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Power generation
has become an
extremely competi-

tive industry across the
entire mid-Atlantic region.
Changes in regulations
now allow access to the
transmission network for
any power plant developer
who pays for the intercon-
nection engineering
studies — and developers
are literally lining up for
the opportunity.  In
Maryland, the increased
competition has led to
several proposed new
plants, making this past
year the most active
period in power plant
licensing since the 1970s.
Developers are seeking licenses to both construct brand new
facilities and to make efficiency-improving enhancements to
existing plants.  Several power plants have already been
approved and are under construction.  Among these are the
Kelson Ridge combined cycle plant in Charles County, the
Brown Station Road landfill gas burning plant in Prince
George’s County, and the Rock Springs simple cycle facility in
Cecil County, shown on Figure 1 (for more information about
these plants, see the Spring 2000 issue of the Power Plant
Update).

This article describes several new plant proposals that are in
different phases of the licensing process.  Mirant is seeking to
make changes to its existing Dickerson Generating Station in
Montgomery County, while Duke Energy is proposing a gas-
fired electric generating station in Frederick County.  These
companies have each applied for a Certificate of Public

Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) from the Maryland Public
Service Commission (PSC).  In their applications, the devel-
opers provide detailed analyses of environmental,
engineering, and socioeconomic issues relating to their
proposed plants.  The State’s review of the proposed generat-
ing facilities is coordinated by PPRP, with the goal of
protecting Maryland’s natural resources. After a comprehen-
sive review of the application, PPRP will provide the PSC with
a list of recommended licensing recommendations, prepared
in concert with Maryland Department of the Environment
(MDE) and six other State agencies.  The recommended
conditions are crafted to ensure the facility can be built and
operated with acceptable impacts to the State’s natural
resources.

In addition to the Mirant and Duke CPCN applications, this
article describes two more potential plant sites in the same

New Power Plants Proposed for Maryland
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* See Cove Point article on page 5.
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Figure 1.  Energy facilities proposed or under construction
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area of the state — Dynegy’s proposed facility near Point of
Rocks, and Sempra Energy’s partnership with Eastalco.  We
also list several power plants in Virginia and Pennsylvania, but
quite close to the Maryland border, that are under construc-
tion or in the licensing process.

Gas-Fired Combined Cycle Units in
Montgomery County
Mirant Mid-Atlantic, LLC is in the process of applying to
expand and improve its existing coal-, gas-, and oil-fired
generating facilities at its Dickerson site in Montgomery
County, Maryland. Located one mile west of the town of
Dickerson along the Potomac River, the Dickerson Generating
Facility has been providing electric power since the late 1950s.
Mirant purchased the generating units on this site from PEPCO
in 2000, with PEPCO retaining certain electric substations
and equipment.

Currently, Dickerson Generating Facility consists of three
182 MW coal-fired units, two 147 MW gas- and oil-fired

simple cycle combustion turbines (CTs), and one small
emergency/peaking turbine.  Mirant is seeking to convert the
existing simple cycle units to a combined cycle unit by adding
heat recovery steam generators (HRSGs) and a steam turbine-
generator, and to construct a second combined cycle unit.
(For descriptions of simple cycle and combined cycle tur-
bines, see the Spring 2000 Power Plant Update.)  In 1990,
PEPCO received permits to incorporate combined cycle
operations at the facility, but did not pursue construction
within the 18-month window for air permit provisions. The
primary fuel for this operation will be natural gas with distil-
late oil as an alternate. The proposed changes will increase the
electrical generating capacity of the facility by 740 MW.

Because this capacity addition is proposed at an existing plant
site, ecological concerns are minimized.  Furthermore, the
facility design calls for obtaining cooling tower makeup for the
new units (a maximum of about 8 million gallons per day,
mgd) from the existing cooling water discharge at the
Dickerson coal-fired facility, which utilizes about 400 mgd for

once-through cooling (see sidebar). Avoiding
a new withdrawal from the Potomac will
minimize impacts to aquatic life in the river,
although the potential impacts of a new
consumptive water user on the river must be
addressed.

With respect to air quality impacts, PPRP is
evaluating Mirant’s selection of control
equipment for the new air emission sources.
Because ozone concentrations across Mary-
land are sometimes high enough to cause
potential health problems, any new facilities
that may emit ozone precursors — nitrogen
oxides (NO

x
) and volatile organic compounds

— must comply with stringent state and
federal regulations.  Mirant proposes to install
highly efficient selective catalytic reduction
systems to control NO

x
 emissions and oxida-

tion catalyst systems to control volatile organic
compounds from the proposed new combus-
tion turbines.  In addition, Mirant plans to
install NO

x
 control equipment on the existing

Dickerson coal-fired boilers to offset the 840
tons per year of NO

x
 emissions generated from

the new equipment.  This level of NO
x
 control

on the new and existing units combined will
allow Mirant to operate the new units with very
small (less than 25 tons per year) net in-
creases in NO

x
 emissions.
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Gas-Fired Combined Cycle
Plant in Frederick County
Duke Energy Frederick, a subsidiary of
Duke Energy North America, has
proposed constructing a new power
plant in Frederick County.  The company
seeks to install a natural gas-fired,
nominal 640 MW generating station
across the road from the existing Doubs
Substation, near the community of Point
of Rocks.  The proposed combined cycle
facility consists of two CTs, two HRSGs
with duct-firing capabilities, and a steam
turbine-generator, built on about 60
acres of the 740-acre site. The plant will
use natural gas as its sole fuel source.

Cooling and process water needs (a
maximum of about 8 mgd) will be met
either with reclaimed water from a
Frederick County wastewater treatment
plant or water withdrawn from the
Potomac River.  Whichever source of
water is secured, the use of evaporative
cooling systems at both the proposed
Duke and Mirant facilities will constitute
new consumptive uses of Potomac River
water.  The State is evaluating the
potential impacts that this consumption
may have on availability of Potomac River water for down-
stream users.  Under Maryland’s consumptive use regulations,
both Duke and Mirant will have to offset their river withdraw-
als during declared drought conditions, or else reduce their
withdrawals to less than 1 mgd during those times.  Duke has
proposed building a 25-acre onsite pond to store enough
water to support about six days of operation, which will allow
them to continue running during a brief drought period.
(Mirant has also proposed onsite storage of cooling water for
this purpose.)

In addition to water supply and conveyance, potential issues of
concern in the Duke case include visual and traffic impacts to
residents of Point of Rocks, impacts to the rural character of
the area, and historic resources in the area, in particular a
historic church located less than a mile from the facility’s site
boundary. These and other issues will be addressed in the
CPCN proceedings, now scheduled for early Spring 2002.

Simple Cycle Turbine Expansion at Chalk Point
Mirant has filed a CPCN application proposing four new simple
cycle combustion turbines at its existing Chalk Point facility in
Prince George’s County.  The new units would add 340 MW of

capacity at the site, which currently sup-
ports more than 2500 MW of generation.
The turbines would be fueled by natural gas
with distillate oil as backup, and would be
operated only during peak demand periods.

Gas-Fired Combined Cycle
Plant with Dry Cooling in
Frederick County
Dynegy, Inc., has proposed the construction
of a new generating station, Blue Ridge
Generation, at a site adjacent to the Doubs
Substation, just north of the proposed Duke
location.  Dynegy has participated in pre-
application discussions with PPRP,
Frederick County, and local citizens, and
has imminent plans to submit a CPCN
application.  The proposed facility would be
located on a 118-acre site near the town of
Point of Rocks.

Preliminary design information provided by
Dynegy includes a combined cycle facility
(nominal 1200 MW), consisting of four
CTs, two HRSGs, and two steam turbine-
generators. The Blue Ridge facility will
utilize natural gas as the primary fuel with
oil backup.  The company also plans to
utilize dry cooling technology, which greatly

reduces its consumptive use of water resources.  Construction
is planned to occur in two phases, with the first phase opera-
tional by 2004. Timing of the second phase will depend on
licensing of other power plants in the region.

Potential On-site Generation at Eastalco
Eastalco, a large aluminum processor in Frederick County, has
announced that it is exploring the feasibility of hosting an
electrical generating station at its plant site. Aluminum
processing is a highly energy-intensive industry, and therefore
Eastalco has a strong incentive to investigate the lowest-cost
option for electricity supply. The company is working with
Sempra Energy, a California-based power plant developer, to
develop conceptual plans for on-site generation. ✤

Out-of-State Plants
Proposed Near
Maryland Borders
Each of these plants is located within about
20 miles of Maryland.  PPRP is actively
studying the potential for these plants,
together with the proposed plants in
Maryland, to adversely affect Maryland’s air
quality and water availability.

Tractebel:  1400 MW gas-fired combined
cycle with dry cooling in Leesburg, VA

Reliant:  800 MW gas-fired combined
cycle with dry cooling north of
Gettysburg, PA

Conectiv:  1100 MW gas-fired combined
cycle plants proposed at each of two sites,
one in York County and another in
Lancaster County, PA (an identical third
facility is proposed for Cambria County,
about 50 miles north of the Maryland
border)

Dominion Virginia Power:  540 MW
combined cycle expansion at its Possum
Point facility on the lower Potomac River,
across the river from Charles County, MD

Other articles in this issue:
• Landfill Gas as Renewable Energy Source
• Proposed Reactivation of Cove Point LNG Terminal
• PEPCO-Conectiv Merger Review
• Northeast Regional Power Transmission
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Over the past five years, several
landfills in Maryland have
proposed installing power

generation systems that utilize landfill
gas (LFG) as fuel.  LFG is a combina-
tion of methane (making up about 50
percent of the gas) and carbon
dioxide; it is created as buried organic
waste decays within the landfill.  In
larger landfills, this gas must be
captured and combusted, typically in
flares, to prevent build-up of large
quantities of this flammable gas.  First
used as a fuel in the 1970s, LFG has
developed into a viable source of
renewable energy.

While many landfills operate flares to
combust collected landfill gas, changes in engine technology,
deregulation of Maryland’s power industry, and recent avail-
ability of tax credits for gas-to-energy systems have made
alternatives to flares attractive.  The economics can favor
installation of engines fueled by the collected LFG to generate
power, which can be sold to a power provider operating
in the deregulated market.  With added tax incentives, more
revenues are available to landfill operators, many of them
county entities.

Several landfills in Maryland are potential candidates for LFG
power generation.  According to the Maryland Department of
Planning, there are 15 landfill sites
in the state that, if developed, could
provide approximately 30 MW of
total electric capacity.  Since the
main barrier to LFG utilization is
cost, the State has established a tax
credit for qualified Maryland
facilities under the Maryland
Clean Energy Incentive Act.  These
facilities have the opportunity to
gain a tax credit of 85¢ per kilowatt-
hour of electricity produced for
burning LFG to generate electricity.
Facilities that co-fire the LFG with
coal can gain 50¢ per kilowatt-hour
of electricity produced.

Some recent LFG projects in Maryland
are described below:

•   Oaks Sanitary Landfill,
Laytonsville, MD:  will generate up
to 4 MW of power from the combus-
tion of LFG in two engine/generator
systems.  Power will be used at the
landfill and the excess sold to the
grid under a purchase power
agreement. This project received its
Certificate of Public Convenience
and Necessity (CPCN) from the
Maryland Public Service Commis-
sion (PSC) to construct and operate
the gas-to-energy plant in May 1998.

•   Brown Station Road Landfill, 2.5
miles northwest of Upper Marlboro, MD:  will generate up
to 4.2 MW of power by installing four new engine/
generator sets.  This project, which was granted a CPCN
by the PSC in September 2000, will provide power for use
at the landfill and the nearby prison.  Excess power will
be sold to the grid, generating revenue for Prince
George’s County.

• Baltimore County Eastern Sanitary Landfill, White
Marsh, MD:  will generate up to 4.2 MW of power from
four new engines.  Power will be used at the landfill and
the excess sold to the grid.  This project is in CPCN review
process, but presently on hold.  ✤

Landfill Gas Now a Valuable Source of Renewable Energy

What makes landfill gas
a good fuel source?
• Composition:  50 percent methane gives

this gas a high heating value.
• Availability:  A large landfill (about 200

acres) can produce enough LFG to run a 5
MW plant, supplying enough energy for at
least 3,200 homes.

• Ample supply of fuel:  Landfills continu-
ously produce LFG over the life of the
landfill (50 to 100 years) as buried wastes
decay.  For about 20 years, the landfill
generates sufficient volumes of LFG to make
gas-to-energy operations cost effective.
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1. Alpha Landfill

2. Baltimore City Landfills:
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Figure 2.  Proposed and potential gas-to-energy sites
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Federal agencies are currently evaluating a proposal to
upgrade and reactivate the Cove Point Liquefied Natural
Gas (LNG) terminal, located in southern Calvert County

on the western shore of the Chesapeake Bay (see Figure 1,
page 1).  PPRP has been actively involved in reviewing the
plans for the facility with the goal of protecting the State’s
natural resources.  This article describes the proposed project
and the current status of the review process.

History
The Cove Point LNG terminal was originally permitted
and constructed during the early to mid-1970s and
began full scale operations in 1978. Consisting of
offshore loading, onshore storage, and pipeline
interconnection facilities, the Cove Point terminal was
designed to import and store LNG, vaporize LNG, and
transport the resulting gas to connections to interstate
pipeline systems in Virginia. Due to significant changes
in the natural gas market, LNG importation was
suspended in 1980 after only 90 LNG tanker deliveries.
While the terminal was relegated to standby mode, the
pipeline, supplied by interconnections with two
pipelines in northern Virginia, continued to transport
natural gas to customers and local distribution centers.

After receiving authorization from the Federal Energy Regula-
tory Commission (FERC) in September 1994, Cove Point LNG
installed facilities to liquefy natural gas taken from existing
interstate pipelines during periods of low demand. By 1995,
these onshore facilities were reactivated and used to provide
storage of LNG, which could be dispatched during periods of
peak demand for natural gas. The offshore marine terminal
and import facilities were not reactivated and have remained
in standby mode since their deactivation in 1980.

In June 2000, The Williams Company purchased the Cove
Point LNG Limited Partnership from Columbia Energy Group.
Williams then informed the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) of its
plans to resume marine transport of LNG in the Chesapeake
Bay and unloading of LNG at Cove Point, as required under
USCG regulations.  In January 2001, Williams also filed an
application for FERC approval to reactivate LNG import
services and upgrade various onshore and offshore facilities at
the Cove Point terminal.

Project Description
Williams is proposing to reactivate the offshore facilities at
Cove Point, upgrade certain existing facilities, and construct
new onshore facilities in order to fully reactivate the LNG

import services. The proposed facility upgrades include a new
850,000-barrel capacity storage tank, which would increase
the facility’s overall storage capacity by 50 percent.  Williams
requested that FERC expedite its application to allow for initial
operation and LNG tanker offload by April 2002.  The com-
pany hopes to begin full-scale operations at Cove Point by
September 2003.

Before licensing the project, FERC must assess the environ-
mental effects of the proposed actions in accordance with the
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
and FERC policies and regulations.  FERC is evaluating the
potential effects of the proposed actions with respect to the full
range of environmental and socioeconomic issues, including
aquatic and terrestrial ecology, air quality, and transportation
impacts.

Williams must also receive a Letter of Recommendation from
USCG indicating that the Chesapeake Bay and Cove Point
terminal are suitable for marine transport and transfer of LNG.
Additionally, USCG will develop an Operations Plan that
outlines specific procedures related to LNG transport and
transfer in the Chesapeake Bay.  A component of the plan will
be the establishment of areas of restricted marine vessel
activity and access (i.e., marine safety zones) as required by
USCG regulations.

Current Status
In July 2001, FERC issued its draft environmental assessment
(EA) for the Cove Point project, which concluded with a
“finding of no significant impact” as long as Williams complies
with a list of 36 recommended licensing conditions. In a
comment letter on the draft EA dated August 15, 2001, the

Proposal to Transport LNG through Cove Point Terminal

(Continued)
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Maryland Energy Administration (MEA) and the Maryland
Department of Natural Resources stressed the need for
coordination between FERC and USCG prior to reaching
definitive determinations regarding environmental impacts
associated with the project.  The State agencies’ letter also
indicated there were aspects of the EA, especially in the area of
risk assessment, that warranted improvement to adequately
address the public’s concerns.

In October 2001, FERC approved the reactivation plan subject
to 37 “environmental mitigation conditions” - the same
conditions as those identified in the draft EA, plus an addi-
tional condition requested by DNR.  The additional licensing
condition requires the licensee to investigate the potential
presence on the offshore terminal of a peregrine falcon nest.
The State of Maryland has identified the peregrine falcon as an

endangered species.  More recently, FERC announced that it
was reconsidering its already issued approval in response to
public concerns regarding the potential for terrorist attack on
the facility and the resulting consequences.  Maryland also
requested a rehearing on security issues.  On December 19,
2001, FERC reaffirmed its October decision to reactivate the
facility, citing a need for new gas supply and expressing
confidence that the facility can be operated safely.

USCG held a public meeting concerning the project and the
issuance of its Letter of Recommendation in August 2001.
During that meeting, one of the major concerns expressed by
the public was that of safety, including the potential impacts
resulting from a terrorist attack.  To date, USCG has not issued
its Letter of Recommendation or its proposed Operations Plan,
but is expected to do so by mid-February 2002.  On behalf of
State agencies, PPRP and MEA will participate in the USCG
rulemaking process. ✤

Cove Point (Continued)

PEPCO and Conectiv Seek to Merge

In February 2001, two of Maryland’s
electric utilities, Potomac Electric
Power Company (PEPCO) and Conectiv,

announced plans for a merger.  PEPCO
provides service to the District of Columbia
and its Maryland suburbs, and Conectiv
serves the majority of the Delmarva Penin-
sula (and Cecil County, Maryland) and
southern New Jersey.  Conectiv itself is a
holding company which owns two utilities, Delmarva Power &
Light and Atlantic City Electric (ACE).  The merger will create
the largest electric delivery company in the Mid-Atlantic
region, serving almost 2 million customers.  In order to
complete the merger, PEPCO and Conectiv must obtain
approvals from certain federal and state agencies, including
the Maryland PSC.

The PSC held hearings on the merger in October 2001, and
PPRP and the Maryland Energy Administration participated
actively in that review.  The parties to the proceeding ad-
dressed a number of issues and concerns, including:

• How the merger would affect reliability of service

• Whether the merger would produce cost savings

• How customers can be protected against increased costs
or potential inefficiencies associated with the merger

• Whether the merger exposes Maryland to undue risk

PEPCO and Conectiv representatives have emphasized that the
merger will not fundamentally change how electric service is

provided in any of the states that it serves.
The merger will produce a new holding
company with PEPCO, Delmarva, and ACE
operating as utility subsidiaries.  Repre-
sentatives from PEPCO and Conectiv
believe this structure will enable the
operating utilities to capture merger
efficiencies while avoiding undue merger
risk and disruption.

After the October hearings, the parties to the merger case
reached a settlement agreement approving the merger while
providing significant benefits and protections to Maryland
customers.  The settlement caps current rates on distribution
service for PEPCO/Conectiv Maryland customers through
December 2006.  The companies agree that they will not ask
their utility customers to pay for any of the costs incurred in
completing the merger, including the market premium that
PEPCO will pay to Conectiv shareholders.  The companies
agree to contribute $1 million to fund energy efficiency pilot
programs in Maryland.  Issues concerning quality of service,
reliability, infrastructure adequacy, and transmission conges-
tion will be addressed in a working group process.  The PSC
has scheduled a hearing on the settlement for January 2002.

Of course, the customer benefits and protections in this
settlement are dependent upon PEPCO and Conectiv obtain-
ing all of the required government agency approvals and
completing the merger.  The companies expect to complete
the merger by the end of the first quarter of 2002. ✤
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Creating a Northeast Market for Electric Power Supply

L E G E N D

New England ISO

New York ISO

PJM ISO

Figure 3. FERC-proposed Northeast Regional Transmission
Organization (RTO) service territories

Since the 1920s, Maryland has been part of an integrated
power grid in the Mid-Atlantic region, the Pennsylvania-
New Jersey-Maryland Interconnection (PJM).  This

cooperative arrangement among the region’s utilities has been
highly successful over the years in assuring reliable generation
supply at reasonable cost.  Five years ago, in response to
efforts by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)
to open up access to the transmission grid to all wholesale
customers, PJM transformed itself into an Independent System
Operator (ISO).  The ISO is a truly independent, unbiased
manager of both the transmission grid and energy markets
and owns no transmission or generation facilities.  PJM’s sister
“power pools” in New York and New England did the same,
creating the New York ISO (NYISO) and the New England ISO
(NEISO) (see service territories in Figure 3, below).  The PJM
ISO so far has proven to be very successful, continuing its past
experience of reliable supply and smoothly functioning
markets.  As a result of this success, the Allegheny Power
System, which operates in Western Maryland, West Virginia
and Southwestern Pennsylvania, elected to join the PJM ISO as
“PJM West”.

In July 2001, FERC issued a series of orders revealing its vision
of expanded regional markets for power supply.  This ulti-
mately would establish four regional transmission
organizations (RTOs), one each for the West, Midwest,
Southeast and Northeast.  In order to create a single Northeast

market for generation supply, FERC directed the PJM, New
York, and New England ISOs to enter into mediation talks to
merge their organizations.  The mediation talks produced a
business plan for merging the three ISOs, but it also revealed
important areas of disagreement.

Maryland and other Northeast states have questioned FERC’s
directive to merge the three ISOs, arguing that FERC has failed
to undertake the needed study and analysis of the benefits and
costs.  The Maryland PSC is concerned that such a merger is
unnecessary and could disrupt the present successful opera-
tions of the PJM ISO,  potentially raising costs for power
supply and transmission service for Maryland customers.
Moreover, some observers believe that the objective of an
integrated Northeast market could be better addressed
through agreements among the three ISOs to coordinate their
transmission procedures and market designs.

In November, FERC issued another order indicating its
intention to work more closely with state commissions and to
pursue market expansions through standard market designs.
The issue of whether the three ISOs actually need to merge in
order to achieve an integrated Northeast market is likely to be
addressed by FERC in 2002, after consultation with the
Northeast states.  FERC’s future steps in this area, and the
success of these efforts, will affect the reliability and cost of
electric service in Maryland for years to come. ✤
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What is the
Power Plant
Research
Program?
The Maryland legislature established
the Power Plant Research Program in
1971 to ensure that Maryland could
meet its demands for electric power in
a timely manner and at a reasonable
cost, while protecting the State’s
valuable natural resources.  PPRP
coordinates the State’s environmental
review of new power plant and
transmission line projects as part of the
state and federal licensing process.
The Program also conducts a range of
research and monitoring projects on
existing and proposed power plants, as
well as other issues associated with
power generation in Maryland.  The
purpose of this newsletter is to

highlight some of these activities.

email: pdunbar@dnr.state.md.us. ✤

Recent PPRP Publications
PPRP biennially produces a Cumulative Environmental Impact Report (CEIR) which
provides information on the current status of knowledge regarding the effects of
power generation on the State’s natural resources.  Other recent reports prepared
by PPRP are listed below.  A bibliography that lists the general and site-specific
reports that PPRP has produced since the early 1970s is also available.  To request

a copy of any of these reports, contact PPRP at 410-260-8660, or call toll free in MD 1-877-620-8DNR,
x8660.  For more Program information, visit our website at http://www.dnr.state.md.us/bay/pprp.

Status Report on Investigations of Potential Human Health Effects Associated with Power Frequency Electric
and Magnetic Fields, PPSE-T-43, 10/01

Youghiogheny River Temperature Enhancement Protocol for Operating Deep Creek Hydroelectric Station:
Model Development and Results for 1995-2000, PPRP-DC-4, 2/01
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Comprehensive Engineering and Socioeconomic Assessment of Using Poultry Litter as a Primary Fuel at the

Eastern Correctional Institution Cogeneration Facility, PPES-00-2, 10/00
Regional Impacts of Electricity Restructuring on Emissions of NOx and C02, PPRP-123, 6/00

Project Environmental Reviews:
Inner Harbor East, PPSE-IHE-1, 11/01
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University of Maryland College Park, PPSE-UMCP-1, 11/01
ODEC/Rock Springs, PPRP-RS-1, 8/01
Brown Station Landfill, PPSE-PG-01, 9/00

Radionuclide Evaluations:
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