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PPRAC Meeting Minutes of October 4, 2016 
 
 

The Power Plant Research Committee (PPRAC) met on October 4, 2016 at the Chesapeake 
Bay Foundation in Annapolis, Maryland.  The meeting’s agenda, the list of attendees, 
presentations, and handouts are provided on the PPRP website 
(http://pprp.info/PPRAC/default.htm).  PPRAC also received a thumb drive which contained 
presentations and a copy of the draft Long-term Electricity Report (LTER). 
 
Provided below is a summary of the meeting content and action items. 
 
PPRP Director Ted Garrish welcomed committee members and other attendees.  PPRAC’s co-
chairman, Kenneth Capps of Old Dominion Electric Cooperative, convened the meeting and 
introductions were made around the room.  (It was noted that Peter Dunbar, PPRAC co-
chairman, was unable to attend.) 
 
Maryland LTER 
 
Exeter reviewed the assumptions for the LTER Reference Case—including load growth, natural 
gas and coal prices, costs of renewable energy, and federal environmental regulatory 
requirements—and  summarized key Reference Case results.  Exeter also highlighted 
alternative scenario results that differ dramatically from the Reference Case, and discussed 
their causes.  
 
Upcoming dates and deadlines: 

 Public outreach meetings on October 24th, at DNR and Chesapeake College, and 

October 25th, at Frederick Community College.  Meeting details are posted on the DNR 

website 

(http://dnrweb.dnr.state.md.us/dnrasp/websurvey/dnrcform/cm.asp?page=14&lstMonth=

October). 

 Final PPRAC webinar on the LTER on October 28th to discuss questions that arise as 

PPRAC members read through the draft LTER and to update those who missed the 

PPRAC meeting on October 4.  In addition, PPRP will review the results of the few 

remaining requested PPRAC alternative scenarios. 

 PPRAC comments on the draft LTER are requested by November 4, 2016.  Please 

provide comments by email to Susan Gray (susan.gray@maryland.gov) with a copy 

Steven Estomin (sestomin@exeterassociates.com). PPRP will provide a written 

response to all comments received. 

 
Comments/answers to questions raised during discussion: 
 

How the ABB Model works 

 Certain real-world feedback loops are not reflected in the model, for example: the effect 

of higher RGGI prices on electricity demand, the effect of higher CO2 emissions on 

RGGI prices, or the effect of higher natural gas prices on natural gas supply. (question 

from MEA) 

http://pprp.info/PPRAC/default.htm
http://dnrweb.dnr.state.md.us/dnrasp/websurvey/dnrcform/cm.asp?page=14&lstMonth=October
http://dnrweb.dnr.state.md.us/dnrasp/websurvey/dnrcform/cm.asp?page=14&lstMonth=October
mailto:susan.gray@maryland.gov
mailto:sestomin@exeterassociates.com
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 The model assumes that permitting for new generation and transmission capacity 

happens instantaneously. (question from ERM) 

 
Model inputs 

 RGGI prices are treated as an input into the model. RGGI cost containment allowances 

are not included in the RGGI caps. 

 The model does not include results from May 2016 PJM RPM auction. 

 Changes to the New York RPS are not incorporated in the LTER. 

 The LTER uses PJM’s load forecast, which does not include prices or price projections 

in their forecast methodology. Of the three PJM transmission zones that contain portions 

of Maryland, energy consumption is highest in PJM-MidE, next highest in PJM-SW, and 

lowest in PJM-APS. (See LTER presentation slide 13 for a geographic representation of 

these PJM areas.) 

 Natural gas price forecasts for this LTER do not match severity of the past LTER (i.e., 

the high natural gas price forecast for this LTER is much lower). Still, natural gas prices 

are projected to rise, due to increased demand from electric power industry, higher 

levels of LNG exports, and decreased drilling by natural gas producers. 

 In general, the ABB Model builds new generation, not new transmission, to meet 

reliability and capacity reserve requirements. However, for the Clean Power Plan 

alternative scenario, new transmission is added to integrate major additions of 

renewable generation in the Midwest. 

 The model uses “real world” values and/or data for the first three years of capacity 

prices and capacity additions before transitioning to projections. This transition can 

sometimes be marked by a striking jump in values, as the model “makes up” for a 

perceived shortfall.  

Reference Case and alternative scenario results 

 No new coal plants are built in any scenario, because total costs (including capital and 

environmental compliance costs) are higher than for natural gas. 

 The loss of demand response in PJM’s RPM auction contributes to a sharp jump in 

capacity prices from 2019 to 2020. In addition, there is a need for capacity. 

 Maryland’s participation in RGGI puts it in a very good position to comply with the Clean 

Power Plan. 

 Higher natural gas prices account for a steep rise in energy prices between 2017 and 

2020. 

 The High Natural Gas Price scenario is the only one in which Maryland fails to meet the 

requirements of Healthy Air Act.) 

 A large jump in capacity additions in 2020 is due in part to a transition from builds based 

on permitted projects (i.e. “real world” values) and builds based on projected market 

conditions. 
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 In the Clean Power Plan alternative scenario, fossil fuel prices are slightly lower. Also 
coal is slightly handicapped in the dispatch queue, while efficient natural gas is slightly 
incentivized. 

 
 
PPRP action items: 

 Consider a new scenario with higher RGGI prices, based on what prices would cause 

Maryland to meet its CO2 emissions goals directly, rather than through the purchase of 

allowances. 

 Consider a scenario with natural gas prices that reach $12-15/MMBtu, as a proxy for 

fracking being banned. 

 Determine how much detail about gas price assumptions can be provided to PPRAC, 

specifically delivered gas prices to zones, and provide this information. 

 Revisit and modify the section on land needed for onshore wind and solar PV. Consider 

not placing all wind in the high renewables scenarios in Maryland.  Considering showing 

land consumption by renewables under wide range of assumptions. And consider 

showing land used for renewables as a percentage of total land available.  

 
Highlights of the Cumulative Environmental Impact Report (CEIR-18) 
 
Bob Sadzinski presented an overview of CEIR-18 and updated PPRAC that the web-based full 
report will be available for their review on October 5, 2016.  Representatives from PPRP 
Integrators who contributed to the content of the CEIR-18 report provided highlights from their 
areas of expertise:  Stacy Sherwood from Exeter Associates (Economics Integrator), Dan 
Goldstein from ERM (Atmospheric Sciences Integrator), Diane Mountain from ERM 
(Environmental Engineering Integrator), and Steve Schreiner from Versar (Biology Integrator).  
Ms. Mountain also reviewed the different methods for PPRAC to provide comments and then 
led a live demonstration of how to navigate the CEIR-18 web pages.  The final CEIR-18 report is 
scheduled to be published by December 1, 2016.  
 
Upcoming Dates and Deadlines: 
 

 On October 5, 2016, PPRP will email a link to the draft CEIR-18 web-based report to all 
PPRAC members with instructions for submitting comments and suggestions. (Status: 
Completed) 

 All PPRAC member comments and suggestions on the draft CEIR-18 report are 
requested by November 10, 2016.  Please provide comments by email to Bob Sadzinski 
(bob.sadzinski@maryland.gov) with a copy to Miranda Brown 
(mbrown@spectrumenv.com).  PPRP will provide a written response to all comments 
received. 
 

There were no PPRP action items resulting from this presentation. 
 
Update on Conowingo Studies 
 
Bruce Michael, Acting DNR Assistant Secretary provided a quick summary on the status of 
Conowingo Dam sediment studies.   The Susquehanna River is the largest tributary to the 

mailto:bob.sadzinski@maryland.gov
mailto:mbrown@spectrumenv.com
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Chesapeake Bay, providing about half of its freshwater and accounting for almost half of the 
bay’s nitrogen pollution, a quarter of its phosphorus pollution, and a quarter of its sediment 
pollution. The majority of the bay’s watershed exists outside of Maryland, and during a major 
storm event, 70 to 80 percent of all sediment that flows into the Chesapeake Bay is from the 
upstream Susquehanna watershed. The Lower Susquehanna River Watershed Assessment 
Study conducted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in coordination with the state of 
Maryland was finalized in March 2016 and confirmed that the Conowingo Dam reservoir has 
essentially reached its sediment storage capacity and is no longer capable of trapping sediment 
and associated nutrients underscoring the urgency of finding practical solutions. The study also 
found that increased sediments and nutrients flowing over the dam must be addressed to meet 
Chesapeake Bay restoration goals as required by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.   
 
Governor Larry Hogan held Maryland’s first Conowingo Dam Summit in July and announced the 
formation of a multi-agency work group to seek innovative dredging solutions for reducing 
pollution that threatens the Chesapeake Bay. The Hogan administration also announced a 
formal Request for Information to help find solutions, and determine if dredging of the 
Conowingo Dam and re-use of dredged materials can be done in an efficient and effective way. 
 
Recent/Ongoing PPRP Projects and Issues of Interest 
 
Ted Garrish discussed the outlook for current and future PPRP CPCN Applications.  A handout 
was provided listing all ongoing and upcoming CPCN projects and their current status.  Due to 
the Maryland Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) and the associated financial incentives, 
PPRP has seen a large number of solar projects filing for CPCNs over the last two years and it 
is expected to continue through 2017.    
 
Mr. Garrish briefly discussed the applicability of the Forest Conservation Act (FCA), particularly 
the requirements for afforestation, and the significant impact that FCA litigation is having on the 
schedules for current solar projects.  Steve Talson, Assistant Attorney General for PPRP and 
Maryland Energy Administration, then spoke in detail about the FCA.  In past CPCN cases, 
there was only concern about reforestation requirements for solar projects, focusing on those 
projects that were removing existing trees.  However, several Maryland counties have 
expressed concerns about building solar projects on farmland with no existing trees; this 
construction triggers afforestation requirements under the FCA.  (“Afforestation” is defined as 
the establishment of a tree cover on an area from which it has always or very long been absent, 
or the planting of open areas which are not presently in forest cover.)  PPRP has begun to 
include afforestation requirements as part of the CPCN recommended license conditions.  
Several solar projects disagree with the inclusion of these requirements; there are now four 
cases on appeal to the PSC in which the applicability of FCA to solar projects is at issue.  This 
has resulted in all ongoing solar projects falling into one of three categories: those that have 
filed appeals against the FCA requirements, those whose schedules are suspended awaiting a 
final ruling from the PSC, and those that have chosen to move forward and comply with the FCA 
requirements without waiting for a final ruling.  
 
Ted Garrish also spoke on issues arising from preemption of local zoning in solar and other 
renewable energy projects – specifically regarding the use of lands zoned agricultural, and the 
intersection of renewable energy and cultural heritage issues.  At the conclusion of Mr. Garrish’s 
remarks, Ms. Janet Christensen-Lewis, Vice Chair of the Kent Conservation and Preservation 
Alliance, presented a statement about these issues and how they relate to the Mills Branch 
Solar Project in Kent County. (Her written remarks are appended to the end of these minutes.) 
 

http://dnr.maryland.gov/waters/bay/Pages/LSRWA/home.aspx
http://dnr.maryland.gov/waters/bay/Pages/LSRWA/home.aspx
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Finally, Mr. Garrish spoke about transmission planning and steps to reduce the disproportionate 
impact on various groups of electric customers and ratepayer equity.  Mr. Garrish remarked that 
the State needs to be looking at actions to prevent the occurrence of transmission constraints 
such as those experienced in the “artificial island” area of southern New Jersey.   
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COMMENTS SUBMITTED FOR THE OCTOBER 4TH PPRAC BY KENT 

CONSERVATION AND PRESERVATION ALLIANCE 

 

 

Under Maryland law the Public Service Commission (PSC) relies on the Power Plant Research 

Program (PPRP) of the DNR for review of state agencies’ issues related to power generation 

prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN).  Our 

organization recognizes that the PPRP is constantly under external pressure, is facing 

expanded workloads, and is likely understaffed for the many responsibilities delegated to 

them. Nonetheless, we are concerned about several PSC cases in the last year which appear to 

inadequately protect the public interest and the resources of the state of Maryland, and which 

reveal deficiencies in the current processes for evaluating, and approving new power 

generation projects. We would also like to note that we are concerned that the State lacks a 

planning mechanism for power generation placement. 

 
The economic and political environment in which power generation occurs has totally changed 

in the last 20 years, but the laws and processes governing this have not kept pace with 

changing incentives and circumstances.  CPCNs were developed in an era when regulated 

public utilities were the sources and distributors of electric power, and profits were strictly 

regulated.  While the utilities still largely control distribution, generation has passed to 

unregulated for-profit corporations that are heavily subsidized for renewable energy 

generation. This new environment has introduced aggressive for-profit incentives into power 
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generation that has tended to subvert many of the environmental, natural, cultural, and 

historic issues PPRP is charged with evaluating.   

 
The nature of power generation itself has dramatically changed.  CPCNs were created in an era 

when long-distance transmission lines and fossil fueled or nuclear generation facilities were the 

primary consideration, and power plants required no more than a few hundred acres of land.  

Today, industrial wind and solar generation facilities require hundreds to thousands of acres of 

land for industrial generation. Taking into account capacity factor, wind facilities require 160-

230 acres/megawatt and solar 30-45 acres/megawatt, compared to 0.5 acres/megawatt for 

nuclear.  Such massive requirements put renewable energy generation into direct competition 

with other uses of land, particularly agriculture.  A solar facility delivering 1000 megawatts of 

electricity (equivalent to a single nuclear plant) would require 30,000-45,000 acres of land, 

which would be a quarter to a third of the agricultural land in Kent County.  Since renewable 

energy project developers prefer rural areas because of the availability of larger tracts of land 

at lower per acre prices, the competition with agricultural use has become acute, yet there is 

no state policy which addresses this threat to the state’s agricultural economy.  The future of 

renewable energy policy will likely be driven to higher renewable energy mandates, which will 

increase the pressure on land use.  The current 2.5% solar carve out for solar development in 

Maryland’s Renewable Energy Policy is the floor not the ceiling.  

 
The PSC has indicated it feels able to override local zoning even when the local jurisdiction has 

made adequate provision for accommodation of renewable energy facilities – just not in the 

locations that some developers might prefer. Thus the PSC can pursue preemption of local 

land use decisions, yet in the absence of PPRP’s regional planning, once required for public 

energy facilities (which deregulation halted), it now lacks a mechanism for evaluating the 

impact of its preemption.  Further, the primary driver of preemption today is the profit motive 

of private corporations, not the provision of adequate electrical resources by a regulated public 

service utility. 
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The following is a discussion of a few of the PSC cases that have been reviewed by Kent 

Conservation and Preservation Alliance in the past year, which have implication beyond the 

specific case. 

 
1.  In OneEnergy PSC case #9387 the PPRP finally recognized that they had failed to apply the 

requirements of the Forest Conservation Act (FCA) in previous solar applications for CPCNs.  

Dr. Sherwell from the PPRP testified that the failure to apply the FCA to previous solar projects 

"was an omission on our part of something that should have been a requirement in the CPCN 

case.” The PPRP corrected the previous error to protect the FCA, but this course correction has 

resulted in appeals and confusion as to applicability in all solar cases pending at the PSC.  Since 

we believe that the FCA should equally apply to all projects that meet the criteria in the 

Maryland, regardless of the “goodness” of the purpose of the developer, we are hopeful that 

the ultimate decision by the PSC will be support of the environment and the Chesapeake Bay. 

 
2. Great Bay Solar Project case #9380 received PPRP review, was approved by the PSC and 

granted a CPCN.  A subsequent case, PSC case #9393 for construction of a 138kV overhead 

transmission line, Dwight Etheridge testified that the Great Bay Solar project received the 

approval for the CPCN without having the information necessary to evaluate what impact that 

project would have on the reliability of the grid, and the subsequent need for a new 

transmission line.   The Public Utility Law Judge, in the proposed order to approve the CPCN 

(for case # 9393), wrote that “The primary economic benefits of the line will go to the 

developers and or owners of the generation that these new lines will serve” and that “the 

ratepayers in the Delmarva Transmission Zone” will bear the cost.  Two of those owners to 

which the primary economic benefits will be going are the Canadian multinational corporation, 

Algonquin Power & Utilities, which acquired Great Bay Solar and Amazon, which owns 80 MW 

of solar capacity in Accomack County, VA.  How happy will the ratepayers be to learn that they 

are subsidizing these corporations as part of the extremely large rate increase that DPL is 

currently asking the PSC to approve?  
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The cumulative impact resulting in one project too many in an area that was already at 

capacity and reflects a lack of comprehensive state planning.  Since the PPRP and the PSC are 

ultimately responsible for overseeing electric generation and distribution we feel the 

responsibility of planning for truly distributed power generation lies with these state units.  

 
The problem of making generation of power truly distributed, is illustrated currently in Kent 

County where most of the County is severely restricted or are designated as “red” zones by 

Delmarva Power and Light, indicating that these areas are unavailable for new rooftop or 

community solar facilities or farm solar projects due to congestion and capacity issues in 

transmission lines, because the grid operator PJM has allocated all existing capacity to utility 

scale solar projects. The fact that Maryland is sacrificing distributed small solar projects for 

utility scale solar again shows a lack of planning to control for unintended consequences.  

 
3.  Mills Branch Solar, PSC case# 9411, is certainly a case full of first impressions.  It is the first 

solar project to raise objections by County Commissioners, the first case to be challenged by a 

Heritage Area managing entity, and the first case to have a specific reference by the 

Secretaries in the submittal letter about support of local decision-making. If the PULJ rules in 

the applicant’s favor, it would be the first use of the PSC’s preemption protocol for a renewable 

energy project.  

 
Kent County does not preclude utility scale solar. The idea that even though they have 

allocated land for utility scale solar that they could still have preemption apply implies that for 

profit corporations are now in charge of land use decisions.  This case has far reaching 

implications; without statewide planning for placement of energy generation – a state process 

that was lost after deregulation – a decision to use preemption would effectively mean that no 

land use planning would exist for energy generation.   The State and localities would be solely 

at the mercy of corporate determination of where land should be allocated for energy 

generation.  Why not at least decide that preemption should not be used where a county has a 

clear policy and land use plan supporting renewable energy generation, as Kent County has?  

Kent County has zoned thousands of acres for renewable energy, adjusted its policies to favor 
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more on-site generation for farmers and property owners, and been recognized nationally for 

its efforts.  

In addition, historic and cultural resources are an overriding concern in Kent County.  We love 

our past and although we see the need to incorporate modern living into that great historical 

past, we want these new layers of our history to be done with care, crafted in a way to have the 

least impact. Changes in use in the best parts of our landscape should be made conservatively, 

and only when absolutely necessary. Kent County has certainly made some mistakes in 

protection of the countryside, but these mistakes have focused our attention even more clearly 

onto the fragility of this landscape and makes it all the more important that we do not allow 

increasing intrusions.  The vernacular landscape, that currently has remained “largely” intact, is 

a dwindling resource, not only in Maryland, but also in this nation.   

Maryland has a responsibility to help the residents who have worked hard to maintain this 

balance and preserve this character. Heritage areas are the mechanism for recognizing and 

protecting these special places; Maryland’s Certified Heritage Areas have undergone 

significant planning that has been approved by a board, the Maryland Heritage Areas 

Authority, comprised of multiple Secretaries of Maryland agencies along with top experts and 

representatives of key stakeholder organizations. State units operating within Certified 

Heritage Areas have responsibilities that must be followed.    Consultation with a Certified 

Heritage Area’s managing entity under the law means more than a letter sent late in the 

process of environmental review.  Just as the PPRP brings in expertise during the assessment 

of the suitability for the placement of energy generation for all natural resources, such 

expertise should be brought in to focus on cultural and historic landscapes, particularly if the 

location has already been identified as important.  

It is not clear where the responsibility and authority for evaluation and enforcement of 

conditions recommended by the PPRP and adopted by the PSC in the CPCN process resides.  

How many conditions does the PPRP currently have in place across the state?  Neither the PSC 

nor the PPRP has an enforcement division. None of these projects outlines an enforcement 
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protocol, penalties for failure to comply over the life of the project, or who is responsible for 

inspection and oversight.  Local zoning cannot endorse or/enforce conditions or authorize 

construction on projects that violate Land Use Ordinances; even if the PSC issues a CPCN the 

project is still incompatible. Such conditions are not hypothetical.  In Ibis Solar case #9392 the 

CPCN was approved with no plans for the height of the solar panels or the inverters.  Approval 

of a CPCN without final documentation as to the actual configuration of a solar project is 

routine and problematic in and of itself.  The exact height that will be necessary to meet code 

has not yet been determined for Ibis because it is within the 100-year floodplain. This is a 

residential neighborhood with two story homes in close proximity. The residents have tried 

repeatedly to get some answers as to what to expect with no answers from Somerset County, 

the PSC, or the PPRP.  Yet those same residents have been asked to meet with the solar 

developer and comment on and approve a screening plan for a project with yet to be 

determined impacts. 

In conclusion, it is clear that the planning and approval process for renewable energy projects 

in Maryland is badly fragmented and that there is a lack of comprehensive planning for the 

integrated development going forward that will optimize existing resources, resolve conflicts 

equitably, and allow for the most efficient development of new generation sources.  The 

competition between agricultural use of prime farmland versus its use for solar generation and 

the extraordinarily large requirements for land by solar and wind projects has not been 

adequately recognized. No mechanism exists for the resolution of such competition, because 

while the PSC may exercise preemption authority to override local zoning, which is the primary 

protector of farmland, it has no mechanism to evaluate the relative merits of one use versus 

another.  The project-by-project keyhole analysis that is going on with each application that 

comes before the PSC is no way to plan for the future.  The potential for use of wastelands 

such as brownfields and Superfund sites, estimated by the EPA to exceed 100,000 acres in 

Maryland, has not been explored. How can we get power onto rooftops, over parking lots, and 

into distributed community-based projects when line capacity is being given to primarily out of 

state utility-scale producers?  Power generation is now driven principally by for-profit private 

companies, which are motivated primarily by federal and state subsidies rather than the 
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realistic economics of power generation itself, and the needs of local communities.  These 

companies are using authority given to the State in a different era to override local control of 

land use, while local residents are expected to continue to bear the primary cost of new 

transmission and generation line capacity. The residents of the State of Maryland deserve a 

cohesive well thought out plan to move forward with renewable energy.  All stakeholders 

including county government, farming interests, and ratepayers need to be included in this 

planning. As distribution of electricity continues to be the responsibility of state utilities, and 

transmission lines and the grid are maintained by PJM, the level of intercommunication among 

these groups and the PPRP and PSC are clearly inadequate.  A major reevaluation of the entire 

electrical generation and distribution processes is overdue to address these issues. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


