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November 24, 2015 

 

 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 

 

Senator Roger Manno, Senate Chair 

Delegate Samuel Rosenberg, House Chair 

Administrative, Executive, and Legislative Review Cmte. 

Legislative Services Building 

90 State Circle 

Annapolis, MD 21401 

roger.manno@senate.state.md.us 

samuel.rosenberg@house.state.md.us  

 

RE:  Proposed Regulation for the Control of NOx Emissions from Coal-Fired 

Electric Generating Units 

 

Dear Senator Manno and Delegate Rosenberg: 

 

The Sierra Club and Chesapeake Physicians for Social Responsibility appreciate the 

attention that the Administrative, Executive, and Legislative Review Committee (AELR) 

continues to give to the proposed regulation for the control of nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions 

from coal-fired power plants in Maryland.  The stringency of the ultimate regulation has 

significant implications for public health in Maryland. In the original version of the regulation 

approved by AELR and finalized last January (Existing NOx Regulation), Phase 2 would have 

achieved substantial additional public health benefits for Marylanders beginning in 2020 through 

significantly reduced air emissions from Maryland’s dirtiest coal-fired power plants.  By 

contrast, the regulation submitted to AELR in September (Proposed NOx Regulation) “requires 

minimal, if any, additional overall emission reductions beyond those achieved in Phase 1,” as 

confirmed by the independent analysis performed by third party consultant Bruce Buckheit.  Mr. 

Buckheit’s analysis clearly establishes that the Proposed NOx Regulation is inconsistent with the 

Governor’s repeated promise of “equal or greater public health protections.”   

 

I. Response to MDE November 16, 2015 Submission to AELR 

 

On November 16
th

, the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) provided your 

Committee with additional materials regarding the Proposed NOx Regulation.  These materials 

purport to refute the analyses provided by Dr. Ranajit Sahu and Mr. Bruce Buckheit.  In 

particular, MDE contends that Dr. Sahu and Mr. Buckheit erred by evaluating future emissions 

based on actual historic operating scenarios and should instead have compared the stringency of 
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the regulations based on theoretical potential to emit (PTE) under the counterfactual scenario of 

all coal plants operating 24 hours/day, 7 days/week.
1
 

 

As explained by Mr. Buckheit, MDE’s proposed analytical approach is inappropriate:  

“[T]he [Potential to Emit] of a source is not intended to represent actual in-use operation of 

sources and is not relevant for . . . the evaluation of the ‘real world’ impact of the Options under 

consideration in this instance.”
2
  Indeed, MDE itself pointed out in its response to Mr. Buckheit 

that “usage of coal-fired units in Maryland shows a downward trend during the past seven ozone 

seasons,”
3
 and failed to identify any reason for assuming not only that this trend would reverse, 

but that all of the coal units in Maryland would suddenly operate at heretofore unknown levels.  

As we previously pointed out, the assumption of all coal units running at a 100% capacity factor 

24/7 “is not now, nor has it ever been, a realistic assumption” and “is not even an accurate 

reflection of fleetwide operations on the highest energy demand days.”
4
  Since Marylanders will 

breathe actual and not potential air pollution, the most meaningful analysis would consider the 

former, not the latter.  Consequently, MDE’s attempts to discredit the analyses provided by Mr. 

Buckheit and Dr. Sahu are misplaced.  

 

For purposes of ascertaining the dramatically weaker stringency of the Proposed NOx 

Regulation, however, it does not matter whether forecasted actual emissions are used (as was 

done by Dr. Sahu and Mr. Buckheit), or whether one follows the PTE approach advocated by 

MDE—both approaches yield precisely the same result.  As set forth in Tables 1a and 2a 

below, using MDE’s own methodology the daily potential to emit for the NRG fleet under the 

Proposed NOx Regulation is 37.64 tons/day, as compared with 28.01 tons/day under the Existing 

NOx Regulation—a 9.63 ton/day difference.  Likewise, for the Talen fleet, as shown in Tables 

1b and 2b the PTE under the Proposed NOx Regulation is 40.17 tons/day, as compared with 

29.33 tons/day under the existing NOx Regulation—a 10.86 ton/day difference. In other words, 

the PTE for the NRG fleet under the Proposed NOx Regulation is 34% higher than under 

the Existing NOx Regulation and for the Talen fleet the PTE is 37% higher than under the 

Existing NOx Regulation using MDE’s own preferred approach.
5
  The Proposed NOx 

Regulation, even using MDE’s recommended analysis, provides far less public health 

protection.   
 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
1
 MDE, Nov. 16, 2015 Response at 1 (“the most credible way to compare the stringency of two regulatory 

provisions is to compare what is allowed, i.e. the PTE, under each proposal.”). 
2
 Buckheit Oct. 30, 2015 letter at 2.  

3
 MDE, Nov. 16, 2015 Response at 6. 

4
 Sierra Club Oct. 15, 2015 Letter to Crystal Lemieux at 3.   

5
 Note that the optional 21 ton/day fleetwide cap in proposed Section .04(B)(4) has no relevance to the PTE analysis. 

The Proposed NOx Regulation clearly provides that the owner or operator of a fleet can elect to comply with either 

the 21 ton/day cap or a fleetwide daily average emission rate of 0.13 lb/MMBtu.  See Section .04(B)(4).  The 

potential to emit is far higher under the latter, and thus per MDE’s injunction that “the most credible way to compare 

the stringency of two regulatory provisions is to compare what is allowed . . . under each proposal,” the relevant 

limit would be the 0.13 lb/MMBtu daily fleetwide average.  
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Table 1a: Proposed NOx Regulation – NRG Fleet Daily Potential to Emit  

Unit  

Max Heat Rate 

(MMBtu/hr)
6
 

NOx Rate 

(lb/MMBtu)
7
 

Daily 

Tons 

Chalk Point 1 3,130 Fleet avg. 0.13 4.88 

Chalk Point 2 3,130 Fleet avg. 0.13 4.88 

Dickerson 1 1,646 Fleet avg. 0.13 2.57 

Dickerson 2 1,646 Fleet avg. 0.13 2.57 

Dickerson 3 1,646 Fleet avg. 0.13 2.57 

Morgantown 1 6,465 Fleet avg. 0.13 10.09 

Morgantown 2 6,465 Fleet avg. 0.13 10.09 

Total 24,128  Fleet avg. 0.13 37.64 

 

 

Table 1b: Proposed NOx Regulation – Talen Fleet Daily Potential to Emit 

Unit  

Max Heat Rate 

(MMBtu/hr) 

NOx Rate 

(lb/MMBtu) 

Daily 

Tons 

Brandon Shores 1 8,000 Fleet avg. 0.13 12.48 

Brandon Shores 2 8,000 Fleet avg. 0.13 12.48 

Wagner 2 2,013 Fleet avg. 0.13 3.14 

Wagner 3 2,740 Fleet avg. 0.13 4.27 

Crane 1 2,500 Fleet avg. 0.13 3.90 

Crane 2 2,500 Fleet avg. 0.13 3.90 

Total 25,753  Fleet avg. 0.13 40.17 

 

 

Table 2a: Existing NOx Regulation – NRG Fleet Daily Potential to Emit 

Unit  

Max Heat Rate 

(MMBtu/hr) 

NOx Rate 

(lb/MMBtu) 

Daily 

Tons 

Chalk Point 1 3,130 0.07
a 

2.63 

Chalk Point 2 3,130 0.15
b 

5.63 

Dickerson 1 1,646 0.15
b 

2.96 

Dickerson 2 1,646 0.15
b 

2.96 

Dickerson 3 1,646 0.15
b 

2.96 

Morgantown 1 6,465 0.07
a 

5.43 

Morgantown 2 6,465 0.07
a 

5.43 

Total 24,128   28.01 
a
 = Proposed COMAR 26.11.38.05(A)(2) 

b
 = MDE assumption from Aug. 5, 2015 PowerPoint to AQCAC 

                                                           
6
 Heat rate data from MDE’s August 5, 2015 PowerPoint “Power Plant Controls in Maryland,” at Slide 47, presented 

to the Air Quality Control Advisory Committee. 
7
 As discussed below, the 24-hour emission rate that applies under Section .04(B)(4) of the Proposed NOx 

Regulation is a fleetwide 0.13 lb/MMBtu. The existence of a 30-day fleetwide rolling average of 0.09 lb/MMBtu in 

Section .04(C)(3) does nothing as a legal or practical matter to curtail emissions on peak days.  



4 

 

 

Table 2b: Existing NOx Regulation – Talen Fleet Daily Potential to Emit 

Unit  

Max Heat 

Rate 

(MMBtu/hr) 

NOx Rate 

(lb/MMBtu) 

Daily 

Tons 

Brandon Shores 1 8,000 0.08
a 

7.68 

Brandon Shores 2 8,000 0.07
a 

6.72 

Wagner 2 2,013 0.15
b 

3.62 

Wagner 3 2,740 0.07
a 

2.30 

Crane 1 2,500 0.15
b 

4.50 

Crane 2 2,500 0.15
b 

4.50 

Total 25,753   29.33 
a
 = Proposed COMAR 26.11.38.05(A)(2) 

b
 = MDE assumption from Aug. 5, 2015 PowerPoint to AQCAC 

 

The above comparison is actually extremely favorable to MDE’s Proposed NOx 

Regulation and includes several assumptions that significantly underestimate the benefits of the 

Existing NOx Regulation. First, Tables 2a and 2b assume that, under the Existing NOx 

Regulation, the non-SCR units in both fleets would repower to natural gas and achieve a highly 

conservative emission rate of 0.15 lb/MMBtu, as was assumed by MDE in its August 5, 2015 

presentation to the Air Quality Control Advisory Committee.
8
  As discussed below, Dr. Sahu 

analyzed actual emission rates from all recently repowered coal units and concluded that a rate of 

0.15 lb/MMBtu is unrealistically high and that even a rate of 0.12 lb/MMBtu—the rate he used 

for his own analysis—is quite conservative (the vast majority of repowered units routinely 

achieve NOx emission rates between 0.08 and 0.12 lb/MMBtu
9
).  If the non-SCR units in 

Maryland repowered and achieved a more realistic, but still conservative, emission rate of 0.12 

lb/MMBtu instead of MDE’s extremely conservative 0.15 lb/MMBtu, the disparity between the 

Existing and Proposed NOx Regulations is even greater—with a 50% greater daily PTE for both 

fleets under the Proposed NOx Regulation than under the Existing NOx Regulation.
10

   

 

Moreover, the above calculation of PTE under the Existing NOx Regulation 

conservatively omits the Phase 1 requirement that all units “shall minimize NOx emissions by 

operating and optimizing the use of all installed pollution control technology and combustion 

controls.”
11

  When optimizing their existing controls, many of the units with SCR technology 

emit at rates far lower than the maximum rates identified in the table in Section .05(A)(2), and 

when these lower (legally mandated) emission rates are accounted for, the disparity between the 

protectiveness of the Existing and Proposed NOx Regulations becomes larger still.   

 

                                                           
8
 If they opted to instead install SCR, per Section .04(B)(1), they would be required to meet an emission rate of 0.09 

lb/MMBtu as a 30-day average and to optimize operation of the SCR at all times, see Sections .04(B)(1)(b) and 

.03(A)(2), so potential emissions would be even lower.  
9
 See Dr. Ranajit Sahu, Response to NRG/Environ’s Analysis of Maryland’s Proposed NOx RACT Regulations 

(Nov. 5, 2015), at 3, discussed in Section II below, and provided as Exhibit 1.   
10

 NRG fleet with 0.12 lb/MMBtu for Chalk Point 2 and Dickerson 1-3 has a PTE of 25.11 tons/day.  Talen fleet 

with 0.12 lb/MMBtu for Wagner 2 and Crane 1 & 2 has a PTE of 26.80 tons/day.  
11

 COMAR 26.11.38.03(A)(2). 
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As the above discussion makes clear, it does not matter whether the two regulations are 

compared using projected actual emissions (as was done by Dr. Sahu and Mr. Buckheit) or 

potential to emit (advocated by MDE): the results are the same.  Using MDE’s preferred PTE 

approach, and even crediting MDE’s highly conservative assumptions, the PTE under the 

Proposed NOx Regulation for the two fleets combined is over 20 tons/day—approximately 

35%—higher than under the Existing NOx Regulation.  Consequently, it fails to meet the 

Governor’s promise of “equal of greater public health protections.”  
 

Finally, it bears mention that, from a local air quality and public health perspective, the 

Existing NOx Regulation offers significant benefits over the Proposed NOx Regulation.  

Whereas the Existing NOx Regulation required the cleanup or repowering to cleaner fuel of 

every coal unit in Maryland, the Proposed NOx Regulation—through its fleetwide averaging 

provisions—would enable all of the most poorly controlled coal units in the State to retain their 

suite of inferior pollution controls and to continue to emit high levels of pollution, with attendant 

localized air quality and public health impacts, on peak days.   

 

II. Response to Other Comments on the Proposed NOx Regulation 

 

The Sierra Club and Chesapeake Physicians for Social Responsibility are providing the 

Committee with two additional documents that address other comments received by MDE 

regarding the Proposed NOx Regulation during the public comment period.  

 

The first document is a Response to NRG/Environ’s Analysis of Maryland’s Proposed 

NOx RACT Regulations by Dr. Ranajit Sahu (“Response”).  Dr. Sahu’s Response, addresses an 

analysis submitted by coal fleet owner NRG purporting to show that the Proposed NOx 

Regulation is more stringent than the Existing NOx Regulation.  As set forth in Dr. Sahu’s 

response, and as the results of Mr. Buckheit’s analysis likewise confirm, NRG’s conclusion is 

incorrect.  The flaws in NRG’s analysis are readily identifiable and are laid out clearly in Dr. 

Sahu’s Response.  On the one hand, NRG inflates anticipated emissions under the Existing NOx 

Regulation by assuming the plants in its fleet emit NOx at rates that are unsupported, unrealistic, 

and inconsistent with existing Phase 1 requirements.  As Dr. Sahu illustrates, NRG over-predicts 

emissions from its coal units by anywhere from 50 to 100% under the Existing NOx Regulation.  

On the other hand, NRG under-predicts anticipated emissions under the Proposed NOx 

Regulation by misapplying the relevant emission requirements—ignoring the most pertinent 

provision, which is 45% weaker than NRG’s calculations assume.  Together, NRG’s massive 

overstatement of emissions under the Existing NOx Regulation and gross understatement of 

emissions under the Proposed NOx Regulation render its conclusions invalid. Dr. Sahu 

concludes by noting that: “Nothing in [NRG consultant] Environ’s analysis provides a basis for 

altering any of my prior conclusions.”   

 

The second document, PJM’s most current reliability analysis, addresses concerns raised 

by some commenters that grid reliability would be threatened in the event that some coal units 

elected to retire in 2020 rather than repower to cleaner fuel or modernize pollution controls.  As 

PJM’s October 29, 2015 reliability status update makes clear, transmission upgrades can be 

timely implemented that would enable each of NRG’s most poorly controlled units to retire as 
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early as May 31, 2018, let alone June 1, 2020—the compliance date for the Phase 2 NOx 

regulations. The grid reliability concerns raised by commenters lack foundation.  

 

III. Conclusion 

 

We thank AELR for continuing to evaluate the Proposed NOx Regulation against 

Governor Hogan’s promise of “equal or greater public health protections” and urge the 

Legislature to ensure that the final regulation meets this promise.  

 

 

     Sincerely, 

 

Josh Tulkin 

State Director, Maryland Chapter 

Sierra Club 

7338 Baltimore Ave, Suite 102 

College Park, MD 20740 

josh.tulkin@sierraclub.org 

 

     Tim Whitehouse 

Executive Director 

Chesapeake Physicians for Social Responsibility 

325 East 25th Street  

Baltimore, MD 21218 

twhitehouse@psr.org 
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SAHU RESPONSE 
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Response to NRG/Environ’s Analysis of Maryland’s Proposed NOx RACT Regulations 

by 

Dr. Ranajit Sahu 

I have carefully reviewed the comment letter dated October 23, 2015 prepared by NRG and its 

attached Appendix 1 labeled “Environ Report,” which contains a document titled “Evaluation of 

Maryland’s Proposed NOx Regulation” prepared by NRG’s consultant Ramboll Environ 

International Corporation (“Environ”). 

In its analysis, Environ finds that the inclusion of Option 4 in the Proposed NOx Regulation 

provides “greater operational flexibility…but not at the expense of higher NOx emissions during 

the ozone season.”
1
  Further, Environ asserts that my previous fully supported technical analysis 

of July 30, 2015, which showed that the Proposed NOx Regulation is less stringent than the 

Existing NOx Regulation without Option 4, failed to account for the 30-day emission limits in 

the proposed Option 4 and is therefore “invalid.”   

For the following reasons, Environ’s critique of my analysis is misplaced, and Environ’s 

unsupported analysis and conclusions purporting to show comparable stringency between the 

two regulations are deeply flawed and inaccurate.  Nothing in Environ’s analysis provides a basis 

for altering any of my prior conclusions. 

As an initial matter, Environ’s assertion that I failed to apply the 30-day 0.09 lb/MMBtu 

fleetwide limit in my Monte Carlo analysis is simply incorrect.  I appropriately constrained 

emissions to meet both the 0.13 lb/MMBtu daily and the 0.09 lb/MMBtu 30-day fleetwide 

requirements in the Proposed NOx Regulation in my analysis.   Obviously both of these limits do 

not play equivalent roles in constraining peak day NOx emissions. Environ misconstrues this 

observation in my report to wrongly infer that I failed to consider both constraints in my 

analysis. As noted, my analysis fully incorporated all applicable 24-hour and 30-day emission 

limits. Further, as detailed below, Environ’s misplaced criticism is surprising in light of the fact 

                                                           
1
 Environ Report, p. 2. 
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that it is Environ’s report—not mine—that failed to address one of the two applicable emission 

limitations, significantly skewing the results of Environ’s analysis.    

Environ’s analysis purports to show that average daily NOx emissions will be higher under the 

Existing NOx Regulation than the Proposed NOx Regulation.  As discussed in my prior reports, 

because MDE’s motivating concern with these regulations is peak day NOx emissions, Environ’s 

analysis of average daily emissions renders its entire report of limited relevance to this 

rulemaking.  Nevertheless, even assuming its results were relevant, Environ’s conclusions are 

incorrect because Environ improperly inflates anticipated emissions under the Existing NOx 

Regulation and erroneously decreases anticipated emissions under the Proposed NOx 

Regulation.  Taken together, these errors compound to delegitimize the results of Environ’s 

report.  I address each of these errors in turn.  

Environ’s Inflation of Anticipated Emissions Under the Existing NOx Regulation 

Environ (see Table 1 in the Environ Report) inflates anticipated emissions under the Existing 

NOx Regulation for both Maryland’s poorly controlled (non-SCR) coal units and for the State’s 

well-controlled units.  Under the Existing NOx Regulation, Maryland’s non-SCR units are 

required to install SCR controls, repower to natural gas, or cease operating by June 1, 2020.  For 

the NRG fleet, Environ assumed that the four non-SCR units—Chalk Point Unit 2 and the three 

Dickerson units—would convert to natural gas and, once converted, would emit NOx at levels of 

0.23 lb/MMBtu (for Chalk Point Unit 2) and 0.17 lb/MMBtu (for the three Dickerson units).  As 

support for these NOx levels, Environ states only that “NRG estimates that converting these 

units to natural gas would result in a 30% reduction in NOx emission rates from existing 

levels.”
2
   Environ provides no independent assessment or data support for this assumption or for 

the NOx levels of 0.23 and 0.17 lb/MMBtu it assumes.   

An evaluation of recently converted units shows that Environ’s assumed emission rates are not 

realistic. NOx emission rates for coal-fired units converted to natural gas are publicly available 

from U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (ampd.epa.gov/ampd/).  I reviewed emission data 

for all recently converted units.  These included Yates Units 6 and 7, Milton L. Kapp Unit 2, 

                                                           
 
2
 Environ Report, p. 4. 
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W.S. Lee Units 3, 7C and 8C, Urquhart Units 3 and 4, Bremo Power Unit 3 and 4, Valley Units 1 

and 2, and Big Cajun II Unit 2.  Post-repowering emission data from these units do not support 

Environ’s assumed emission rates.  Rather, demonstrated actual NOx levels for coal units 

repowered to natural gas are dramatically lower than the levels assumed by Environ for Chalk 

Point 2 and Dickerson Units 1-3.  Based on my assessment of these recently converted units, a 

NOx emission rate of 0.12 lb/MMBtu would be a conservative assumption.  The vast majority of 

converted units have even lower emission rates, in the range of 0.08-0.12 lb/MMBtu. 

Environ’s assumed emission rates of 0.23 and 0.17 lb/MMBtu are untenable and, as a result, 

grossly inflate the projected emissions from the non-SCR units under simulated compliance with 

the Existing NOx Regulation (i.e., it inflates the baseline).  My analysis, by contrast, 

conservatively used a projected emission rate for the gas-converted units of 0.12 lb/MMBtu, 

which as noted above, is at the higher end of actual emission rates from recent conversions. Use 

of this more realistic, yet still conservative, emission rate reveals that significant emission 

reductions are expected to be achieved from the non-SCR units under simulated compliance with 

the Existing NOx Regulation.    

Moreover, Environ’s analysis also inflated the projected emissions rate from the State’s SCR 

units when simulating compliance with the Existing NOx Regulation.  For these units, Environ 

assumed emissions would occur at the maximum levels identified in (newly-labeled) Section 

.05(A)(2).  Environ apparently ignores the concurrent requirement of Section .03(A)(2) that plant 

owners and operators “ shall minimize NOx emissions by operating and optimizing the use of all 

installed pollution control technology and combustion controls . . . .”  The difference between the 

emission rates identified in Section .05(A)(2) and the daily emission rates that certain of the SCR 

units routinely achieve when “operating and optimizing the use of” their existing controls is quite 

large.  For example, Environ assumes that the Morgantown units emit at a rate of 0.07 lb/MMBtu 

(the rate listed in Section .05(A)(2)), which is nearly double the actual recent emission rate for 

these units when they operate with the SCR controls.  By ignoring the requirement that these 

units optimize use of existing controls, Environ significantly inflates the projected emissions 

under the Existing NOx Regulation, further skewing the results of its analysis.  

Environ’s Understatement of Anticipated Emissions Under the Proposed NOx Regulation 
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At the same time that Environ inflated the projected emissions for both non-SCR and SCR units 

under simulated compliance with the Existing NOx Regulation, Environ improperly decreased 

projected emissions under simulated compliance with the Proposed NOx Regulation.  

Specifically, Environ incorrectly treated the 30-day rolling fleetwide average of 0.09 lb/MMBtu 

as a daily fleetwide average when calculating fleetwide emissions under the Proposed NOx 

Regulation.  In fact, the applicable daily fleetwide average of 0.13 lb/MMBtu is 45% less 

stringent. Consequently Environ grossly underestimated emissions that would occur under the 

Proposed NOx Regulation, ignoring the fact that fleets can routinely exceed 0.09 lb/MMBtu as a 

daily emission rate (by as much as 45%) so long as other days (when, presumably, the non-SCR 

units are not operating) have a lower average.  Because the motivating concern with these 

regulation is peak day emissions, the fact that some days may have lower average emission rates 

does nothing to ameliorate the fact that on the highest energy demand days when the emissions 

matter the most, the fleets will be able to emit at a 45% higher rate of 0.13 lb/MMBtu.    

Taken together, Environ’s significant overprediction of emissions under the Existing NOx 

Regulation and significant underprediction of emissions under the Proposed NOx Regulation 

renders their results completely unrepresentative and unreliable and leads to the erroneous 

conclusion that the latter is more stringent.  My fully supported analysis correctly concludes that 

the opposite is true. 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT 2: 

PJM FUTURE DEACTIVATIONS 



FUTURE DEACTIVATIONS

(as of October 29, 2015)

Unit Capacity

Trans

Zone

Age 

(Years)

Official 

Owner 

Request

Requested 

Deactivation 

Date

Projected 

Deactivation 

Date PJM Reliability Status
1

Yorktown 1 159 DOM 54 11/15/2011 12/31/2014

12/31/2014     

3/31/2016

Reliability Analysis complete.  Impacts identified.  Unit will stay in 

service until March 31, 2016 to support transmission outages in 

area to install needed upgrades.     

Yorktown 2 165 Dom 53 10/11/2012 12/31/2014

12/31/2014     

3/31/2016

Reliability analysis complete.  No new reliability impacts identified.  

Previously identified baseline upgrades are still needed.  Unit will 

stay in service until March 31, 2016 to support transmission 

outages in area to install needed upgrades.  

BL England Diesel(s)                 

{IC1, IC2, IC3, IC4} 8 AE 51

1/7/2013     

01/15/2015

10/1/2015     

05/31/2016

10/1/2015     

05/31/2016

No reliability impacts - with request to transfer CIRs to Y1-001.  On 

01/15/2015 PJM received an updated deactivation notice from BL 

England stating diesel units deactivation date moved out till May 31, 

2016.  Still will re-use diesel CIRs for Y1-001.

Riverside 4 76 BGE 62

11/30/2013    

4/17/2014

6/1/2016    

6/1/2015 6/1/2016

Reliability analysis complete.  No issues identified.  On 4/17/2014 

Riverside submitted an updated deactivation notice with a new 

deactivation date of 6/1/2015.  New reliability analysis complete.  

No issues identified.  Gen owner will keep unit operating until 

6/1/2016.    

Dickerson 1 182 PEPCO 54

11/29/2013   

5/2/2014   

4/30/2015

5/31/2017     

5/31/2018   

5/31/2019

5/31/2017     

5/31/2018   

5/31/2019

Reliability analysis complete.  Impacts identified.  Upgrades 

expected to be completed in 2nd quarter of 2017.  On 5/2/2014 

PJM received an updated deactivation notice with a new 

deactivation date of 5/31/2018.  New reliability analysis complete.  

Upgrades identified and will not be completed until June 2020.  

Interim measures have been identified for 2018 - 2020 time 

period and unit can deactivate as requested on 5/31/2018.  On 

4/30/2015 PJM received an updated deactivation notice with a 

new deactivation date of 5/31/2019.  New reliability analysis 

underway.  

Dickerson 2 182 PEPCO 53

11/29/2013   

5/2/2014   

4/30/2015

5/31/2017     

5/31/2018   

5/31/2019

5/31/2017     

5/31/2018   

5/31/2019

Reliability analysis complete.  Impacts identified.  Upgrades 

expected to be completed in 2nd quarter of 2017.  On 5/2/2014 

PJM received an updated deactivation notice with a new 

deactivation date of 5/31/2018.  New reliability analysis complete.  

Upgrades identified and will not be completed until June 2020.  

Interim measures have been identified for 2018 - 2020 time 

period and unit can deactivate as requested on 5/31/2018.  On 

4/30/2015 PJM received an updated deactivation notice with a 

new deactivation date of 5/31/2019.  New reliability analysis 

underway.  

Dickerson 3 182 PEPCO 51

11/29/2013   

5/2/2014   

4/30/2015

5/31/2017     

5/31/2018   

5/31/2019

5/31/2017     

5/31/2018   

5/31/2019

Reliability analysis complete.  Impacts identified.  Upgrades 

expected to be completed in 2nd quarter of 2017.  On 5/2/2014 

PJM received an updated deactivation notice with a new 

deactivation date of 5/31/2018.  New reliability analysis complete.  

Upgrades identified and will not be completed until June 2020.  

Interim measures have been identified for 2018 - 2020 time 

period and unit can deactivate as requested on 5/31/2018.  On 

4/30/2015 PJM received an updated deactivation notice with a 

new deactivation date of 5/31/2019.  New reliability analysis 

underway.  

Chalk Point 1 337 PEPCO 49

11/29/2013   

5/2/2014   

4/30/2015

5/31/2017     

5/31/2018   

5/31/2019

5/31/2017     

5/31/2018   

5/31/2019

Reliability analysis complete.  Impacts identified.  Upgrades 

expected to be completed in 2nd quarter of 2017.  On 5/2/2014 

PJM received an updated deactivation notice with a new 

deactivation date of 5/31/2018.  New reliability analysis complete.  

Upgrades identified and will not be completed until June 2020.  

Interim measures have been identified for 2018 - 2020 time 

period and unit can deactivate as requested on 5/31/2018.  On 

4/30/2015 PJM received an updated deactivation notice with a 

new deactivation date of 5/31/2019.  New reliability analysis 

underway.  

Chalk Point 2 341 PEPCO 48

11/29/2013   

5/2/2014   

4/30/2015

5/31/2017     

5/31/2018   

5/31/2019

5/31/2017     

5/31/2018   

5/31/2019

Reliability analysis complete.  Impacts identified.  Upgrades 

expected to be completed in 2nd quarter of 2017.  On 5/2/2014 

PJM received an updated deactivation notice with a new 

deactivation date of 5/31/2018.  New reliability analysis complete.  

Upgrades identified and will not be completed until June 2020.  

Interim measures have been identified for 2018 - 2020 time 

period and unit can deactivate as requested on 5/31/2018.  On 

4/30/2015 PJM received an updated deactivation notice with a 

new deactivation date of 5/31/2019.  New reliability analysis 

underway.  

McKee 1 17 DPL 52 2/19/2014 5/31/2017 5/31/2017 Reliability analysis complete.  No impacts identified.  

McKee 2 17 DPL 52 2/19/2014 5/31/2017 5/31/2017 Reliability analysis complete.  No impacts identified.  

Dale 3 74 EKPC 56 3/27/2014 4/16/2015 4/16/2016

Reliability analysis complete.  No impacts identified.  Dale U3 

requested, and was granted, a compliance extension from 

Kentucky.  Unit will now deactivate on 4/16/16.  

Dale 4 73 EKPC 53 3/27/2014 4/16/2015 4/16/2016

Reliability analysis complete.  No impacts identified.  Dale U4 

requested, and was granted, a compliance extension from 

Kentucky.  Unit will now deactivate on 4/16/16.  



Unit Capacity

Trans

Zone

Age 

(Years)

Official 

Owner 

Request

Requested 

Deactivation 

Date

Projected 

Deactivation 

Date PJM Reliability Status
1

Bayonne Cogen Plant 

(CC) 163 PSEG 12 11/17/2014 11/1/2018 11/1/2018

Reliability analysis complete.  Impact identified.  Upgrade 

expected to take approximately 4 years to complete.  Generator 

can deactivate as scheduled on November 1, 2018.  

Sewaren 1 103 PSEG 66 4/8/2015 11/1/2017 11/1/2017

Reliability Analysis underway.  PSEG contemplating re-use of 

Capacity Rights for a new generation project.  

Sewaren 2 118 PSEG 66 4/8/2015 11/1/2017 11/1/2017

Reliability Analysis underway.  PSEG contemplating re-use of 

Capacity Rights for a new generation project.  

Sewaren 3 106 PSEG 66 4/8/2015 11/1/2017 11/1/2017

Reliability Analysis underway.  PSEG contemplating re-use of 

Capacity Rights for a new generation project.  

Sewaren 4 124 PSEG 66 4/8/2015 11/1/2017 11/1/2017

Reliability Analysis underway.  PSEG contemplating re-use of 

Capacity Rights for a new generation project.  

MH50 Marcus Hook Co-

gen 50 PECO 27 5/8/2015 5/13/2019 5/13/2019

Reliability analysis complete.  One impact identified, existing 

baseline upgrade, expected to be completed by 2019.  Unit 

expected to deactivate as scheduled.    

Wagner 2 135 BGE 56 6/16/2015 6/1/2020 6/1/2020 Reliability analysis complete.  No impacts identified.       

Arnold (Green 

Mountain) Wind Farm 0.7 PenElec 15 8/7/2015 11/5/2015 11/5/2015

10 MW energy.  Reliability analysis underway.  Re-use 

interconnection for Z1-066.  

Perryman 2 51 BGE 43 10/2/2015 1/1/2016 1/1/2016

Reliability analysis complete.  One impact identified, resolved via 

an existing baseline upgrade, which is expected to be completed 

by June 2017.  Interim operating measure identified and can be 

utilized until baseline upgrade complete.  Unit expected to 

deactivate as scheduled.     

Pottstown LF (Moser) 2 PECO 26 10/15/2015 1/15/2016 1/15/2016 Reliability Analysis underway.    

TOTAL: 2665.7

Note (1): PJM Reliability Status column also contains links to additional information for requests with reliability issues posted to the PJM website.
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