).

4, Analysis and Findings

In its petition, Sithe Edgar proposes to perform construction work at Edgar Station in two
shifis: a 900-person day shift, running from 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., and a 400-person night shift,
extending from 5:30 p.m. to 2:00 a.m. This proposal represents a considerable change from the

construction traffic patterns anticipated in the Final Decision and in the Company’s compliance

-filing, both because the number of construction workers on each shift has increased,” and

because the day shift would now end at the height of the evening peak traffic hour, rather than in
the middle of the afternoon as previously proposed.

Sithe Edgar has presented an analysis of construction traffic impacts at the
Washington/Baker/South Street intersection in Quincy and at the Bridge/Neck/Green Street
intersection in Weymouth, given the proposed shift schedule. This analysis incorporates up-to-
date information regarding the number of vehicle trips per construction worker and the
geographic distribution of trips to and from the Sithe Edgar site. The traffic analysis

demonstrates that construction workers arriving for the day shift would have no significant

2 The Draft Environmental Impact Repott was entered into the record of the underlying

proceeding as Exh. EFSB-B-11.

» The traffic analysis reviewed in the Final Decision did not take into account construction

workers arriving for a night shift.
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impact on traffic conditions, primarily because the day shift begins at 7:00, well in advance of the
7:45 a.m. to 8:45 a.m. moming peak commuting period. The analysis also demonstrates that
traffic conditions at the Bridge/Neck/Green Street intersection in Weymouth would remain at
LOS "B" regardless of the level of construction traffic, with average evening peak hour delays
increasing from an estimated 10.6 seconds with no construction traffic to 17.7 seconds with
implementation of the proposed shift schedule.

However, evening peak traffic conditions at the Washington/Baker/South Street
intersection appear to be significantly worse than anticipated in the Final Decision. The
Company’s analysis, based on recent traffic counts taken while a day shift of approximately 700
workers was in place, indicates that this intersection operates at LOS E during the evening peak
period, with an average delay of 57.1 seconds. Because the Company’s traffic analysis uses
current traffic levels as a baseline, it is not possible to determine how significantly traffic
conditions at this intersection have been affected by the existing construction traffic. However, it
is reasonable to assume that the approximately 300 construction worker vehicles traveling
northbound during the peak commuting hour contribute measurably to the lengthy delays at this
intersection. The increased northbound traffic from the expanded day shift, plus the amving
night shift workers, would increase average delays at this intersection to 79.0 seconds.

The impact of the proposed shift changes at this intersection would be offset in part by
the recent installation of a new traffic light and the expected completion of a new northbound
left-turn lane. These changes would improve the overall LOS at this intersection to D, and would
reduce the average delay at the intersection to 37.7 seconds assuming the current shift schedule,
or 44.9 seconds assuming the proposed shift schedule. The impacts of the new shift schedule,
and of the Company’s earlier decision to end the day shift during the peak commuting hour, are
still significant. However, the record indicates that the implementation of two ten-hour shifts
would allow Sithe Edgar to complete construction at Edgar Station approximately five months
earlier than would otherwise be possible. This represents a considerable reduction in the
duration of construction traffic impacts associated with the Edgar Station project. Further, the
Company is providing a police detail at this intersection whenever requested by the Quincy

traffic engineer. The Siting Board directs the Company to continue its coordination with the City

=105~



;
i

Lown il

EFSB 98-7A Project Change Page 22

of Quincy regarding this intersection for the duration of project construction.
Accordingly, the Siting Board finds that, with the implementation of the above condition,

the traffic impacts of the proposed project would be minimized.

D. Conclusions

In Section I1.B, above, the Siting Board found that, with the implementation of certain
conditions, the noise impacts of the proposed project would be minimized. In Section ILC,
above, the Siting Board found that, with the implementation of a condition, the traffic impacts of
the proposed project would be minimized. Consequently, the Siting Board approves, subject to

the stated conditions, the project changes proposed by Sithe Edgar in this matter.?®

I11. HOST AGREEMENT/MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
A, Sithe’s Request

The Company stated that on July 27, 1999, Sithe Edgar and the Town of Weymouth
executed a Host Agreement that addressed a number of issues between the Town and the
Company (Exh. PC-Sithe-1, at 9). As part of the Host Agreement, Sithe Edgar and the Town
agreed to negotiate in good faith and attempt to agree on a protocol for the construction of the
facility (id.). On November 9, 1999, the Town and the Company signed a Memorandum of
Agreement ("MOA") setting out certain construction protocols (id.). Sithe Edgar asserted that
neither the Host Agreement nor the MOA (collectively "Host Agreement/MOA") prevent the

- Siting Board from approving Sithe Edgar’s proposed project changes (id., App. C at 1).

Regardless of this interpretation, Sithe Edgar requests that the Siting Board make an explicit
finding that any order issued in this proceeding would supercede conflicting provisions of the

Host Agreement/MOA (id., App. C at 8).

26 This approval includes approval to provide parking for all day- and ni ght-shift workers at

approximately the locations set forth in this proceeding. The Siting Board sees no reason
why any outstanding parking concerns cannot be amicably resolved by the Town of
“Weymouth and the Company without further recourse to this agency.
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B. Positions
L. Sithe Edgar

Sithe Edgar asserted that the Siting Board has the authority to determine the appropriate
construction conditions for the project regardless of the Host Agreement/MOA (id. App. C at 1),
In support, Sithe Edgar cited Holyoke Street Railroad v. Department of Public Utilities, 347
Mass. 440 (1964) ("Holyoke") (id., App. C at 4). In that case, the Department of Public Utilities
("DPU") ordered the cancellation of a condition in a private contract between Holyoke Street
Railroad and Peter Pan Bus lines that required Peter Pan to pay Holyoke Street Railroad a
passenger fee (id.). The Supreme Judicial Court ("Court") held that the DPU has the authority to
strike a provision in a private contract if the DPU finds such provision to be not in the public
interest (1d., App. C at 4, citing Holyoke at 445). Sithe Edgar stated that in reaching its
decision, the Court described the DPU’s broad authority over the subject matter of the private
contract, noting that (1) the legislature had delegated to the DPU general supervision, regulation,
Jurisdiction and control over the rendering of services by common carriers; and (2) the DPU’s
enabling statute authorized the DPU to issue certificates and revise those certificate (id. App. C
at 4-5). Sithe Edgar also stated that the Court found that the contract was not void as against
public policy because it was executed in the context of DPU’s certificate proceeding in that the
contract: (1) contemplated submission to the DPU; (2) had been disclosed to the DPU; and (3)
most of 1ts terms were included in the DPU certiﬁcaté (id., App C at 5). Sithe Edgar stated that
the Court held that once the DPU amended its certificate and the private contract was
inconsistent with the certificate, the private contract was unenforceable (id., App. C at 5, citing
Holyoke at 446).

Sithe Edgar asserted that the Holyoke case is applicable here (id., App. C at 6-7). Sithe
Edgar argued that as in Holyoke, the Host Agreement/MOA was not void at its inception because
1t was presented and recognized by the Siting Board during the underlying proceeding and
therefore "it was executed under the auspices of the Siting Board proceedings” (id., App. C at 6).
Sithe Edgar asserted that if the Siting Board now determines that the public interest requires a
change to its Final Decision, the Host Agreement/MOA may not bar such modification (id.).
Further, Sithe Edgar asserted that the Siting Board has sole authority to, inter alia, (1) approve,
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condition or reject a petition to construct a generating facility, and (2) monitor, enforce and
modify or amend Siting Board orders and decisions (id., App. C at 1). In support, Sithe Edgar
cited to the statutory authority that has been conferred upon the Siting Board under G.L. 164,
§§ 69H-69Q and the authoﬁty of the Siting Board pursuant to G.L. 25, § 5 to apply to the
Supreme Judicial Court to enforce Siting Board orders (id., App. C at 1-2).

Sithe Edgar asserted that the proposed project changes are in the public interest (Sithe
Response at 9-11). Sithe Edgar stated that it has demonstrated that public interest requires
abrogation of the Host Agreement/MOA because Sithe Edgar has provided quantitative support
for its assertion that the facility would résult in significant air quality benefits, and because there
are reliability benefits that would result if the proposed changes were approved (id. at 10). Sithe
Edgar argued that the Siting Board may look to reliability benefits in determining whether the
proposed project changes are in the public interest because the only circumstance under which
the Siting Board is not permitted to consider need and cost issues is when reviewing a petition to
construct filed pursuant to G.L. c. 164, § 69J ¥4 (id. at 10). Further, Sithe Edgar argued that to
the extent the Town attempts to enforce the Host Agreement/MOA outside and in contravention
of the Siting Board proceedings, the Host Agreement/MOA will be unenforceable as against
public policy (id.). The Company cited cases to support the proposition that the public interest in
the freedom of contract is sometirﬁes outweighed by public policy interests (Exh. PC-Sithe-1,
App. Cat 7, citing Beacon Hill Civic Assn. v. Ristorante Toscano, Inc. 422 Mass 318, 312
(1996); Town of Newton v. Rumery, 480 U.S. 386 (1987); Louisville & N.R. Co. v. Mottely, 219
U.S. 467 (1911)).

| Sithe Edgar also argued that the Certificate provisions under G.L. ¢. 164, §§ 69K%-0%

~ are inapplicable here because these provisions apply only in situations where a state or local

agency has acted in its regulatory capacity (Sithe Response at 4-6). Sithe Edgar maintains that
the Host Agreement/MOA was not executed pursuant to a Town permitting or licencing
proceeding and therefore does not fall within one of the specific situations which the Certificate
statute is designed to address (id. at 5).

Finally, Sithe Edgar asserted that the project changes are consistent with a reasonable

interpretation of the Host Agreement/MOA (id. at 2-4).
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2. Town of Weymouth

Weymouth asserted that the Holyoke case is far different from the present proceeding and
therefore cannot be relied upon to override the Host Agreement/MOA (Weymouth Memorandum
at 10). Most importantly, Weymouth asserted, Sithe Edgar is seeking abrogation of a public
contract designed to protect public health, safety and environment, whereas the Holyoke case
involved a private contract between two companies seeking to work out financial arrangements
(id.). Further, Weymouth asserted that in the Holyoke case, unlike here, the DPU had
specifically reserved the power to later void the agreement as a condition to its original approval
(id.). In the present case Weymouth asserted, the Siting Board was never asked to approve the
Host Agreement/MOA, has not done so, and did not condition the Final Decision on its
reservation of the right to abrogate the agreements at a later date (id.).”’

Further, Weymouth argued that Sithe Edgar has not demonstrated that the public interest
requires abrogation of the Host Agreement/MOA (id. at 11- 16). Weymouth asserted that the
purported air quality benefits of the proposed project changes are the same benefits Sithe Edgar
presented the Siting Board in the underlying case (id. at 13). Further, Weymouth suggested that
for the Siting Board to accept Sithe Edgar’s reliability argument, the Sting Board would have to
assume that there is a need for the facility and would have to consider cost issues (id. at 13).
Weymouth argued that the Siting Board is prohibited by G.L. ¢. 164, §§ 69H and 69J% from
considering the need for a proposed facility and the cost of such facilities as part of its review of
a petition to construct and therefore the Siting Board cannot consider such issues here (id. at 13-
14).

The Town of Weymouth suggested that G.L. c. 164, §§ 69K¥2-O%: outlines the only
statutory procedure under which local requirements applicable to the siting, construction and
operation of electric generating facilities can be abrogated (id. at 10-11). Therefore, according to

Weymouth, since Sithe Edgar is not seeking relief pursuant to G.L. c. 164, §§ 69K2-0% and has

7 Weymouth also argued that the New England Telephone & Telegraph v. Brockton case

presents a very different factual scenario in that the contract at issue in that case was
deemed to be void due to its effort to usurp authority that had been statutorily conferred
upon the DPU’s predecessor agency (id. at 10).
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not filed a petition that meets the application requirements of these statutory provisions, the
Siting Board lacks jurisdiction to consider Sithe Edgar’s claims until such a petition is filed (id.
at11).2

Weymouth stated that it agrees with Sithe Edgar that most of the requested changes are
consistent with Sithe Edgar’s obligations to the Town and can be approved (id. at 12).
Weymouth stated that "the Town asks only that all second shift construction occur indoors, that
steam blows occur only between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., that Sithe comply with the
Town’s noise Bylaw and that work shift parking be provided only as represented in the DEIR”"
(id. at 12-13).

Finally, Weymouth noted that an abrogation of the Host Agreement/MOA would "create
a dangerous precedent” in that a host community would no longer be assured that its agreements

with a developer would be enforceable (id. 17).

3. J. Gary Peters
M. Peters stated that the Siting Board has the authority to review the proposed project

changes but must do so with consideration of the Host Agreement/MOA (Peters’ Memorandum
at 1-3). Specifically, Mr. Peters asserted that the Host Agreement/MOA were created to protect
and address the concerns of the Town, including but not limited to noise issues (id. at 2-3).
Accordingly, Mr. Peters suggested that the proper application of the Holyoke case would be for
the Siting Board to consider the Host Agreement/MOA as " beneficiary public interest” (id. at 3).
Such consideration, according to Mr. Peters, would result in the Siting Board denying the

proposed project changes (id.).

28 In addition, Weymouth argues that the five month delay that Sithe Edgar asserts would

result if no project changes were allowed would unlikely be sufficient to allow Sithe
Edgar to prevail in an override proceeding under G.L. c. 164, § 69K (Weymouth
Memorandum at 12.). In support, Weymouth states that in a previous Certificate case the
Siting Board held that the Board may override a condition that prevents commencement
of construction and imposes a requirement where the same result could be achieved in a
muore cost effective manner (id., citing IDC Bellingham LLC Certificate Decision, EFSB
01-1 (2001)).
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4, Analysis and Findings

In Section II, above, the Siting Board approved with conditions project changes that
would allow Sithe Edgar to extend its second shift from midnight until 2:00 a.m., to expand its
day shift from 600 to 900 workers, and to expand its night shift from 300 to 400 workers. The
Siting Board notes that, in approving these changes, it applied a standard of review that refiects
its statutory mandate to ensure "a reliable energy supply for the Commonwealth with a minimum
impact on the environment at the lowest possible cost". As part of this determination, it
exercised its statutory authority under Chapter 164 to accomplish what, in its view of the record
evidence, the broad public interest in the reliability of electric power supply requires. G.L. c.
164, §69 H. It is clearly consistent with the Siting Board’s mandate, and in the public interest, to
bring on-line new, efficient generating capacity, such as that proposed at Edgar Station, in order
to supplement and, to a certain extent, displace the existing older generating fleet. In the case of
the Sithe Edgar facility, there also would appear to be a public interest in completing the project
in a timely fashion so as to allow the MWRA Braintree-Weymouth Sewer Relief project to go
forward on schedule.

The Siting Board sees no necessary contflict between the proposed changes and the terms
of the Host Agreement/MOA. The Host Agreement/MOA clearly provides for a second shift
running until 2:00 a.m. for construction inside "the new buildings". This is the work that Sithe
Edgar states that i1t intends to accomplish on the second shift. A reasonable interpretation of the
Host Agreement/MOA also could allow for a minimal amount of outdoor activity to logistically -
support the indoor shift. Our conditions in Section 1[.B, above, limit this logistical support to
that which cannot be accomplished on the day shift, and confine it, when at all possible, to the
Hours before 11 p.m. The Siting Board concludes that second shift construction consistent with
Sithe Edgar’s presentation in this matter, and as conditioned in this decision, could be consistent
with the Host Agreement/MOA. |

Some claim of conflict might yet, of course, arise. However, any future claim of a
necessary and irresolvable conflict between the conditional approval lawfully granted today by
the Siting Board, in accordance with its statutory authority, and other conditions that may be said

to arise out of a parallel agreement between the current petitioner and the Town, must, if
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accompanied by a further claim that the parallel agreement either superseded or somehow limited
today’s Board actions, labor under the heavy burden of contrary and authoritative caselaw.
Beacon Hill Association v. Ristorante Toscano. Inc., 422 Mass. 318, 324 (1996), citing Dessau v.
Holmes, 187 Mass. 486, 488 (1905). The Legislature has "declared public policy” in energy

facilities siting and has vested the carrying out of that public policy in the Siting Board. The
dominant purposes of that policy cannot be superseded by any parallel accord to the contrary. Id.
Such an accord "cannot be permitted to defeat the pﬁrpose of any proper subsequent exercise of
the [Board’s] powers." Holyoke Street Railway v. Department of Public Utilities, 347 Mass.
440, 446 (1964). The principle for which Ristorante Toscano stands is long established, dating
from the late 19™ Century. Wall v. Metropolitan Stock Exchange, 168 Mass. 282, 284 (1897);
Corey v. Griffin, 181 Mass. 229, 233 (1902). That long-established principle would apply here,

29

too.

IV.  DECISION

Consistent with the Siting Board’s directive to Sithe Edgar to inform the Siting Board of
any changes to Site Edgar’s proposed project, other than minor variations, Sithe Edgar has
informed the Siting Board of two such changes - a change in the arrival and departure times of
construction workers and an increase in the number of on-site construction workers. Sithe Edgar
also has requested that the Siting Board grant certain legal relief with respect to the Host
Agreement and the MOA.

The Siting Board found that further inquiry was warranted to evaluate the noise and

traffic impacts that may result from a change in shift schedules, and from an increase in the

2 Parties to this proceeding and the Town of Weymouth have presented argument as to

whether the Siting Board has the authority to alter contractual agreements outside of a
proceeding brought pursuant to G.L. ¢, 164, §§ 69KY2-0Y%, the provision allowing for the
issuance of a Certificate of Environmental Impact and Public Interest. The Siting Board
is of the opinion that these provisions were established to resolve conflicts when a state or
local agency has acted in the exercise of its regulatory authority. Here, the Host
Agreement/MOA does not appear to result from any specific exercise of Weymouth’s
regulatory authority, but rather appears to function as a Settlement Agreement between
two parties to a Siting Board proceeding.

-112-



|
-

EFSB 98-7A Project Change : Page 29

number of on-site workers. The Siting Board also determined that the requested legal relief

required further inquiry. After conducting such inquiry, in Sections II. B. and I1.C. above, the

Siting Board found that, with the implementation of Conditions N through S, below, the noise

mmpacts of the proposed facility would be minimized.

Condition N:
The Siting Board directs the Company to limit material movements and use of outdoor
cranes on the night shift to occasional occurrences during the shift and to the hours prior
to 11:00 p.m. to the fullest extent possible. When this is not possible, and when any use
beyond the above limits of an outdoor crane or other particularly noisy equipment is
required, the Company should provide advance written notice to affected neighbors and
to the Town.

Condition O:
The Siting Board directs the Company to distribute the Noise Monitor’s direct telephone
number to local residents, and to require its contractors to cooperate with the Noise -

_ Monitor in resolving noise complaints as they are received.

Condition P:
The Siting Board directs the Company for the duration of night construction to provide it
with a monthly summary of noise complaints recetved and the resolution thereof, so that
the Siting Board can take further action to minimize construction noise impacts if
circumstances warrant.

Condition Q:
The Siting Board directs the Company to circulate, at least once a month and more
frequently if necessary, an informational memo to the 70 area households referenced in
the Company’s compliance filing. The informational memo should describe the nature of
day- and night-shift work to be undertaken in the following month, describe the nature
and, if applicable, the resolution of any complaints that have been received, provide
advance notice of unusual activity (delivery of large components by street, steam blows,
etc.), and provide day- and night-shift contact information. Circulation of this

informational memo should continue through construction and testing until Edgar Station
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enters commercial operation. The Company shall hold a public meeting shortly after the
distribution of each informational memo to respond to questions or concerns raised by the
mMemo.

Condition R:
The Siting Board directs the Company to schedule continuous steam blows in a manner
that allows completion by 6:00 p.m. or shortly thereafter if the steam blow proceeds
according to plan.

Condition S:

The Siting Board directs the Company to revise the noise mitigation protocol submitted
in this proceeding to reflect the Siting Board’s directives, above, as well as the
Company’s commitment with respect to the timing of steam blows, and to distribute the

revised noise mitigation protocol to its contractors and subcontractors as appropriate.

The Siting Board found that, with the implementation of Condition T, below, the traffic

impacts of the proposed facility would be minimized.

Condition T:
The Siting Board directs the Company to continue its coordination with the City of
Quincy regarding the Washington/Baker/South Street intersection for the duration of

project construction.

~ Accordingly, the Siting Board finds that, upon compliance with Conditions N through T,
i as set forth in Sections I1.B and II.C, above, the Company’s plans for the construction of the
' proposed facility would minimize the environmental impacts of the proposed facility consistent
with the minimization of costs associated with the mitigation, control, and reduction of the
environmental impacts of the proposed generating facility.

Findings in this decision are based upon the project change information provided by the
Company examined in light of findings the Siting Board made in the Final Decision. Since the

project changes outlined in this decision pertain to the facility approved by the Siting Board in

O T R
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the underlying proceedings, the Company must construct and operate its facility in conformance
with 1ts proposal presented in the underlying proceeding and in earlier compliance and project
change filings; the only additional modifications permitted are those set forth in this decision.
The Siting Board requires the Company to notify the Siting Board of any changes other
than minor variations to the proposal so that the Siting Board may decide whether to inquire
further into a particular 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.

/gelma Urman

Hearing Officer

A

Dated this 30™ day of November, 2001.

-115-



i
i

Uil

Nowli]

APPROVED by the Energy Facilities Siting Board at its meeting of November 29, 2001,
by the members and designees present and voting: James Connelly (Chairman, DTE/EFSB);
Deirdre K. Manning (Commissioner, DTE); W. Robert Keating (Commissioner, DTE); David L.
O’Connor, Commissjoner, Division of Energy Resources; Joseph Donovan (for Elizabeth Ames,

Director of Economic Development); and Sonia Hamel (for Robert Durand, Secretary of

‘ James Connelly, Chairmah
_~Energy Facilities Siting Board

Environmental A ffairs).

Dated this 29'™ day of November, 2001.

~
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Appeal as to matters of law from any final decision, order or ruling of the Siting Board
may be taken to the Supreme Judicial Court by an aggrieved party in interest by the filing of a
written petition praying that the order of the Siting Board be modified or set aside in whole or in
part. _

Such petition for appeal shall be filed with the Siting Board within twenty days after the
date of service of the decision, order or ruling of the Siting Board, or within such further time as
the Siting Board may allow upon request filed prior to the expiration of the twenty days after the
date of service of said decision, order or ruling. Within ten days after such petition has been
filed, the appealing party shall enter the appeal in the Supreme fudicial Court sitting in Suffolk
County by filing a copy thereof with the clerk of said court. (Massachusetts General Laws,
Chapter 25, Sec. 5; Chapter 164, Sec. 69P).
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The Energy Facilitics Siting Board hereby approves, subject to conditions, changes to the

Sithe Mystic project as further described below.

L INTRODUCTION

On September 30, 1999, the Energy Facilities Siting Board (“Siting Board”™) conditionally -
approved the petition of Sithe Mystic Development LLC (*Sithe Mystic” or “Company”) to
construct a natural gas-fired, combined-cycle electric generating facility with a net nominal
electrical outpﬁt of 1550 megawatts (“MW™) in the City of Everett, Massachusetts (“Everett” or
“City”). Sithe Mystic Development I.LC, 9 DOMSB 101,111 (1999) (“Final Decision”).

On March 2, 2000, Sithe Mystic filed with the Siting Board a notification of project

change with respect to its decision to use different construction worker parking areas from those
approved in the Final Decision (“March 2000 Filing”). On March 20, 2000 the Company
provided the Siting Board with responses to information requests issued to the Company.' On
March 30, 2000, the Siting Board notified the Company that the change proposed by Sithe
Mystic did not require further inquiry (March 30, 2000 Letter at 2).

On August 27, 2001, Sithe Mystic provided the Siting Board with notice of additional
changes to the proposed project (“August 27 Filing”).> The changes included: (1) a change in
the arrival time for the day construction shift (“day shift”) from 6:30 a.m. to 6:00 a.m.” and a
change in the departure time for the day shift from 3:00 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.; (2) an increase in the

The Siting Board hereby marks for identification and moves into the record as Exh.
PC-T-1, Exh. PC-T-2, Exh. PC-T-3, and Exh. PC-T-4, the Company’s four March 20,
2000 responses to information requests issued by the Siting Board on March 15, 2000.

The August 27 Filing consisted of the following documents, each of which is hereby
marked for identification and moved into the record in this matter: (1) a seven-page letter
dated August 27, 2001 signed by John A. DeTore regarding proposed changes to the Sithe
Mystic project and attachments (Exh. PC-Sithe-1); and (2) an August 8, 2001 traffic
analysis document entitled “Traffic Impact Study” (Exh. PC-Sithe-2).

In the underlying decision the arrival time was 7:00 a.m.; in the March 2000 Filing, the
arrival time was changed to 6:30 a.m.
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number of on-site day shift workers from approximately 1100 workers to 1350 workers at peak;’
and (3) changes in construction worker parking, including the use of a satellite parking area at the
Mystic Mall in Chelsea and associated shuttle bus service, rather than a ballpark near Mystic
Station (Exhs. PC-Sithe-1, at 3; PC-EFSB-2). The Company also informed the Siting Board as
an additional change that 1t was not providing shuttle bus service from the Sullivan Square
MBTA Station, as required by Condition F of the Final Decision (Exh. PC-Sithe-1, at 5).

Finally, the Company also informed the Siting Board of the time (5:30 p.m. to 3:00 a.m.) and
size (600 workers) of its second shift (Exh. PC-Sithe-1, at 1).5

1I. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

It its August 27 Filing, Sithe Mystic provided a Traffic Impact Study (“2001 Traffic
Study”) dated August 8, 2001. On October 10, 2001, Sithe Mystic submitted responses to Siting
Board staff information requests (“October 10 Filing™).° Sithe Mystic submitted supplemental
information request responses on October 25, 2001 (“October 25 Filing”).” On October 18,

2001, all parties were given an opportunity to issue information requests or submit comments

The August 27 Filing stated that the number of on-site day shift workers would increase
from 1100 to 1400 and night shift workers would increase from 600 to approximately
1200 (Exh. PC-Sithe-1, at 4). However, in a filing dated October 10, 2001, the Company
subsequently revised its estimates i response to Siting Board information requests,
stating that the estimates of the number of on-site workers are lower than the projected
estimates in the August 27 Filing and the 2001 Traffic Study (Exh. PC-EFSB-2).

In the underlying proceeding, the Company had indicated that, for much of the
construction period, it would operate a “significant” second shift of either eight or ten
hours, begining immediately after the first shift; however, details of the second shift
were not developed in the underlying proceeding (Exh. EFSB-N-9).

The October 10 Filing consisted of the Company’s response to nine information requests,
each of which is hereby marked for identification and moved into the record in this matter
as Exhs. PC-EFSB-1 through PC-EFSB-9.

The October 25 Filing consisted of supplemental responses to Exhs. PC-EFSB-3a,

PC-EFSB-5, and PC-EFSB-9. These documents are marked for identification and moved
into the record as Exhs. PC-EFSB-3a(S), PC-EFSB-5(S), and PC-EFSB-9(S).
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with respect to the proposed project changes. No information requests or comments were filed

by any party.

H1.  SCOPE QF REVIEW

In its approvals of the Sithe Mystic project, the Siting Board required Sithe Mystic to
notify it of any changes other than minor variations to the proposal as presented to the Siting
Board, so that it might decide whether to inquire further into such issues. Final Decision at 207.
The standard of review to determine whether further inquiry is warranied was articulated by the

Siting Board in the Berkshire Power Decision on Compliance (“Berkshire Compliance

Decision™) 7 DOMSBE 423, at 437 (1997). In the Berkshire Compliance Decision, the Siting
Board declined to make further inquiry regarding certain project changes if the change did not
alter in any substantive way either the assumptions or conclusions reached in its analysis of the
project’s environmental impacts in the underlying proceeding. Id. at 437; see also IDC
Bellingham LI.C Compliance Decision, 11 DOMSB 27, at 38-39 (2000).

The Siting Board notes that the Company’s deéision to use a satellite parking area and
associated shuttle bus service from the Mystic Mall in Chelsea, rather than to provide shuttle
service to and from the Sullivan Square MBTA stop, may be in conflict with Condition F of the
Final Decision, which called for shuttle service to and from the Sullivan Square stop and/or other
public transit stops likely to be used by Mystic Station construction workers. Final Decision at
206-207. The Siting Board finds that further inquiry is necessary to resolve the conflict between
Condition F and the Company’s current proposal, as well as to determine whether additional
mitigation is needed to minimize the traffic impacts of the expanded day shift and the night shift.
The Siting Board undertakes this further inquiry in Section IV.A, below.

In addition, the Siting Board notes that, while the Company proposed the use of a second
shift during the underlying proceeding, and addressed the possibility of noise impacts from
nighttime construction worker parking in the review of the March 2000 Filing, the Siting Board
has not previously addressed detailed plans for night construction and related noise impacts, now
proposed to include the use of a regular shift of 600 construction workers. The Siting Board

finds that further inquiry is necessary to determine whether additional mitigation is needed to
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minimize the noise impacts of the night shift. The Siting Board undertakes this further inquiry in
Section IV.B, below.

Iv. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
A. Traffic Impacts

1. Final Decision

In the underlying proceeding, the Company anticipated using a main construction shift
running from 7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m., with a maximum construction-related workforce of 1078.
Final Decision at 171. The Company indicated that, during a major portion of the project, if
would use a 10-hour construction shift running from 7:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m., and conduct
significant second shift work using an eight- or ten-hour second shift from mid-2000 until project
completion (Exh. EFSB-N-9). Further, in the underlying proceeding, the Company indicated that
limited weekend work would be expected during the start-up and commissioning phase of the
project (id.). The Company provided an analysis of the impacts of first-shift construction traffic,
assuming that 50% of afternoon construction-related traffic would occur during the afternoon
commuter peak period. Final Decision at 171-172.

The Company proposed to mitigate construction traffic impacts by: (1) optimizing signal
timing at the three Route 99 intersections to maximize traffic flow, and manually controlling
Route 99 traffic signals when beneficial; (2) using uniformed traffic-control police as necessary
at each intersection; (3) encouraging workers' use of public transportation; (4) encouraging
carpools among Company employees and subcontractors and providing preferred parking to
those who carpool; (5) delivering large equipment by barge and rail as much as possible; and (6)
scheduling deliveries during off-peak hours to the extent practicable. Id. at 174.® The Siting

Board found that, with the implementation of the proposed mitigation, traffic conditions would

In addition, the Company proposed specific mitigation associated with the use of the
parking area off Route 99. Final Decision at 174. In its March 2000 Filing, the Company
indicated that this area would not be used for construction worker parking (March 2000
Filing at 2). :
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be Level of Service (“LOS”) ° C or better except at the Route 99/Beecham Street intersection,
which would operate at LOS E during the morning peak traffic hour, and LOS D during the
afternoon peak traffic hour. Id. at 176. The Siting Board found that, with implementation of the
proposed mitigation and a condition concerning the provision of shuttle service between the
Sullivan Square MBTA stop (and/or any other public transit stops likely to be used by Mystic
Station construction workers) and the Mystic Station site,'® the environmental impacts of the

proposed facility would be minimized with respect to traffic. Id. at 177.

2. March 2000 Project Change
In its March 2000 Filing, Sithe Mystic informed the Siting Board that the Route 99

parking area was unavailable, and proposed that construction workers park at property owned by
Boston Gas Company (“Boston Gas™) at the corner of Rover Street and Robin Street (“Boston
Gas lot™), and on a ballpark located at the cormer of Dexter Street and Robin Street (March 2000
Filing at 2). The Company also stated that the regular day shift would start at 6:30 a.m. and end
at 3:00 p.m. (March 2000 Filing at 2). The Company provided a revised traffic analysis which
assumed the new schedule and parking locations (id.). The Company stated that it would
mitigate construction traffic impacts by: (1) striping a southbound left turn lane on Route 99 at
the Dexter Street intersection; (2) providing uniformed traffic officer control at the Rover
Street/Robin Street intersection to facilitate vehicle and pedestrian traffic; (3) re-roﬁting all
traffic to Route 99 through the Route 99/Dexter Street intersection, rather than through the Route
99/Beacham Street intersection or the Beacham Street/Rover Street intersection; (4) requiring
workets to enter and exit the Boston Gas/ballpark areas from specific exits; and (5) scheduling

construction shifts to occur outside normal commuting peak hours (March 2000 Filing at 3; Exh.

The Company stated that LOS is a measure of the efficiency of the traffic operations at a
certain location. The Company stated that traffic conditions on roadways and
intersections are represented by the letters A through F on the LOS scale, where A
represents a “free flow” condition with minimal delays, and F represents “forced flow” or
breakdown conditions characterized by erratic vehicle movements. Final Decision at 173.

A second condition concerning pedestrian safety in relation to the parking area across
Route 99 is no longer applicable (March 2000 Filing at 2).
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PC-T-2). After reviewing the information provided by Sithe Mystic, the Siting Board found that
the change 1n parking areas did not require further inquiry (March 30, 2000 Letter).

3. August 2001 Project Change
In its August 2001 Filing, Sithe Mystic proposed the use of two construction shifts: a day

shift of approximately 1350 workers, running from 6:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., and a night shift of
approximately 600 workers, running from 5:30 p.m. to 3:00 a.m. (Exhs. PC-Sithe-1, at 3; PC-
EFSB-2). The Company stated that approximately 680 day shift workers in 475 cars currently
park at the Boston Gas lot, While the remaining day shift workers use a satellite parking area
located at the Mystic Mall in Chelsea (Exh. PC-EFSB-2). The Company anticipated that
additional day shift workers would park at the Mystic Mall, and that the entire night shift would
patk at the Boston Gas lot unless overflow parking at the Mystic Mall proved necessary (id.).

The Company submitted a revised traffic study based on traffic counts taken in August
2001, while an on-site day shift of approximately 1100 employees'' and a night shift of
approximately 600 employees were in place (Exh. PC-Sithe-2, at 1). Based on the new traffic
counts, the 2001 Traffic Study concluded that peak traffic periods in the vicinity of Mystic
Station occur from 7:45 a.m. to 8:45 a.m., and from 4:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. (id. at 4). The
Company based its traffic analysis on an initial peak work force estimate of 1400 day shift
workers and 1170 night shift workers, and used ride sharing and public transit assumptions
similar to those used in the underlying case (Exhs. PC-EFSB-2; PC-Sithe-1, at 4). The Company
later updated its traffic study to assume that no day shift workers would use public transit,
reflecting the current limited public transit use (Exh. PC-EFSB-6)."

The 2001 Traffic Study indicated that existing traffic conditions at intersections near

Mystic Station ranged from LOS A to LOS C during the morning peak construction period (5:30

1 The Company indicated that an additional 200 of the day shift employees were employed

at satellite laydown areas in Charlestown, Lynnfield and Wakefield, for a total project
work force of 1300 (Exh. PC-Sithe-1, Att. at 2).

The traffic analysis submitted in the underlying proceeding assumed that one third of craft
workers would use public transit (Exh. PC-EFSB-6).
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a.m, to 6:30 a.m.), and that the additional day shift workers would increase average delays by 0.3
to 3.3 seconds (Exh. PC-EFSB-8, Modified Table 4). According to the 2001 Traffic Study,
existing traffic conditions at intersections along Route 99 and Rover Street (excluding the site
driveway) ranged from LOS E to LOS F during the evening peak construction period (4:30 p.m.
to 5:30 p.m.); the additional day and mght shift traffic resulted in increased average delays of up
to 23 seconds (1d.). The Company noted that the actual number of night shift workeré would be
significantly lower than the number assumed in the August 2001 traffic analysis, making the
August 2001 analysis conservative (Exh. PC-EFSB-6).

Sithe Mystic. asserted that traffic conditions in the vicinity of the Mystic Station site
(which include traffic from the current day and night shifts) are in many instances much better
than had been predicted in the Sithe Mystic proceeding (Exh. PC-Sithe-1, at 4). Sithe Mystic
stated that the use of satellite parking at the Mys'tic Mall has reduced traffic to the construction
site by at least 500 cars, alleviating traffic impacts in the vicinity of the site (id. at 5-6).
However, the Company indicated that construction workers coming to the Mystic Mali via
downtown Boston have the option of four routes, two of which involve travel along Route 99
north in the vicinity of Mystic Station (Exh. PC-EFSB-3).

Sithe Mystic stated that a uniformed traffic control officer currently is stationed at the
intersection of Robin Street/Rover Street from 4:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m., significantly improving
LOS at that intersection (Exhs. PC-EFSB-8; PC-EFSB-9). In addition, two other uniformed
officers are available to Sithe Mystic on an as-needed basis; in the past, officers had been
assigned to the Rover Street construction gate and to the Route 99/Dexter Street intersection
(Exhs. PC-EFSB-8; PC-EFSB-9). The Company acknowledged that, in some instances, an
officer stationed at either the Route 99/Dexter Street or the Route 99/Beacham Street intersection
could help reduce delays on one or multiple approaches, but asserted that overall there is limited
value in deploying a police officer to intersections along Route 99 (Exh. PC-EFSB-9(8)).
Therefore, the Company now defers to the expertise of the Everett Police Department to
determine when to deploy the officers (id.). Finally, Sithe Mystic asserted that other traffic
mitigation methods, such as re-striping or widening roadways, would not be effective for short-

term traffic impacts associated with peak construction work (Exh. PC-EFSB-9).
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The Company provided a qualitative assessment of traffic impacts in the vicinity of the
Mystic Mall resulting from the use of the Mystic Mall for satellite parking (Exhs. PC-EFSB-6;
PC-Sithe-2). The Company estimated that 500 to 600 day shift workers currently park at the
Mystic Mall parking lot and are transported to the Sithe Mystic site by a private shuttle service
that uses buses and vans (Exhs. PC-Sithe-1, at 5; PC-EFSB-6 )."” Sithe Mystic asserted that the
traffic impacts of workers commuting to and from the Mystic Mall are dispersed throughout the
roadway network due to the use of various routes by the workers to commute to the parking arca
(Exh. PC-EFSB-3). The Company noted that the area surrounding the Mystic Mall is primarily
industrial in nature, with the nearest residential area located more than 1/4 mile from the
construction worker parking area in the rear lot (Exh. PC-EFSB-4).'* Sithe Mystic stated that its
contractor has been in consultation with the Chelsea Police Department, and that the Company
has agreed to place a traffic control officer at the Mystic Mall exit to control traffic if necessary
(Exh. PC-EFSB-3).

In the Final Decision, the Siting Board required Sithe Mystic to provide shuttle service to
the site from the Sullivan Square Station or another MBTA stop likely to be used by project
construction workers. Final Decision at 177. In its August 2001 Filing, the Company asserted
that since the MBTA already operates a public bus service from the Sullivan Square Station,
there would be no benefit to replicating the service (Exh. PC-Sithe-1, at 5). Sithe Mystic also .
indicated that, early in 2000, the MBTA had refused either to operate a shuttle bus service for
Mystic Station construction workers, or to permit a private shuttle bus service to operate out of
the Sullivan Square Station (Exh. PC-EFSB-5). The Company indicated that the MBTA’s
decision was intended to prevent (1) bus equipment from competing for space within the station
complex, and (2) any interference with scheduled MBTA bus routes (Exh. PC-EFSB-5(s)). Sithe
Mystic stated that one private employer, the R.M. Bradley Company, operates a shuttle service

Sithe Mystic based its estimate on total trip generation for both the morning and
afternoon peak hour on the use of 25 buses and 3 vans to transport the workers (Exh. PC-
EFSB-6)

Construction worker parking at the Mystic Mall is confined to the rear lot, in the vicinity
of Second and Carter Streets (Exhs. PC-EFSB-3, Att. C; PC-EFSB-3a(S)).
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that uses three 20-passenger vans to pick-up and discharge passengers at the public parking area,
which is physically segregated from the main station area (id.). The Company provided
information showing that the MBTA Orange Line service begins at 5:16 a.m. at both its northern
and southern termini, and that the travel time to Sulli_van Square Station is approximately 10
minutes, and 23 minutes, respectively (id.). Based on this schedule, the Company argued that,
while some construction workers might be able to use public transit to reach the Sithe Mystic job

site by the beginning of the day shift at 6:00 a.m., most would not be able to do so (id.).

4, Analysis

In its petition, Sithe Mystic proposes to perform construction work at Mystic Station in
two shifts: a 1350-person day shift, running from 6:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., and a 600-person night
shift, extending from 5:30 p.m. to 3:00 a.m. Workers for both shifts would park in the Boston
(3as lot near Mystic Station; additional day shift parking (and night shift parking, if necessary) is
available at the Mystic'Mall in Chelsea. The resultant traffic patterns would differ significantly
from those analyzed in the Final Decision for several reasons. First, Sithe Mystic seeks approval
for an extended day shift which runs from 6:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., moving the shift change for the
project into the peak evening traffic period. In addition, the Company’s proposal reflects greater
overall vehicle use by construction workers due to: (1) an increased size of the day shift work
force; (2) reduced reliance on public transportation for travel by day shift workers; and (3) the
modeling of a regular night shift. While motor vehicle travel by workers would increase, the use
of remote parking at the Mystic Mall with shuttle transport during the day shift would reduce the
impact of travel by day shift workers on traffic near the project site.

Table 1, attached as Appendix 1 to this decision, compares the overall traffic conditions
predicted by the 2001 Traffic Study with conditions anticipated by the Company in the
underlying petition and in the March 2000 Filing. The 2001 Traffic Study shows that the change
in shift schedule provides some benefit to projected morning traffic impacts, as day shift workers
now arrive between 5:30 a.m. to 6:30 a.m., well outside of the peak commuter traffic period.
Specifically, for the moming peak the anticipated LOS at (1) the Route 99/Dexter Street

intersection is now projected to be LOS C, rather than LOS F (without mitigation), as anticipated
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in the underlying decision; and (2) the Route 99/Beacham Street intersection is now projected to
be LOS C, rather than LOS E, as anticipated in the underlying decision.

However, the current shift timing also has resulted in construction worker traffic
coinciding with the afternoon peak commuter traffic period, resulting in delays during the
afternoon peak period that offset the improvements in morning peak traffic conditions. The 2001
Study shows that for the afternoon peak, the anticipated overall LOS at every signalized -
intersection is worse than anticipated in the underlying decision. Specifically, overall (1) the
Route 99/Dexter Street intersection is now projected to be LOS F, rather than LOS D; and (2) the
Roﬁte 99/Beacham Street intersection is now projected to be LOS F, rather than LOS D. Further,
while the overali LOS at the Route 99/Beacham Street/McDonalds intersection was projected to
improve based on the March 2000 project changes, it is now projected to significantly
deteriorate.

In addition, at the unsignalized intersections, the anticipated afternoon peak LOS is
projected to worsen overall at both the Robin Street/Rover Street and Robin Street/Beacham
Street intersections. Specifically, overall (1) the Robin Street/Rover Street intersection is
modeled at LOS F, rather than LOS A as projected in the underlying proceeding;'’ and (2) the
Robin Street/Beacham Street intersection is modeled at LOS F, rather than LOS A as projected in
the underlying proceeding. Actual conditions at the Robin Street/Rover Street intersection may
be better than modeled, due to routine police officer control of the intersection.

Thus, it appears that, during project construction, afternoon peak traffic conditions at
almost all intersections would be worse than anticipated in the Final Decision, offsetting
mmprovements in projected morning peak traffic conditions. The Siting Board recognizes that the
2001 Study provides a conservative estimate of traffic conditions under the changed shift
schedule, as it assumes an on-site day shift work force of 1400 and an on-site night shift work
force of 1170, while the Company now plans a slightly smaller maximum on-site day shift work

force of 1350 and a maximum on-site night shift work force of 600. Thus, while project-related

5 Since Sithe Mystic will not be using the ballpark parking, the impact of construction

traffic on Robin Street southbound at Rover Street would be the same as projected in
1998 and be less than was projected based on the March 2000 changes.
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impacts on traffic conditions are likely to exceed current levels (which were modeled based on
actual traffic counts with an-on-site day shift of 1100 workers and an on-site night shift of 570
workers in place), they likely will fall below the projections in the 2001 Traffic Study.

The Siting Board also recognizes that current traffic conditions are influenced not just by
construction traffic, but also by an increase in other traffic through the area. Because the
Company has used new traffic counts as a baseline for its 2001 Traffic Study, it is difficult to
determine the precise effect which construction traffic has had on traffic conditions near Mystic
Station. However, it is reasonable to assume that the del-)arture of 475 vehicles from the Boston
(Gas parking area at the end of the day shift, combined with the arrival of up to 475 vehicles for
the beginning of the night shift, has had a significant effect on evening peak hour conditiéms.
While new parking arrangements which incorporate the use of Mystic Mall, and no longer
include the use of the ballpark, have served to lessen traffic impacts based on the total number of

workers parking near the site, the scheduling of a shift change during the peak traffic hour serves

- to worsen traffic impacts in the area. In addition, some construction workers using the Mystic

Mall lot travel on Route 99 and Dexter Street or Beacham Street, and therefore contribute to the
peak traffic conditions.

Overall, a combination of underlying traffic conditions and shift change traffic has
resulted in afternoon peak traffic conditions which have in some cases deteriorated to LOS F,
which represents forced flow or breakdown conditions with highly unstable operating conditions,
with delay times of over 120 seconds. The proposed expansion of the day shift can only cause
conditions to deteriorate further. Consequently, in order to minimize construction traffic impacts
during the afternoon shift change, the Siting Board directs Sithe Mystic to work with the City of
Everett to develop and implement a construction traffic mitigation plan for the area near Mystic
Station. This plan should include measures acceptable to the City of Everett to ensure optimum
traffic flow at project area intersections; such measures could include mitigation proposed by the
Company, including police control at the Robin Street/Rover Street intersection and other
congested mtersections during the evening peak traffic period; optimization of signal timing or
manual control of Route 99 traffic signals; and the promotioh of carpooling by Company

employees and subcontractors.
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Finally, Sithe Mystic has argued that its implementation of satellite parking and shuttle
service at the Mystic Mall is an appropriate substitute for the provision of shuttle service from
the Suliivan Square MBTA stop (or another public.transportation stop), as required by Condition
F of the Final Decision. The Siting Board notes that the Company’s satellite parking proposal
helps achieve the primary goal of Condition F, which was to minimize construction traffic
impacts by decreasing the number of motor vehicles traveling on the roadways in the vicinity of
Mystic Station. However, in light of those aspects of the project change which serve to increase
traffic impacts, as well as the unacceptable existing traffic conditions in the vicinity of Mystic
Station, it is critical for Sithe Mystic to pursue aggressive measures to reduce the number of
construction workers traveling through the Mystic Station area.

The Siting Board recognizes that Condition F provided for coordination with the MBTA
and municipal safety officials, and that Sithe Mystic cannot institute a shuttle service from
Sullivan Station without MBTA permission and municipal acceptance. However, it appears from
the record that the MBT A rejected a shuttle proposal involving the use of full-size buses, which
would have had to enter the main station area. The record also suggests it is possible that the
Company could implement a van-based shuttle service similar to the one operated by the R.M.
Bradley Company, which may well be acceptable to the MBTA. The record indicates the
Company already 1s using vans as well as buses to provide shuttle service between the Mystic
Mall and the project site. The Siting Board acknowledges that the MBTA subway schedule may
be restrictive; however, the travel time from the Sullivan Square Station stop to the Sithe Mystic
site at this time of the morning is very short, and a reasonable number of workers therefore may
be able to use a shuttle service. Consequently, the Siting Board modifies Condition F to read as
follows:

In order to minimize traffic impacts, the Siting Board directs the Company, if the
MBTA permits, to provide a van-based shuttle service between the Sullivan
Square MBTA stop and the Mystic Station site at the beginning and end of the day
shift. Ifthe MBTA does not permit use of the shuttle service, the Company
should so inform the Siting Board. To the extent the Company may schedule van-
based service in compliance with this condition that is used at levels significantly
below the capacity of available equipment, the Company may reduce scheduling
of van trips or, if warranted after at least two weeks of service, discontinue all
van-based shuttle service from Sullivan Station. If shuttle service is discontinued,
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the Company shall so inform the Siting Board and document its reasons. The two
week service period must encompass a time period that includes peak construction
worker staffing. The Company should notify workers of the availability of the
shuttle service, indicating that service is subject to evaluation and possible
discontinuation based on usership.

The Siting Board finds that, with the implementation of the foregoing condition,‘the

traffic impacts of the proposed facility would be minimized.

B. Noise Impacts
1. Final Decision

In the underlying proceeding, the Company stated that it would minimize construction
noise by: (1) limiting all major construction activities to daytime hours to the extent practical;
(2) limiting pile driving to daytime hours without exception; and (3) confining steam blows to
daytime hours with muffled piping. Final Decision at 164. The Company explained that by
limiting major construction activity to daytime hours, it expected that this would significantly
reduce the noise impact of the project on nearby communities (Exhs. EFSB-A-7S, Att. at 6-15;
EFSB-A-1-83, at 6-3). The Siting Board noted that the construction practices proposed by the
Company would be consistent with approaches to construction noise mitigation that it had

reviewed in recent generating facility cases, and found that the environmental impacts of the

proposed facility would be minimized with respect to noise. Final Decision at 166.

2. March 2000 Project Change

In March, 2000, Sithe Mystic proposed a change in the location of its construction worker
parking (March 2000 Filing). Sithe Mystic indicated that nighttime construction worker parking
would be confined to the Boston Gas property (Exh. EFSB-PC-T-4). The Company stated it
would re-route all traffic to Route 99 through the Route 99/Dexter Street intersection, rather than
through the Route 99/Beacham Street intersection or the Beacham Street/Rover Street
intersection (Exh, PC-T-2). The Company noted that the Boston Gas property was not in close
proximity to area residences, and concluded that use of the property for construction worker

parking would not affect nearby residences either during the day or at night (Exh. EFSB-T-4).
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After reviewing the information provided by Sithe Mystic, the Siting Board found that the change
1n parking areas did not require further inquiry (March 30, 2000 Letter).

3. August 2001 Project Change

Sithe Mystic currently is proposing a two-shift construction schedule, with a day shift
running from 6:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m., and a night shift running from 5:30 p.m. to 3:00 am. (Exh.
PC-Sithe-1, at 3). The Company stated that approximately 600 construction workers would work
the night shift during the peak construction period (Exh. PC-EFSB-2).!¢. The Company stated
that it has been running a limited second shift since June 2000; the current 600-worker second
shift began in August 2001 (Exhs. PC-Sithe-1, at 3; PC-EFSB-1). The Company indicated that it
has not received any noise complaints related to the conduct of its night shift (Exhs. PC-Sithe-1,
at 3). The Company attributed the lack of complaints to the industrial nature of the area
surrounding the site, and the distance between the site and potential sensitive receptors (id. at 3-
4). The Company also noted that truck and vehicular traffic, airplane overflights, and industrial
activity (including the operation of Mystic Station and a nearby scrap metal operation) contribute
to existing noise levels (id. at 4). ‘ '

The Company stated that night shift parking would be confined to the Boston Gas
paﬂdng Iot unless it becomes necessary to use the Mystic Mall for parking, and indicated that it
has not received any complaints regarding noise from workers departing the Boston Gas lot at

3:00 a.m. (Exh. PC-EFSB-2).

4. Analysis
In its petition, Sithe Mystic proposes to perform construction work at Mystic Station in
two shifts: a 1350-person day shift, running from 6:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., and a 600-person night
shift, extending from 5:30 p.m. to 3:00 a.m. Although the Company proposed significant use of
a rﬁght shift for the peak construction period through the end of construction (see Exh. EFSB-N-

9), the issue of night work was not addressed in detail in the Final Decision. The Siting Board

16 Sithe Mystic stated that, between October 2001 and September 2002, the number of night
shift workers would range from 300 to 600 (Exh. PC-EFSB-2).
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notes that the explicit size and attributes of the second shift were not specified by the Company at '
the time of the issuance of the Final Decision or the submission of the March 2000 Filing and

that the proposed noise mitigation centered around the limitation of major construction to

daytime hours. The Siting Board therefore reviews night time noise issues including
consideration of the Company’s experience to date.

In the Final Decision, the Siting Board noted that the use of the area in the vicinity of the -

proposed facility is consistent with industrial zoning in three directions, but that a neighborhood

characterized by residential use, with some recreational space, lies to the north of the Mystic

: Staﬁon site. Final Decision at 188. The Company stated that the nearest residence is 350 feet

north of the site boundary, and there are no sensitive receptors (excluding residences) located
within 1000 feet of the site boundary (Exhs. PC-Sithe-1, at 4; EFSB-L-1). The record shows that
in the area to the north of the site there are approximately 32 residences located within 1000 feet
of the site boundary (Exh. EFSB-L-1).

In the Final Decision, the Siting Board found that the construction noise impacts from

the proposed facility would be minimized, based on the Company’s proposal to limit pile driving
and steam blows to daytime hours, and to limit major construction to daytime hours to the extent
practical. Final Decision at 54-56, Although the site is located in a heavily industrialized area
with some nighttime industrial activity, there is a residential neighborhood to the north of the
facility. The Siting Board notes that the Company will be directing traffic that departs via Route
99 through the Route 99/Dexter Street intersection, thus preventing late night impacts to the
surrounding neighborhood. The record indicates that the Company has, thus far, carried out
regular night shift construction work without engendering noise complaints, either with respect to
noise from the construction site or with respect to noise from departing construction traffic.
However, full-scale ﬁight shift construction has been in place only since August 2001.
The nature of second shift construction conducted to date may be different from that undertaken
in later stages of the project. Given the 3:00 a.m. ending time for the second shift, it is critical
that the Company matintain open lines of communication with the neighborhood to the north of

the facility in order to minimize the impacts of construction noise.
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Accordingly, the Siting Board directs the Company to develop and implement a
mechantsm for regular communication with the neighborhood bordered by Dexter Street, Route
99, Robin Road and Beacham Road, regarding construction plans and construction noise at the
facility. This regular communication should include, initially, distributing an informational
notice describing procedures for reporting noise issues and for inquiring about Company
activities which includes phone numbers of the Company’s representatives, as well as procedures
for the notification of municipal officials and upon request, neighbors, in advance of noisy events
and steam blows. Beyond initial notification, regular communication may be accomplished via a
regular meeting or a newsletter, or in conjunction with meetings with Town officials. Further, if
a structured, documented written mechanism has not been implemented, the Company shall
develop procedures for recording noise complaints and a mechanism for investigating and
remedying complaints.

Accordingly, the Siting Board finds that, with the implementation of the foregoing

condition, the noise impécts of the proposed facility would be minimized.

V. DECISION
Consistent with the Siting Board’s directive to Sithe Mystic to inform the Siting Board of
any changes to Sithe Mystic’s proposed project, other than minor variations, Sithe Mystic has
informed the Siting Board of three such changes -- an increase in the number of construction
workers on-site, a change in the arrival and departure times of construction workers, and the use
of the Mystic Mall parking area, rather than a ballpark in the neighborhood of Mystic Station.
The Siting Board found that further inquiry was warranted to evaluate the traffic and

noise impacts that may result from a change in shift schedules. After conducting such inquiry in

" Sections 1V.A, and IV.B above, the Siting Board found that, with the implementation of the

following Condition N, and the implementation of Condition F as revised, the traffic impacts of

the proposed facility would be minimized.
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Condition N:

Consequently, in order to minimize construction traffic impacts during the
afternoon shift change, the Siting Board directs Sithe Mystic to work with the City
of Everett to develop and implement a construction traffic mitigation plan for the
area near Mystic Station. This plan should include measures acceptable to the
City of Everett to ensure optimum traffic flow at project area intersections; such
measures could include mitigation proposed by the Company, including police
control at the Robin Street/Rover Street intersection and other congested
intersections during the evening peak traffic period; optimization of signal timing
or manual control of Route 99 traffic signals; and the promotion of carpooling by
Company employees and subcontractors.

Revised Condition F:

In order to mimmize traffic impacts, the Siting Board directs the Company, if the
MBTA permits, to provide a van-based shuttle service between the Sullivan
Square MBTA stop and the Mystic Station site at the beginning and end of the day
shift. If the MBTA does not permit use of the shuttle service, the Company
should so inform the Siting Board. To the extent the Company may schedule van-
based service in compliance with this condition that is used at levels significantly

- below the capacity of available equipment, the Company may reduce scheduling
of van trips or, if warranted after at least two weeks of service, discontinue all
van-based shuttle service from Sullivan Station. If shuttle service is discontinued,
the Company shall so inform the Siting Board and document its reasons. The two
week service period must encompass a time period that includes peak construction
worker staffing. The Company should notify workers of the availability of the
shuttle service, indicating that service is subject to evaluation and possible
discontinuation based on usership.

The Siting Board also found that, with the implementation of the following condition, the

noise impacts of the proposed facility would be minimized.

Condition O:

The Siting Board directs the Company to develop and implement a mechanism for
regular communication with the neighborhood bordered by Dexter Strect, Route
99, Robin Road and Beacham Road, regarding construction plans and
construction noise at the facility. This regular communication should include
initially distributing an informational notice describing procedures for reporting
noise issues and for inquiring about Company activities which includes phone
numbers of the Company’s representatives, as well as procedures for the
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notification of municipal officials and upon request, neighbors, in advance of
noisy events and steam blows. Beyond initial notification, regular communication
may be via a regular meeting or a newsletter, or in conjunction with meetings with
Town officials. Further, if a structured, documented written mechanism has not
been implemented, the Company shall develop procedures for recording noise
complaints and a mechanism for investigating and remedying complaints.

Accordingly, the Siting Board finds that, upon compliance with Condition F as revised,
and with Conditions N and O set forth in Sections IV.A and IV.B, above, the Company’s plané
for the construction of the proposed facility would minimize the environmental impacts of the
proposed facility consistent with the minimization of cost associated with the mitigation, control,
and reduction of the environmental impacts of the proposed generating facility.

Findings in this decision are based upon the project change information provided by the
Company examined in light of findings the Siting Board made in the Final Decision. Since the
project changes outlined 11t this decision pertain to the facility approved by the Siting Board in
the underlying proceedings, the Company must construct and operate its facility in conformance
with its proposal presented in the underlying proceedings; the only modifications permitted are
those stated in the above conditions. |

The Siting Board requires the Company to notify the Siting Board of any changes other
than minor variations to the proposal so that the Siting Board may decide whether to inquire
further into a particular 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.

¥ (STt AP ar—
Setma Urman
Hearing Officer

Dated this 30™ day of November, 2001
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APPENDIX 1
Analysis for Petition Analysis for March 2000 Analysis for Project Change
2000 Construction Year Build { 2000 Construction Year Build 2001 Construction Year
/Petition’ w/Boston Gas and Ballpark ? Build w/project changes®
Intersection Morning Afternoon Meorning Afternoon Morning Afternoon
Peak Peak Peak Peak Peak Peak

6:30-7:30 am | 5:00-6:00 p.m | 5:30-6:30 2.m | 2:30-3:30 p.m | 5:30-6:30 a.m 4:30-5:30

) Signalized LOS/Delay LOS/Delay LOS/Delay LOS/Delay LOS/Delay LOS/Delay
Intersection (seconds) (seconds) (seconds} {seconds) (seconds) (seconds)
Route 9% /Dexter Fi>120 D/32 C D C/23 F/106
Dexter WB F/>120 E/49 D E C/27 D/40
Rt. 99 NB B/6 E/42 C E B/17 F/>120
Rt. 99 5B D/33 B/8 C C C/26 F/101
Route 99 E/42 D/30 B c c/25 F/>120
Beacham/McD
McD EB C21 C/18 C B | C/31 C/32
Beacham WB F/108 D/32 D D D742 F/104

Rt. 99 NB E/41 D/40 B C B/13 E/80

Rt. 99 SB D/33 c/17 B C Cr25 F/=120
Unsignalized
Intersections
Robin/Rover B* C* C/15 F/55*
Robin SB A2 Al B D A/8 A/9
Rover WB C/15 C/15 C C/15 F/55
Robin/Beacham /3 17 Ci24 F>120
Robin NB B/8 C/18 B B Cr21 F/>120

: Exxon SB C/10 D/23 B e C/24 F/59

' Beacham EB AS0 A0 A A A/8 AR
Beacham WB A/2 Af2 A A A/8 AF9

* Without police officer controlling traffic.

" August 27 Filing, Appendix C- 1998 Traffic Study at 4-10. Based on information provided by the Company in
1998 in support of the Sithe Mystic project as approved in the Final Decision.
2 March 2, 2001 Filing, Attachment 2. Based on information provided by the Company in support of changes in
construction parking areas, as proposed in the March 2000 project change
= * Exh. PC-EFSB-8. Based on information provided by the Company in support changes in shift scheduled and
= number of construction workers, as proposed in the August 27 Filing.
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APPROVED by thé Energy Facilities Siting Board at its meeting of November 29, 2001,
by the members and designees present and voting: James Connelly (Chairman, DTE/EFSB);
Deirdre K. Manning (Commissioner, DTE); W. Robert Keating (Commissioner, DTE); David L.
O’Connor, Commissioner, Division of Energy Relsources; Joseph Donovan (for Elizabeth Ames,

Director of Economic Development); and Sonia Hamel (for Robert Durand, Secretary of

e

Jafnes Connelly, Chairglan
. /Energy Facilities Siting Board

Environmental Affairs).

Dated this 29" day of November, 2001.
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Appeal as to matters of law from any final decision, order or ruling of the Siting Board
may be taken to the Supreme Judicial Court by an aggrieved party in interest by the filing of a
written petition praying that the order of the Siting Board be modified or set aside in whole or in

Such petition for appeal shall be filed with the Siting Board within twenty days after the

part.
date of service of the decision, order or ruling of the Siting Board, or within such further time as
the Siting Board may allow upon request filed prior to the expiration of the twenty days after the

date of service of said decision, order or ruling. Within ten days after such petition has been
filed, the appealing party shall enter the appeal in the Supreme Judicial Court sitting in Suffolk

County by filing a copy thereof with the clerk of said court. (Massachusetts General Laws,

Chapter 25, Sec. 5; Chapter 164, Sec. 69P).
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The Energy Facilities Siting Board hereby APPROVES, subject to two conditions, the
petition of NSTAR Gas Company to construct approximately 2.2 miles of 18-inch diameter
high-pressure natural gas pipeline from an interconnection with Algonquin Gas Transmission
Company in Somerville to NSTAR Gas Company’s existing Third Street Gate Station in
Cambridge.

L INTRODUCTION

A. Summary of the Proposed Project
NSTAR Gas Company, f’k/a Commonwealth Gas Company, ("NSTAR Gas" or the

"Company") distributes and sells natural gas to local customers in eastern and central
Massachusetts (Exhs. NGC-3, at 1-1, 1-2; EFSB-G-1; Tr. 1, at 14). The Company proposes to
build a 2.2-mile, 18-inch diameter pipeline ("proposed project™ or "proposed pipeline") in
Cambridge and Somerville to accommodate an anticipated equipment upgrade project at Kendall
Station, a generatfng facility in Cambridge ("Kendall Station Project") (Exh. NGC-3, at 1-1, 1-2,
3-1).12

The proposed pipeline would begin at a point in Somerville at which thé existing J-2
lateral pipeline changes ownership from the Algonquin Gas Transmission Company
("Algonquin") to NSTAR Gas and terminate at the existing NSTAR Gas gate station at Third
Street in Cambridge ("Third Street Gate Station") (Exh, NGC-3, at 1-1, 3-1, 3-2; Tr. 2, at 259-
261). The proposed pipeline would be certified to operate at a pressure of 433 pounds per square
inch, gauge ("psig"), consistent with the upstream Algonquin transmission system, and would

replace a section of an existing 14-inch pipeline which is certified for a pressure of 329 psig’

' NSTAR Gas stated that to provide the higher pressure requested by the Kendall Station
Project, it also would install a new 1000-foot service line from the Third Street Gate
Station to Kendall Station (Exh. NGC-3, at 1-1 n.1, 1-10). NSTAR Gas stated that the
installation of the service line is independent of the proposed project (id. at 1-10).

The Kendall Station Project was approved by the Siting Board on December 15, 20600.
Southern Energy Kendall, LLC, 11 DOMSB 255 (2000) ("SE Kendall Decision™).

NSTAR Gas stated that once the proposed pipeline is operational, the existing 14-inch
' (continued...)
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(Exh. NGC-3, at 1-1).

NSTAR Gas’ preferred route for the pipeline begins at the existing J-22 valve on the J-2
lateral, where ownership changes from Algonquin to NSTAR Gas (id. at 3-1). The J-22 valve is
located on the McGrath Highway in Somerville, near its intersection with Medferd Street and
Highland Avenue (id. at 1-5, 1-11, 5-14). From this intersection, the preferred route follows
Medford Street south, and continues past Somerville Avenue, crossing under Massachusetts Bay
Transportation Authority ("MBTA") railroad tracks to the Somerville/Cambridge municipal
boundary (id. at 1-11, 5-14). Continuing southeast on Gore Street in Cambridge, the preferred
route crosses a CSX Corporation ("CSX") railroad track crossing, turns northeast on Rufo Road,
eastward through the parking lot of Twin City Mall, and southeast along the Monsignor O’Brien
Highway, passing under the MBTA Green Line viaduct at the intersection with Cambridge Street
(id. at fig. 1.2-1). The route makes a sharp turn west onto Cambridge Street for a very short
distance, then proceeds south on First Street, west on Linskey Way (also referred to as Munroe
Street), and south on Third Street to the Third Street Gate Station (id. at 1-5, 1-11).

A variation to the preferred route, for which the Company requests approval should
obstacles prevent construction at the Cambridge Street/O’Brien Highway intersection, turns off
the O’Brien Highway at its intersection with Gore Street and Second Street, follows Second
Street south to Cambridge Street and then Cambridge Street east to First Street, where the
variation rejoins the preferred route (id.)..

The Company also noticed an alternate route which follows the same path as the preferred
route until the intersection of Gore Street and Rufo Road in Cambridge (id. at fig. 1.2-1). At that
point, the alternate route continues east on Gore Street, south on Fifth Street, cast on Binney
Street, and south on Third Street to the Third Street Gate Station (id. at 1-5, 1-14). The preferred

and alternate routes are shown in Figure 1 (attached).

(...continued)

pipeline, which runs from the Algonquin pipeline to the Third Street Gate Station, would
be operated at 60 psig as part of the Company’s distribution system, providing additional
capacity and reliability to customers in Cambridge and Somerville (Exh. NGC-3, at 3-1 to
3-2).
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B. Procedural History
On October 10, 2000, NSTAR Gas filed with the Energy Facilities Siting Board ("Siting

Board") its original petition to construct and operate a 16-inch high pressure natural gas pipeline
from the J-22 valve to the Third Street Gate Station (Exh. NGC-1). The Siting Board docketed:
the petition as EFSB 00-2. On February 28, 2001, NSTAR Gas filed an amended petition to
reflect the elimination of a proposed variation fo its preferred route (Exh. NGC-2). On June 25,
2001, NSTAR Gas filed a second amended petition to reflect an increase in the diameter of the
pipeline from 16 to 18 inches (Exh. NGC-3, at 1-1).*

In accordance with the direction of the Hearing Officer, NSTAR Gas provided Notice of
Public Hearing and Adjudication. The Siting Board conducted two public hearings regarding the
proposed project. The first public hearing was conducted on January 4, 2001, in Cambridge.
Because some abutters to the proposed routes and route segments who were required to receive
notice of the hearing did not receive such notice, and because NSTAR Gas no longer intended to
offer for approval a previously noticed variation to the proposed preferred route, a second public
hearing was noticed for March 5, 2001. Due to inclement weather, the March 5, 2001 hearing
was postponed and subsequently was conducted on March 22, 2001, in Cambridge.

Timely petitions to intervene in this proceeding were filed by the City of Cambridge and
Mirant Kendali, LLC.? Timely petitions to participate as interested persons were filed by the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology ("MIT"), Mary Ann Donofrio, and Kendall Square, LLC.
The Hearing Officer granted intervenor status and interested person status to each petitioner
seeking such status. NSTAR Gas Company, EFSB 00-2 (Hearing Officer Ruling, April 13,
2001; Hearing Officer Ruling, April 18, 2001).

Adjudicatory hearings in this proceeding commenced on June 28, 2001, and closed on

NSTAR Gas stated that it amended its petition in response to a request by Mirant
Kendall, LLC to increase peak delivery capability to Kendall Station (Exh. NGC-3, at 1-
1).

3 On April 13, 2001, intervenor Southern Energy Kendall, LLC informed the Siting Board
that it would now be known as Mirant Kendall, LLC ("Mirant Kendall") (Letter of
JoAnne A. Pierce, Frank P. Pozniak, Counsel for Mirant Kendall, LLC, dated April 13,
2001).
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July 6, 2001, NSTAR Gas presented the testimony of the following witnesses: Robert J.
Buffone, Jr., Principal Engineer, NSTAR Gas, who testified as to project description, project
need, project approaches, route selection process, and cost of the proposed project; Joseph W.
Freeman, Program Director, Earth Tech, who testified as to environmental impacts and
comparison of proposed facilities along the preferred and alternative routes; Barbara W. Stamos,

Senior Gas Supply Planning Administrator, NSTAR Gas, who testified as to gas forecasting and

-supply; and David L. Ward, Manager of Gas Control, NSTAR Gas, who testified as to gas supply

issues (Exhs. NGC-RBC-1; NGC-JWF-1; NGC-BWS-1; NGC-DLW-1). In addition to
testimony from witnesses who submitted preﬁled direct testimony, NSTAR Gas offered Robert
Connors, Lead Engineer, Asset Management Transmission/Right-of-Way Department, NSTAR
Gas, who testified as to property issues (Tr. 1, at 34). No intervenor presented a direct case.

The Hearing Officer entered 233 exhibits, consisting primarily of information request
responses and record request responses, into the evidentiary record. On August 20, 2001,
NSTAR Gas and the City of Cambridge submitted their respective initial briefs. On August 27,
2001, NSTAR Gas and the City of Cambridge filed their respective reply briefs.

C. Jurisdiction and Scope of Review

NSTAR Gas filed its petition to construct a natural gas pipeline in accordance with
G.L. c. 164, § 69H, which requires the Siting Board to implement the energy policies in its
statute to provide a reliable energy supply for the Commonwealth with a minimum impact on the
environment at the lowest possible cost, and pursuant to G.L. ¢. 164, § 69], which requires a
project applicant to obtain Siting Board approval for the construction of proposed energy
facilities before a construction permit may be issued by another state agency.

As anew pipeline over one mile in length intended for the transmission of natural gas,
NSTAR Gas’ proposed project falls within the definition of "facility" set forth in G.L. c. 164,
§ 69G, which provides that a "facility" includes:

anew pipeline for the transmission of gas having a normal operating pressure in excess of

100 pounds per square inch gauge which is greater than one mile in length except

restructuring, rebuilding, or relaying of existing transmission lines of the same capacity.
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G.L.c. 164, § 69G.

Before approving a petition to construct facilities, the Siting Board requires an applicant
to justify its proposal in three phases. G.L. c 164, § 69]J. First, the Siting Boafd requires the
applicant to show that additional energy resources are needed (see Section II.A, below). Next,
the Siting Board requires the applicant to establish that, on balance, its proposed project is
superior to alternative approaches in terms of cost, environmental impact, reliability, and ability
to address the identified need (see Section I1.B, below). Finally, the Siting Board requires the
applicant to show that it has considered a reasonable range of practical facility siting alternatives
and that the proposed site for the facility is superior to a noticed alternative site in terms of cost,

environmental impact, and reliability of supply (see Section III, below).

IL. ANALYSIS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT |

A. Need Analysis
1. Standard of Review

In accordance with G.L. c. 164, § 69H, the Siting Board is charged with the responsibility
for implementing energy policies in its statute to provide a reliable energy supply for the
Commonwealth with a minimum impact on the environment at the lowest possible cost. G.L.

c. 164, § 69H. In carrying out this statutory mandate with respect to proposals to construct
natural gas pipelines, the Siting Board evaluates whether there is a need for additional natural gas
pipelines in the Commonwealth to meet reliability, economic efficiency, or environmental

objectives. See Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale Electric Company, 12 DOMSB 18, at 43
(2001) ("MMWEC Decision"); Berkshire Gas Company, 9 DOMSB 1, at 12 (1999) ("1999

Berkshire Gas Decision"); Massachusetts Flectric Company and New England Power Company,
18 DOMSC 383, at 393 (1989) ("MECo/NEPCo Decision").

In evaluating the need for new energy facilities to meet reliability objectives, the Siting
Board may evaluate the ability of its existing system to accommodate changes in aggregate

demand or supply,® to serve major new loads, or to maintain reliable service in certain

With respect to changes in demand or supply, the Siting Board has found that new
(continued...)
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contingencies. The Siting Board previously has approved proposals to construct gas pipelines to
accommodate Joad growth within a utility’s service territory (Boston Gas Company, 17 DOMSC
155 (1988)) and to transport natural gas to generating facilities (MMWEC Decision, 12 DOMSB

18; Berkshire Gas Company, 20 DOMSC 109 (Phase 1I) (1990); Bay State Gag Company, 21

DOMSC 1 (1990)). In such cases, the proponent must demonstrate that additional energy
resources are necessary to meet reliability objectives by establishing that its existing system is

inadequate to serve the anticipated load with acceptable reliability.

2. Description of the Existing System

NSTAR Gas stated that it receives natural gas via two interstate transportation systems,
one operated by Algonquin and one by the Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company (Exh, NGC-3,
at2-2). The Company also is supplied with liquified natural gas ("LNG") delivered to Distrigas
of Massachusetts Corporation ("Distrigas") and injected at Everett into the Algonquin system
(id. at 2-2, 2-3). The Company’s Cambridge/Somerville distribution system is served by two
Algonquin gate stations -- the Brookford Street Gate Station and the Third Street Gate Station
(Exh. EFSB-G-4; Tr. 2, at 257). The Third Street Gate Station is served by the J-2 lateral, a
14-inch pipeline owned in part by Algonquin and in part by NSTAR Gas, which connects the
gate station with Algonquin’s Mystic Avenue regulator in Medford (Exhs. NGC-3, at 2-5, 2-7,

(...continued)

capacity is needed where projected future capacity available to the system is found to be
inadequate to satisfy projected load and reserve requirements. ANP Blackstone Energy
Company, 8 DOMSC 1, at 27 (1999); Cabot Power Corporation, 7 DOMSB 233, at 249
{1998} ("1998 Cabot Power Decision"); New England Electric System, 2 DOMSC 1, at 9
(1977).
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EFSB-G-4).7* The Company indicated that the maximum allowable operating pressure
("MAOP"} on the Algonquin system upstream of the Mystic Avenue regulator is 433 psig (Exh.
NGC-3, at 2-7). The Algonquin-owned section of the J-2 lateral also has an MAOP of 433 psig,
but operates at no more than 329 psig because the NSTAR Gas section of the J-2 lateral has an
MAGQP of 329 psig (id. at 2-5, 2-7).

The Third Street Gate Station routes gas to distribution mains serving Kendail Station,
MIT, the Blackstone Electric Station, and other local NSTAR Gas customers (id. at 2-5; Exh.
EFSB-G-4). The Company stated that Kendall Station currently receives interruptible gas
transportation service via an 8-inch, 90 psig service line from the Third Street Gate Station
(Exhs. NGC-3, at 2-5; EFSB-N-8; Tr. 2, at 269). The Company stated that it delivers gas from
the Third Street Gate Station to MIT through a 12-inch, 325 psig line and indicated that it is
contractually obligated to provide gas service to MIT at 325 psig (Exh. NGC-3, at 2-5, 2-7). The
Company distributes gas to other customers via a second 90 psig line, and additional lines
operating at 60 psig, 10 psig, and less than 1 psig (id. at 2-5; Exh. EFSB-G-4). NSTAR Gas
stated that sendout from the Third Street Gate Station averaged 24,482 decatherms per day
("dt/day") in year 2000 and typically runs at 2000 decatherms per hour ("dt/hr") (Exhs.
EFSB-N-13-1; EFSB-N-14-S).” The Company also noted that its peak recorded sendout Ievels
were 2449 dt/hr (on January 18, 2000), and 51,861 dt/day (Exhs. EFSB-N-13-1; EFSB-N-14-§;

Algonquin owns the upstream section of the J-2 lateral, consisting of 10,700 feet of
14-inch pipeline between the Mystic Avenue regulator and the J-22 valve (Exhs. NGC-3,
at 3-1; EFSB-G-4). NSTAR Gas owns the 9400 foot section of the J-2 lateral which lies
between the J-22 valve and the Third Street Gate Station (Exhs. NGC-3, at 3-1;
EFSB-G-4). NSTAR Gas indicated that it owns and operates the pressure regulating
equipment at Algonquin’s Mystic Avenue regulator (Exhs. NGC-3, at 3-2; EFSB-G-4;
Tr: 3, at 339).

The Company stated that Algonquin also has an emergency interconnect off the NSTAR
Gas portion of the J-2 lateral, which is used less than once a year to provide Boston Gas
Company with gas for its 22 psig distribution system (Exhs. NGC-3, at 2-7; EFSB-G-6;
Tr. 1, at 22).

One decatherm (1 dt) equals one million British thermal units (1 mmBtu). Gas with a
volume at standard temperature and pressure of one thousand cubic feet of gas (1 mcf)
typically has a heat content of about 1 mmBtu, depending on the gas mixture (Tr. 2, at
262-265).
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Tr. 2, at 283). The Company stated that Kendall Station was not drawing gas at the time of peak
hourly sendout from the Third Street Gate Station (Tr. 2, at 283; Tr. 3, at 293).

3. Need for Additional Pipeline Capacity

a. Description
NSTAR Gas asserted that it is not able both to provide expanded service to Kendall

Station and to serve existing customers in Somerville and Cambridge with its existing facilities
(Exh. NGC-3, at 2-2). To document the requirements of its Somerviile and Cambridge
customers, NSTAR Gas provided a copy of its most recent approved forecast, developed in 1996
and entitled "Long-Range Forecast and Resource Plan, 1996-2001" ("1996 Forecast and Supply
Plan") (Exh. EFSB-N-1(a) Att.). See Commonwealth Gas Company .ong-Range Forecast and
Resource Plan, D.T.E./D.P.U. 96-117 (2000). The Company indicated that it had not anticipated

the Kendall Station Project when the 1996 Forecast and Supply Plan was developed (Exh.
EFSB-N-1). In its 1996 Forecast and Supply Plan, the Company projected that annual aggregate
sales in its Cambridge division would grow from 7451 billion Btu per year ("BBtu/yr") in 1996
to 7865 BBtu/yr in 2001 and concluded that it had adequate resources to serve firm sendout
customers in the years 1996 to 2001 (Exh. EFSB-N-1(a) Bulk Att. at 3, 4, 57)."° During this
proceeding, the Company stated that sendout in the area of Third Street in Cambridge has
increased significantly due to new construction and industrial growth, indicated that the
reliability of the existing distribution system in Somerviile and Cambridge could benefit from
improvement, and stated that the system is currently constrained from accepting new load in a
section of Somerville near the existing 14-inch NSTAR Gas pipeline (Exh. EFSB-N-7).
NSTAR Gas stated that Mirant Kendall has requested gas delivery at a rate of 2300
million Btu per hour ("mmBtu/hr") and a pressure of 430 psig (Exh. NGC-3, at 1-2, 2-2)." The

NSTAR Gas stated that it evaluates system adequacy for system load conditions at ém
ambient temperature of -20°F (degrees Fahrenheit) (Exh. NGC-3, at 2-7).

The Company provided an April 2001 letter from Mirant Kendall requesting

transportation for 2312.5 mmBtu/hr of gas (Exh. RR-EFSB-3 Att.). Subsequently, the

Company stated that the maximurmn connected load at Kendall Station would be

2300 dt/hr (Exh. EFSB-N-5-8). NSTAR Gas indicated that the combustion turbine to be

used at Kendall Station has a maximum design flow rate of 1965 dt/hr, while the Heat
(continued...)
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Company noted that this rate represents 94% of the historic maximum flow through the Third
Street Gate Station (Exh. EFSB-N-13-1-S). The Company indicated that it could not deliver gas
at 430 psig to Kendall Station with its existing facilities, since the J-2 lateral currently is limited
to 325 or 329 psig (Exhs. NGC-3, at 1-1, 2-2; EFSB-N-11-S).

The Company stated that it has a contractual obligation to provide gas service to MIT at
325 psig but that it is unable to maintain this pressure during periods of peak demand (Exhs.
NGC-3, at 2-5, 2-7; EFSB-N-9-S Att.; Tr. 3, at 305). However, the Company indicated that it
has generally been able, even during periods of peak demand, to maintain a pressure of at least
300 psig at the Third Street Gate Station and at MIT, 300 psig being the rﬁinimum pressure
needed to maintain the operation of MIT’s compressor (Exhs. NGC-3, at 2-7, 3-5; EFSB-N-1 I;
Tr. 3, at 298, 305-306). The Company stated that under the constraint of maintaining a pressure
of 300 psig at MIT, the existing J-2 lateral can accommodaté approximately 3000 thousand cubic
feet of gas per hour ("mcfh") to the Third Street Gate Station (Exh. EFSB-N-11-S).

In support of its contention that it cannot reliably serve both the repowered Kendail
Station and its current customers with existing equipment, NSTAR Gas p.rovided a summary of
the results of a system analysis (Exh. EFSB-N-9-S Att.). The Company reported results of four
analyses based on different scenarios with respect to upstream pressure, assuming increased gas
delivery to Kendall Station via a new service line from the Third Street Gate Station to Kendall
Station, without any enhancement of the infrastructure serving the Third Street Gate Station (id.).
The four scenarios assume that 213 meth would flow to MIT, that 2000 or 2500 mcth would
flow to the repowered Kendall Station, and that an assumed peak-hour flow of 2499 or 2585
mefh would flow to other customers (id.). The four scenarios variously assume external
pressures at the Mystic Avenue regulator of 326.6 psig, 329 psig, 370 psig, and 433 psig (id.).
Delivery pressures at Kendall Station would range, under the four scenartos, from 209 psig to
350 psig, with pressures at MIT running about 3 psig higher than those at Kendall Station (id.).
The Company interpreted its results as indicating that adding delivery of 2300 dt/hr of gas to

Kendall Station to historic peak sendout volumes to other customers would result in delivery

1 (...continued)

Recovery Steam Generator ("HRSG™} can consume an additional 335 dt/hr (Exh. NGC-3,
at 1-2). The Company anticipates that Mirant Kendall would contract for 1965 mmBtu/hr
of firm gas transportation and 335 mmBtwhr of interruptible transportation (Tr. 2,

at 269).
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pressures of 209 psig at Kendall Station and 212 psig at MIT (Exhs. NGC-3, at 2-7;
EFSB-N-15-S)."” The Company noted that these pressures would be well below the delivery
pressure of 430 psig identified as necessary for the repowered Kendall Station, and also below
the delivery pressure of 325 psig required by contract with MIT (Exhs. NGC-3, at 2-7, 3-4;
EFSB-N-11; EFSB-N-11-8). The Company’s modeling further demonstrated that the inlet
pressure at the Third Street Gate Station would be below 300 psig, the minimum pressure the
Company believes is required to safely operate the distribution system and maintain reliable gas
service to MIT (Exh. EFSB-PA-7)."

b. Analysis
In order to meet its statutory mandate, the Siting Board first evaluates whether there is a

need for additional energy resources to meet reliability, economic efficiency, or environmental
objectives. The Siting Board must find that additional energy resources are needed as a
prerequisite to approving a proposed energy facility. MMWEC Decision, 12 DOMSB at 56;
1999 Berkshire Gas Decision, 9 DOMSB at 12; MECo/NEPCo Decision, 18 DOMSC at 396-
403.

Here, NSTAR Gas has proposed to increase system capacity by constructing a natural gas
pipeline to an existing take station in order to transport additional gas to a repowered Kendall
Station, while providing reliable service to its other local customers. The record shows that
NSTAR Gas delivers gas to numerous Cambridge-area customers, including Kendall Station and
MIT, via the Third Street Gate Station. The Company has modeled peak hour gas flow and
delivery pressures at the repowered Kendall Station and at MIT, assuming that no additional
capacity is added to the NSTAR Gas delivery system. The Company’s modeling demonstrates
that, without changes to the existing supply system, deliveries of 2300 mmBtw/hr to the

repowered Kendall Station on a peak day would cause delivery pressures at MIT to drop to

The summary of the system modeling indicates that a pressure of 236.6 psig could be
maintained at MIT with firm transportation of approximately 2000 mefh of gas to Kendall
Station (Exh. EFSB-N-9-5 Att.).

B The Company stated that the J-2 lateral can transport approximately 3000 mefh of gas and

still maintain a pressure of 300 psig at the Third Street Gate Station, assuming an inlet
pressure of 325 psig at the Mystic Avenue regulator (Exh. EFSB-N-11-S).
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212 psig; if deliveries to the repowered Kendall Station were limited to 2000 mmBtwhr, peak
day delivery pressures at MIT still would drop to approximately 237 psig, well below the
minimum pressure needed to keep MIT’s equipment on-line. The record thus indicates that the
J-2 lateral is not currently capable of supplying the repowered Kendall Station with the requested
volumes of gas while maintaining adequate pressure for existing customers served by the Third
Street Gate Station.™

The record also demonstrates that, without changes to the existing supply system, the
Company could not deliver the requested volumes to the repowered Kendall Station at the
requested pressure of 430 psig, and that delivery pressures could be as low as 209 psig under
certain scenarios. While a delivery pressure of 430 psig to the repowered Kendall Station may be
desirable, the record indicates that it is not necessary because gas delivered to Kendall Station
can be recompressed on-site for use in the Kendall Station turbine. Nonetheless, the low
potential delivery pressures to Kendall Station provide additional evidence that system
reinforcements are desirable.

Based on the modeled delivery pressures at MIT and at Kendail Station, the Company has
established that its existing system is inadequate to serve its anticipated load in the Third Street
Gate Station area with acceptable reliability. Consequently, the Siting Board finds that there is a

need for additional energy resources in the area of the Third Street Gate Station in Cambridge.

4, Consistency with Long-Range Forecast

G.L. c. 164, § 69] requires that a facility proposed by a gas company required to file a
long-range forecast pursuant to G.L. c. 164, § 691 be consistent with that company's most
recently approved long-range forecast. G.L. c. 164, § 69]. NSTAR Gas is a gas company
required to file a long-range forecast pursuant to G.L. ¢. 164, § 691. See G.L. c. 164, §§ 75B,
75H. Consequently, to satisfy the statutory requirement, the Siting Board reviews the

consistency of the proposed gas pipeline with the most recent long-range forecast submitted by

The Company also has suggested that its low pressure system in Somerville and
Cambridge may be unreliable, and that the proposed project would allow it to provide
local distribution of gas in an arca of Somerville along the existing 14-inch line, These
arguments have not been sufficiently developed in this proceeding to support a finding of
need for additional energy resources.
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NSTAR Gas.

The Company stated that its most recent forecast filed pursuant to G.L. c. 164, § 691 -- the
1996 Forecast and Supply Plan -- was approved by the Department of Telecommunications and
Energy ("Department”) in January 2000 (Exh. EFSB-N-1). See Commonwealth Gas Company,

' Long-Range Forecast and Resource Plan, D.T.E/D.P.U. 96-117 (2000). The Company asserted
that 1t continues to use the methods and process detailed in its Department-approved forecast to
prepare updated forecasts and support plans for system development such as the proposed project
(NSTAR Gas Initial Brief at 8, citing Tr. 2, at 275).

In support of its contention that the proposed project is consistent with an approved
forecast, the Company provided a copy of the 1996 Forecast and Supply Plan, including load
projections for the period 1996 to 2001, together with a copy of updated projections prepared in
August 2000 for the period 2000 to 2005 ("August 2000 Forecast") (Exhs. EFSB-N-1(a); EFSB-
N-1(b); EFSB-N-1-S). The Company explained that its methods for developing load projections
in the approved and updated forecasts included use of econometric models to develop multi-
variable regression equations, which in turn were used to generate firm and aggregate sales
projections (Tr. 2, at 275). The Company stated that it included different load growth scenarios
-- high, medium, and low -- as part of the 1996 Forecast and Supply Plan, and that actuai growth
has been close to the medium-growth scenario (Tr. 3, at 346-348). The Company aiso noted that,
consistent with industry trends toward unbundling of gas supply and transportation, use of its
system for end user transportation ("EUT") fequirements has been increasing, including
conversion of existing customers from firm sales to EUT service; the Company’s forecasts track
and project EUT as a component of system throughput, distinct from Company sales and sendout
(Exhs. EFSB-N-1; EFSB-N-1(a) at 2-3, 62-95; EFSB-N-1(b); EFSB-N-1-S)."

The Company indicated that system improvements such as the proposed project typically
are not addressed as part of a long-range forecast (Tr. 2, at 276-277). However, the Company
stated that it used projections from the August 2000 Forecast as a basis for the system analysis
used to establish the need for the proposed project and to compare alternative project approaches,

and noted that these projections are consistent with the medium-growth scenario presented in the

3 In the August 2000 Forecast, the Company projected that Cambridge district total

throughput, excluding MIT and new Kendall Station load, will increase 13.3% from
9733 BBtuw/yr in 2001 to 11,032 BBtu/yr in 2005 (Exh. EFSB-N-1-8).
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1996 Forecast and Supply Plan (Exhs. EFSB-N-1; EFSB-N-9; Tr. 3, at 346-348).'

G.L.c. 164, § 69J requifes that a facility proposed by a gas company required to file a
long-range forecast pursuant to G.L. c. 164, § 691 be consistent with that company's most
recently approved long-range forecast. G.L. c. 164, § 69]. In prior cases where the need for a
facility has been premised on an electric or gas company’s need to serve load in a localized area,
the Siting Board has found the facility to be consistent with a previously approved forecast either
if the need fér the facility was established in that forecast, or if the localized forecast upon which
a showing of need was based was methodologically consistent with that forecast. See Cambridge
Electric Light Company, 12 DOMSB 305, at 320 (2001) ("CELCo Decision"); New England
Power Company, 7 DOMSB 339, at 357 (1998) ("1998 NEPCo Decision"); Norwood Municipal
Light Department, 5 DOMSB 109, at 127 (1997).

Another class of projects, not clearly anticipated by statute, are those projects designed to
serve a specific customer or set of customers, rather than to serve load in a specific section of a
company’s service territory. While the need for such projects generally is unrelated to the issues
typically addressed in a long-range forecast, the choice of project approach may affect, either
positively or negatively, a company’s ability to reliably meet load requirements in the remainder
of its service territory. :

The Siting Board acknowledges that electric and gas companies may receive requests to
serve major new loads, including new generation, at any time during the forecast cycle, and that
companies should respond to such requests in a timely fashion, using the best information
available at the time of the request. Therefore, when considering a proposed facility designed to
serve new generation, the Siting Board will consider the facility to be consistent with a long-
range forecast if any issues related to the project’s effect on the company’s ability to serve load in
its service territory are addressed using a forecast that is methodologically consistent with its

most recently approved forecast. See CELCo Decision, 12 DOMSB at 320,

Here, the Company has performed a system analysis in order to assess the need for

In its system analysis for the proposed project, the Company evaluated existing and
alternative future system configurations based on modeling of system flow rates and
pressures for 2001 and 2005; the Company’s analysis assumed that peak deliveries to
customers other than Kendall Station and MIT would increase by up to 13%, from a year
2001 flow rate of between 2485 and 2585 mcth to a year 20035 flow rate of between 2794
and 2814 mcth (Exhs. EFSB-N-9-5; EFSB-N-9-S Att.; EFSB-N-13-2; Tr. 3, at 314).
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additional energy resources to meet Mirant Kendall’s request for an enhanced gas supply to its
repowered Kendall Station, using léad data and projections from internal Company forecasts.
The Company also used the system analysis to evaluate various approaches to providing this
enhanced gas supply, in light of their effect on the Company’s ability to reliably serve its
customers in Somerville and Cambridge (see Section Ii.B, below).

With respect to forecast consistency, the Company has provided information about: the
methods and results of its most recently approved long-range forecast; the 1996 Forecast and
Supply Plan; its analysis to internally update its long-range forecast in August 2000; and its use
of the updated long-range forecast to derive load assﬁmptions for its system analysis. The
Company has established that its current internal forecasts for its Cambridge district are
methodologically consistent with its most recently approved long-range forecast. The Company
has further established that the load assumptions in its system analysis for the proposed projeét
are consistent with its ‘cur'rent internal forecasts for the Cambridge district. Accordingly, the
Siting Board finds that the proposed project is consistent with the Company’s most recently

approved long-range forecast.

B. Comparison of Proposed Project and Alternative Approaches

1. Standard of Review

G.L.c. 164, § 69H requires the Siting Board to evaluate proposed projects in terms of
their consistency with providing a reliable energy supply to the Commonwealth with a minimum
impact on the environment at the lowest possible cost. G.L. c. 164, § 69H. In addition, G.L.
c. 164, § 69] requires a project proponent to present "alternatives to planned action" which may
include: (a) other methods of generating, manufacturing, or storing electricity or natural gas;
(b) other sources of electrical power or natural gas; and (c) no additional electric power or natural
gas.'7 G.L.c. 164, § 697. ‘

In implementing its statutory mandate, the Siting Board requires an applicant to show

that, on balance, its proposed project is superior to alternate approaches in terms of cost,

17 G.L. c. 164, § 69], also requires an applicant to provide a description of "other site

locations." G.L. c. 164, § 69J. The Siting Board reviews the applicant’s preferred route,
as well as other possible routes, in Section III.B, below.
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environmental impact, and ability to meet the identified need. CELCo Decision, 12 DOMSB at
321; Boston Edison Company - Hopkinton and Milford, 6 DOMSB 208, at 252 (1997) ("1997
BECo Decision"); Boston Edison Company, 13 DOMSC 63, at 67-68, 73-74 (1985). In addition,

the Siting Board requires a petitioner to consider reliability of supply as part of its-showing that
the proposed project is superior to alternative project approaches. CELCo Decision,12 DOMSB
at 321; 1997 BECo Decision, 6 DOMSB at 253-257; MECo/NEPCo Decision, 18 DOMSC at
404-405,

2. Identification of Project Approaches for Analysis

The Company presented four project approaches for analysis: (1) installation of a new
18-inch line on the NSTAR Gas portion of the J-2 lateral ("proposed project"); (2) upgrade of the
existing NSTAR portion of the J-2 lateral to a rating of 433 psig ("Alternative Approach 1");

(3) instaliation of a new dedicated pipeline from the Mystic Avenue regulator in Medford directly
to Kendall Station ("Alternative Approach 2"); and (4) replacement of the entire J-2 lateral (both
Algonquin and NSTAR Gas portions) from the Mystic Avenue regulator to the Third Street Gate
Station ("Alternative Approach 3") (Exh. NGC-3, at 3-1 to 3-4)."® The Company indicated that it

did not consider the use of compression at the Third Street Gate Station as a possible means to

meet the identified need (Exh. EFSB-PA-7).

a. The Proposed Project Approach
NSTAR Gas proposes to construct an approximately 11,775-foot, 18-inch pipeline rated

for 433 psig from the J-22 valve in Somerville to the Third Street Gate Station (Exh. NGC-3,
at 3-1). This pipeline would operationally replace the existing 14-inch NSTAR Gas portion of
the J-2 lateral (id. at 1-1, 4-2). The existing 14-inch pipeline would be retained for use as part of

These four approaches were highlighted by the Company in its comparison of project
approaches; these are not necessarily the only approaches considered by the Company.
For instance, the Company considered constructing a pipeline from the Brookford take
station in western Cambridge, but determined that such a pipeline would pass through
highly congested arcas in Cambridge without providing additional beneﬁts consequently,
this approach was not considered further (Exh. EFSB-PA-4).
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the 60 psig distribution system for Cambridge and Somerville (id. at 3-1, 3-2). In addition, as
part of the proposed project, gas-fired gas heaters would be installed at the Third Street Gate
Station,'” and the pressure regulators at Algonquin’s Mystic Avenue regulator would be removed
(id. at 3-1; Exhs. NGC-2, at 1-10; EFSB-E-29). The Company stated that hydrostatic testing of - -
the new pipe would not be required (Exh. NGC-3, at 3-3).

NSTAR Gas indicated that the proposed project woﬁld provide gas to Kendail Station at
304 psig, rather than the requested pressure of 430 psig, so additional comfnression by the
customer would be required at Kendall Station (id. at 3-4; Tr. 2, at 264).%°

b. Alternative Approach 1

Alternative Approach 1 would involve upgrading and certifying the existing 14-inch
NSTAR Gas segment of the J-2 lateral to 433 psig, to match the certification of the Algonquin
segment of the J-2 lateral (id. at 3-2). NSTAR Gas indicated that Altemative Approach 1 would
require major rehabilitation of the existing 14-inch pipeline, including replacement of 2662 feet
of pipe that has a wall thickness that the Company considers inadequate for the higher pressure
(id. at 3-3).

Certification would also require a hydrostatic test of the line (id. at 3-2). To maintain
continuity of service to customers during pipeline rehabilitation and hydrostatic testing, estimated
to last six to eight weeks, NSTAR Gas would temporarily store and vaporize LNG at the Third
Street Gate Station as a substitute source of gas (id. at 3-2, 3-3). NSTAR Gas stated that under

Alternative Approach 1,'it would remove the pressure regulators at Algonquin’s Mystic Avenue

Heating the gas is required to protect equipment from freezing downstream of pressure
reducing valves at the Third Street Gate Station (Exh. NGC-3, at 1-10).

0 The Company provided results of its calculations of the pressure that a pipeline from the

J-22 valve to the Third Street Gate Station could deliver, assuming three different pipe
diameters (Exh. EFSB-PA-5-5). For these calculations, the Company assumed an inlet
pressure of 370 psig at the Mystic Avenue regulator, a repowered Kendall Station, and
peak demand (id.). The calculations indicated that a 14-inch diameter pipe could deliver
aminimum of 200 psig, a 16-inch pipe could deliver a minimum of 292 psig, and an
18-inch pipe could deliver a minimum of 307 psig; the diameter of 18 inches was selected
in order to maintain a delivery pressure of at least 300 psig (id.).
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regulator following certification of the NSTAR Gas section of the J-2 lateral (id.). The Company
indicated that under Alternative Approach 1, gas pressure at MIT could drop as low as 271 psig
during peak system sendout; the Company therefore asserted that use of Alternative Approach 1
would compromise MIT’s supply situation (Exh. EFSB-N-9-S; Tr. 3, at 322).'

C. Alternative Approach 2

Alternative Approach 2 would involve construction of approximately 21,000 feet of
12-inch pipeline from the Mystic Avenue regulator in Medford directly to Kendall Station (Exh.
NGC-3, at 3-3).** The J-2 lateral would continue to move gas to the Third Street Gate Station for
the other existing NSTAR Gas customers (Tr. 3, at 332). The Company stated that it would need
to obtain additional land area at the existing Mystic Avenue regulator in Medford in order to tie

the new pipeline into the Algonquin transportation system (Exh. NGC-3, at 3-3).

d. Alternative Approach 3

Alternative Approach 3 would involve constructing approximately 21,000 feet of 18-inch
pipeline from the Mystic Avenue regulator in Medford to the Third Street Gate Station (id.
at 3-4).” This new pipeline would replace the entire J-2 lateral (id.). The existing 14-inch
pipeline would be retained for use as part of the 60 psig distribution system for Somerville and

Cambridge (id.).

€. Analysis
NSTAR Gas has identified four approaches to providing additional capacity in the Third

Street Gate Station area: the proposed project and Alternative Approaches 1, 2, and 3. The

proposed project and Alternative Approaches 2 and 3 each involve the construction of new

2 The Company did not indicate whether Altermate Approach 1 could maintain adequate

pressure at MIT by dropping interruptible service to the HRSG at peak periods.

2 The pipeline for Alternative Approach 2 would presumably be rated for 433 psig.

s The pipeline for Alternative Approach 3 would presumably be rated for 433 psig.
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pipeline to replace or supplement a segment or all of the J-2 lateral, while Alternative
Approach 1 involves an upgrade of the NSTAR-owned segment of the J-2 lateral.

The record indicates that, while Alternative Approach 1 would allow an increase in the
pressure of gas delivered at the Third Street-Gate Station, flow would still be limited by the
existing pipeline’s 14-inch diameter. As a result, Alternative 1 would not permit NSTAR Gas to
deliver the requested volumes of gas to the repowered Kendall Station while maintaining
adequate delivery pressures at MIT during peak periods. In addition, use of Alternative
Approach 1 would require the Company to temporarily store and vaporize LNG at the Third
Street Gate Station during the upgrade and testing of the J-2 lateral, whereas gas could continue
to flow though the J-2 lateral during construction of the proposed project, Alternative 2, or
Alternative 3. Given the significant disadvantages of Alternative Approach 1 with respect to
meeting the identified need as well as the necessity for establishing a backup supply during
construction, the Siting Board focuses its review on the proposed project, Alternative

Approach 2, and Alternative Approach 3.

3, Pipeline Performance

NSTAR Gas asserted fhat, with supplemental compression at Kendall Station, the
proposed project and Alternative Approaches 2 and 3 would meet the identified need (id. at 3-6).
The Company indicated that the lower the pressure at which the gas is delivered, the more energy
Mirant Kendall would need to expend to recompress the gas; the Company indicated that it
would therefore be beneficial to provide gas to Kendall Station at the highest possible pressure
(Tr. 3, at 296-297). The anticipated performance of each alternative is discussed below.

The Company stated that, assuming a minimum inlet pressure of 370 psig and a minimum
requirement of 300 psig at MIT, the proposed pipeline could deliver 5430 mcfh to the Third Gate
Street Station (Exh. EFSB-N-11-S; Tr. 2, at 283). NSTAR Gas indicated that, with expected -
delivery rates, the proposed project would deliver gas to Kendall Station at a minimum pressure
of approximately 304 psig; thus, the project would not meet Mirant Kendall’s request for

delivery of 2300 dt/hr of gas at 430 psig and Mirant Kendall would use on-site compression to
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increase the pressure (Exh. NGC-3, at 3-1, 3-2; Tr. 3, at 305).2 NSTAR Gas indicated that the
proposed project would then meet Mirant Kendall’s needs without diminishing delivery pressure
to MIT (1d.). The Company said the proposed project also would provide additional capacity
capable of supplying other customers with roughly 1000 mcfth more than-is currently delivered
("excess capacity"), assuming firm transportation of 1965 mcfh to Kendall Station; the excess
capacity of approximately 1000 mcfh compares to a current excess capacity of 551 meth without
repowering Kendall Station (Tr. 3, at 294). Thﬁs, the proposed project would provide additional
energy resources to meet the needs of NSTAR Gas customers (including both Mirant Kendall
and MIT) (Exh. NGC-3, at 3-4).

NSTAR Gas indicated that Alternative Approach 2 would provide gas to Kendall Station
with a delivery pressure of 331 psig, without compression (id.; Tr. 3, at 325). NSTAR Gas
indicated that Mirant Kendall would use supplementary compression to increase gas pressure to
430 psig (Exh. NGC-3, at 3-4). The Company stated that Alternative Approach 2 would bypass
the existing system and therefore would have no effect on MIT or other customers (Tr. 3,
at322).%

NSTAR Gas stated that Alternative Approach 3 would provide "slightly higher" delivery
pressures at Kendall Station than the proposed project (Exh. NGC-3, at 3-5). The Company

4 The Company’s summary of its system analysis study indicates that, with a flow of

2500 mcth to Kendall Station, pressure ranging from 370 to 433 psig at the Mystic
Avenue regulator, and a new 17.25-inch section of the J-2 lateral, MIT could receive
213 mcth at a delivery pressure that would range from 306 to 380 psig (Exh.
EFSB-N-9-S). The modeled pressure of 306 psig at MIT compares to a delivery pressure
of 298.2 psig modeled for peak load before Kendall Station is repowered, and compares
to MIT’s required delivery pressure of 300 or 325 psig (id.; Exh. NGC-3, at 3-4). With
expected load growth among customers other than Mirant Kendall and MIT, delivery
pressure at MIT would range from 298 to 374 psig by year 2005 (Exh. EFSB-N-9-S Att.;
Tr. 2, at 279-281). This range does not remain above the required delivery pressure to
MIT of 300 or 325 psig. Nevertheless, the Company claimed that there would be plenty
of capacity in the pipeline to serve Somerville and Cambridge for "many years” (Tr. 2,
at 279; Tr. 3, at 349).

o The Company noted that under Alternative Approach 2, there would be two high-pressure

pipelines running through the area instead of one; thus, NSTAR Gas would face increased
operation and maintenance responsibilities (Tr. 3, at 323).
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indicated that Mirant Kendall could use supplementary compression to increase gas pressure to
430 psig (1d. at 3-4). The Company indicated that Alternative Approach 3 would represent an
increase in capacity for customers other than Mirant Kendall, both relative to existing conditions
and relative to the proposed project (id:; Tr. 3, at 326).

Evidence presented by the Company indicates that none of the project alternatives would
consistently deliver gas at the pressure and volume requested by Mirant Kendall, without on-site
compression. However, each of the project alternatives could deliver the requested volumes of
gas to Kendall Station while maintaining service to other NSTAR Gas customers. Among the
three project alternatives, Alternative Approaches 2 and 3 would require the least additional
compression of gas at Kendall Station and would provide the most additional capacity for future
growth of other customers in Somerville and Cambridge. Accordingly, the Siting Board finds
that Alternative Approaches 2 and 3 would be superior to the proposed project with respect to

reiiability.

4, Environmental Impacts

The Company stated that temporary construction impacts along roadways would be
greater for Alternative Approaches 2 and 3 than for t.he proposed approach because of their
greater length (approximately 21,000 feet as compared to approximately 11,775 feet) (Exh.
NGC-3, at 3-6). In addition, Alternative Approach 2 would require the Company to acquire and
develop 2 parcel of land in Medford for an interconnect with Algonquin (id.).

The Siting Board notes that Alternative Approach 2 would eliminate the need for the
approximately 1000-foot service line required with the other approaches. However, even taking
into account the service line, the linear footage of construction required for Alternative
‘Approaches 2 and 3 is nearly twice that required for the proposed project. Alternative
Approaches 2 and 3 would traverse urban areas similar to those affected by the proposed project,
and therefore likely would have similar types of impacts but over a significantly larger area.
Consequently, the Siting Board finds that the proposed project would be superior to Alternative

Approaches 2 and 3 with respect to environmental impacts.
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5. Cost

NSTAR Gas estimated that the cost of the proposed project following the preferred route
would be $5,263,633 (id. at 3-7). The Company estimated that the costs of Alternative
Approaches 2 and 3 would be $7,559,886 and $9,365,046, respectively(id.). The Company -
indicated that the higher costs of Alterative Approaches 2 and 3 are due to the longer linear
distance of construction, relative to the proposed approach, and the likely need for relatively
costly bridge crossings (Exhs. EFSB-PA-3-S; EFSB-PA-6-S). A cost breakout is provided below
in Table 1. |

TABLE 1: COST COMPARISON AMONG PROJECT APPROACHES

$in 000s | Proposed Project Approach 2 Approach 3
Materials $439 $522 $763
Construction $3845 $5850 $7250
Take Station $500 $500 $500
Contingency $478 $687 $851
Total Cost Estimate $5263 $7559 $9365

Source: Exh. NGC-3, at 3-7. Figures rounded to the next lower thousand dollars.

The proposed project involves roughly half the length of pipeline construction required
for Alternative Approaches 2 and 3, resulting in a significantly lower project cost. Since
Alternative Approach 2 would eliminate the need for the approximately 1000-foot service line
required with the other approaches, the costs described by the Company for Alternative
Approach 2 may be somewhat overstated relative to the overall construction costs of the other
alternatives. Nonetheless, it is likely that the total cost of the proposed project, including the cost
of the service line, would be well below that of Alternative Approaches 2 and 3. Consequently,

the Siting Board finds that the proposed project would be superior to Alternative Approaches 2

* The Company indicated that Mirant Kendall is providing the funding for the construciion

of the pipeline, but that NSTAR Gas will own and maintain the pipeline (Exh. CAM-1-4;
Tr. 2, at 261).
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and 3 with respect to cost.

6. Conclusions

In the sections above, the Siting Board dismissed Alternative Approach 1, and reviewed
three remaining project approaches: the proposed project, Alternative Approach 2, and
Altemmative Approach 3. The Siting Board found that: (1) Alternative Approaches 2 and 3 would
be superior to the proposed project with respect to reliabiiity; (2) the proposed project would be
superior to Alternative Approaches 2 and 3 with respect to environmental impacts; and (3) the
proposed project would be superior to Alternative Approaches 2 and 3 with respect to cost. The
record shows that the proposed project, Alternative Approach 2 and Alternative Approach 3
could provide adequate service to Kendall Station if Mirant Kendall compresses gas it receives.
Alternative Approaches 2 and 3 would allow delivery of gas to Kendall Station at a higher
pressure, so Mirant Kendall would not need as much supplemental compression as with the
proposed project. Also, Alternative Approaches 2 and 3 could have greater system benefits in
the long run since there would be more excess capacity available for other customers in the area
of the Third Street Gate Station. However, these advantages of Alternative Approaches 2 and 3
are not shown, in the case record, to be critical. Given that any of the three alternatives could,
with compression, supply Mirant Kendall’s firm demand while continuing reliable service to
other customers, the incremental benefits of Alternative Approaches 2 and 3 are limited. Based
on the length of pipeline construction required, the proposed project would be expected to have
significantly less environmental impact than Alternative Approaches 2 and 3. Also, the record
indicates that the cost of the proposed project would be significantly less than Alternative
Approaches 2 and 3. The Siting Board concludes that the environmental and cost advantages of
the proposed project cutweigh the performance advantages of Alternative Approaches 2 and 3.
Accordingly, the Siting Board finds that the proposed project would be superior to Alternative
Approaches 2 and 3 with respect to providing a reliable energy supply for the Commonwealth

with a minimum impact on the environment at the lowest possible cost,
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Il.  ANALYSIS OF THE PREFERRED AND ALTERNATE FACILITY/ROUTES

The Siting Board has a statutory mandate to implement the policies of G.L. c. 164,
§§ 69H-69Q), to provide a reliable energy supply for the Commonwealth with a minimurﬁ impaét
on the environment at the lowest possible cost. G.L. c. 164, §§ 69H and J. Further, G.L. c. 164,
§ 69], requires the Siting Board to review atternatives to planned projects, including "other site
locations." G.L; c. 164, § 69J. In implementing this statutory mandate, the Siting Board requires
a petitioner to demonstrate that it examined a reasonable range of practical siting alternatives,
and that its proposed facilities are sited at locations that minimize costs and environmental
impacts while ensuring supply reliability. CELCo Decision, 12 DOMSB at 323; MMWEC
Decision, 12 DOMSB at 116; New; England Power Company, 21 DOMSC 325, at 376 (1991).

In Section I1.B, above, the Siting Board found that the proposed project would be superior
to Alternative Approaches 1, 2, and 3 with respect to providing a reliable energy supply for the
Commonwealth with a minimum impact on the environment at the lowest possible cost. In
Section IIL.A, below, the Siting Board reviews the Company’s site selection process to determine
whether NSTAR Gas examined a reasonable range of practical facility siting options. In
Section IH.B, below, the Siting Board describes the preferred and alternate routes for the
proposed project. Finally, in Section II1.C, below, the Siting Board evaluates the environmental
impacts, cost, and reliability of the preferred and alternate routes in order to determine whether
environmental impacts would be minimized and whether an appropriate balance would be

achieved among environmental impacts, cost, and reliability.

A Site Selection
1. Standard of Review

G.L.c. 164, § 69] provides that a petition to construct a proposed facility must include
"a description of alternatives to [the applicant’s] planned action” including "other site locations.”
G.L. c. 164, § 69]. In past reviews of alternate site locations identified by an applicant, the Siting
Board has required the applicant to demonstrate that it examined a reasonable range of practical
siting alternatives. See CELCo Decision, 12 DOMSB at 323; MMWEC Decision, 12 DOMSR at
119; 1998 NEPCo Decision, 7 DOMSB 333, at 374. In order to determine whether an applicant
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has considered a reasonable range of practical alternatives, the Siting Board has required the
applicant to meet a two-pronged test. First, the applicant must establish that it developed and
applied a reasonable set of criterta for identifying and evaluating alternate routes in a manner
which ensures that it has not overlooked or eliminated any routes which, on balance, are clearly
superior to the proposed route. CELCo Decision, 12 DOMSB at 324, MMWEC Decision, 12
DOMSB at 119; 1998 NEPCo Decision, 7 DOMSB at 374. Second, the applicant must establish
that it identified at least two noticed sites or routes with some measure of geographic diversity.
CEI Co Decision, 12 DOMSB at 324; MMWEC Decision, 12 DOMSB at 119; 1998 NEPCo
Decision, 7 DOMSB at 374.

2. Site Selection Process

a. Identification and Screening of Routes

The Company indicated that its site selection process included: development of threshold
cnteria, including definition of a study area; identification of six route alternatives based on the
application of the threshold criteria; development of screening criteria; and ranking of routing
options to determine a preferred and an alternate route (Exh. NGC-3, at 4-1 to 4-27).

The Company indicated that the study area for its proposed project consisted generally of
East Cambridge and part of Somerville near Union Square.”’” The Company asserted that routes
extending beyond the identified area would add unnecessary length and/or additional
construction difficulties (id. at 4-4; Exh. EFSB-SS-2 Att.; Tr. 1, at 49). The Company listed tﬁe
following as threshold criteria for identifying possible routes (Exh. NGC-3, at 4-5, 4-6):

. Follow existing utility or transportation corridors or rights-of-way to minimize
environmental and community impacts;
. Avoid crossings of private property to the extent possible;

. Avoid residential areas where acceptable alternatives exist;

7 More specifically, the Company defined the study area as land within boundaries defined

by the MBTA Lowell line corridor and the Monsignor O’Brien Highway on the northeast;
the banks of the Charles River on the southeast; Kendall Station, Main Street, and
Broadway on the south; Webster Avenue and Union Square on the west; and the J-22
valve on the north (Exhs. NGC-3, at 4-4; EFSB-8§-2 Att.).
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Avoid streets for which a construction moratorium has been set by the Cities of
Cambridge and Somerville;

Avoid narrow streets where acceptable wider alternatives are available, to maximize the
potential to mitigate traffic impacts;

Avoid streets where congestion of existing underground utilities presents significant
difficulties for construction and/or maintenance of facilitics;

Allow long straight segments in preference to numerous turns; and

Avoid streets where significant on-going or planned work by the cities or other
companies could conflict with construction of the interconnect facilities.

The Company stated that identification of cross-country route alternatives was impossible

due to the dense development of the area (id. at 4-2). The Company indicated that the use of

existing railroad rights-of-way would be problematic, stating that it had obtained MBTA and/or

CSX specifications requiring deep installation and installation within a separate casing, and

indicated such installation would pose problems for any pipe repairs and for maintaining cathodic

protection of the pipe (id. at 4-4 to 4-5). The Company also cited problems with existing utility

congestion on a number of individual streets (id. at 4-6).

The Company stated that after examining the study area in light of its threshold criteria, it

identified the following six route alternatives (id. at 4-7 to 4-14):

Medford/First: This route would proceed from the J-22 valve along the McGrath
Highway, onto Medford Street/Gore Street, onto Gore Street, through the Twin City Mall
parking lot, onto the O’Brien Highway, Cambridge Street, First Street, Linskey Way, and
Third Street to the Third Street Gate Station.

Fifth Street: This route would proceed from the J-22 valve along the McGrath Highway,
onto Medford Street/Gore Street, onto Gore Street, then onto Fifth Street, Binney Street,
and Third Street to the Third Street Gate Station.

Webster Avenue: This route would proceed from the J-22 valve on the McGrath
Highway onto Greenville Street, then onto Monroe Street, Stone Avenue, Columbus
Avenue, Bonner Avenue, Prospect Street, Webster Avenue, Columbia Street, Lincoln
Street, Webster Avenue, Binney Street, and Third Street to the Third Street Gate Station.

Portland Street: This route would proceed from the J-22 valve along the McGrath
Highway onto Medford Street, then onto Portland Street, Binney Street, and Third Street
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to the Third Street Gate Station.

. McGrath/First: This route would proceed from the J-22 valve along the McGrath
Highway, continuing along the McGrath Highway and on the O’Brien Highway, and then
proceeding on Cambrnidge Street, First Street, Linskey Way, and Third Street to the Third
Street Gate Station.

. Linwood/First: This route would proceed from the J-22 valve along the McGrath
Highway, onto Linwood Street, returning to McGrath Highway and continuing on the
O’Brien Highway, and then proceeding on Cambridge Street, First Street, Linskey Way,
and Third Street to the Third Street Gate Station.

The Company stated that it compared the six route alternatives using thirteen screening
criteria, including five technical feasibility criteria, seven community and environmental criteria,
and cost (Exh. NGC-3, at 4-14 to 4-26). The Company stated that the technical feasibility
criteria were used to assess the potential difficulty of construction and maintenance of the
interconnection facilities (id. at 4-16). The Company stated that the community and
environmental impact criteria were used to assess the potential effects of the interconnection
facilities on the human and natural environment (id. at 4-18).

The Company indicated that, for each of the routes, it developed ratings and scores for
each of the screening criteria (id. at 4-23, 4-24). The Company explained that it ranked each
route as high, medium, or low for each criterion, and then assigned a score of 2 if the route was
high ranking, a score of 1 if the route was medium ranking, and a score of 0 if the route was low
ranking (ad.).

The Company stated that to dertve an overall suitability score, it assigned a weight to
each criterion based on the project team’s judgment of the relative importance of that criten'oﬁ
(id. at 4-24). Criteria that were considered very important were given a weight of 3, criteria that
were considered of moderate importance were given a weight of 2, and criteria that were
considered of minor importance were given a weight of 1 (id.). The Company stated that the
individual criterion score was then multiplied by the weight to derive the weighted score for each
criterion for each route (id.). The Company stated that the weighted scores were then totaled for
each route alternative (1d.). The criteria used to rank the six routes, with weightings in

parentheses, are listed below (id. at 4-14 to 4-24).
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Technical Feasibility Criteria

. Length of route (2)
‘. Degree of congestion in underground utilities along route (3)
. Difficulty of railroad crossing (2)
. Reliability/serviceability (3)
¢ Difficulty of intersection crossings (3)

Community and Environmental Impact Criteria

. Construction impacts on residences (3)
. Proximity to sensitive receptors (1)
. Construction impacts on the traffic system (2)

. Open space/parkland (1)

. Historical sites (1)
. Hazardous material (2)
o Community acceptance® (3)

Cost Criterion

. Cost (3)

The Company described how it rated each criterion, weighted the criteria, and combined
scores, and it presented overall scores for its screening level route alternatives (Exh. NGC-3, at
4-16 to 4-26). Scoring of alternatives is summarized below in Table 2, while route lengths and

costs are presented below in Table 3.

® The Company indicated that it sought input from various stakeholders and either met or

spoke with representatives of: the Cambridge Department of Community Development,
the Cambridge Department of Public Works, the Somerville Department of Public
Works, the Metropolitan District Commission, the East Cambridge Planning Team, the
Association of Cambridge Neighborhoods, the MBTA, and the Sewerage Division of the
Massachusetts Water Resources Authority (Exhs. NGC-3, at 4-2; EFSB-SS-4).
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TABLE 2: SUMMARY OF WEIGHTED SUBSCORES BY CRITERIA GROUP
Route Name Technical Community/ Cost Total Score | Overall
Environmental Rank
Medford/First 15 22 3 40 #1
Fifth Street 20 11 6 37 #2
Webster Avenue 5 5 3 13 #6
Portland Street 9 9 6 24 #4
McGrath/First 5 18 3 26 #3
Linwood/First 2 18 3 23 #5
Note: Higher scores indicate higher suitability.
Source: Exh. NGC-3, at 4-26.
TABLE 3: ROUTE LENGTHS AND COSTS
Route Name Length in Feet Estimated Cost Ultimate Rank
Medford/First 11,775 $5,263,633 #1
Fifth Street 8,800 $4,117,782 #2
Webster Avenue 11,200 $5,467,982 #6
Portland Street 9,300 $4,641,217 #4
McGrath/First 10,850 $5,408,478 #3
Linwood/First 10,550 $5,305,617 #s

Sources: Exhs. NGC-3, at 4-26; EFSB-SS5-5-S at 2.

The Medford/First alternative received the highest overall score, while the Fifth Street
alternative received the second-best overall score (Exh. NGC-3, at 4-26). The Fifth Street

alternative scored highest among the alternatives for many of the more heavily weighted criteria,

but received poor scores for construction impacts on residents and for community acceptance

(id.). The Company noted that the Webster Avenue route scored low for railroad and road

intersection crossings and reliability/serviceability; that the Portland Street route scored low for

utility congestion and traffic impacts; and that both the McGrath/First route and the

Linwood/First route scored low in technical criteria including utility congestion, railread
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crossing, and reliability/serviceability (id. at 4-27).” The Company remarked that the partiéular
advantages of the Medford/First route are that it: (1) avoids residential neighborhoods more than
some other routes; (2) can largely be constructed using normal trench/backfill/compact methods;
(3) lacks exposed lengths of pipeline, thus protecting the cathodic protection system; and

(4) would not need to be relocated in the event of bridge construction or bridge maintenance
work (Tr. 1, at 107).

In developing its overall rankings, the Company assigned to both the Medford/First route
and the McGrath/First route scores of 6 for both residential impacts and for community
acceptance, and scores of O for traffic impacts (Exh. NGC-3, at 4-26). The Company provided a
letter from the City of Somerville disagreeing with the Company’s analysis rating the
McGrath/First and Medford/First routes equally with respect to residential impacts and traffic
impacts, and also disagreeing with top ranking for the Medford/First route with respect to
community acceptance (Exh. EFSB-SS-12). In its letter, the City of Somerville endorsed the
McGrath/First route, citing the low residential impacts of a route along the McGrath Highway,
compared to impacts along Medford Street on the Medford/First route (id.).

Based on the screening described above, the Company selected the Medford/First route
and the Fifth Street route as the two routes that would undergo more detailed analysis; as the
highest scoring route, the Medford/First route was designated the preferred route, while the Fifth
Street route was designated the alternate route (Exhs. NGC-3, at 4-27; EFSB-SS-5).

b. Analysis
NSTAR Gas has developed a set of criteria for identifying and evaluating pipeline routing

options that address environmental impacts, land use concerns, community issues, cost, and
reliability -- types of criteria that the Siting Board has found to be appropriate for the siting of
public utility facilities. See MMWEC Decision, 12 DOMSB at 125; Berkshire Gas Decision, 9
DOMSB at 43-44; New England Power Company, 4 DOMSB 109, 167 (1995). '

2 The Company highlighted technical difficulties that it would face in avoiding existing

utilities at a railroad crossing on the Linwood/First and McGrath/First routes, indicating
further that railroad crossings constituted the most important distinguishing construction
issue among the six routes (Tr. 1, at 55-56, 80).
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To identify route options for further evaluation, the Company first identified an area that
would encompass all viable routing options given the limitations imposed by the locations of the
J-22 valve and the Third Street Gate Station. The Company used threshold criteria to identify six
routes within this area. The Company then developed a list of 13 community and environmental, -
techmical, and cost criteria, to be used to evaluate these six routing alternatives, and assigned
welghts to each of these screening criteria based on their relative importance. For each of the
identified alternatives, the Company scored the route on each of the 13 screening criteria, then
multiplied the unweighted scores by the assigned weights to produce weighted scores. The
Company then added the weighted scores to get a total weighted score for each route and ranked
the six routes based on the total weighted scores.

The Company’s use of a site selection process based on development of weighted scores
served to balance the community/environmental impacts, technical issues, and costs of the six
routing alternatives and then to rank each route. The Company’s allocation of nearly half of
overall weight to community/environmental criterta and the remainder to technical and cost
criteria was reasonable. The weighting of specific environmental factors appropriately reflected
their relative significance; in particular, construction impacts on residences was appropriately
stressed. Overall, the Company used a comprehensive, systematic method to compare identified
alternatives on the basis of technical feasibility, cost, and environmental and community impacts,

The record indicates that the City of Somerville has disagreed with the Company

~ assessment of the Medford/First route with respect to residential and traffic impacts and

community support, and advocated the McGrath/First route. However, the record shows that the
McGrath/First route scored poorly on technical criteria of utility congestion, railroad crossing,
and reliability/serviceability, and received an overall weighted score of only 26 points, 14 less
than the high-ranking Medford/First route. Thus, even if the Company’s scoring were revised to
reflect Somerville’s assessment of community and environmental impact advantages of the
McGrath/First route, it is unlikely that this route would outscore the preferred route when all
criteria are considered.

Accordingly, the Siting Board finds that the Company has developed and applied a

reasonable set of criteria for identifying and evaluating alternate routes in a manner which
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ensures that it has not overlooked or eliminated any routes which are, on balance, clearly superior

to the proposed project.

3. Geographic Diversity
NSTAR Gas considered six geographically diverse routes between the J-22 valve and the

Third Street Gate Station. The six alternate routes completely overlap only in segments
proximate to the beginning and ending points of the proposed gas pipeline. Each route is clearly
distinct, offering a unique set of environmental, reliability, and cost constraints and advantages
within the area designated by the Company as encompassing all viable siting options for its
proposed gas pipeline. From the identified routes, the Company has selected two practical
routes. Although these two routes overlap in segments, each route offers a unique set of
environmental and cost constraints and advantages. Consequently, the Siting Board finds that the
Company has identified a range of practical gas pipeline routes with some measure of geographic

diversity.

4, Conclusions on Site Selection
The Siting Board has found that the Company has developed and applied a reasonable set
of criteria for identifying and evaluating alternate routes in a manner which ensures that if has not
overlooked or eliminated any routes which are, on balance, clearly superior to the proposed route.
In addition, the Siting Board has found that the Company has identified a range of practical
pipeline routes with some measure of geographic diversity. Consequently, the Siting Board finds
that NSTAR Gas has demonstrated that it examined a reasonable range of practical siting

alternatives.

B, Description of Preferred and Alternate Routes
1. Preferred Route

The Company stated that the preferred route is approximately 11,775 feet long and runs
through Somerville and Cambridge (Exh. NGC-3, at 1-11). The preferred route begins at the

J-22 valve on the McGrath Highway in Somerville, near its intersection with Medford Street and
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Highland Avenue (id. at fig. 1.2-1, 1-11, 5-14). From this intersection, it follows Medford Street
south,*® and continues past Somerv‘iile Avenue, crossing under the MBTA’s Fitchburg line
railroad tracks to the Somerville/Cambridge municipal boundary (id. at 1-11, 5-14). Continuing
southeast.on Gore Street in Cambridge, the preferred route crosses under a CSX railroad track
crossing, turns northeast on Rufo Road, runs eastward through the parking lot of Twin City Mall,
and then turns southeast along the O’Brien Highway, passing under the MBTA Green Line
viaduct at the intersection with Cambridge Street. The route makes a sharp turn west onto
Cambridge Street for a very short distance, then proceeds south on First Street, west on Linskey
Way, and south on Third Street to the Third Street Gate Station (id. at fig. 1.2-1, 1-11).

NSTAR Gas proposed a variation to the preferred route to be used if obstacles at the
Cambridge Street/O’Brien Highway intersection prevent construction there (id. at 1-11). The
variation tumns off the O’Brien Highway at its intersection with Gore Street and Sccond Street,
follows Second Street south to Cambridge Street and then follows Cambridge Street east to First
Street, where the variation rejoins the preferred route (id. at fig. 1.2-1, 1-11). The route variation
1s 860 feet in length and replaces a 940-foot segment of the preferred route (Exh. RR-EFSB-10).
The Company requests that the Siting Board approve both the preferred route and this route
variation (Exh. NGC-3, at 1-11).

2. Alternate Route
The Company’s alternate route follows the same path as the preferred route from the J-22
valve on the McGrath Highway to the intersection of Gore Street with Rufo Road in Cambridge.
At that point, the alternate route continues east on Gore Street, south on Fifth Street, east on
Binney Street, and south on Third Street to the Third Street Gate Station (id. at fig. 1.2-1). The
Company estimated that the alternate route would be 8800 feet in length (id. at 1-14).

30 For a portion of its length, approximately between Highland Avenue and Somerville

Avenue, Medford Street continues along the McGrath Highway as one-way frontage
roadways on either side of the elevated highway (Exh. NGC-3, at 5-14). Medford Street
becomes Gore Street at the Somerville/Cambridge municipal boundary (id. at fig. 1.2-1).
The McGrath Highway becomes the O’Brien Highway at or near the Somerville/
Cambridge municipal boundary (id.).
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C. Environmental Impacts, Cost, and Reliability of the Preferred and Alternate
Facilities

1. Standard of Review

In implementing its statutory mandate to ensure a reliable energy supply for the
“Commonwealth with a minimum impact on the environment at the lowest possible cost, the
Siting Board requires a petitioner to show that its proposed facility is sited at a location that
minimizes costs and environmental impacts while ensuring a reliable energy supply. To
determine whether such a showing is made, the Siting Board requires a petitioner to demonstrate

that the proposed site for the facility is superior to the noticed alternatives on the basis of

balancing cost, environmental impact, and reliability of supply. MMWEC Decision, 12 DOMSB
at 127; 1999 Berkshire Gas Decision, 9 DOMSB at 40; 1997 BECo Decision, 6 DOMSB at 287.

An assessment of all impacts of a proposed facility is necessary to determine whether an
appropriate balance is achieved both among conflicting environmental concerns as well as among
environmental impacts, cost, and reliability. A facility which achieves that appropriate balance
thereby meets the Siting Board’s statutory requirement to minimize environmental impacts at the
lowest possible cost. MMWEC Decision, 12 DOMSB at 128; 1999 Berkshire Gas Decision, 9
DOMSRB at 46; 1997 BECo Decision, 6 DOMSB at 287.

The Siting Board recognizes that an evaluation of the environmental, cost, and reliability
trade-offs associated with a particular proposal must be clearly described and consistently applied
from one case to the next. Therefore, in order to determine if a petitioner has achieved the proper
balance among environmental impacts and among environmental impacts, cost, and reliability,
the Siting Board must first determine if the petitioner has provided sufficient information
regarding environmental impacts and potential mitigation measures in order to make such a
determination. The Siting Board then can determine whether environmental impacts would be
minimized. Similarly, the Siting Board must find that the petitioner has provided sufficient cost
mformation in order to determine if the appropriate balance among environmental impacts, cost,
and reliability would be achieved. MMWEC Decision, 12 DOMSB at 128; 1998 NEPCo
Decision, 7 DOMSB at 384; Commonwealth Electric Company, S DOMSB 273, at 337 (1997).

Accordingly, in the secttons below, the Siting Board examines the environmental
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impacts, reliability, and cost of the proposed facilities along NSTAR Gas' preferred and alternate
routes to determine: (1) whether environmental impacts would be minimized; and (2) whether an
appropriate balance would be achieved among conflicting environmental impacts as well as
among environmental impacts, cost, and reliability. In this examination, the Siting Board
compares the preferred and alternate routes to determine which is superior with respect to
providing a reliable energy supply for the Commonwealth with a minimum impact on the

environment at the lowest possible cost.

2. Environmental Impacts

In this section, the Siting Board evaluates and compares the environmental impacts of the

proposed facilities along the preferred and alternate routes, the proposed mitigation for such

impacts, and any options for additional mitigation. The Siting Board then determines whether
the environmental impacts of the proposed facilities along the preferred route would be
minimized. The subsections below consider impacts to adjacent land uses, traffic disruptions,

noise impacts, and potential impacts to land and water resources.

a. Land Use

NSTAR Gas stated that zoning and existing land uses along both routes are similar, but
that the preferred route passes through more commercial areas, while the alternate route passes
through more residential areas (Exh. NGC-3, at 5-12). The Company estimated land use adjacent
to the preferred route as 30% residential, 36% commercial/office, 12% industrial/transportation,
21% mixed residential/commercial/office use, and 1% open space/recreational (Exhs. EFSB-E-2;
EFSB-SS-6 Att.). The Company estimated that land use adjacent to the alternate route is 62%
residential, 24% commercial/office, and 14% industrial/transportation (id.).

The Company stated that, in Cambridge, the preferred route would pass by 12 residential
buildings, the preferred route with the variation would pass by 16 residential buildings, and the
alternate route would pass by 74 residential buildings (Exh. EFSB-E-3). Most of the additional
residential properties along the alternate route are located on Gore and Fifth Streets (Exh. CAM-

1-33). In Somerville, where the preferred and alternate routes are identical, the pipeline would
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pass by 34 residential buildings (Exh. EFSB-E-3). The Company indicated that properties
adjacent to the preferred route variation include one more single-family and three more multi-
family residences than the preferred route without the variation (id.). Photographs provided by
the Company show that - most houses along -both routes are built close to each other and to the
street (Exh. NGC-3, at 5-15 to 5-44). The number and type of residential buildings along the

preferred and alternate routes are summarized in Table 4, below.

TABLE 4: ESTIMATED NUMBER OF RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS

Cambridge Somervilie
Single-Family Multi-Family Single-Family Multi-Family
Preferred Route 4 g3t 6 28
Preferred Route 5 11 6 28
with Variation
Alternate Route 8 66 6 28

Source: Exh, EFSB-E-3

NSTAR Gas stated that the principal impacts of the proposed project on neighboring
residential properties would be temporary construction noise, temporary loss of on-street parking,
and temporarily restricted access to driveways (Exh. CAM-1-33; Tr. 1 at 135-137). The
Company stated that it would restore driveway access at night and would identify and provide
replacement parking spaces where necessary to mitigate the loss of on-street parking along the
route (Exh. CAM-1-33; Tr. at 136). While the Company estimated that construction of the entire
pipeline would take at least seven months (Exh. EFSB-E-30), it expected that impacts on
individual prbperties would last no more than several days (Exh. CAM-1-33; Tr. 1, at 137).

The Company stated that no schools, emergency facilities, daycare facilities, or nursing
homes are located along either the preferred or the alternate route (Exh. EFSB-SS-14). However,

the Company indicated that both the preferred and alternate routes are m close proximity fo a

3 These mclude one large apartment building on the north side of the O’Brien Highway and

another at the corner of First Street and Binney Street (Exhs. RR-EFSB-17; NGC-3, at 5-
9.
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City of Cambridge park designated as Gold Star Mother’s Park and Gore Field (on Gore Street
between Fifth and Sixth Streets), the East Cambridge Health Center (at the corner of Gore Street
and Rufo Road), and a Metropolitan District Commission ("MDC") indoor skating rink (at Rufo
Road and Gore Street) (id.). The Company also stated that the preferred route runs in close
proxXimity to urban open space along the Lechmere Cﬁnal (Exh. NGC-3, at 5-4). The Company
stated that pedestrian and vehicular access to businesses at the Twin City Mall and
CambridgeSide Galleria would be maintained during construction (Tr. 1, at 139).

The Company stated that the pipeline would be designed and constructed to standards that
meet or exceed all applicable federal, state, and industry safety requirements and standards (Exh.
NGC-3, at 1-3). In addition, the Company stated it would lay waming tape above the pipeline
that would alert future excavators of the gas pipeline buried below (Exh. NGC-3, at 1-3; Tr. 2, at
173). The Company stated that trenches would be backfilled or plated at the end of every
working day during the construction period (Exhs. EFSB-E-10; EFSB-E-18).

The record shows that the alternate route passes more than twice as many residential
properties as the preferred route. The Siting Board notes that the relative extent of residential
units -- a factor with potential bearing on our comparison of residential land use impact -- was
not quantified. However, the analysis shows that in Cambridge, the alternate route would affect a
residential area extending for several blocks, while the preferred route would affect more limited
arcas. Accordingly, the Siting Board finds that the preferred route is superior to the alternate
route with respect to land use. The record shows that the Company will mitigate the land use
impacts of pipeline construction by employing industry-standard safety measures in the design
and construction of the pipeline, maintaining access to businesses along the route, and providing
mitigation for parking impacts in residential neighborhoods. The Siting Board notes that the land
use impacts of the preferred route would be slightly greater if the variation to the preferred route
were used, given the residences in proximity to construction along the variation. In order to
minimize land use impacts, the Company should use the variation only in the event that
unforeseen circumstances prevent the construction of the facilities through the O’Brien
Highway/Cambridge Street intersection. Overall, the Siting Board finds that land use impacts of

the proposed project along the preferred route would be minimized.
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b. Traffic

The Company asserted that, due to the necessity of working in public ways that are
sometimes heavily traveled, sometimes narrow, and sometimes congested, construction traffic
mmpacts would be inevitable (NSTAR Gas Initial Brief at 30). However, the Company stated that
all traffic impacts would be temporary (Exh. NGC-3, at 5-13).

The Compﬁny 1dentified several measures to mitigate traffic impacts during construction,
including limitation of work to low-volume traffic hours, provision of pavement markings and
other measures to define construction zone traffic flow, identification of detour routes that are
most capable of handling traffic flow, maintenance of safe pedestrian flow, accommodation of
loading zones and other business functions, notification of abutting residents by leafleting,
coordination with other projects to minimize simultancous construction projects in the same
location, and use of police details (Exhs. NGC-3, at 5-45, 5-46; CAM-1-15; Tr. 1, at 136, 138).
The Company stated it would develop a traffic management plan in consultation with the Cities
of Somerville and Cambndge and the MDC once the final alignment is determined (Exh. NGC-3,
at 5-13). The Company stated that the traffic management plan would identify measures to
ensure that pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicular flow 1s maintained alor_lg the route during
construction {(Exh. EFSB-E-32). The Company also stated that replacement parking spaces
would be identified and provided "when necessary to mitigate the temporary loss of on-street
parking along the route" (Exh. CAM-1-33; Tr. 1, at 137).

The Company also identified working at night as a means to reduce peak hour traffic
disruption (Exh. NGC-3, at 5-45). The Company provided a traffic management plan (Exh. RR-
EFSB-24-8) that identified four areas where night work might be necessary: on Medford Street
between Somerville Avenue and the MBTA overpass; at the Twin City Mall; on the O’Brien
Highway southbound between the Twin City Mall entrance drive and Third Street; and on First
Strect south of Cambridge Street (Exhs. RR-EFSB-24-5 at Sheet 3; RR-EFSB-24-82). These
areas are highlighted on Figure 2 (attached).

The Company asserted that traffic impacts along the preferred and alternate routes would
be generally similar, although it considered impacts to be slightly less along the alternate route,

due to construction complexities at the sharply angled and congested intersection of the O’Brien
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