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MD PPRP 2 Easton Utilities ERD-Case No. 8956-February 2008 

ABSTRACT 

The Maryland Public Service Commission (PSC) granted a Certificate of 
Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) to Easton Utilities Commission 
to add two dual fuel combustion turbine generating units to its Plant No. 
2 electrical generating station in the town of Easton, Talbot County, 
Maryland.  The combustion turbines, with a total capacity of 
approximately 9 MW, were installed in 2004, under a Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) issued on September 23, 2003 (PSC 
Case No. 8956, Order No. 78696) and modified on October 25, 2004 (Order 
No. 79571).   

The Department of Natural Resources (DNR) Power Plant Research 
Program (PPRP), coordinating with other State agencies, performed this 
environmental review of the Easton Utilities Plant No. 2 project as part of 
the PSC licensing process, pursuant to Section 3-304 of the Natural 
Resources Article of the Annotated Code of Maryland (PSC Case Number 
9084).   DNR used the analysis of potential impacts as the basis for 
establishing final licensing conditions for operating the proposed facility, 
pursuant to Section 3-306 of the Natural Resources Article.  DNR’s 
recommendations were made in concert with the Departments of 
Environment, Agriculture, Transportation, and Business and Employment 
Development, the Maryland Energy Administration, and the Maryland 
Office of Planning. 

This report describes PPRP’s evaluation of the environmental and 
socioeconomic impacts of the Easton Utilities Plant No. 2 project, 
summarizes the results of the evaluation, and presents the licensing 
conditions from the original CPCN and as revised in November 2004, 
which have been incorporated into the CPCN for the facility.  The report 
was provided as an exhibit in Case 8956 and formed the basis for the 
recommendations made by the State agencies in the case.  The document 
includes the following: 

• Description of the proposed project; 

• Discussion of existing environmental and socioeconomic 
conditions at the site and in the vicinity; and  

• Analysis of the potential air quality, surface water, biological, 
ground water, socioeconomic, cultural, and noise impacts from 
the proposed project. 
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This report further provides an update to the air quality analysis 
performed for the original CPCN case, as a result of a request from Easton 
Utilities to lower the stack height of two existing units due to safety 
concerns and concerns expressed by the federal aviation administration 
(FAA) regarding stack heights at Plant No. 2.  The results of the new 
investigation resulted in the PSC issuing a letter order dated September 
25, 2007, allowing for the decrease in stack heights. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

BACKGROUND 

The EUC Commission (EUC, the Permittee) submitted an application for a 
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) to the Maryland 
Public Service Commission (PSC) on December 12, 2002 to install two 
combustion turbine generating units (CTs) at their existing Power Plant 
No. 2 in Talbot County, Maryland.  The Maryland Department of Natural 
Resources (DNR) Power Plant Research Program (PPRP) has prepared this 
Environmental Review Document (ERD) as part of the State’s review of 
the CPCN application.  This document is the product of a consolidated 
review by Maryland State agencies of EUC’s application to the Maryland 
PSC and serves as technical support for the approval of the expansion 
project. 

The expansion project consists of the installation of two CTs, each rated at 
an average of approximately 4.5 megawatts (MW).  The existing Power 
Plant No. 2 consists of six diesel-powered generating units with a 
combined capacity of 28.1 MW.  

CONCLUSION 

The new CTs are designed to be installed in a new building extension at 
the existing EUC Power Plant No. 2 structure, so the construction itself 
will not cause any significant adverse impacts to the environment.  
Additionally, no adverse impacts have been identified with the 
installation of the CTs to surface water or groundwater resources (since 
there are no new surface water withdrawals or discharges associated with 
the project), threatened and endangered species, socioeconomic, aesthetic, 
or cultural resources because there will be no changes to the land use 
characteristics of the local area associated with the power plant expansion 
project.  Further, the proposed expansion will not result in noise level 
increases in excess of the applicable noise requirements.  Information 
relating to the above concluding Statement is found in the following pages 
of this report.  

The EUC Power Plant No. 2 expansion project will have the potential to 
emit several types of air pollutants; however, operating with the 
restrictions included in the State’s initial licensing conditions (Appendix 
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A), the emissions are not predicted to cause any significant adverse 
impacts to air quality.  It has been determined that the projected air 
emission rates will meet all applicable Federal and State emissions 
limitations.  In addition, the emissions of regulated pollutants will not 
trigger Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) or New Source 
Review (NSR) requirements. 

ERD UPDATES FEBRUARY 2008  

Following the State’s filing of the ERD and initial recommended licensing 
conditions with the PSC in July 2003, EUC requested changes to the 
licensing conditions, in April 2004, and requested permission to reduce 
the stack heights for two generating units at Power Plant No. 2, in June 
2007.  The changes in licensing conditions requested by EUC were based 
on consultations with PPRP and the Maryland Department of the 
Environment (MDE).  The changes were intended to be consistent with 
implementation requirements of Title V of the Federal Clean Air Act, to 
reflect what were then recent revisions to MDE air quality regulations in 
COMAR 26.11, and to eliminate unnecessary reporting requirements.  
Following review of the proposed changes and testimony prepared by 
PPRP, the PSC approved the changes by order 79571, on 2 November 
2004.  The conditions as revised (the final conditions) are presented in 
Appendix B to this document. 

Two of the existing generating units (designated #23 and #24) were 
installed in 1989 and have a capacity of approximately 6.3 MW each.  In 
October 2006, the upper section of the stack exhausting air emissions from 
Unit #24 failed due to corrosion during high winds experienced on 
October 20, 2006.  Due to safety considerations, EUC decided at about the 
same time to remove the upper section of the stack exhausting air 
emissions from Unit #23.  Prior to removing sections of the stacks, the 
height of both stacks was 106 feet above grade, taller than stacks serving 
other units at the facility.  EUC furthermore requested and received 
permission from the MDE, Air and Radiation Management 
Administration (ARMA) to continue operations with the shorter stacks 
until the stacks could be repaired. 

Shortly after the removal of sections of the stacks, EUC approached PPRP 
to request permission to rebuild the stacks to a height of 96 feet, 
approximately 10 feet lower than the original height.  This request was 
made following a request from the Easton Municipal Airport, indicating 
that the shorter height would remove a restriction to the glide path of one 
of the runways adjacent to the power plant.  EUC subsequently submitted 
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a formal request, dated 29 June 2007, to reduce the stack heights for units 
#23 and #24. 

Shorter stacks for units #23 and #24 would have no effect on the quantity 
of any air emissions from these units.  The shorter stacks do, however, 
have the potential to alter the ambient impact of emissions from these 
units.  Consequently, PPRP and ARMA conducted new modeling, using 
the same inputs as the modeling reported in Section 2.4 of this ERD, 
except with a new stack height of 96 feet for units #23 and #24.  The 
results of this new modeling show a negligible change in air quality as a 
result of lowering the stack height to 96 feet, with continued protection of 
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for sulfur dioxide 
(SO2), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), particulate matter (PM) and carbon 
monoxide (CO).  Since the change in stack height does not affect air 
emissions from the EUC power plant No. 2, and since the change has a 
negligible effect on air quality with continued protection of the NAAQS, 
PPRP and ARMA recommended to the PSC that this change does not 
constitute a change in the CPCN, and that a modification to the CPCN is 
not necessary.  The PSC approved EUC’s request, based on the 
recommendation by PPRP and ARMA, by letter order dated 25 
September, 2007 (included in Appendix C). 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

On December 12, 2002, the EUC Commission (EUC) applied to the 
Maryland Public Service Commission (PSC) for a Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity (CPCN or Certificate) to construct two 
combustion turbine generating units (CTs) at its existing Power Plant No. 
2 in Talbot County, Maryland.  The CTs will be housed within an 
expansion of the existing Power Plant No. 2 structure.   

1.1 DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING SITE 

The EUC Power Plant No. 2 is located in the Town of Easton on a 4.9-acre 
site in the Airport Industrial Park at 8940 Glebe Park Drive (see Figure 1-
1).  The existing Power Plant No. 2 consists of six diesel-powered 
generating units capable of operating on No. 2 diesel oil (four of the 
existing units can also operate on No. 6 oil) and associated fuel handling, 
storage and electric transmission equipment (see Table 1-1).  The current 
gross capacity of Power Plant No. 2 is 28.1 megawatts (MW).  Figures 1-2a 
through 1-2c depict the layout of the Power Plant No. 2 property and 
existing improvements.  Also shown are the proposed units which are the 
subject of this environmental review. 
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Table 1-1 Existing Units at the EUC Power Plant No. 2 

Unit Size (MW) Date of Installation 

201 1.50 1995 

202 1.50 1995 

21 6.25 1977 

22 6.25 1977 

23 6.30 1989 

24 6.30 1989 

1.2 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED SYSTEM 

The proposed project at EUC Power Plant No. 2 consists of the installation 
of two CTs, each with an average power output rating of approximately 
4.5 MW.  The EUC indicates that the proposed CTs will be operated as 
peak load generating units.  The fuel for the CTs will be No. 2 diesel oil, 
however, the units will be capable of burning both No. 2 diesel oil and 
natural gas.  Natural gas is currently not available at the site but may be in 
the future.  The EUC proposes that each of the new CTs will operate for a 
maximum of 1,500 hours per year, with normal operations being between 
80 and 92.9 percent load. 

1.3 CONTENTS OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW REPORT 

The purpose of the consolidated agency review of the application is to: 

• Identify potential air quality impacts of the new CTs; 

• Ensure compliance with State and Federal air quality regulations; 

• Ensure compliance with State noise limitations; 

• Identify and evaluate any potential surface and ground water issues; 

• Evaluate effects on land use in the vicinity of Power Plant No. 2; and 

• Evaluate potential impacts to socioeconomic, aesthetic, and cultural 
resources. 

This report presents the results of the State’s assessment, including 
proposed conditions for consideration by the PSC.  
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The ERD is divided into five sections, with Section 1.0 being the 
introduction and description of the proposed project.  Section 2.0 
discusses the air quality issues related to the new CTs.  Noise impacts are 
summarized in Section 3.0.  Potential impacts from the project on the 
ecology, ground water, and surface water are summarized in Section 4.0 
of the report.  Section 5.0 provides a description of potential 
socioeconomic, aesthetic, and cultural resource impacts.  The 
recommended licensing conditions for the proposed Power Plant No. 2 
expansion project are enclosed as Appendix A. 
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2.0 AIR QUALITY IMPACTS 

2.1 BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY 

2.1.1 Overview 

PPRP and the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) Air and 
Radiation Management Administration (ARMA) evaluate potential 
impacts to air quality resulting from emissions of electric generation 
projects or modifications to electric generating units resulting in increases 
in emissions.  This evaluation includes emissions investigations and other 
studies to evaluate the impacts to air quality from proposed projects and 
determine if controls are necessary to meet the regulatory requirements.  
PPRP and ARMA also conduct a complete air quality regulatory review of 
these projects for two purposes:  1) to assist in the impact assessment, 
because air quality regulatory standards and emissions limitations define 
levels to minimize adverse health, welfare, and environmental effects; and 
2) to ensure that the proposed project will meet all applicable regulatory 
requirements.  The consolidated review by PPRP and ARMA resulted in 
recommendations on air quality issues for consideration by the PSC for 
incorporation as conditions of the CPCN.    

To conduct the air quality evaluation of the proposed expansion project at 
the EUC Power Plant No. 2, projected maximum potential air pollutant 
emissions from the new engines were evaluated against regulatory 
thresholds and limits to ensure that proposed emission rates will meet 
regulatory requirements.  

2.1.2 Regulatory Considerations 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has defined 
concentration-based National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 
for some pollutants set at levels that are considered to be protective of the 
public health and welfare.  The NAAQS have been defined for several 
pollutants, including particulate matter (PM), sulfur dioxide (SO2), carbon 
monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone, and lead.  Air emissions 
limitations and pollution control requirements are generally more 
stringent for sources located in areas that do not currently attain a 
NAAQS for a particular pollutant (known as a “nonattainment” areas).   
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The air quality in Talbot County is in attainment of the NAAQS for all 
pollutants.  However, because Talbot County is located within the 
Northeast Ozone Transport Region (OTR), sources located in the county 
must meet requirements similar to sources located in areas designated as 
“moderate” ozone nonattainment areas.  Emissions of the two pollutants 
that are the primary precursors to ozone―volatile organic compounds 
(VOCs) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx)―are severely restricted from new 
sources and from modifications to existing sources in Talbot County to 
ensure that air quality is not further degraded (i.e., the ambient air 
concentrations of ozone do not continue to increase as new sources of 
emissions are constructed). 

Potential emissions from new and modified sources in Talbot County are 
evaluated through the nonattainment New Source Review (NA-NSR) 
regulatory program.  The goal of the NA-NSR program is to allow 
construction of new emission sources and modifications to existing 
sources, while ensuring that progress is made towards attainment of the 
NAAQS.  Triggering NA-NSR indicates that a project would adversely 
impact air quality, which means that impacts must be mitigated.  NA-NSR 
requires that major sources of VOC or NOx, or projects considered major 
modifications to existing major sources, limit emissions of pollutants 
through the implementation of the most stringent levels of pollution 
control.  In addition, triggering NA-NSR requires pollutant “offsets” to be 
obtained for every ton of regulated pollutant emitted.  In Talbot County, 
offsets must be obtained at a ratio of 1.15 tons for every ton proposed to be 
emitted. 

The Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) program applies to 
those areas of the country that are in attainment of the NAAQS for a 
particular pollutant.  The goal of the PSD program is to ensure that 
emissions from major sources do not further degrade the air quality to the 
extent that a NAAQS is exceeded.  Triggering PSD requires pollution 
control and additional impact assessments. 

The EUC's proposed Power Plant No. 2 expansion project has the 
potential to emit particulate matter (PM), carbon monoxide (CO), NOx, 
sulfur dioxide (SO2) and VOCs.  Because Talbot County is located within 
the OTR and is classified as attainment for criteria pollutants, both NA-
NSR and PSD applicability were assessed in this ERD to ensure no 
adverse impacts would be caused by the project.  The results of these 
evaluations for the expansion project are discussed in Section 2.3.  In 
addition to criteria pollutants, the CTs have the potential to emit 
hazardous air pollutants (HAPs), which may potentially be subject to State 
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or Federal toxics or HAP requirements.  HAP emissions are discussed in 
Section 2.4.1.  

Other Federal and State air quality regulations may apply to the 
expansion project at the EUC Power Plant No. 2.  These regulations apply 
either as a result of the type of emission source that is to be constructed, or 
as a result of the pollutants to be emitted from the system.  These 
regulations specify limits on pollutant emissions and recordkeeping 
reporting requirements, and are incorporated as recommended licensing 
conditions. 

2.2 PROPOSED PROJECT AIR EMISSIONS 

2.2.1 Criteria Pollutants 

The EUC is proposing to install two Solar CTs at Power Plant No. 2, each 
with a power output capacity of approximately 4.5 MW.  

Potential emissions from the proposed power plant expansion project 
were estimated based on vendor emissions guarantees and EPA’s 
Compilation of Air Pollutant Factors (commonly referred to as AP-42 
emission factors).  The potential emissions for the new CTs were 
calculated at varying loads, fuel input rates, and temperatures.  The 
scenario yielding the most conservative (i.e., highest) potential emissions 
included the following assumptions and limitations: 

• Each CT will operate a maximum of 1,500 hours per year; 

• The CTs will run on No. 2 fuel oil, with a maximum sulfur content of 
0.05% by weight; and 

• The fuel flow will be 61.83 MMBtu/hr at 20°F and full load (92.9%) 
operation. 

Based on these operational parameters, AP-42 emission factors, and 
manufacturer’s information, potential annual emissions from the 
proposed CTs are presented in Table 2-1. 



 

 7 PPRP/0070219.11 – FEBRUARY 2008 

Table 2-1 Maximum Potential Emissions for Proposed CTs  

 
 
 

Pollutant 

Manufacturer 
Guaranteed Short-term 

Emission Rates 
(g/bhp-hr)(1) 

 
Maximum 
Emissions 

(tpy)(2) 

 
PSD Significance 

Threshold 
(tpy) 

NOx 1.15 27.18 40 

CO 0.54 15.68 100 

SO2 No guarantee 4.68 40 

PM No guarantee 5.66 25 

PM10 No guarantee 5.66 15 

VOC (as THC) 0.15 3.76 40 

g/bhp-hr = grams per break horsepower-hour 
tpy = tons per year (2 CTs) 
(1) Worst-case short-term emission rates provided by manufacturer for NOx, CO and VOC at 
 operational loads between 80 and 92.9 percent. 
(2) NOx, CO and THC include vendor estimated emissions from 200 start-up/ 
 shutdown cycles per year 
*Source: AP-42 Table 3.1-2a (SO2) 
  EUC Data Response to Data Request No. 2 (NOx, CO, PM, PM10, THC) 

2.2.2 HAP Emissions 

Table 2-2 summarizes potential HAP emissions from the proposed CTs, 
using EPA’s AP-42 emission factors, and the project assumptions on CT 
type, proposed operational load, fuel type and use, and maximum hours 
of operation.  Overall, the proposed expansion project will have the 
potential to emit approximately 0.016 tpy of combined HAPs. 
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Table 2-2  Potential HAP Emissions 

 
HAP 

AP-42 Emission Factor 
(lb/MMBtu)* 

Total HAP Emissions      
(tpy) 

1,3 – Butadiene < 1.6 E-05 1.48 E-03 

Benzene 5.5 E-05 5.10 E-03 

Formaldehyde 2.8 E-04 2.60 E-03 

Naphthalene 3.5 E-05 3.25 E-03 

PAH 4.0 E-05 3.71 E-03 

TOTAL --- 1.61 E-02 

*Source:  AP-42 Table 3.1-4, PAH = Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons 

2.3 PSD AND NA-NSR APPLICABILITY 

As outlined in Section 2.1, the area of Talbot County in the vicinity of the 
EUC Power Plant No. 2 is in attainment for all criteria pollutants, and is 
located in the OTR.  Thus, the proposed power plant expansion must be 
assessed for applicability with both PSD and NA-NSR.  This section 
outlines PSD and NA-NSR applicability determinations for the proposed 
expansion project. 

2.3.1 PSD Applicability 

The EUC Power Plant No. 2 is an existing major stationary source as 
defined under Federal and Maryland air regulations, because the potential 
emissions of one or more regulated air pollutants exceed 250 tons per year 
(tpy) as reported in the EUC's 2001 Emissions Certification Report (NOx 
reported as 414 tpy).  Therefore, the proposed expansion (modification) 
must be evaluated to determine whether the modification will result in a 
“significant emissions increase” of regulated air pollutants.   

As indicated in Table 2-1, projected potential emissions of all criteria 
pollutants from the proposed expansion project are less than the 
corresponding PSD significance thresholds (40 CFR 52.21.b(23)(i)); 
therefore, the project is not considered a major modification, and does not 
trigger PSD permitting requirements.  
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2.3.2 NA-NSR Applicability 

In Talbot County, an existing facility is deemed major if it has the 
potential to emit 50 tpy of VOC or 100 tpy of NOx (the ozone precursor 
pollutants).   

The proposed expansion project was evaluated to determine whether the 
modification will result in net emissions increases that exceed the 
significant emissions increase thresholds.  For the area in which the EUC 
Power Plant No. 2 is located, any modification is considered major, and 
therefore subject to NA-NSR, if the net emission increase for either VOC 
or NOX exceeds 40 tpy (COMAR 26.11.17.01.B(17)).  

As indicated in Table 2-1, projected potential emissions of both VOC and 
NOx from the expansion project, assuming a maximum 1,500 hours of 
operation per CT, are less than the significant emissions increase 
thresholds; therefore, the project is not considered a major modification, 
and does not trigger NA-NSR permitting requirements. 

2.4 NAAQS COMPLIANCE DEMONSTRATION 

Based on the analysis presented in Section 2.3, potential emissions from 
the proposed expansion project are estimated to be below thresholds for 
PSD and NA-NSR.  Since the project is not subject to PSD or NA-NSR, an 
air quality impact analysis is not required.  However, it is appropriate to 
evaluate the air quality impacts of the new combustion units in a less 
formal manner than would be required of a PSD project. 

To evaluate impacts on ambient air quality, emissions from the new CTs 
were evaluated using dispersion modeling.  The results of the modeling 
are compared to two types of thresholds―NAAQS and EPA’s significant 
impact levels (SILs).  As previously Stated, NAAQS are concentration-
based thresholds set by EPA at levels that are considered to be protective 
of the public health and welfare.  SILs are concentration levels established 
by EPA to serve in the preliminary assessment of air quality impacts for 
major sources triggering PSD.  SILs are normally used to evaluate the 
change in impacts of a given project, by modeling only increased 
emissions, and are set at levels that are a small fraction of the NAAQS.   

Model-predicted impacts from a new source less than the SILs are 
considered low enough that no threat to the NAAQS is present due to the 
sources being evaluated and generally additional analyses relative to 
attainment of the NAAQS are not required.  However, impacts greater 
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than the SILs during a PSD impact analysis do not necessarily indicate an 
adverse impact, but rather indicate a need for further evaluation to 
determine whether additional multi-source modeling or analysis is 
necessary to demonstrate NAAQS attainment.  The current NAAQS and 
SILs for NO2, CO, SO2 and PM10 are shown in Table 2-3.  

For the present analysis, the total future potential emissions of the new 
CTs were modeled.  Comparison of the impacts of the new units to the 
SILs in this context provides an indication of the significance of the new 
impacts.  This modeling analysis includes a number of conservative 
assumptions that tend to overestimate impacts to ambient air quality.  
Consequently, the SILs should not be interpreted as thresholds that trigger 
a requirement for extensive multi-source modeling. 

Table 2-3 NAAQS and SILs 

 
Pollutant 

 
Averaging 

Time 

 
Primary 
NAAQS 

 
Secondary 
NAAQS 

Significant 
Impact Level 

(µg/m3) 

NO2 Annual 100 μg/m3 
(0.053 ppm) 

100 μg/m3 

(0.053 ppm) 
1.0 

CO 8-hour 

 
1-hour 

10,000 μg/m3 

(9 ppm) 

40,000 μg/m3 

(35 ppm) 

__ 
 

__ 

500 
 

2,000 

SO2 Annual 
 

24-hr 
 

3-hr 

80 μg/m3 

(0.03 ppm) 

365 μg/m3 
(0.14 ppm) 

__ 

__ 

 
__ 
 

1300 μg/m3 

(0.5 ppm) 

1.0 

 
5.0 

 
25.0 

PM10 

 

Annual 

24-hr 

50 μg/m3 

150 μg/m3 

50 μg/m3 

150 μg/m3 

1.0 

5.0 

Source:  40 CFR 50; units are as noted.  

Other criteria pollutants for which NAAQS have been established, 
including lead and ozone, are not emitted from this source in significant 
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quantities.  Ozone, while not emitted directly, is formed by reactions of 
hydrocarbons and NOx in the presence of sunlight.  Ozone is a regional 
pollutant, in that the effects of individual sources are not ordinarily 
distinguishable from the effects of literally thousands of sources of ozone 
precursors such as NOx and hydrocarbons.  Therefore, emissions of NOx 
from the proposed CTs were assessed in terms of impacts on 
concentrations of NO2, and not as an ozone precursor. 

2.4.1 Air Quality Modeling Basis and Methodology 

To evaluate the air quality impacts of the new CTs, emissions from the 
units were modeled using the regulatory guideline Industrial Source 
Complex Short Term (ISCST3, Version 02035) model.  In addition, air 
dispersion modeling to assess the potential air quality impacts of project 
and existing source emissions was performed to ensure that they are 
within acceptable limits.  As previously Stated, the air quality modeling 
and cumulative impact analysis from all the sources at EUC has been 
conducted for informational purposes only and is not a regulatory 
requirement. 

2.4.1.1 System Operation and Configuration 

PPRP and ARMA have performed the modeling analyses for full load 
conditions (i.e., 92.9%) using No. 2 diesel fuel oil and an ambient 
temperature of 20°F.  Engineering calculations based on manufacturer 
guarantees and performance data indicate that this operating condition 
results in the highest (i.e., most-conservative) emissions from the 
proposed sources.  Emissions and stack data for the proposed and existing 
units within the facility are summarized in Table 2-4. 

2.4.1.3 Aerodynamic Downwash 

Aerodynamic downwash due to buildings in the vicinity of emission 
sources can cause an increase in ambient concentrations.  Downwash 
effects are incorporated into air quality impact analysis using EPA’s 
Building Profile Input Program (BPIP).  BPIP provides direction-specific 
building dimensions (height and width) for all the modeled sources.  The 
output from BPIP is an array of 36 dimensions of height and width for 
each source.   BPIP also provides a General Engineering Practice (GEP) 
stack height for all the modeled sources, determined to be the greater of 65 
meters and the calculated formula height based on nearby building 
dimensions.  Stacks with heights less than the formula height are expected 
to be impacted by building downwash.  The relative location of the 
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existing and proposed stacks and buildings on the subject property are 
shown in Figures 1-2a through 1-2c. 

Table 2-4 Stack Parameters - Existing and Proposed Sources 

 
Stack Parameter 

Maximum Short Term 
Emission Rate (lbs/hr)* 

 
 

ID 

 
 

Status 

 
Height 

(ft) 

 
Diameter 

(ft) 

Exit 
Temp. 

(F) 

Exit 
Velocity 

(ft/s) 

 

NOx 

 

SO2 

 

CO 

 

PM 

203 Proposed 35.5 3.5 894.0 212.9 18.12 3.12 10.45 3.77 

204 Proposed 35.5 3.5 894.0 212.9 18.12 3.12 10.45 3.77 

21 Existing 70.9 3.3 800.3 116.1 171.99 61.51 10.48 11.51 

22 Existing 70.9 3.3 800.3 116.1 171.99 61.51 10.48 11.51 

23 Existing 109.8 2.9 810.2 133.2 247.62 60.16 10.48 7.06 

24 Existing 109.8 2.9 810.2 133.2 247.62 60.16 10.48 7.06 

201 Existing 41.4 1.3 916.1 153.8 57.30 4.80 9.44 0.88 

202 Existing 41.4 1.3 916.1 153.8 57.30 4.80 9.44 0.88 

*  Emission rates include contribution from start-up and shutdown 

2.4.1.4 Receptor Grid Development 

A receptor grid was developed for the EUC facility starting from the 
property fenceline and extending up to five kilometers in each direction.  
A variable spacing with distance from the source was used.  The spacing 
of the receptors was as follows: 50 meters (m) from 0 to 500 m from the 
facility, 100 m from 500 to 1,500 m, and 200 m from 1,500 to 5,000 m.  A 
total of 2,763 receptors were generated in this process.  Base elevations 
were assigned to the receptors using digitized USGS DEM files (7.5-
minute Easton Quadrangle).  The receptor grid developed for this project 
is shown in Figure 2-1. 

2.4.1.5 Meteorological Data 

The meteorological data set used in the analysis was developed using 
surface data from Salisbury Airport and upper air data from Sterling, 
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Virginia, for a period of five years from 1995-1999.  The Salisbury Airport 
is the closest surface station with a complete set (five years) of recent data.  
Given that the distance between the facility and the surface station is 
approximately 39 miles and the terrain between the two is relatively flat, 
the data measured at Salisbury are considered representative of the 
conditions at the EUC site. 

Figure 2-2 shows a wind rose for calendar year 1999 for the Salisbury 
Airport.  Wind roses indicate the relative frequency with which the wind 
blows from a particular direction.  It can be observed from Figure 2-2 that 
the wind is relatively uniform in all directions with no distinct 
predominant wind direction. 

2.4.2 Modeling Results 

2.4.2.1 Impacts From Proposed Sources Only 

The potential impacts of the two new CTs on ambient air quality, as 
determined using the ISCST3 model, and the corresponding SIL are 
presented in Table 2-5.  

Table 2-5 Maximum Predicted Concentrations from ISCST3 (µg/m3) – Proposed 
Sources 

 
Pollutant 

 
Averaging Time 

 
SIL 

 
Maximum(1) 

NO Annual 1.0 0.09 

CO 8-hour 500 93.2 

 1-hour 2,000 241 

SO2 Annual 1.0 0.09 

 24-hr 5.0 12.4 

 3-hr 25.0 33.6 

PM10 Annual 1.0 0.01 

 24-hr 5.0 18.8 

(1)  Bold indicates modeled concentration greater than SIL 
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It can be noted from Table 2-5 that the estimated impacts are less than the 
SILs for all pollutants except for 3- and 24-hour SO2 averages, and 24-hour 
PM10 averages.  Contour plots of the predicted maximum 3- and 24-hour 
SO2 concentrations, and 24-hour PM10 concentrations are shown in Figures 
2-3, 2-4 and 2-5, respectively.  These figures illustrate that maximum 
concentrations extend toward the southeast and occur very close to the 
fence line in all cases.  Table 2-5 also summarizes the number of times, 
over five years of meteorology, that the model estimates that the predicted 
concentrations from the new CTs would be greater than the short-term 
SO2 and PM10 SILs. 

2.4.2.1 Combined Facility Impacts 

Air quality impacts greater than the SILs are not considered unacceptable, 
but are used instead to establish the need for further analyses that 
consider the cumulative impact of new and existing sources for 
comparison to ambient air quality standards.  As noted earlier, the 
cumulative impact analysis for the EUC Power Plant No. 2 project has 
been undertaken to ensure that the combined impacts of proposed and 
existing sources do not exceed the NAAQS.  The emission rates were 
modeled at the maximum short-term emission rates for both short-term 
and long-term averaging periods.  It is believed that these results are a 
reasonably conservative assessment of the impact on NAAQS standards 
from the proposed and existing sources.  The results of the NAAQS 
analysis are also shown in Table 2-6.  It can be noted that the cumulative 
impacts of sources within the facility are substantially below the NAAQS 
thresholds. 
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Table 2-6 Maximum Predicted Concentrations from ISCST3 – Proposed and 
Existing Sources 

 
Pollutant 

 
Averaging Time 

NAAQS 
(µg/m3) 

Maximum Predicted Concentration 
(µg/m3) (2) 

NO2 Annual 100 25.8 

CO 8-hour(1) 10,000 219.1 

 1-hour(1) 40,000 386.8 

SO2 Annual 80 3.5 

 24-hr(1) 365 65.1 

 3-hr(1) 1,300 179.1 

PM10 Annual 50 0.6 

 24-hr(1) 150 13.1 

(1) Represents High, 2nd-High model output value 
(2) Numbers have been rounded to the nearest unit 

2.4.3 Conclusions 

The ISCST3 modeling analysis demonstrates that the worst-case impact of 
the proposed sources are within the SILs for all criteria pollutants other 
than SO2 (24-hour and 3-hour), and PM10 (24-hour).  The impact of all 
existing and proposed sources at EUC Power Plant No. 2 is substantially 
below the NAAQS.  Hence, the proposed project impacts on ambient air 
quality are well within acceptable thresholds. 

2.5 ADDITIONAL APPLICABLE AIR REGULATIONS 

Several Federal and State air regulations apply to the operation and 
emissions of the new engines, as outlined below.  

2.5.1 Federal Regulations 

HAP Requirements 

EPA published its proposed Maximum Achievable Control Technology 
(MACT) standards governing HAP emissions from stationary CTs, 40 CFR 
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63 Subpart YYYY in the 14 January 2003 Federal Register.  The standard, 
known as the “CT MACT,” will likely not be finalized until February 2004.  

The proposed CT MACT regulates categories of stationary CTs based on 
rated capacity, fuel type, and capacity utilization.  The CT MACT will 
affect stationary CTs that are located at “major” sources of HAPs. A major 
source for HAPs is defined as a facility that emits or has the potential to 
emit 10 tpy or more of any one HAP, or 25 tpy or more of all HAPs 
combined.  The EUC Power Plant No. 2 expansion project will not be 
subject to the regulation, since the existing facility is not a major HAP 
source. 

New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) 

The proposed CTs are subject to 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart GG, Standards of 
Performance for Stationary Gas Turbines.  All stationary gas turbines with a 
heat input at  peak load equal to or greater than 10.7 gigajoules per hour 
(10 MMBtu/hr) are subject to the following requirements: 

• Subpart GG restricts NOx emissions based upon the manufacturer’s 
heat rate at manufacturer’s rated load (or actual measured heat rate at 
actual peak rates) and the amount of nitrogen bound to the fuel 
(§60.332(a)(2)). 

• Subpart GG prohibits SO2 emissions greater than 0.015 percent by 
volume at 15 percent oxygen, or burning fuel that contains greater than 
0.8 percent sulfur by weight (§60.333(a) and (b)). 

• Subpart GG requires initial performance (stack) testing, monitoring, 
and, if NOx or SO2 emissions are exceeded, requires the reporting of 
such periods to the regulatory agency (§60.334 and 60.335). 

In addition to the emissions limitations, NSPS requires operators of 
affected units to make agency notifications, and to conduct various 
monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting activities. 

Based on the information presented by the EUC, the project as designed 
will meet applicable NSPS limitations. 

2.5.2 State Regulations 

The new emissions units will be subject to a range of emissions and 
operating restrictions as outlined in the Code of Maryland Regulations 
(COMAR 26.11).  Among these are regulations that limit the emissions of 
particulate matter, visible emissions, sulfur emissions, and NOx emissions.  
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The recommended licensing conditions in Appendix A describe these 
requirements. 

Based on currently available data, the new CTs will meet all requirements 
of applicable State air regulations. 
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3.0 NOISE IMPACTS 

This licensing review incorporates an evaluation of noise impacts to 
ensure compliance with Maryland regulations.  The analysis of potential 
noise impacts focuses on the potential for generating equipment to exceed 
numerical limitations at the nearest residential property.  Information 
provided by EUC was utilized to estimate noise levels at the nearest 
residence and nearest property boundary. 

3.1 SUMMARY OF REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS 

Maryland State noise regulations specify maximum allowable noise levels, 
shown in Table 3-1 (COMAR 26.02.03).  The maximum allowable noise 
levels specified in the regulations vary with zoning designation and time 
of day.  Maximum allowable noise levels for residential areas are 55 dBA 
(A-weighted decibel scale) for nighttime hours and 65 dBA for daytime 
hours. 

Table 3-1 Maximum Allowable Noise Levels (dBA) for Receiving Land Use 
Categories 

  Zoning Designation  

 Industrial Commercial Residential 

Day 75 67 65 

Night 75 62 55 

Source:  COMAR 26.02.03.03 
Note:  Day refers to the hours between 7 AM and 10 PM; night refers to the hours between 10 PM 
and 7 AM. 

The State regulations provide certain exemptions for specified noise 
sources and noise generating activities.  For example, in accordance with 
COMAR 26.02.03.03, construction and repair activities on public property 
are exempt from noise level limitations. 
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3.2 EXISTING ACOUSTIC ENVIRONMENT 

The EUC Power Plant No. 2 is located within an industrial park in Talbot 
County, Maryland (see Figure 1-1).  The existing Power Plant No. 2 
consists of six diesel-powered generating units with a combined capacity 
of 28.1 MW.   

DNR conducted a noise analysis in 1993 as part of a CPCN licensing 
review for the plant expansion that EUC undertook at that time.  This 
earlier analysis resulted in estimates of maximum potential noise impacts 
from the existing plant operation, and indicated that the combined noise 
from the six generating units would not approach the allowable State 
limits.  However, no measurements of noise levels have been taken at the 
site.  DNR's estimates of maximum noise levels resulting from the current 
units are shown in Table 3-2 below. 

Table 3-2 Estimated Noise Levels from Proposed Engines  

Location Nearest Residence 

Approx. distance from proposed generating units 600 ft 

Noise level from existing sources(1) 51.0 dBA 

Estimated noise level from  proposed CTs(2) 59.6 dBA 

Total estimated noise level 60.2 dBA 

Applicable regulatory limit 65 dBA 

(1)  Data on existing sources from previous noise study (Versar, 1993). 
(2)  Calculated using data provided (EUC Data Response to PPRP Data Request No.1). 

3.3 ESTIMATES OF NOISE EMISSIONS FROM THE GENERATING 
EQUIPMENT 

The applicant provided information indicating the sound pressure levels 
that each of the proposed CTs would generate.  The new units would 
create noise from three sources:  mechanical noise emanating from the 
turbine enclosure, combustion air inlet noise, and exhaust stack noise.  
Silencers for the air inlet and exhaust are expected to be available from the 
vendor as part of a standard turbine package; the attenuation benefits of 
silencers are incorporated into this analysis. 
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Using the information that the EUC submitted, DNR estimated the sound 
pressure levels that would result at the nearest residentially zoned 
property.  The calculation of noise impacts takes into account distance 
spreading and absorption of acoustic energy by the atmosphere, which 
decrease the sound pressure levels as the sound propagates from its 
source.  

The noise levels from the existing sources and the calculated noise levels 
expected from the proposed CTs are presented in Table 3-2. 

3.4 CONCLUSIONS 

As indicated in Table 3-1, State standards impose a limit of 75 dBA on 
noise levels in industrial areas.  Noise standards applicable to residential 
land use – 65 dBA during daytime hours – are applied at the nearest 
residentially zoned property.  Because the proposed units will operate 
during peak demand periods, it is unlikely that they would ever run 
during nighttime hours. 

As shown in Table 3-2, expected noise levels around the Easton facility are 
lower than the applicable regulatory limits.  Based on available data, the 
proposed units will operate in compliance with State noise regulations. 
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4.0 TERRESTRIAL, ECOLOGICAL, GROUND WATER AND SURFACE 
WATER IMPACTS 

4.1 TERRESTRIAL AND ECOLOGICAL IMPACTS 

Construction for the proposed project involves expansion of the already 
existing Power Plant No. 2 structure.  Excavation will be limited to that 
required expansion of the building, pipes, and conduits between existing 
structures within a limited area at the power plant facility.  All other work 
will take place inside the expansion.  Vegetation in the vicinity of the 
project site is limited to a mowed lawn and several planted trees 
surrounding the existing Power Plant No. 2 structure.  No wetlands are 
located in the vicinity of the project site.  Therefore, the impacts will be 
those typically associated with excavating, such as sod removal and soil 
exposure.  There are no streams or wetlands near the proposed 
construction area, therefore no adverse impacts to sensitive or protected 
areas will result.  

Wildlife in the vicinity of the project site are those species typical of the 
more developed areas of the Eastern Shore, including:  white-tailed deer, 
raccoon, opossum, striped skunk, chipmunk, groundhog, Eastern 
cottontail, and gray squirrel.  Because of the lack of unique species and the 
lack of available habitat, there are no expected impacts to the wildlife of 
the area as a result of this project. 

The Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR) Wildlife and 
Heritage Service (WHS) was contacted concerning the presence of rare, 
threatened, and endangered species in the vicinity of the project site.  A 
response letter from the WHS, dated April 28, 2003, Stated that there are 
no records for Federal or State rare, threatened or endangered plants or 
animals within the project site. 

4.2 GROUNDWATER IMPACTS 

There are no streams or major rivers in the immediate vicinity of the 
project site.  Groundwater quality or quantity will also not be affected by 
the construction or operation of the proposed expansion project. 
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4.3 SURFACE WATER AND DRAINAGE IMPACTS 

There are no streams or major rivers in the immediate vicinity of the 
project site; therefore there will be no impacts to surface water quality or 
aquatic life due to the construction or operation of the proposed 
expansion project.   

4.4 WETLANDS IMPACTS 

There are no streams or major rivers in the immediate vicinity of the 
project site; therefore there will be no impacts to surface water quality or 
aquatic life due to the construction or operation of the proposed 
expansion project.   
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5.0 SOCIOECONOMIC, AESTHETIC, AND CULTURAL RESOURCE 
IMPACTS 

Power Plant No. 2 is surrounded by other industrial facilities, except to 
the west, where land is maintained as a clear zone space in accordance 
with the Easton Airport Overlay Zone (Talbot County, Maryland, Zoning 
Ordinance, 1999).  The site is accessed from Glebe Park Drive, which is 
easily accessible from U.S. 50 via MD 322.  

Socioeconomic impacts from construction of the generation facility will be 
minimal.  Construction activities at the site will be confined to site 
preparation, construction of a generator building, installation of 
generators and gas compressors, assembly of exhaust systems and 
connection to the electric grid.  Most skills associated with construction 
are expected to be available on the Eastern Shore within daily commuting 
distance of the facility.  Most components for the facility will be 
manufactured outside of Maryland.  As a result, the economic stimulus 
from local project expenditures on labor and supplies will be small. 

Construction associated with the expansion of the existing building to 
house the proposed CTs would change the appearance of the facility 
slightly, but as construction amounts to an expansion of an existing 
building, visual differences will be minor, particularly since the proposed 
extension would have a slightly lower profile than the existing portion of 
the building.  No additional fuel storage facilities will be constructed.  Site 
plan drawings indicate that the exhaust system from the proposed 
generators will be less than 36 feet tall, suggesting a minimal visual 
presence and no obstruction to aircraft operating out of Easton 
Airport/Newnam Field on either the primary (04/22) or secondary 
(15/33) runway.  With surrounding land uses either light industrial or 
institutional in nature, views of Power Plant No. 2 from publicly 
accessible perspectives will be largely unchanged. 

Inspection of area maps reveals no historic properties on the Maryland 
Inventory of Historic Properties within 1,000 meters of the proposed 
facility, nor any Maryland Historic Trust easements nearby.  The facility is 
located within a pre-existing industrial park that was previously 
excavated for the development of industrial properties.  Considering the 
proposed expansion project will include only a minimal amount of 
excavation in the immediate vicinity of the existing structures, the 
discovery of cultural artifacts during excavation is not considered likely.   
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Development of the property for additional generating capacity is 
compatible with its zoning designation.  The property lies within a 
designated Priority Funding Area for Talbot County and is consistent with 
the State’s Smart Growth program. 

Operation of the proposed expansion would have no appreciable effect on 
Talbot County, economic or otherwise.  The facility would use its existing 
workforce to operate the turbines, and thus would have no impact on 
employment or income.  As a municipal utility, the expanded facility 
would be exempt from local property taxes and, since business personal 
property is not taxed in the county, the revenue impact would be 
insignificant for any type of utility.  Because views of the facility are 
expected to remain essentially unchanged, no adverse effects on nearby 
historical or recreational resources are anticipated. 
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FIGURE 2-2 WIND ROSE FOR YEAR 1999
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INITIAL RECOMMENDED LICENSING CONDITIONS 
PSC CASE NO. 8956 
EASTON UTILITIES COMMISSION 
POWER PLANT NO. 2 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

1. Except as otherwise provided for in the following provisions, the application 
for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) is considered 
to be part of this CPCN (certificate) for the installation of two, 4.5-megawatt 
(MW) combustion turbine generating units (CTs) at the Easton Utilities 
Commission (EUC, Permittee) Power Plant No. 2.  The application consists 
of the original application received by the Maryland Public Service 
Commission (PSC) on December 12, 2002 and subsequent data submittals.  
Construction and operation of the two new CTs shall be undertaken in 
accordance with this certificate.  If there are any inconsistencies between the 
certificate conditions specified below and the application for the CPCN, the 
conditions in this certificate shall take precedence.  In the application, 
estimates of dimensions, volumes, emission rates, operating rates, feed rates 
and hours of operation are not deemed to constitute enforceable numeric 
limits except to the extent that they are necessary to make a determination of 
compliance with applicable regulations. 

2. If any provision of this certificate for the EUC Power Plant No. 2 expansion 
project shall be held invalid for any reason, the remaining provisions shall 
remain in full force and effect, and such invalid provision shall be 
considered severed and deleted. 

AIR QUALITY 

I. General Air Quality Requirements 

3. For air permitting purposes, the CTs to be installed shall be Taurus model 
T60-7801S SoLoNOx generating units manufactured by Solar Turbines, Inc. 

4. Representatives of the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) Air 
and Radiation Management Administration (ARMA) and the Talbot County 
Health Department shall be afforded access to the EUC Power Plant No. 2 
property at any reasonable time to conduct inspections and evaluations 
necessary to assure compliance with this certificate.  The EUC shall provide 
such assistance as may be necessary to effectively and safely conduct such 
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inspections and evaluations by representatives of the Department, that may 
include but need not be limited to the following: 

a) inspecting construction authorized by this certificate; 

b) sampling any materials stored or processed on site, or any waste, or 
discharge into the environment; 

c) inspecting any monitoring or recording equipment required by this 
certificate or applicable regulations; 

d) having access to or copying any records required to be kept by this 
certificate or applicable regulations;  

e) obtaining any photographic documentation and evidence; and 

f) determining compliance with the conditions and regulations specified 
in this certificate. 

5. This CPCN constitutes the air quality construction permit for the two CTs.  
In accordance with COMAR 26.11.02.04B, the air quality provisions expire if, 
as determined by the MDE ARMA: 

a) Substantial construction is not commenced within 18 months after the 
date of issuance; 

b) Construction is substantially discontinued for a period of 18 months or 
more after it has commenced; or 

c) Construction is not completed within a reasonable period of time after 
the date of issuance of the CPCN. 

6. Prior to any increase in the quantities of fuel burned, or capacity factor, 
and/or change in the types of materials stated in the application or limited 
by the permit, notification shall be provided to the PSC and ARMA.  If the 
PSC determines that the change constitutes a modification, the Permittee 
shall obtain approval prior to commencing the proposed modification. 

7. All requirements pertaining to air quality that apply to the Permittee shall 
apply to all subsequent owners and/or operators of the facility.  In the event 
of any change in control or ownership, the Permittee shall notify the 
succeeding owner/operator of the existence of the requirements pertaining 
to air quality by letter and shall send a copy of that letter to ARMA. 

II. Applicable Air Quality Regulations  

8. The Permittee is subject to all applicable federally enforceable State air 
pollution control requirements including, but not limited to, the following 
regulations: 
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a) COMAR 26.11.01.04A, which authorizes ARMA to require the Permittee 
to perform testing to determine compliance with any applicable air 
quality requirement; 

b) COMAR 26.11.01.07C which requires the Permittee to report any 
incidence of excess emissions expecting to last or actually lasting for one 
hour or more; 

c) COMAR 26.11.09.05A(1) which prohibits the discharge of emissions 
from any fuel burning equipment, other than water in an uncombined 
form, which is greater than 20 percent opacity; 

Exception: Does not apply to emissions during load changing, soot 
blowing, start-up, or occasional cleaning of control equipment which do 
not exceed 40 percent opacity for a period or periods aggregating not 
more than 6 consecutive minutes in any 60 minutes (COMAR 
26.11.09.05A(3)). 

d) COMAR 26.11.09.07A(1)(c), which prohibits the Permittee from 
burning, selling, or making available for sale any distillate fuel oil with 
a sulfur content in excess of 0.3 percent by weight; 

e) COMAR 26.11.09.08E - Control of NOx from Major Sources, which 
requires that a person who owns or operates fuel burning equipment 
with a rate heat input capacity of 100 MMBtu per hour or less to: 
  
(i)  Submit to the ARMA an identification of each affected installation, 

the rated heat input capacity of each installation, and type of fuel 
burned in each; 

(ii)  Perform a combustion analysis for each installation at least once 
each year and optimize combustion based on the analysis; 

(iii)  Maintain the results of the combustion analysis at the site for at 
least 2 years and make these results available to ARMA and the 
EPA upon request; 

(iv)  Require each operator of an installation to attend operator training 
programs, at least once every 3 years, on combustion optimization 
that are sponsored by ARMA, the EPA, or equipment vendors; 
and 

(v)  Maintain a record of training program attendance for each 
operator at the site, and make these records available to ARMA 
upon request. 

9. The Permittee is subject to all applicable State-only enforceable air quality 
requirements including, but not limited to, the following regulations: 
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a) COMAR 26.11.02.13A(2) which requires the Permittee to have in current 
effect a State Permit to Operate from the Maryland Department of the 
Environment;  

b) COMAR 26.11.02.19C, which requires the Permittee to maintain records 
necessary to support the emission certification; 

c) COMAR 26.11.02.19D, which requires the Permittee to certify the actual 
emissions of the regulated pollutants from that source; 

d) COMAR 26.11.06.08 and .09 which generally prohibit the discharge of 
emissions beyond the property line in such a manner that a nuisance or 
air pollution is created. 

10. The CTs are subject to all applicable Federal and local requirements, 
including, but not limited to, the New Source Performance Standard (NSPS) for 
Stationary Gas Turbines, 40 CFR 60 Subpart GG as follows:  

a) 60.332(a)(2) which limits the nitrogen oxide content of gases discharged 
into the atmosphere; 

b) 60.333 which requires the Permittee to comply with a sulfur dioxide 
content limit of 0.015 percent by volume (at 15 percent oxygen, dry basis) 
on the gases discharged from into the atmosphere, or a sulfur content 
limit of 0.8 percent by weight on the fuel being burned. 

c) 60.334(b) which requires the Permittee to monitor, at a stipulated 
frequency, the sulfur and nitrogen contents of the fuel being fired in the 
turbine; 

d) 60.335 which requires specific performance test methods and procedures 
for determining compliance with the nitrogen oxides and sulfur dioxide 
standards; and 

e) 60.334(c) which requires the Permittee to report periods of excess 
emissions. 

11. The Permittee shall apply to ARMA for a temporary State Permit to Operate 
at least 60 days prior to the expected date of initial start-up of the proposed 
CTs. 

III. Operating Requirements 

12. The CTs shall burn No. 2 diesel fuel with a sulfur content no greater than 
0.05 percent by weight or natural gas. 

13. The combined fuel (No. 2 diesel) consumption of the two CTs shall not 
exceed 1,343,711 gallons (equivalent to 185,580 MMBtu per year fuel flow) 
for any 12-month period.  
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14. The two CTs shall be operated at not less than 80 percent load or greater 
than 93 percent load (excluding start-up and shutdown) unless the Permittee 
can demonstrate to the satisfaction of ARMA that short term emission rates 
can be achieved if operating beyond the specified load ranges. 

15. The combined emissions from the two CTs shall not exceed the rates in the 
following table: 
 

 
 

Pollutant 

Maximum Short-term 
Emission Rate(1) 

(pounds per hour) 

 
Maximum Emission Rate(2) 

(tons per year) 

NOx 35.0 27.2 

SO2 6.2 4.7 

CO 16.4 15.7 

PM10 7.6 5.7 

VOC (as THC) 4.6 3.8 

(1) Combined short-term emissions from two, CTs operating between 80 and 93 percent load 
(2) Combined emissions from two, CTs over any continuous 12-month period (inclusive of start-up/ 
shutdown/malfunction operations)  

IV. Testing 

16. Compliance stack testing of at least one of the CTs shall be conducted within 
180 days of initial start-up to quantify pollutant emissions and demonstrate 
compliance with the short-term emission limits specified in Condition 15.  
Compliance with the short term emission rates will be comprised of the 
average of three 1-hour test runs. 

17. At least 30 days prior to conducting any compliance stack test, the Permittee 
shall submit a test protocol to ARMA for review and approval.  Compliance 
stack testing shall be conducted in accordance with ARMA Technical 
Memorandum (TM) 91-01, "Test Methods and Equipment Specifications for 
Stationary Sources" (January, 1991), as amended by Supplement 1 (1 July 
1991), 40 CFR 51, 40 CFR 60, or subsequent test protocols approved by 
ARMA. Test ports shall be located in accordance with TM 91-01 (January 
1991), or subsequent or alternative measures approved by ARMA. 

18. Testing shall be performed when operating at a minimum of 90 percent of 
the design load.  If testing cannot be performed at the minimum load, then 
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the actual load during testing shall become the allowable permitted load 
unless and until testing is performed while operating at a minimum of 90 
percent of the design load. 

19. In accordance with COMAR 26.11.01.04A, the Permittee may be required to 
conduct additional stack tests at any time as may be prescribed by ARMA. 

20. Final results of each compliance stack test must be submitted to ARMA 
within 60 days of completion of the test.  Analytical data shall be submitted 
to ARMA directly from the emission testing company. 

V. Recordkeeping and Reporting 

21. The Permittee shall maintain records for each shipment of diesel fuel.  The 
records shall contain sufficient information regarding the sulfur content and 
heat capacity of the fuel to demonstrate compliance with Conditions 8d, 10b, 
12 and 13. 

22. The Permittee shall maintain monthly records of combined total diesel fuel 
used by the two units.  These records shall be maintained on site for at least 
5 years and made available to ARMA upon request. 

23. The Permittee shall maintain operational records sufficient to demonstrate 
compliance with Condition 14. 

24. The Permittee shall furnish written notification to ARMA of the following 
events: 

a) the date construction commenced within 30 days after such date; 

b) the anticipated start-up date, not more than 60 or less than 30 days prior 
to such date; 

c) the actual start-up date within 15 days after such date; and 

d)  the anticipated date of compliance stack testing at least 30 days prior to 
such date. 

25. The Permittee shall certify the actual emissions of regulated pollutants from 
the facility (COMAR 26.11.02.19D). 

a) Certification shall be on a form obtained from ARMA and shall be 
submitted to ARMA no later than April 1 of the year following the year 
for which certification is required. 

b) The individual making the certification shall certify that the information 
is accurate to the individual’s best knowledge.  The certifying 
individual shall be: 
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1) familiar with each source for which the certification form is 
submitted; and 

2) responsible for the accuracy of the emission information. 

26. All records and logs shall be maintained at the facility for at least 5 years 
after the completion of the calendar year in which they were collected.  
These data shall be readily available for inspection by representatives of 
ARMA. 

27. All air quality notifications and reports required by this certificate shall be 
submitted to: 

Maryland Department of the Environment 
Administrator, Compliance Program 
Air and Radiation Management Administration 
1800 Washington Boulevard 
Baltimore, Maryland 21230 

28. All notifications and reports required by 40 CFR 60 Subpart A and Subpart 
GG, unless specified otherwise, shall be submitted to: 

Regional Administrator 
US Environmental Protection Agency, Region III 
1650 Arch Street 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania  19103-2029 

NOISE 

29. The Permittee shall take the necessary measures to comply with the State 
noise limits contained in COMAR 26.02.03.   

OTHER 

30. Informational copies of reports required regarding change of ownership, 
stack test protocols and results, major milestones, as described in Conditions 
7, 16, 20 and 24 shall also be sent to: 

Power Plant Research Program 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
580 Taylor Avenue 
Tawes State Office Building, B-3 
Annapolis, Maryland  21401 
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FINAL LICENSING CONDITIONS 
PSC CASE NO. 8956 
EASTON UTILITIES COMMISSION 
POWER PLANT NO. 2 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

1. Except as otherwise provided for in the following provisions, the application 
for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) is considered 
to be part of this CPCN (certificate) for the installation of two, 4.5-megawatt 
(MW) combustion turbine generating units (CTs) at the Easton Utilities 
Commission (EUC, Permittee) Power Plant No. 2.  The application consists 
of the original application received by the Maryland Public Service 
Commission (PSC) on December 12, 2002 and subsequent data submittals.  
Construction and operation of the two new CTs shall be undertaken in 
accordance with this certificate.  If there are any inconsistencies between the 
certificate conditions specified below and the application for the CPCN, the 
conditions in this certificate shall take precedence.  In the application, 
estimates of dimensions, volumes, emission rates, operating rates, feed rates 
and hours of operation are not deemed to constitute enforceable numeric 
limits except to the extent that they are necessary to make a determination of 
compliance with applicable regulations. 

2. If any provision of this certificate for the EUC Power Plant No. 2 expansion 
project shall be held invalid for any reason, the remaining provisions shall 
remain in full force and effect, and such invalid provision shall be 
considered severed and deleted. 

AIR QUALITY 

I. General Air Quality Requirements 

3. For air permitting purposes, the CTs to be installed shall be Taurus model 
T60-7801S SoLoNOx generating units manufactured by Solar Turbines, Inc. 

4. Representatives of the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) Air 
and Radiation Management Administration (ARMA) and the Talbot County 
Health Department shall be afforded access to the EUC Power Plant No. 2 
property at any reasonable time to conduct inspections and evaluations 
necessary to assure compliance with this certificate.  The EUC shall provide 
such assistance as may be necessary to effectively and safely conduct such 
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inspections and evaluations by representatives of the Department, that may 
include but need not be limited to the following: 

a) inspecting construction authorized by this certificate; 

b) sampling any materials stored or processed on site, or any waste, or 
discharge into the environment; 

c) inspecting any monitoring or recording equipment required by this 
certificate or applicable regulations; 

d) having access to or copying any records required to be kept by this 
certificate or applicable regulations;  

e) obtaining any photographic documentation and evidence; and 

f) determining compliance with the conditions and regulations specified 
in this certificate. 

5. This CPCN constitutes the air quality construction permit for the two CTs.  
In accordance with COMAR 26.11.02.04B, the air quality provisions expire if, 
as determined by the MDE ARMA: 

a) Substantial construction is not commenced within 18 months after the 
date of issuance; 

b) Construction is substantially discontinued for a period of 18 months or 
more after it has commenced; or 

c) Construction is not completed within a reasonable period of time after 
the date of issuance of the CPCN. 

6. Prior to any increase in the quantities of fuel burned, or capacity factor, 
and/or change in the types of materials stated in the application or limited 
by the permit, notification shall be provided to the PSC and ARMA.  If the 
PSC determines that the change constitutes a modification, the Permittee 
shall obtain approval prior to commencing the proposed modification. 

7. All requirements pertaining to air quality that apply to the Permittee shall 
apply to all subsequent owners and/or operators of the facility.  In the event 
of any change in control or ownership, the Permittee shall notify the 
succeeding owner/operator of the existence of the requirements pertaining 
to air quality by letter and shall send a copy of that letter to ARMA. 

II. Applicable Air Quality Regulations  

8. The Permittee is subject to all applicable federally enforceable State air 
pollution control requirements including, but not limited to, the following 
regulations: 
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a) COMAR 26.11.01.04A, which authorizes ARMA to require the Permittee 
to perform testing to determine compliance with any applicable air 
quality requirement; 

b) COMAR 26.11.01.07C which requires the Permittee to report any 
incidence of excess emissions expecting to last or actually lasting for one 
hour or more; 

c) COMAR 26.11.09.05A(1) which prohibits the discharge of emissions 
from any fuel burning equipment, other than water in an uncombined 
form, which is greater than 20 percent opacity; 

Exception: Does not apply to emissions during load changing, soot 
blowing, start-up, adjustments, or occasional cleaning of control 
equipment if (COMAR 26.11.09.05A(3)): 

(i) the visible emissions are not greater than 40 percent opacity; and 

(ii) the visible emissions do not occur more than 6 consecutive 
minutes in any 60-minute period. 

d) COMAR 26.11.09.07A(1)(c), which prohibits the Permittee from 
burning, selling, or making available for sale any distillate fuel oil with 
a sulfur content in excess of 0.3 percent by weight; 

e) COMAR 26.11.09.08G(1) – Control of NOx from Major Sources, which 
requires that a person who owns or operates fuel-burning equipment 
with a capacity factor of 15% or less provide certification of the capacity 
factor of the equipment to the ARMA in writing.  In addition, EUC shall 
also conduct the following: 

1) For fuel-burning equipment that operates more than 500 
hours during a calendar year, perform a combustion analysis 
and optimize combustion at least once annually; 

2) Maintain the results of the combustion analysis at the site for 
at least 2 years and make the results available to the 
Department and the EPA upon request; 

3) Require each operator of an installation, except combustion 
turbines, to attend operator training programs at least once 
every 3 years, on combustion optimization that are sponsored 
by the Department, the EPA, or equipment vendors; and 

4) Maintain a record of training program attendance for each 
operator at the site, and make these records available to the 
Department upon request. 
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9. The Permittee is subject to all applicable State-only enforceable air quality 
requirements including, but not limited to, the following regulations: 

a) COMAR 26.11.02.13A(2) which requires the Permittee to have in current 
effect a State Permit to Operate from the Maryland Department of the 
Environment;  

b) COMAR 26.11.02.19C, which requires the Permittee to maintain records 
necessary to support the emission certification; 

c) COMAR 26.11.02.19D, which requires the Permittee to certify the actual 
emissions of the regulated pollutants from that source; 

d) COMAR 26.11.06.08 and .09 which generally prohibit the discharge of   

emissions beyond the property line in such a manner that a nuisance or air 
pollution is created. 

10. The CTs are subject to all applicable Federal and local requirements, 
including, but not limited to, the New Source Performance Standard (NSPS) for 
Stationary Gas Turbines, 40 CFR 60 Subpart GG as follows:  

a) 60.332(a)(2) which limits the nitrogen oxide content of gases discharged 
into the atmosphere; 

b) 60.333 which requires the Permittee to comply with a sulfur dioxide 
content limit of 0.015 percent by volume (at 15 percent oxygen, dry basis) 
on the gases discharged from into the atmosphere, or a sulfur content 
limit of 0.8 percent by weight on the fuel being burned. 

c) 60.334(b) which requires the Permittee to monitor, at a stipulated 
frequency, the sulfur and nitrogen contents of the fuel being fired in the 
turbine; 

d) 60.335 which requires specific performance test methods and procedures 
for determining compliance with the nitrogen oxides and sulfur dioxide 
standards; and 

e) 60.334(c) which requires the Permittee to report periods of excess 
emissions. 

11. The Permittee shall apply to ARMA for a temporary State Permit to Operate 
at least 60 days prior to the expected date of initial start-up of the proposed 
CTs. 

III. Operating Requirements 

12. The CTs shall burn No. 2 diesel fuel with a sulfur content no greater than 
0.05 percent by weight or natural gas. 
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13. The combined fuel (No. 2 diesel) consumption of the two CTs shall not 
exceed 1,343,711 gallons (equivalent to 185,580 MMBtu per year fuel flow) 
for any 12-month period.  

14. The two CTs shall be operated at not less than 80 percent load or greater 
than 93 percent load (excluding start-up and shutdown) unless the Permittee 
can demonstrate to the satisfaction of ARMA that short term emission rates 
can be achieved if operating beyond the specified load ranges. 

15. The combined emissions from the two CTs shall not exceed the NOx 
emission rates of 35 pounds per hour and 27.2 tons per year over any 
continuous 12-month period (inclusive of startup/shutdown/malfunction 
operations).   
 

  

IV. Testing 

16. Compliance stack testing of at least one of the CTs shall be conducted within 
180 days of initial start-up to quantify pollutant emissions and demonstrate 
compliance with the short-term emission limit specified in Condition 15.  
Compliance with the short term emission rate will be comprised of the 
average of three 1-hour test runs. 

17. At least 30 days prior to conducting any compliance stack test, the Permittee 
shall submit a test protocol to ARMA for review and approval.  Compliance 
stack testing shall be conducted in accordance with ARMA Technical 
Memorandum (TM) 91-01, "Test Methods and Equipment Specifications for 
Stationary Sources" (January, 1991), as amended by Supplement 1 (1 July 
1991), 40 CFR 51, 40 CFR 60, or subsequent test protocols approved by 
ARMA. Test ports shall be located in accordance with TM 91-01 (January 
1991), or subsequent or alternative measures approved by ARMA. 

18. Testing shall be performed when operating at a minimum of 90 percent of 
the design load.  If testing cannot be performed at the minimum load, then 
the actual load during testing shall become the allowable permitted load 
unless and until testing is performed while operating at a minimum of 90 
percent of the design load. 

19. In accordance with COMAR 26.11.01.04A, the Permittee may be required to 
conduct additional stack tests at any time as may be prescribed by ARMA. 

20. Final results of each compliance stack test must be submitted to ARMA 
within 60 days of completion of the test.  Analytical data shall be submitted 
to ARMA directly from the emission testing company. 
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V. Recordkeeping and Reporting 

21. The Permittee shall maintain records for each shipment of diesel fuel.  The 
records shall contain sufficient information regarding the sulfur content and 
heat capacity of the fuel to demonstrate compliance with Conditions 8d, 10b, 
12 and 13. 

22. The Permittee shall maintain monthly records of combined total diesel fuel 
used by the two units.  These records shall be maintained on site for at least 
5 years and made available to ARMA upon request. 

23. The Permittee shall maintain operational records sufficient to demonstrate 
compliance with Condition 14. 

24. The Permittee shall furnish written notification to ARMA of the following 
events: 

a) the date construction commenced within 30 days after such date; 

b) the anticipated start-up date, not more than 60 or less than 30 days prior 
to such date; 

c) the actual start-up date within 15 days after such date; and 

d)  the anticipated date of compliance stack testing at least 30 days prior to 
such date. 

25. The Permittee shall certify the actual emissions of regulated pollutants from 
the facility (COMAR 26.11.02.19D). 

a) Certification shall be on a form obtained from ARMA and shall be 
submitted to ARMA no later than April 1 of the year following the year 
for which certification is required. 

b) The individual making the certification shall certify that the information 
is accurate to the individual’s best knowledge.  The certifying 
individual shall be: 
1) familiar with each source for which the certification form is 

submitted; and 
2) responsible for the accuracy of the emission information. 

26. All records and logs shall be maintained at the facility for at least 5 years 
after the completion of the calendar year in which they were collected.  
These data shall be readily available for inspection by representatives of 
ARMA. 

27. All air quality notifications and reports required by this certificate shall be 
submitted to: 

Maryland Department of the Environment 
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Administrator, Compliance Program 
Air and Radiation Management Administration 
1800 Washington Boulevard 
Baltimore, Maryland 21230 

28. All notifications and reports required by 40 CFR 60 Subpart A and Subpart 
GG, unless specified otherwise, shall be submitted to: 

Regional Administrator 
US Environmental Protection Agency, Region III 
1650 Arch Street 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania  19103-2029 

NOISE 

29. The Permittee shall take the necessary measures to comply with the State 
noise limits contained in COMAR 26.02.03.   

OTHER 

30. Informational copies of reports required regarding change of ownership, 
stack test protocols and results, major milestones, as described in Conditions 
7, 16, 20 and 24 shall also be sent to: 

Power Plant Research Program 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
580 Taylor Avenue 
Tawes State Office Building, B-3 
Annapolis, Maryland  21401 
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  November 4, 2004 
 
 
 
In the matter of the application 
of The Easton Utilities Commission 
for a Certificate of Public Con-
venience and Necessity to install 
combustion turbine generating 
units at Power Plant No. 2 in 
Easton, Maryland. 

* 
 
* 
 
* 
 
* 

 
 
 

Case No. 8956 
 

 
 
To All Parties of Record: 
 
 The Proposed Order of Hearing Examiner filed in the 
above-entitled matter on October 25, 2004 was not appealed by any 
party, nor has the Commission modified or reversed the Proposed 
Order or initiated further proceedings into this matter.  
Accordingly, the Proposed Order is now final, has been assigned 
Order No. 79571, and has been entered on the docket of the 
Commission as of this date. 
 
 
  Very truly yours, 
 
 
 
 
  Kathleen Berends 
  Management Associate 
 
 



ORDER NO. 79571

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION
OF THE EASTON UTILITIES COMMISSION
FOR A CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CON-
VENIENCE AND NECESSITY TO INSTALL
COMBUSTION TURBINE GENERATING
UNITS AT POWER PLANT NO. 2 IN
EASTON, MARYLAND.
                                  

*

*

*

*

BEFORE THE 
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

OF MARYLAND

             

CASE NO. 8956
             

PROPOSED ORDER OF HEARING EXAMINER

Appearances:

Marta D. Harting and Brian Quinn, for Easton Utilities
Commission.

M. Brent Hare and Ransom E. (Ted) Davis, for the
Department of Natural Resources Power Plant Research
Program.

Cynthia Green-Warren, for the Office of People's
Counsel.

M. Catherine Dowling, Lloyd J. Spivak, and Todd Givens,
for the Staff of the Public Service Commission.

On August 6, 2004, a request was made by Easton

Utilities Commission ("EUC") to amend several conditions of the

Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity ("CPCN") granted

for its Plant No. 2 generating station in 2003.  The CPCN issued by

Order No. 78696, entered September 23, 2003 in Case No. 8956,

authorized construction of two dual fuel combustion turbine gener-

ating units, approximately 4.5 MW each, subject to 31 specified

conditions.  In the August 6, 2004 request, EUC seeks to amend
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Conditions No. 8 and No. 151 based upon consultations with the

State Departments of Natural Resources ("DNR") and Environment

("MDE"). According to EUC, these changes do not alter the emissions

from the turbines, but are intended to reflect MDE requirements for

the development of the facility's Title V Operating Permit.

Hearing in this matter was held on October 21, 2004 in

Easton, Maryland, notice of which was provided to all parties in

the initial CPCN application, which parties included the DNR Power

Plant Research Program ("PPRP"), the Office of People's Counsel

("OPC"), and Commission Staff.  In addition, a public notice of

hearing was published in The Star Democrat, a local newspaper, on

September 20, 2004, advising the public of the request to amend the

conditions and the opportunity of the public to comment at the

hearing or submit comments in writing to the Commission by the date

of the hearing.

At the hearing, Dr. John Sherwell, Administrator for

Atmospheric Sciences for PPRP, as well as the DNR Project Manager

of this request, testified in support of the requested amended

conditions.  Dr. Sherwell testified that he was responsible for

coordinating the review by the State agencies of the amendments,

which were apparently devised by the State agencies and accepted by

EUC.  The changes were proposed while developing the Title V

                      
1 Other minor revisions to other conditions in conformance with the
revisions to Conditions No. 8 and No. 15 are also made to Condition
No. 16.
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Operating Permit for the facility, and MDE determined it was neces-

sary to amend the conditions for consistency with implementation

requirements of Title V of the federal Clean Air Act, to reflect

recent revisions to MDE's air quality regulations in COMAR 26.11,

and to eliminate unnecessary reporting requirements.  According to

Dr. Sherwell, these changes will ensure that the most current

regulations are in effect.

The specific changes will actually delete defined

emissions limits for four emissions [sulfur dioxide ("SO2"), carbon

monoxide ("CO"), particulate matter ("PM"),2 and volatile organic

compounds ("VOC")], while retaining short-term and annual limits

for nitrogen oxides ("NOx").  According to Dr. Sherwell, MDE has

determined there is no specific underlying federal or state

requirement for the deleted emissions and therefore such specified

limits should be deleted from the CPCN conditions.  He further

explained that the projected emissions for the deleted compounds do

not subject the facility to requirements outlined in the Clean Air

Act or any State law or regulation, and actual emission thresholds

that would be allowed under law or regulation would be signifi-

cantly higher.  The limits for NOx would be preserved, including

revisions in Condition No. 8 to ensure compliance with updated and

appropriate regulations.  The CPCN also retains conditions limiting

                      
2 Dr. Sherwell refers to the deleted PM limit as the total suspended
particulate ("TSP") in his testimony, while it was described as particu-
late matter ("PM") in the original condition.
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annual fuel use at the facility, which fuel limit will also serve

to limit annual emissions of SO2, CO, PM and VOC.

While the four specified compounds are no longer

specifically listed under the proposed changes, Dr. Sherwell

further testified the impact of the proposed condition changes will

not change the emissions for these compounds at all.  He states the

deleted limits were not required by any law or regulation and would

be difficult to enforce, and EUC will remain a minor source of air

pollution and in compliance with all regulatory requirements to

protect public health and the environment.

No other parties presented any witnesses, nor objected

to the proposed condition revisions. Also, no members of the public

appeared at the hearing or submitted any public comment on the

proposal.

Upon consideration of the request to revise the condi-

tions of the CPCN, I find the proposed revisions should be accepted

based upon the record of this case.  The proposed revisions, which

are requested by EUC, were actually developed by the reviewing

State agencies through the PPRP, apparently upon the review by the

environmental agencies while developing the operating permit. While

the changes in conditions eliminate the specified emission limits

for several emissions, the record and testimony indicate the

revisions will not increase any of these deleted emissions, but

such revisions are intended to comply with applicable law and

regulations as the deleted provisions apparently were not supported

by underlying law or regulation.  Thus, while these specified
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emissions are no longer defined in the revised conditions, the

record indicates that the changes will not result in any increased

emissions for these compounds, as limits retained on fuel consump-

tion will serve to restrict the emissions for these compounds.3

Furthermore, a review of the prior order in this case

(Order No. 78695) indicates the project will not cause any signifi-

cant adverse impacts to air quality, which conclusion would not be

altered by the revised conditions.  The turbines are of small

capacity, and will be operated in a limited fashion (estimated

1,000 to 1,500 hours per year, mostly during the summer) during

higher-priced hours to meet requirements and limit the price of

energy to Easton's customers.  The testimony at the initial hearing

also noted that restriction on fuel consumption enables EUC to

operate the turbines at various loads while ensuring that pollutant

emission limits are not exceeded,4 and such consumption limits are

retained in the revised conditions.

Accordingly, upon review of the entire record, including

no opposition to the proposed revisions, I find that the request

for the revised conditions should be granted.  The record indicates

                      
3 E.g., Condition No. 13 limits fuel consumption of the two combustion
turbines for any 12-month period, which restriction on fuel use limits
emissions.
4 See Appendix A to Order No. 78696, at p. 10 (Testimony of William V.
Paul), where it is noted:

The operation of the new CTs will be restricted to a combined
annual No. 2 diesel oil consumption of approximately
1,343,7000 gallons ....  Restricting the fuel consumption
rather than the total hours of operation of the CTs enables
EUC to operate the CTs at variable loads while ensuring that
pollutant emission limits are not exceeded.
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the changes were proposed by the reviewing State agencies to make

such conditions conform to applicable law and regulations and

reduce unnecessary reporting requirements, and no changes in actual

emissions will result from the changed conditions.  Also, while

specified emissions are being deleted, the new turbines will not be

in violation of any emission requirements, and the retention of the

same fuel limits as in the original conditions results in no

changes whatsoever from the actual emissions of the project.

Therefore, I find and conclude that the revisions for the condi-

tions shall be granted as being in the public interest, and

accordingly, the revised conditions are accepted.5

Finally, EUC and PPRP request an expedited decision in

this matter, which request has not been opposed by any party.

Accordingly, the parties do not oppose issuance of a Proposed Order

with the expedited appeal period of seven days.  Therefore,

pursuant to Section 3-113(d)(2)(ii) of the Public Utility Companies

Article, the appeal period shall be seven days, and any memorandum

on appeal shall be simultaneously filed with the notice of appeal.

IT IS, THEREFORE, this 25th day of October, in the year

Two Thousand Four,

                      
5 The revised conditions are contained in DNR Exhibit No. 2 admitted at
the October 21, 2004 hearing.  As noted, the principal changes are in
Conditions No. 8 and No. 15, with conforming changes to Condition No. 16.

The revised conditions did not specifically include Condition
No. 31 of the original conditions accepted in Appendix B to Order
No. 78696.  At the hearing, the parties indicated Condition No. 31 (which
requires EUC to file a listing of transmission system improvements and
interconnection facility changes required by PJM with certification such
matters have been completed) remains in effect and is not deleted, but
apparently has been satisfied.  As it remains in effect and was not
deleted, it has been added to the Appendix I conditions attached hereto.
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ORDERED: (1) That the request of Easton Utilities

Commission to amend the conditions of the Certificate of Public

Convenience and Necessity previously granted to Easton Utilities

Commission in Order No. 78696 issued on September 23, 2003 is

hereby granted.

(2) That such conditions are amended in

accordance with the findings above, which revised conditions are

attached hereto as Appendix I.

(3) That any appeal of this Proposed Order

shall be made within seven days, and the memorandum on appeal shall

be simultaneously filed with the notice of appeal.

(4) That this Proposed Order will become a

final Order of the Commission on November 2, 2004, unless before

that date an appeal is noted with the Commission by any party to

this proceeding as provided in Section 3-113(d)(2) of The Public

Utility Companies Article, or the Commission modifies or reverses

the Proposed Order or initiates further proceedings in this matter

as provided in Section 3-114(c)(2) of The Public Utility Companies

Article.

                                     
Joel M. Bright            
Hearing Examiner           

Public Service Commission of Maryland
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ML# 106823 
 

September 25, 2007 
Arnold R. Boughner, Jr. 
Easton Utilities Commission 
201 North Washington Street 
P.O. Box 1189 
Easton, Maryland  21601 
 
    Re: Request for Determination 
      
Dear Mr. Boughner: 
 

By letter dated June 29, 2007, Easton Utilities Commission (“Easton”) asked the Public 
Service Commission of Maryland (the “Commission”) to determine that lowering the height of 
two exhaust stacks in its Power Plant No. 2 from 106 feet to 96 feet above grade is not a 
modification that requires a new Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (“CPCN”).  
After reviewing Easton’s request, the Commission has determined that lowering the height of the 
existing exhaust stacks does not constitute a modification that requires a new CPCN.     

 
Easton’s power plant consists of six diesel oil-fired generators and two combustion 

turbines, Units #23 and 24.  The Commission authorized construction of the plant through a 
CPCN issued in 1975, see Case No. 6775, Order No. 61191, which was modified in 1986 to 
permit a change in fuel.  See Case No. 7969, Order No. 67555.  As constructed pursuant to the 
original CPCN, the exhaust stacks serving Units #23 and 24 were 106 feet above grade.   

 
On October 20, 2006, the upper 38 feet section of the stack for Unit #24 failed due to 

high winds.  Safety considerations led EUC to remove the upper section of the stack for Unit #23 
on October 21, 2006.  The structural integrity of the stacks was compromised due to corrosion.  
The Commission understands that Easton requested and received permission from the Maryland 
Department of the Environment Air and Radiation Management Administration 
(“MDE/ARMA”) to continue operations with shorter stacks, approximately 70 feet above grade, 
until the stacks could be repaired.  Your June 29, 2007 letter indicates that Easton has evaluated 
how best to replace the stacks and has decided to build the new ones to a height of 96 feet instead 
of the original 106 feet. 
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After considering Easton’s request and receiving comments from the Easton Airport, the 

Department of Natural Resources Power Plant Research Program (“DNR/PPRP”) and the 
Maryland Department of the Environment, the Commission is satisfied that a new CPCN is not 
required for the repairs Easton seeks to undertake here.  Modifications to Power Plants are 
governed by the Public Utility Companies Article (“PUC”), §§ 7-204, 7-207 and 7-208, 
Annotated Code of Maryland and Title 20, Subtitle 79 of the Code of Maryland Regulations.  
But not all repairs or modifications to a power plant require a CPCN – only those that alter the 
plant’s emissions: 

 
(a) “Modification” defined. – 
 

(1) In this section, “modification” means a physical 
alteration of, replacement of, or other change to the facilities at a 
power plant, or a change in the fuel used by the plant, that could 
result in a change of the air emissions from the plant or from a 
generating unit of the plant. 

 
(2) “Modification” does not include: 
 

(i) routine maintenance or repairs of the 
facilities of a power plant; or 

 
(ii) a change that the Commission determines 

will not result in an increase in air emissions from the plant 
or from a generating unit of the plant.  (PUC § 7-205(a).) 

 
 

 
Because the repaired stacks would be shorter than those authorized by the original CPCN, 

the difference in the stack height would not, under these circumstances, require a new CPCN 
unless the shorter stacks changed the plant’s air emissions.  The record indicates, however, that 
DNR/PPRP and MDE conducted new air quality modeling, based on the modeling utilized in 
Case No. 8956,1 and “the results of this new modeling show a negligible change in air quality as 
a result of lowering the stack height to 96 feet, with continued protection of the [National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards].”  Moreover, according to the Easton Airport, the lower stack 
height would permit the Federal Aviation Administration to modify the approach to one of the 
Airport’s runways to allow aircraft landing in inclement weather to make a lower (and safer) 
approach when landing.  

 

                                                           
1  In Case No. 8956, the Commission authorized the construction of two 9MW combustion turbine units at 
the plant.  See Order No. 78696 (August 22, 2003). 
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For the foregoing reasons, then, the Commission finds that Easton does not need a CPCN 

before repairing the damaged stacks to a 96-foot height rather than restoring them to the original 
106-foot height.  Easton may proceed with the repairs accordingly. 
 
 
 
      By Direction of the Commission,  
 
 
      /s/ Donald P. Eveleth 
 
      Donald P. Eveleth 
      Deputy Executive Secretary 
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