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$tatement Type: 

Prepared by: 

1 .  Type of Action 

EIS SUMMARY 

( ) Draft (X) Final Environmental 
Statement 

Office of Fuels Regulation 
Economic Regulatory Administration 
Department of Energy 
For further information contact : 
Mr. Finn Neilsen 
2000 M Street. N .W. 
Washington, D . C .  20461 
(202) 254-3330 

( )  Legislative (X) Administrative 

2 .  Brief Description of the Proposed Action 

The Economic Regulatory Administration (ERA) is considering an 

allocation of naphtha feedstock up to 2 , 186, 000 barrels per year to 

the Baltimore Gas and Electric Company (BG&E) to operate its existing 

synthetic natural gas (SNG) �acility. located on Sollers Point in' 

Baltimore County, Maryland . The BG&E service area encompasses 590 square 

mi les and includes the City of Bal timore as we 11  as Bal timore, Ceci l ,  

Carro l l ,  Harford . Howard and Anne Arunde l  Counties . The al location would 

enable BG&E to produce 10, 800, 000 mcf of SNG during a 180 day period . 

3 .  Summary of Environmental Impacts and Adverse Environmental Effects 

Granting the al location of feedstock would enable the operation.of the 

SOllers Point SNG facility. The 101 acre site is zoned for industrial use. 

The operation of the p lant at design capaCity is expected to result in annual 

pOllution emiss�ons as follows: 626 . 4  tons of sulfur oxides . 168 . 5  tons of 

nitrogen oxides and 2 1 . 6  tons of particulate matter . Incremental emissions 

due to plant operations relative to existing emissions in Baltimore County are 

� less than 1%. All Federal and State air quality standards should be met. 
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Treated effluent is to be discharged into the Patapasco River where 

the environmental impacts are not expected to be significant. The SNG 

facility has been designed to be in compliance with a l l  applicable 

Federal , State and local effluent standard s .  Hazardous level s  of 

aluminum in the plant discharge as reported in the DElS were found to  

be erroneous as  a result of  subsequent· laboratory tests (see Appendix E), 

8G&E has already received its State of Maryland and NPDES permits.  

Water consumption requirements of 335,000 gallons per day are not 

expected to· significantly tax the area ' s  water resources . Sound 

generated by the SNG facility wil l  be inaudible or impercept ible pri­

marily due to the high bac.kground noioe lE'v�1!'> which cl,lrrently exist in 

tho a.re�. A 11 ot.her operational illlpac.t� on land use, popl1l "'tion , yi sual 
qual i ty. roadways, commUfll. ty fact It tit:!!> anJ scrvico� and ecologi (".� 1 

systems were judged to  be miuiulal. 

4. Summary of Major Alternatives Considered 

Environmental impacts result ing from various alternatives ranging 

from full allocation through denial of an allocation are discussed. The 

analysis of the alternatives of no allocation or a partial al location 

highlights loss of jobs and associated wages due to gas shortages which 

are projected to occur during a design w1IlLt:!l'. To tho oxtent thflt c:;orne 

inciustrial and commercial users would use fuel oil as an alternate 

ruel, the eml J't;:sult would be an tru:r'p.a!>� ill air contaminant pmiC:;C:;lons. 
This effect may be of particular CUlIl:t:!J'U to the Ci ty of BultimorA �in,=e: 

certain air quality standards have already been violated at locati.ons 

within the city. Granting a full a,llocat.ion would mitigate these 

impacts on jobs , wages and/or increased emissions attributable to fuel 

switching. Design alternatives and conservation were also evaluateu. 

5 .  Federal , State, Local Agencies and Ot'hers frQm which CommelJ,ts 

Have Been Requested 

Federal Agencies 

Counci l on Environmental Quality 

*Environmental Protection Agency 

U,S,  Department of Agriculture 

U,S. Department of Health , Education and Welfare 
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.. U . S. Department of the Interior 
U . S. Department of the Treasury 
.U . S .  Department .of Transportation 
U . S. Department of State 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

.National Science Foundation 
Department of Defense 
Department of the Army Corps of En�in.eers . 
Department of Housing and Urban Development 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
Interstate Commerce Commission 

"Department of Commerce 

State Clearinghouses 

Maryland 

Other Parties 

Environmental Defense Fund 
Friends 'of the Earth 
Izaak Walton League of America 

National Association of Counties 
National League of Cities 
Natural Resource Defense Couricil 
National Wildlife Federation 
Sierra Club 
U . S .  Conference of Mayors 
American Petroleum Institute 
American Gas Association 
Instit.ute of Gas Technology 

,. 

Interstate Natural Gas Association of America 
"Baltimore Ga� and Electric Company 
"Petrochemical Energy Group 

General Motors Corporation 
Emergency Syngas Group 
Maryland Public Service Commission 
Amerada Hess Corporation 
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6. Comments 

The final environmental impact statement was made a'vail-

able to the public on or about May 5, 1978. Comments on the 

draft statement, which was made available on December 12. 

1977, were receiv�d from those organizations in paragraph 5 

identified by an asterisk. Comments were also received from 

the Greater Dund�lk Community Council. the Baltimore Clear­

inghouse and the Logan Village Improvement Association. 
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On October 1. 1977, pursuant to the Department of Energy Organization 
Act, P . L .  95-91, and Executive Order 12009 (42 FR 46267, September IS,  
1977) the Department of Energy was established . "The Administrator of 
the Economic Regulatory Administration (ERA) was .delegated by the 
Secretary of Energy in Delegation Order 0204-4 the authority to administer 
the regulations promulgated under §4(a) of the Emergency Petroleum 
Al location Act of 1973, P . O .  93-159, as amended. References in this 
environmental impact statement to Federal Energy Administration (FEA) 
should read Department of Energy (DOE) or Economic Regulatory Administration 
(ERA), as appropriate, where they pertain to actions or events taking 
place after October 1. 1977, 
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS 
bbl barrel · measure of volume of oil - a 'barrel contains 

42 gallons of oil 

cfm cubic feet per minute - volume flow rate of a gas 

cfs cubic feet per second 

CO2 carbon dioxide 

volume flow rate of a liquid 

eRG Catalytic Rich Gas Process 

dBA decibel - measure of sound level 

DOE � U . S .  Department of Energy 

EPA U .  S. Environmental Protection Agency 

ERA Economic Regulatory Administration 

FEA U: S .  Federal Energy Administration 

FPC U .  S .  Federal Power Commission 

fps foot per second - measure of speed 

ft foot - measure of distance 

gal gallon measure of volume 

gas includes any or a combination of the following: 
natural gas, pipeline natural gas, LNG. and propane/air mixes 

gpd gallons per da� - volume flow rate of a liquid 

He hydrocarbons 

km kilometer - measure of distance - one kilometer equals about 
0.62 miles 

Ib pound - measure of weight 

LG Lurgi Gasynthan Process 

LNG liquidifed natural gas 

mef thousand cubic feet - measure of a volume of a gas 

mgd million gallons per day - volume flow rate of a liquid 

mgll milligrams per liter - measure of concentration 

MRG Methane Rich Gas Process 

xi 



OSHA 

ppm 

GLossARY OF TERMS (Continued) 
nitrogen dioxide 

nitrogen oxides - includes nitric oxide. nitrous oxide. 
nitrogen dioxide 

Occupational Safety and Health Act 

parts per million measure of concentration 

502 sulfur dioxide 

SNG synthetic natural gai 

TSP tot.al susp�nded particulates (r:ommonly referred to a� 

particulates) 

micrograms per cubic meter - measure of concentration 

million British thermal units - quantity of heat 

xii 



I. INTRODUCTION 

The United States is heavily dependent upon natural gas as a source 

of energy. It is estimated that between 1950 and 1970, natural gas 

provided more than half the growth in total energy consumption . The 

increasing use of natural gas has been prompted by its low price. its 

clean burning and handling characteristics and it"5 general convenience. 

As a result of the disparity between production and consumption, 
natural gas has been in short supply in recent years. In many areas of 

the country, gas shortages have forced transmission and gas distribution 

compan.ie� lo implement curtailment plans.  There are several options 

available which could significantly increase the supP.ly of natural gas 

in the long term, including the provision of sufficient price incentives; 
the importation of liquid natural gas; the importation of increased 

volumes of Canadian gas;. the shipment of Alaskan gas; and the pursuit of 

coal gasification. However, these alternatives will not significantly 

augment gas supplies in the near term (� 1980) . 2 Changes in t echnolog1 

and/or federal policies could alter the time frame within which these 

alternatives can significantly contribute to our nation's gas suppl ies.  

The manufacturing of synthetic natural gas from hydrocarbon feed­

stocks has been selected by several gas companies as a feasible, short­

term solution for supplementing their gas s upplies.  While SNG facil­

ities could help to ensure a continued supply of gas, their development 

may also cause problems for other users of naphtha. Naphtha is the 

basic feedstock required for the production of gasoline and other 

petrochemical products. The argument has been given that diversion of 

significant portions of the available supply of naphtha to SNG produc­

tion could have a direct and substantial impact upon gasoline production 

and petrochemical industries. Due to the potential conflicts between 

competing users of a particular feedstock within a given market area. 

the Federal Energy Administration, under its Mandatory Petroleum Allocation 

regulations (10 CFR 211 , '29). regulates the allocation of petroleum 

products to SNG plants. This regulation requires that SNG plants must 
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petition the FEA for the assignment of or adjustment to a base period 
volume of feedstock. 

On Septembe'r 30. 1975. Baltimore Gas and Electric Company (8G&E) 
. filed an Application for Assignment with the Federal Energy Administ ration. 

The action which the FEA must now take is the approval . denial or reduc­
tion of the quantity of naphtha requested. 

The FEA determined that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
would have to be prepared in accordance with the National Environmental 
POlicy Act of 1969 before any action can be taken. This decision was 
based on FEA's consideration that the allocation of naphtha feedstock to 
the Sollers Point SNG faci l ity constituted a major federal action which 
could significantly affect the quality of the human environment. BG&E 
was informed of this decision on January 15. lY.'l6. 

This report is a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) 
which evaluates the socia l .  economic and environmental impacts which may 
occur within the service area of 8G&E as a resul t  of the FEA ' s  action . 

In general ,  impacts of naphtha assignment can result from (i) shifting 
an existing naphtha supply from one user to another and (2) constructing 
and operating a facility which will use the naphtha. The FEA considers 
that the naphtha requested by BG&E is a new supply and there are thus no 
impacts associated with shifting an existing supply. Consequently, this 
E I S  focuses only on impacts associated ·with BG&E ' s SNG fac i l it y .  Since 
this facility has already been constructed. the impacts considered are 
those which are related to operation. This report also addresses the 
effects of various alternatives to the FEA's action. 

National policies and th�ir environmental impacts such as use of 
SNG plants to compensate for shortages of natural gas. priority assign­
ments of naphtha to different classes of users, energy policies as they 
relate to �witching and importing of fuels, and policies for the advance­
ment or development of natural gas resources represent programmatic 
considerations and, hence, are beyond the scope of this report . Such 
issues have been addressed in the Programmatic ers on the A llocation of 
Petroleum Feedstocks to Synthetic Natural Gas Plants, FEA, August 1977. 
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The Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final .EIS) has been 
written with the intent that it would be understandabl e  to the general 
public. It will be submitted by the DOE"s Office of Specialty Fuels and 
Products to the U. S. Council on Environmental Qualitr; th� U .  S .  Environ­
mental Protection Agency; other .appropriate federal, state and local 
agen-..:ies and officials; organizations or individual s  who submitted 
comments on the Draft ErS; and to interested individual.s ·who request a 
copy. A public hearing was scheduled on January 1 2 ,  1978 to discuss the 
impacts of DOE's proposed action and to obtain comments from interested 
parties. Due to lack of interest, this hearing was cancel l ed. After 
written COllUnellts w�re received from various parties, the Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement (Final EIS) was prepared incorporating all 
substantive comments received along with appropriate written resp'onses 
to them. 
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2 .  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Description of the Proposed Action 

An administrative action is to be taken by the Federal Energy 
Administration on the Application � Assignment by the Baltimore Gas 
and Electric Company of Baltimore, Maryland (BG&E). This application 
requests that the Amerada Hess Corporation of New York be approved as 
the supplier of naphtha and that BG&E be al located ] , 000,000 barrels of 
naphtha per year until the spring of 1978 when the allocation would be 
increased to 2, 186,000 barrels per year. BG&E is seeking the al location 
of naphtha so that it can produce a synthetic natural gas (SNG) which 
will be used to offset deficiencies in gas supplies to its firm cus­
tomers. 

BG&E has completed construction of the Sollers Point SNG facility 
(SNG facility) which will use the naphtha. This facility has been 
designed to produce 60, 000 mcf (thousand cubic feet) of gas per day. It 
is expected to operate no more than 180 days per year and will produce 
up to 10 , 800 , 000 mcf. The plant will be used to provide enough gas so 
that the needs of residential, cOmmercial and industrial customers in 
FPC categories I, 2 and 3 who have firm gas contracts can be met when 
shortages occur in the supply of gas to BG&E . (See Appendix A for a 
definition of FPC categories . )  

The SNG facility which is similar in appearance to an oil refinery 
i s  located on the Patapsco River on Sollers Point, southeast of Baltimore, 
Maryland. It occupies approximately 24 acres of the 101 acre site. 

Description of the Environment Affected by the Action 

The environment that will be influenced by the FEA action is 
primarily the site a.nd surrounding area of the SNG facility. The site 
is in an industrial section of the Baltimore metropolitan area with such 
industries as Bethlehem Steel and the Riverside Steam Electric Generating 
Station located nearby; the site proper contains the newly constructed 
SNG facility. A residential area, East Turners, is along the eastern 
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site boundary. Zoning and land use plans for the site indicate preference 

for industrial usage. The neighborhoods near the site can be general i zed 
, 

as stable neighborhoods of families with predominantly black populations. 
, 

The site itself has no historic. archeologic, scenic or cultural signi-

ficance.  

The transportation network in the area is good with most roads 

operating under their capacity. New access roads to the recently com­

pleted Outer Harbor Crossing will increase traffic volumes and carry 

traffic parallel to Main Street which borders the SNG facility site. 

Air quality in the area reflects urban and industrial characteristics . 

Levels of particulates are high in the Sol lel's PU..illt area and are probably 

due to construction and industrial activities. Contaminants associated 

with motor vehicle hydrocarbons and photochemical oxidants are also high 

and occasionally exceed air quality standards. The area has experienced 

air pollution alerts and air stagnation advisories which occur when 

meteorological conditions al low air contaminants to accumulate. 

The water quality of the Patapsco River and Baltimore Harbor is 

severely degraded due to various factors associated with metropolitan 

Baltimore ' s  urban environment . Water quality at Sollers Point which is  

part of the Outer Harbor is  better than that for the Inner Harbor . 

Prime sources of water pollution have been identified as waste treatment 

plants, urban runoff, toxic chemicals from industries, overflow from 

sewers and septic tanks, and wastes from ships including oi l spill s .  

Noise levels in the vicinity of the SNG facility are at or above 

the Maryland day-night noise standard . 

The aquahc and terrestrial ecology of the area is li'lliteJ since �t 
has been exposed to stresseS of an industrial amI urlnul aJ:\::!<t. TII� site­
itself has been disturbed by construction activities and the quality of 

the offshore waters does not now support a significant aquatic ecosystem. 

The site is underlain by al luvial deposits, and bedrock is deeper 

than 100 feet. Sand, fine gravel and traces of salt and clay are 

prevalent. .The soils are not hi2hly productive. for growing vegetation 

and most areas of the site are seasonably wet. 
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Environmental Impacts of "the Proposed Action 

The FEA action of approval of the naphtha allocation would allow 
the SNG facility to opera�e conuner�ially when it is needed. While the 
presence and operation of the SNG facility will create environmental 
impacts, these are not considered to be significant� It is also believed 
that if the SNG facility were not able to operate when it was needed 
significant problems may be created. The evaluation of environmental 
impacts has taken into "account the fact that the SNG facility has been 
constructed, and that impacts clssociated with construction have already 
occurred. 

The operation of the SNG facility should not affect land uses or 
development, since the plant is; located in an industrial zone and is in 
accordance with area land use plans. No sites of historic, scenic, 
cultural or archeologic signifi.cances would be removed or obstructed due 
to operation of the facility. Recreational areas will also not be 
affected, since"the site is separated from residential areas by a buffer 
zone and a maj or street. TIle proj �(;. t wi 1 1  create a few jobs. but no 
major new employment will occur. Additional taxes paid to Baltimore 
County will be a benefit. It i.s not expected that this project will 
cause a change in residential �lse of nearby neighborhoods. 

The SNG made" available from the facility will ensure that firm 
residential. commercial and industria"! consumers in FPC Categories 1 ,  2 

and 3 who are dependent on gas will have a reliable supply. Added cost 
to fuel bills. due to operation of the SNG facility, is expected to be 
about eight percent over current gas prices. 

The SNG facility is not a traffic generator and· will not affect the 
transportation network. The SNG facility will contribute concentrations 
of air contaminants to the ambi.ent air quality. Concentrations of 
particulates. wh�ch are currently above air quality �"tanQards, will be 
further increased by a small amount by this project. It is expected 
that control of other industria, I sources and end of construction on 
Sollers Poi�t would help lower concentrations of particulates. 
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Wastewater effluents I'lill b�� discharged into the Patapsco River. 

The effluent concentrations wil l  be below levels which are considered 

hazardous . The SNG facility has been designed to be in Gompl iance with 

a l l  applicab le state and federal effluent standards .  The effluents will 

be released at low rates, al  thou�!h initial concentrations at discharge 

may be high. 

Sound generated by the plant will be .inaudible or imperceptible 

primarily due to high background noise leve l s .  

The ecological conditions of the river and the si  t e  have been 

affected by construction, industrial and urban activities in the area. 

It is not believed that any ulllC{oe eco�ystcms �'
xi!jt in the ;;:trfl� whic:h 

would be affected by the project, Al though thr�� rare and/or endangered 

species of birds have been ideri'tlfied wlLllifi the UaitimOre mSl.::rulJuliL<tu 
area. none have been spotted in the area of the site. 

It is not. expecte!.l that the SNG facility wi l l  affect the water 

table or groundwater flow in the area because of the sandy soi l s .  No 

impact is ex.pected on geologic structures . 

The SNG facility does creatE� cumulative impacts by adding air and 

water contaminants into resources that are already affected by indus­

trial and urban activities. The contribution of thlS project, howevel', 

i.s small. Other activities in the area such as major power plants 

switching from oil to coal iJiay also affect the envlronmeuL. The uverall 

impacts of these activities are being addressed in �envirUlllne)ltal impact 

statements being prepared for thE� coal conversions. The Outer Ha'l"uor 

Crossings will chang� traffic pat:terns in the area, but t.here should be 

no interaction with' the SNG facility.  

Measures to Mitigate Environmental Impacts 

tiood engineering prat;l.l\,;o::; ;;lIld rnmplinncc Idth code,S ant;! h,,; lding 

permi"tS have been used in the de:;;ign of the SNG facility, Overall air 

pol lution and water quality programs within the Baltimore metropolitan 

area aTe ner.�ss�ry to improve ail' and wateT quality to allow continued 

growth . .  
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Adverse Impacts Which Can Not Be Avoided 

The primary environmental impact is due to the discharge of air 
contaminants . The limited. effect on the ambient air quality wil,1 cause 

, 
negligible interference with the attainment or maintenance of ailr quality 
standards. 

The Relationship of Short-Term Uses of the Environment Versus 
Long-Term Productivity 

The project will allow continued productivity of 8G&E ' s  firm 
customers who use gas. I t  is not expected that the existence of the SNG 
facility and its operations will adversely affect long-term productivity. 
since the site and surrounding area would probably remain industrial if 
the SNG facility did not operate or were razed . 

Irretrievable and Irreversible Commitments of Resources 

The SNG facility will use up to 2 , 186.000 barrels of naphtha per 
year. It is believed that continuing the industrial trend of the site 
will keep the area industrial, even after the plant has ended its operat­
ing life. Other industries having similar if not greater impacts would 
probably u.se the site if it became available. Therefore, even though 
all impacts of the project other than naphtha and oil used are theo­
retically reversible, it is expected that the resources involved are 
actually irretrievably committed. 

Alternatives to the Proposed Action 

Alternatives to the project include administrative action such as 
denying the naphtha allocation, reducing it or finding other ways to 
reduce the gas shortage s .  Design alternatives include different plant 
systems which could affect environmental impacts. 

The alternatives of denying or reducing the naphtha allocation 
could cause firm customers to face gas deficiencies. This would result 
in closing commercial and industrial firms and the potential loss of 
jobs, income and production. 
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Methods of increasing l�as availability such as deregulation .of gas 
prices may be effective.  If gas availability could be increased, then 
the impacts created by this project would not occur. The use of pricing 
policies to modify gas consumption might not be effective with those 
customers who would be benefited by the SNG facility, since they do not 
have the capability for cont.inuous use of an alternate fuel. If fuel 
switching does occur, it is expected that localized problems of air 
quali ty would occur as the larger consumers changed to other fuels. 

8G&E has made sources of gas available other than natural gas. 
Some of 'these sources, -including liquefied natural gas and SNG from its 
pipeline supplier, can help meet base load needs . A propane-air plant 
and liquefied natural gas storage can meet increased short-term demands. 
Expansion of these facilitif!s would not be possible prior to the winter 
of 1977-78 when BG&E estimal:es that the SNG facility could be needed. 
Other methods of producing i�as such as coal gasification are not com­
mercially feasible in the time -period for which a new gas supply is 
needed. 

Various design alternatives to the SNG facility have been briefly 
considered. However, the increased costs for adding new systems does 
not seem to warrant their use for reducing impacts WhlCh are believed to 
be nonsignificant . These alternatives include methods of preventing all 
hqUl.d wastewaters from le,Wi'ng the site, such as reverse osmo!)is, 
evaporation and electrodialysis·, and al ternative means of reducing air 
contaminants such as electrostatic precipitatiors and 502 flue gas 
scrubbers. 

In addition, the use of No. 2 fuel oil i n  boilers and process 
heaters instead of No. 6 oijl has been considered. The No. 2 oil would 
reduce air contaminant emissions since it is a cleaner fuel than·No. 6 
oil. . However, higher fuel costs, the need for additional fuel oil 
storage facilities and the diversion of No. 2 oil from home heating 
purposes reduce its a��ractiveness. 

The conservation alternative was also evaluated. The analysis 
concluded that conservation can be considered as a partial solution to 
the gas shortage problem. In the near-term , the feasibility of con­
serv�tion as a means to offset projected 1980 gas shortfalls is uncertain 
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primarily due to the absence of sufficient information on (1)  the 

amount of gas that can actually be saved in what time frame and 

(2) the direct and indirect cost of achieving these savings. The 

long-term benefits of conservation are undeniable although its economic 

implications have yet to be clearly defined. Conservation can be made 

a more attractive and reliable option when combined with other alterna­

tives such as conversion from gas to coal or electricity. While con­

servation should be encouraged, it cannot be considered sufficiently 

reliable to be a complete and viable alternative in and of itself. 
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3 .  DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

3 . ]  Description of the Proposed Action 

The proposed action before the Federal Energy Administration is  the 

approval of Baltimore Gas and Electric Company's (8G&E 's )  Application 
for Assignment . This appl ication was filed with the FEA on September 3D, 

1975. It requests approval of an al location and supplier of naphtha for 

use as feedstock in a recently constructed manufacturing facility which 

produces SNG. 

The application requests that the Amerada-Hess Corporation whose 

corporate headquarters are in New 'York be the naphtha supplier and that 

the naphtha assignment be ·as follows: 

April I, 1977 - March 3] , 1978 

April 1 to March 31 of each 
succeeding year 

1 , 000, 000 barrels 

2 . 186 , 000 barrel s  

The SNG facility that would use the naphtha i s  described i n  Sections 3 . 2, 

3 . 3  and 3 . 4  of this report. 

BG&E 1S seeking the allocation of naphtha so that it can manufacture 

synthetic natural gas which will in turn wi l l  be used to offset shortages 

of natural gas. 

BG&E is a public util ity engaged :in the production, purchase and 

sale of electricity and the purchase and sale of natural gas in central 

Maryland . Their gas service area covers approximately 590 square miles 

and includes Baltimore Ci'ty and Baltimore , Cecil, Carrol l ,  Harford , 

Howard and Anne Arundel Couudes . Current firm customers number approxi­

mately 512, 000 in FPC categories I, 2 ,  and 3. (FPC priority Classifications 
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are presented in Appendix A . )  BG&E estimates that during a normal 

winter+ its gas requirements for these firm customers is 46 , 026.000 mcf. 

Based on historical and expected future curtailments of natural gas 

and on availability of other sources of gas, BG&E believes that the SNG 

from its Sollers Point SNG facility (SNG facility) will be required in 

order to prevent curtailments of gas "Supplies to its firm customers.  It 

has estimated that in order to ensure continuous gas service to .BG&E 

customers in FPC categories I, 2, and 3 in the winter of 1978-79, SNG 

production from its SNG facility would be zero during a normal winter 

but 3 , 082 , 000 mcf during a design winter. Further curtailments in 

BG�E I S sources of gas would increase the need fur SNG Pl'otluction . 
. 

B�ltimore G�i & El..;:rtyir. h�s inrlir.ated that it will I)se the SNG 

facility (and thus use the naphtha) only when d·eficiences of gas supplies 

O�cur . No SNG would be produced from the· SN� facility wh�n customers 

having an alternate fuel capability are receiving gas. BG&E expects 

that its SNG facility would not operate more than 180 days per year. 

During 180 days of full operation ·the SNG facility would produce 

10. 800, 000 mcf of SNG . Under these conditions , the full naphtha allo­

cation of 2 . 1 86 , 000 barrel s  would be required . 
�. 

3 . 2  Description of the Sollers Point SNG Facility 

Operation of the newly constructed Sollers Point SNG facility is 

dependent upon the allocation of naphtha requested by BG�E. Since the 

facility itself is the source of environmental impacts it is described 

in this section. The environmental conditions of its setting and the 

environmental impacts associated with its £uture operation are described 

in later sections of this report . 

*A ·normal winter used by BG&E consists of a winter having 3 , 979 degree 
days. A design winter is based on the coldest winter that occurred 
since 1950 wh�ch had 4 , 449 degree days. BG&E recently established a 
new design of 4 . 894 degree days. based on conditions encountered during 
last winter. A degree day is the difference between the average daily 
temperature and 6SoF and is an index of how cold a day is. 
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The SNG facility is located on Sollers Point in Baltimore County, 

Maryland. The location of this plant in relation to the Bal timore 

metropolitan area is shown in Figure 3 . 2-1 . 

The SNG facility has a capacity of producing 60, 000 mcf of synthetic 

natural gas per day. Construction of the SNG facility is now complete, 

and start-up tests were conducted last winter prior to commissioning for 

commercial operation. The plant is currently ready for commercial 

operation. 

BG&E began planning for this project in 1971 . In July 1973, BG&E 

finalized a contractual arrangement with Stone & Webster Engineering 

Corporation for the design, engineering and construction of a facility 

which Nould employ naphtha as a feedstock for the production of SNG 

utilizing the Lurgi Gasynthan Process (tG). The project received all  

necessary permits for construction, and completion of the plant was 

originally  scheduled for December 1 ,  1974. That. date was twice deferred 

by BG&E due to economic and gas supply factors.  The cost for const.ructing 

this plant is approximately $38 million. 

The SNG facility occupies approximately 24 acres of a 101 acre 

site. The remaining acreage is available for future expansion, although 

BG&E has indicated that no plans for future development have been 

established . 

3 . 3  Detailed Description of the SNG Facility 

Site Layout 

The site of the facility is subdivided int.o (1) the raw feedst.ock 

and propane storage area, (2) the process area, (3) the water treatment 

area, and (4) the administrative and service areas . A plot plan of the 

101 acre site depicting these major plant components ,  is presented in 

Figure 3 . 3- 1 .  The approximate acreage of each o f  these components of 

the f(lei]; ty l'Irp. rlp.t.ai led below: 
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Component 

Process area and boilers 
Naphtha storage area 
Propane storage area 
Water treatment area 
Waste water discharge and flares 

Total 

Acreage 

4 . 0  
1 1 . 7  

1 . 5  

4 . 8  
1 . 0  

2 4 . 0  

The various equipment requirements o f  the SNG facility are identified in 
the schemati c  drawing shown in Figure 3 . 3- 2 .  

Descript�on pf the SNG Process 

The method employed in the production of SNG in large quantities is 
catalytic gasification and hydrogenation to convert the feedstock into 
methane. The preferred feedstock is naphtha. although other light 
hydrocarbon petroleum fractions may be used. The four basic steps in 
the process are: (1)  hydrodesulfurization. (2) gasification , (3) methana­
tion. and (4) purification (carbon dioxide removal, drying, and spiking) . 
A block diagram of the SNG process ,  to be employed b y  BG&E i s  presented 
in Figure 3 . 3-3 . A detailed description of each of the process com­
ponents is presented below with reference to the above diagram . 

Hydrodesulfurization 

Water washed naphtha is mixed with hydrogen, preheated to about 
700°F and subsequently vaporized (1) and, passed through a catalytic 
reactor which converts sulfur compounds to hydrogen sulfide. The gases 
are condensed and separated from the noncondensible hydrogen stream 
which is recycled to the reactor feed (hydrodesu lfuritation system, HDS) . 
(2) . The naphtha i s  then passed through the �IDS stabilization tower (3) 

where it is stripped of hydrogen sulfide. The off gases from the stabi­
lization tower go to the Stretford system where elemental sulfur and a 
light hydrocarbon fuel are recovered. The fuel will normal l y  be used to 
heat the naphtha vaporizer. Hydrodesulfurization is used to remove the 
bulk of the sulfur from the naphtha. This is necessary since sulfur is 
a permanent poison for reforming catalysts . 
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Gasification 

After hydrodesulfurization, the naphtha is divided into two streams , 

Train "A" (4) , and Train "B" (5) . each of which receives identical 

treatment. The sulfur content at this point is approximately 5 parts 

per million (ppm) and it is  necessary to reduce it to approximately 

0. 2 ppm. This is  accomplished by vaporizing the naphtha over a cobalt 

catalyst in the guard desulfurization reactor (6) and absorbing hydrogen 

sulfide with _zinc oxide (7) . The gases are mixed with steam and passed 

through the first rich gas reactor (8) , cooled and passed through the 

second rich gas reactor (9) . At the outlet all hydrocarbons have been 

converted to me.thane, carbon dioxide, carbuH monoxide, and hydrogen. 

This product i s  essentially town gas, a low heating value gas. 

Methanation 

A small portion of this low heating value gas is transferred to the 

hydrogen generation plant with the remaining going to methanation (10) . 

In this process which employs an adiabatic catalyst bed and operates at 

about 600°F, the residual hydrogen and carbon monoxide are converted to 

methane. The effluent of the methanator reactor consist of methane. a 

small amount of residual hydrogen and carbon monoxide and a substantial 

portion of carbon dioxide and residual water. 

Purification 

The effluent from the methanator is cooled with heat recovery and 

water condensation. then passes through the carbon dioxide absorbtion 

tower (11) where it is stripped of carbon dioxide with a circulating 

potassium carbonate solution. The spent carbonate solution is regenerated 

(12) and the carbon dioxide free gases are dried in the glycol unit (13) . 
The SNG at this point could b.e distributed. but it has a lower heating 

value. 980 Btu/scf, than that currently being distributed by BG&Ej 

consequently.  it will  be spiked with a small amount of propane (approxi­

mately .2%) (14) . The SNG is then of pipeline quality with a heating 

value of 1 , 015 Btu/scf. Auxiliary systems shown in the flow diagram 

include boiler units and associated superheaters, �nd the hydrogen 

production system. 
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Operating Characteristics of the SNG Facil ity 

I t  is  planned that the steam boilers at the SNG facility wil l  be 

fired with No . 6 residual fuel oil having a sulfur content of 1 percent 

or less,  an approximate ash content of 0 . 05 percent and a heating value 

of 1 8 . 500 Btu/lb. The fuel will be consumed at a rate of about 

14 ,000 pounds per hour. The superheaters will be primarily fired with 

waste fuel gas. generated in the process producing LNG, which would 

otherwise be flared. 

The starting heater, reactor feed heaters , and reforming furnaces 

w i l l  burn naphtha having a maximum sulfur content of 2 ,000 ppm or 

waste fuel gas. Under design conditions, naphtha wil l  be burned at a 

rate o f' about 3, 000 pounds per hour during start up (about 48 hours) .  

Uuring operations at design conditions, the overall efficiency of 

the process should be about 90 percent . However, actual operating 

conditions wil l  cause the efficiency to vary. For example. lower 

radiational heat losses, better heat recovery and lower carbon to hydro­

gen ratio of the naphtha than design conditions will result in increased 

efficiency. Lower operating rates, prolonged periods of standby operation, 

and losses and cooling of desulfurized naphtha will lower the efficiency. 

Based on maximum production capacity and under design point condi­

tions, the mass and energy balances of the SNG facility are summarized 

Lt:lul'O ; 

tnput Pounds per Hour 106 Btu per Hour 

Naphtha 123 ,355 2 J474 . 1 6 

Pl-opane 6 , 240 1 34 . 88 

Re.5idual Fuel Oil 14,000 :!b�.UH 
Electricity 1 2 _45 

Water 1 16 . 930 O .  
Total 2 , 88 3 . 57 
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Output 

SNG 

Carbon dioxide vent 

Sulfur 

Wastewater 

Air Cooler Effluent 

Radiation 

Other losses 

Total 

Pounds per Hour 

110,910 

104, 646 

262 

20,012 

106 Btu per Hour 

2 , 598 . 55 

9 . 75 

1 . 05 

o 
127 .00 

105 . 70 

41 . 52 

2 , 883 . 5 7  

The feedstock to b e  used in the production o f  SNG is naphtha, and 

will be purchased from the St . Croix refinery of Amerada Hess Corporation. 

The consumption of naphtha will  

2 , 186, 000 bbl per year by 1979. 

be as required, but will not exceed 

The naphtha will pe transported by 

tanker to the Amerada Hess Baltimore Harbor Marine terminal storage area 

and will then be shipped by BG&E barge to the Riverside Steam Electric 

Generating Station (Riverside power plant) docking facilities and from 

there by pipeline to the SNG facilities storage tanks'. The addition of 

propane (spiking) to the SNG is anticipated in' order to increase the 

heat content of the final SNG output so that it will  be compatible with 

the heating value of the natural gas which is· currently being distributed 

by BG&E . Propane use could be about 6 , 240 lb/hr. The total volume of 

propane employed by BG&E would remain within its current allocation limits, 

since BG&E ' s  propane-air plant would be used les s .  Odorant wil l  also 

be added tv thc product in mi nor quantities. 

3 . 4  Environmental Aspects of the SNG Facility 

Air Quality Aspects 

The major sources of air contaminant emissions at the SNG facility 

wi l l  be the steam boilers and superheaters. As previous ly described, 

the steam boilers wil l  be fired with No. 6 residual fuel oil �aving a 

sulfur content of 1 . 0  ,percent or less, an appropriate ash content of 

0 , 05 percent and heating value of 18, 500 Btu/ lb . The s�perheaters wi l l  

b e  prim<\T.ily fired with waste fuel gas, generated in the process producing 
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5NG. These heaters could burn naphtha containing up to 0 . 2  percent by 

weight sulfur when fuel gas is not available. Sulfur dioxide. particu­

late matter and oxides of nitrogen resulting from combustion processes 

have been estimated based on a maximum process steam requirement of 

approximately 170, 000 pounds per hour . I t  has been assumed that the 

steam boilers and associated superheaters alone meet this total require­

ment since this may occur under start-up conditions when heat recovery 

boilers are not up to full pressure. It has also been assumed that the 

superheaters will  fire fuel oil similar to that of the steam boilers, 

producing, therefore. a conservativelY high estimate of the expected 

contaminant emissions from combustion processes. 

Other sources of contaminant �l1lissions at the ,sNG facility are: the 

hydrodesulfurization system, the carbon dioxide vent� the SN(; dryer 

vent, the flare system, the reformer furnace and the naphtha storage 

tanks. The types and quantity of pol lutants and the flow conditions 

associated with each of these sources are discussed below. Available 

nir quality control devices and techniques and applicable emission 

regulations are also detailed in the discussion. Table 3 .4-1  summarizes 

contaminant discharges from each source at the plant . Figure 3 . 4 - 1  

identifies the sources o f  contaminant emissions in the process and 

support systems. 

Desu I fllri.zation Unit 

Sulfu"(" originat.es from in , the hydrodesulfurizati.on (HDS) unit in 

the process area which processes the raw naphtha and removes its sulfur 

content in the form of hydrogen sulfide gas. A maximum of 5 . 900 lb. 

of sulfur wi ll be recovered daily based on a sulfur content in the raw 

naphtha of 2 , 000 ppm, Typically, the sulfur content wi l l  be as low as 

half this level in the raw napht.ha. 

The sulfur recover.y process consists of a Stl"t�tford unit .  Gaseous 

discharges from the recovery are incinerated prior to discharge to 

ensure oxidation of residual H25.  to 5°2 and vented to a 75-foot stack. 

The maximum 5°2 emission resulting from the sulfur recovery system would 

be less than 10 lb .  per hour assuming only 96 percent recovery and 2 , 000 

ppm sulfur in the naphtha. 
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TABLE 3 . 4-1 

CONTAMINANT EMISSION FROM THE SNG FACILITY 

Source 

Boilers 

Superheaters· 

Sulfur Recovery Unit 

Carbon Dioxide Vent 

TEG Unit. 

Rc former Furnace 

Flare System 

Naphtha Storage Tank 

Contaminant 

502 
Particulates 

502 
Particulates 

NOx 
CO 

Particulates 

N.A.  

NMHC (Nonmethane 
hydrocarbons) 

Quantity (lb/hr) 

200 
6 . 4  

54 

trace 

80 

2 . 6  

24 

trace 

< 10 

trace 

trace 

< 4 

< I 
t'race 

trace 

< 9 

<26 

*Boile.T and. superheater emissions include emissions from the direct-fired 
process heater. 
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Carbon Dioxide Vent 

Under normal SNG facility operation , the carbon dioxide removal system 
wil l  vent to the atmosphere approximately 1 05 , 000 lbs/hour or 23,000 
scfm of wet gas containing carbon dioxide and trace amounts of methan e .  
The wet gas vented at less than 150°F will b e  visibly seel! as a "stream" 
plume under certain atmospheric conditions due to condensation of the 
water vapor in the atmosphere. The methane content of . the wet gas should 
be about no greater than 1 . 0  percent by vol ume o� wet gas· under normal 
operation. 

TEG Unit 

Under full load operation, the TEG unit will vent to the atmosphere 
about 250 lbs of water vapor per day. The vapor vented at temperatures 
between 130°F to 200°F will b e  visibly seen as a steam plume due to 
condensation caused by the colder atmosphere. Trace quantities of 
glycol, methane and carbon monoxide may also be present. 

F l are System 

During full load operation, the flare system will be in standby 
condition with the pilot flame burning 4 , 000 to 5 , 000 scf per hour of 
natural gas, discharging carbon dioxide and water vapor. All vent lines 
and emergency relief valve lines from process vessels are connected 
directly to this flare system. Most hydrocarbon emissions which would 
Otherwise

'
be vented to t.hp, atmosphere are, therefore, burned harmlessly 

in the fl are. In addition, the design capacity of the flare is greater 
than the normal volume of expected hydrocarbons during emergency condi­
tions. These plant emergency conditions or upsets are normally not 
detectable outside plant boundaries, except where relief valves auto­
matically open in which case a visibl e  flame from the flare may be 
observ�d. 

Reformer Furnace 

The hydrogen reforming furnace discharges exhaust gases at a rate 
of 3 1 , 000 lb per hour. The gQ�es consi�t primari ly of CO2 and water, 
with minor quantities of particulate matter, S02 ' and CO. 
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Naphtha Storage Tanks 

Four, naphtha storage tanks, each having a capacity of 150, 000 bbl, 

are located on site . �e tanks are of floating roof design to minimize 

hydrocarbon emission s .  Each tank has an internal nitrogen vapor blanket 

which serves to reduce vaporization, However, minor vapor l eakage does 

occur. Based on an emission factor of approximately 0 , 033 lb of hydro­

carbons per day per 1 , 000 gallons of petroleum fraction stored and the 

assumption of 7S percent nonreactive hydrocarbons, principally butane, 

the emiss
,
ion of nonmethane hydrocarbon is expected to be less than 208 Ib 

per day Qr. 8 . 7  lb pc::t:' haul' , Tank design is in compliance with regulations 

promulgated by the Air Quality Control Boards of Bal tlmore metropolitan 

area and the SLate 6£ Maryland , 

Steam Boilers Superheaters and Process Heaters 

Emissions and flow characteristics have been calculated based on 

the followi
,ng conditions: 

1) steam will be generated at a rate of 170, 000 Ib per hour, 

during normal operation; 

2) two package bOllers at equal rating are required to generate 

this quantity of steam; 

3) tWO superheaters are also required; and 

4) process heaters and reformer furnace fire naphtha under nonnal 

operation. 

TII� following operat
,ing and stack parameters have been estimated or 

assumed as typical of an SNG facility. 

Unit Rni ler ,r;upel'lltKi tar 

Number 2 2 

Stack Height, ft 75 each 75 each 

Exit Velocity, fps 40 each 40 each 

Fuel Rate, gph 673 each 202 each 

Flue Gas Rate, acfm 28 , 000 each 1 2 , 000 each 

Exit Temperature, 'F 315 350 
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The maximum sulfur content of the fuel oil to be burned in the 

steam generators i s  1 . 0  percent. Based on a maximum daily fuel consump· 

ticn of 1 , 000 bbl and 100 percent oxidation o f  fuel sulfur, the maximum 
6 

s02 ,
emission rate is 280 lb per hour or 1 . 08 lb per 10  Btu of heat 

inp�t . Each boiler w i l l  discharge approximately 100 Ib of 502 per hour, 

and each superheater 40 lb of 502 per hour. 

Particulate emissions from the steam generating facilities were 

determined based on the following conditions; 

1) The maximum ash content of the fuel oil  will  be 0 . 05 percent ; 

2} Fifty percent of the total particulate emission will  be in the 

form of combustibles in the boiler, and only trace quantities 

of combustibles wi l l  be present in the super he
"
ater effluent ; 

3) All  ash and combustible products in the boilers will  be discharged 

to the particulate col l ection devices . and 

4) The cyclones w i l l  have col l ection efficiencies of 50 percent . 

The resulting total emission is then 9 . 2  lb/hour, or 0. 036 lb per million 

Btu of heat input : 3 . 2  Ib/hour from each boiler, and 1 . 4  lb/ hour from 

each superheater. 

The other contaminant to be discharged in significant quantities is 

oxides of nitrogen. Due to the anticipated boiler heat input rating, 

i . e . ,  less than 250 mil l ion Btu/hr, no regulation governs the emission 

of this pollutant. The expected emission rate, however. is 27 Ib/hour 

from each of the two boilers and 12 lb/hour from each superheater. 

IVater Quality Aspects 

Liquid wastes associated with the operation of the SNG faci l ity 

w i l l  be both continuous and intermittent in nature . The sources of these 

discharges are presented in the flow diagram in Figure 3 . 4 · 1 .  Those 

wastes containing either oil or organic salts will  be treated prior to 

discharge; thUS. two unique collection systems are required to aggregate 

these waste streams . The basic components of the liquid waste treatment 

system are : - 1 )  a neutralization tank. 2) an oil -water separator. and 3) 

an equali zation basin common to both streams . All other wastes not 
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treated t>y this system wilf be either recycled or drwnrned for off-site 
disposaL . The treated effluents wil l then be discharged to Bal timore 
Harbor . The expected composition and properties of the discharge is 
presented in Table 3 . 4-2 .  

A summary o f  the wastewater discharges are listed below b y  treatment 
method to be employed. 

Treatment 

Neutraliz.ation 

Neutralization 

Oil Removal 

D:rllmmea for 

Off-si te 
Disposal 

Sewage Treatment 

No Treatment 

Source 

Boiler b lowdown continuous at 5 gpm; demineral izer 
regeneration waste intermittent at 22, 000 gallons/ 
4 hours, t,wicQ ::l day. 

carbonate/activator solution s .  intermittent at 
9 gpd. 

carbon solution - H2 production area continuous 
at 0 . 5  gpm. 

Naphtha storage tank area runoff process area runoff. 
variabl e ;  design 500 gpm naphtha coalescer wastes , 
continuous at 5 gpm startup; loop knock-out drum 

waslt!s. llllt!I'ml llt!IIL at 1 gjJlll fui 2 hours onc.e a 
year; equipment drains . 

Spent Stretford sol ution. intermittent at SO gpd;' 
triethylene glycol (TEG) , intermittent at 1 gpd. 

Conveyed to city sewage treatment system sanitary 
Wfl o;;t.P.o;; i nt.p.rmi t.t.p.nt. at fiOO gpd. 

Cooling tower blowdown (stream 22) ,  continuous 
at 10 gpm. 

The nonoily waste collection system will handle the majority of 
liquid wastes from this SNG facility , The nonoily wastes will be the 
continuous steam boiler blol· .. dolffl and intermittent wastes from the water 
treatment equipment ldemineralizer regeneration) and the carbonate 
solutions . These waste streams will be conveyed to a tank for batch 
process neutralization . When sufficient quantities of these wastes have 
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TABLE 3 . 4 - 2  

CO'WOSITION OF EFFLUENT fROM THE EQUALI ZATION BASIN 

ph 6 . 0-8 . 5  
Temp. Ambient 

Range of Effluent Concentration 

Minimum Minimum 
Constituent (ppm) (ppm) 

Na & Mg (Sodium & Magneslum) 44 530 
Ca (Calcium) 23 285 
Al (Aluminum) 
f. ( I ron) 0 . 02 0 . 02 
K (Potassium) 10 130 
N03 (Nitrate) 3 40 
NC03 (Bicarbonate) 4 1  535 

5°4 (SuI fate) 100 1 150 
C I  (Chlorine) 27 370 
F (F.luorine) I 12 
Si02 (Sil ica) 1 2  ISO 

Oil (Dissolved) 0 20 
105 (Total - Dissolved Solids) 300 3200 

*Based on samvillili:, c.onducted on Jamla'T"Y 6, 1978 by BG&E. 
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Concentration 

(ppm) 

180 
100 

0 . 1 7 - 0 . 50' 
0 . 07 

45 
14 

185 
400 
1 1 5  

4 
52 
1 3  

1 120 



been collected i n  neutralization tank. a PH meter will initiate the 

addition of acid or caustic.  After agitation for a fixed period the PH 

wil l again be measured and the neutralization cycle continued if further 

treatment i s  required. The neutralized l iquid w i l l  be pumped automatically 

-to the equal ization basins prior to discharge into Baltimore Harbor. 

The storm water collection system wil l  convey oil-contaminated 

water into a corrugated plate oil -water separator. The oil-water 

separator will treat wastewater from the naphtha coalescer reactor 

effluent separator, floor and equipment drainage,  and storm water 

runoff from the process and naphtha storage area. After process storm 

water has been treated. the. 5torm water collected ill Lhe naphtha storage 

diked area wil l  be drained to the oil separator at fl r.f)ntrol l Act rate. 
The oil recovered by thl� separator w i l l  he pumped to the slop oil 

tank where it will be filtered for reuse as fuel .  The effluent from the 

separator, contai.ning less than 20 ppm of oil will be discharged to the 

equalization basin prior to discharge into Baltimore Harbor . The slop 

oil tank will receive and store TEG waste as wel l  as the recovered oil 

from the corrugated plate separator. 

The collected slop-oil will be filtered for reuse as boiler fuel . 

Spent Stretford solution containing sodium carbonate, sodium metavansdate, 

anthroquinone disulfonic acid. sodium citrate. sodium thiosulfate, and a 

chelating agent will be drummed for off-site disposal. The drummed 

effluent will be collected and gisposed nf hy a lican�od private 

contractor. Cooling tower blowdown wil l  be conveyed at a continuous 

rate of 10 gpm to the equalization basin prior to discharge into 

Baltimore Harbor. 

The equalization basin will retain the treated wastewater from .thp. 

oil -water separator, the neutral i z ation tank, and from cooling tower 

blowdown. The expected characteri.stics of the effluent from the basin. 

as shown in Table 7 will be monitored for pH. oil concentration, temper­

atura, conductjvity. disulved oxygen anJ turbidity .  Flow from the 

equalization basin will be 750 gpm. Sanitary wastes, at a flow rate of 

approximately 600 gpd. wil l  be conveyed to the city sewage system. 
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Solid \�aste Aspects 

Under normal SNG facility operation, approximately 200, 000 Ib of 

spent catalyst and zinc oxide will have to be replaced every two or · 

three years. Licensed waste disposal contractors wil l  haul away these 

solid wastes to a disposal site, or the material will be returned to the 

manufacturer for reworking. Normally, the return of t'he spent or used 

material to the catalyst manufacturer for recovery of the contained 

metals is incorporated in the original purchase order. Other solid 

wastes generated on-site will be of nominal amounts and nonreactive in 

composit.;i on, 'and will not present a disposal problem. 

Noise Aspects 

The major sources of noise at an SNG facility are: furnace firing 

roar, induction fans of the combustion air system, air cooler fans of 

the process heat exchangers, safety and relief valves, flare flame roar 

under emergency operation, and pumps and compressors . Design of each of 

these process and auxiliary system components wi l l  minimize both the 

on-site and off-site impact of these sources, and ensure compliance with 

applicable
. 

regulations and prevent annoyance to the general public. 

On-site the individual health standards currently enforced by the 

federal government under the Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA) 

of 1970. The OSHA standards, along with proposed standards are tabulated 

below: 

OSHA Noise Standards 

Standard, dBA 

Duration of Exposure , Hours Current Proposed 

8 90 85 
6 92 87 
4 95 90 
3 97 92 
2 100 95 
1 . 5  102 97 
1 105 100 
0 . 5  110 105 
0 . 5  or less 115 1 10 
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These standards are designed to prevent or minimize the possibility of 
hearing loss or impairment by an industrial worker. Employees at an SNG 
plant do not experience exposure of more than two to four hours per day 
of noise. I t  is, therefore, not anticipated that any difficulty will  be 
encountered i n  complying with current OSHA standards. Should advanced 
engineering calculations indicate higher-then-acceptable noi-se levels, 
remedial measures w i l l  be instituted and incorporated into the design of 
equipment. 

The major off-site noises originate with the air cooler fans and 
steam boiler. The fan housings and the boilers will  be so designed and 
insulated so as to hold noise levels at a given di st.Rnce within current 
OSHA stand$t'ds, local zoning ordinances or " nuisance" regulations . 

Safety Aspects 

The two major area.s involving the safety of plant employees and the 
general pub l i c  are: the possibi l ity of oil spills and the potential for 
fire at the SNG facility. 

Oil Spill Prevention, Contaminant, and Disposal 

Oil spill prevention and containment procedures rely predominantly 
on the design and layout of the process and naphtha stora�e an� unloadine 
areas . The process area is pro'perly paved and diked $l,lcl1 that proce�s 
leaks are collected separately and not be included in ground surface 
run-off water. Surface effluent from this area will be drained and 
pl.ped to the waste treatment facility (see discussion on "Water Quality 
Aspects: Oily Wastes") .  The naphtha storage tank area w i l l  be diked in 
accordance with API and OSHA standards. In case of spillage or l eakage, 
the diked area will either he ctl"ained to the IY'aste treatment facility or 
pumped out to waste disposal tru�ks by l icensed contractors for haulage 
and disposal off-site. During unloading of naphtha at the Riverside 
plant fac i lity, an oil boom w i l l  be situated around the barge so as to 
Contain any accidental spi l l aee tha� may occur. 
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Fire Protection 

To provide protection against ignition in the naphtha storage tank 

farm, a ll  floating roof naphtha storage tanks will be internally blanketed 

with nitrogen gas. Should a fire occur despite this precaution, foam 

stations will be strategically located around the perimeter of the 
naphtha storage tanks. Nozzles at these locations will be designed to 
apply foam to the tops of the floating roofs to extinguish any fire, not 

only seal fires, but also a fully involved floating roof storage tank 

fire condition. 

In addition, there will be a fire water loop around the diked tank 
farm, with strategically placed rotatable monitor fire nozzles whic!. tie 
into the fixed foam system. It wil l  also be possible to tie the facil­

i ty· s foam truck into this fire loop as a "reserve supply" of foam to 
the fixed system. A manually operated fixed foam solution supply and 
control system is located in a storage building near the tank farm. 

A 3D-minute fire-rated coating on the floating roof pontoon deck 
(not in contact with the naphtha) will be applied in case of fire; its 

purpose is to provent excessive heating and deformation of the floating 
roof in a storage tank adjacenc to a fully involved storage tank fire. 
Similarly, the above-grade naphtha tank with fil l  and withdrawal lines 
inside the diked area will have a one-hour fire-rated coating apP'lied to 

minimize the possibility of a fire- induced failure in these lines. 

The tank farm area wil l be enclosed with an earthen dike constructed 
in accordance with the fire code. with a containment volume equal to 1 1 0  

percent of the largest tank. In addition, there wil l  be small separator 
dikes between storage tanks which will isolate small spi l l s .  In order 

to avoid the danger of dike grass fires, as well as to avoid dike erosion 

and to minimize dike maintenance, dikes will be surfaced with a layer of 
gravel and small stones which is fixed in place with a sprayed coating 
o f  tar. 

The large volumes of naphtha associated with the tank farm are not 
present in the SNG process area, but spill fires are possible. which 

could rapidly involve process equipment unless extinguished. To provide 
a fast respon�e, in addition to the foam truck, pre-connected water 

and/or foam hose lines will be provided . 
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To supplement the fire fighting capabilities of the foam truck, a 

dry chemical fire truck (charged with potassium bas� dry chemical agent) 

will be acquired. This truck wil l  have a driver-operated monitor nozzle 

p l us two reel-mounted dry chemical hose lines . 

The two propane pressurized storage vessels. located between the 

naphtha storage and process areas will be protected by a I-hour full 

engul fment fire-rated sublimation compound. Finally, a fully supplied 

foam generating station will be situated at the unloading dock, located 

at the Riverside power plant to provide effective fire protection 

capabilities. 

/ 
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4 .  DESCRIPTION OF THE ENVIRON�ffiNT AFFECTED BY THE ACTION 

This section describes the existing environmental conditions in the 
area of the Sollers Point SNG Facility (SNG facility) of the Baltimore 
Gas & Electric Company (BG&E) . It is this area \oo'hich w i l l  be influenced 
by the proposed action before the Federal Energy Administration. 

4 . 1  Land Use 

General Land Uses 

8G&E ' s  SNG facility is located in southeast Baltimore County. in 
Dundalk, a highly developed residential and industrial area just east of 
the Baltimore City limits. �lajor industries that are Idthin approxi­
mately one mile of the site include Bethlehem Steel. the Amerada Hess 
Terminal. the U. S. Coast Guard Shipyard, the Riverside Steam E lectric 
Generating Station (Riverside pm.,'er plant). the Dundalk Marine Terminal , 
General �Iotors and Westinghouse. A map of the site showing general land 
use patterns i s  provided in Figure 4 . 1-1 . 

The site of the SNG facil ity contains approximately 101 acres. Of 
these, 24 have been dedicated to the SNG facility itself. The remaining 
acreage which includes a shallow pond of about 13 acres has been left 
vacant; it serves as a buffer zone between a nearby residential area. 

Maryland I s largest port facility ,  the Dunkalk �tarine Terminal, i s  
located about one-half mile north of the SNG facility. Immediately north 
of the facility and adjacent to it is BG&E ' s  Riverside power plant . A 
small subdivision called West Turners is located between the Marine 
Terminal and the power plant. The Patapsco River and Baltimore Harbor 
are west of the SNG facility. Portions of the Outer Harbor Crossing, a 
causeway which completes the 1-695 beltway around the City of Baltimore 
and l'I'hich is still under construction, are south of the SNG facil it y .  

The East Turners neighborhood , adjacent t o  the site t o  the north­
east, consists primarily of one- and b.-o-story, mul tltamily, brick row 
houses and \o'ood frame dwelling units. There are some single family 
units. The small West Turners subdivision consists primarily of single 
family, two-story, wood frame d\o'elling units. Both neighborhoods are 
oriented toward lower income families. 1 
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Three institutional uses are in the vicinity of the SNG facility. 

the Fleming Community Center, the Dundalk Vocational Technical School. 

and the Turners Occupational Development Center. The Fleming Community 

Center, situated about 0 . 3  miles east-northeast from the nearest 

boundary of the SNG facility. services the East Turners neighborhood 

housing three different service agencies , the Community Health Center. 

the Turner Day Care Center. and a Head Start Center. No overnight care 

is  provided at any of these facilities. 2 The Dundalk Vocational Technical 

Center i s  situated about 0 . 4  miles north-northeast of the SNG facility. 

A total of 618 students .  24 teachers and 6 other personnel were involved 

with the school during the past academic year. 3 Turners Occupational 

Development Center, a Baltimore County school for special education. 

i s  located about 0 . 6  miles north of the SNG facility. and had a student 

enrollment of about 60 (in 'addition to 6 staff members) during the past 
4 school year. 

Zoning and Land Use Plans 

The facility ·site. as well , as the immediately adjacent land. is zoned 

fnr heavy manufact.uring .eM H-IM) . This is  the most permissive zoning 

classi fication in Baltimore �ounty . The Baltimore County Comprehensive 

� (1975) identifies the area · in which the facility i s  located as best 

suited for heavy industrial purposes. 

The state is  currently drafting a .. land use plan to be published 

within a year. Sollers Point, where the SNG facility is located. has 

been initially classified for the most part as "existing settlement" by 

the Maryland Department of State Planning. "Existing settlement" is the 

most intensive usage in t.he state classification system and refers. to an 

area in which more · than 76 percent of the land i s  urbanized and less 

than 24 percent is  vacant. 

The Maryland Outdoor Recreation and � Space Plan (1974) has no 
, 

identifiable plans for the $NG facility site or the immediately surround-

i ng f'!ref'! . 

Recreational Resources 

There are no developed public recreational facilities located in 

the immediate vicinity of tlie SNG fac.ility, with the exception of the 
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Patapsco River. However, this water body has little recreational value 

at present due to the high fec,al coli counts found in the water. 

Moreover, the Patapsco River i s  not utiliz.ed very much for recreational 

boating since more aestheticallY pleasing areas exist off Hart Island 

and in the vicinity of the t-tiddle River. 

The nearest developed pub lic park is Turner Station- Lyons Homes,  

a 1 1 . 4  acre parcel containing ia natural environmental area and playfields . 

This park is  situated approximately 0 . 3  miles ENE of the SNG facility. 

Other developed recreational facilities in the larger area include 

Fl eming Park, a l l .  2 acre corrununi ty park. and Peach Orchard Park . a 9 . 5  

acre community park. Fleming �ark i s  situated approxtmately 0 . 5  miles 

ENE of the SNG facility, whi l e  Peach Orchard P�rk is locateu approximately 

0 . 7  miles to the NE.  

Historical Resources 

State and county officials have indicated that there are no struc­

tures present in the immediate vicinity of the SNG facility which are 

currently on or nomina'ted to al�y national register, including the 

National Register of Historic �?laces. There are, however, several sites 

of regional or local inte,rest . Fort Carroll located on an island about 

1 . 2  miles south of the SNG facility is listed as a historic site by the 

Maryland Historic Trust. 5 1n addition, the "site" where Francis Scott 

Key wrote the "Star Spangled Banner" is situated about 0 . 6  miles south­

west of the SNG facility in th,� coastal waters off Sollers Point ; this 

is listed 

S . 6 oClety. 

as a historic site by the Dundalk-Patapsco Neck Historical 

A buoy once marked this location, but it has been removed. 

Visual Quality 

the SNG facll1t.y Is localt�u ,W all a.l. t:::d uf lIiuJerate tv high Vi3ibility. 
with exposure available from the' Patapsco RiVer and m.OS'! nearby shOl'tdillc 
l ocations but limited from most interior positions. The relatively flat 

topography; the tall vegetation along the small lake on the site; and the 

residential building along Pittsburg Avenue combine to limit long and 

expansive inland views of the SNG facility. The existing Riverside power 

plaT).t also serves to block viel'is emanating from a northerly direction 

inc luding views from the residential nei ghborhood of West Turners .  
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4 . 2  Socioeconomic Characteristics 

The residential population living 1n closest proximity to the 

applicant ' s  SNG facility are situated in two areas: 1) the small 

cluster of homes north of the Riverside power plant and 2) the larger 

neighborhood east of �min Street . These two residential areas are a 

part of the larger unincorporated community of Dunda lk and are identified 

by the United States Bureau of the Census as census tracts 4213 and 

4 2 1 4 .  These two areas are shown in Figure 4 . 2-1 and have been combined 

to form the study area due to their proximity to the SNG facility. 

Comparative census statistics for the study area, Dundalk and Balt imore 

County are presented in Table 4 . 2- 1 .  

The study area can be described as being a predominately black, 

stable neighborhood of families. The people have tended to be less 

educated than those in the greater communities of which they are a part. 

They tend to be employed in blue collar occupations, earn modest incomes, 

and live in rented quarters. Over 25 percent of the dwelling units have 

been occupied by the same residents since 1949 . 

In 1970, the study area contained 5 , 334 people which was 6 percent 

of the total population of Dundalk. In comparison, Balt imore County 

recorded a 1970 population of over 621 , 000. The population of the study 

area is predominately black (85%) and contains more than 90 percent of 

Dundal k ' s  black population. Nearly all o f  the study area ' s  population 

were native born and over 96 percent lived in fami l i e s .  Similar statistics 

were recorded for Dundalk and for Balt imore County. 

Educational attainment statistics, as measured by the number of 

years of schoo ling completed by persons 25 years and older, indicate 

that nearly 70 percent of the residents of the study area had not 

completed high schoo l .  Comparative statistics for Dundal k  and B a l t imore 

County were 64 percent and 47  percent, respectively. 

The occupational distribution of employed persons (16 years and 

older) in the study area revealed that nearly half held blue collar 
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Fi sure 4 . 2-1 Census Tracts in Study Area 
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TAiLf 4.2-1 

SELECTED SOCIOECOI'OnC OlAaACl"ERlSTICS (1170) 

POPULATIDII 

TOUI Population 
lhI<Iu 5 
5_17 
11_64 
6S and over 
WhIU 
Blick 
Othar 
In f .. IIIu 
Prl .. ry Individual. 
In Group Quuten 
Nath .. 
Forel,n 110m 

Toul Population, l� Vurs OIJ S Ov .. r 

Llu thin Hl,h School 
HI.h School or hyond 

IJ.BOR AND INCOMI! 
Clvlll.n ... bor Forea, 16 Vlln Old and OVer 

&lployed 
Un .. ploy� 

Toul EIoployecl Person., 16 Vllts Old and 
Om 

Whita Collar Occupatll)ll, 
Ilua Collar Occupations 
S ...... lc. OcCUJ>l'tlons 
h ... Occup"tlonl 

Me.., f .. lly h.c .... (S) 
Faaillu .. It II I1'Ic_ Itu than Proverty 

"" .. 

� 
Toul Vear_Round Ho."ln, Units 

Dwnu Occupied 
R�ntn Occupied 
Vacant 
"'dln, SaM Or All PIUIlbI", Facilities 

Toul Occuphd Tur-ROUI'd I\ou.stlll Units 
1.01 or .ore hrsonl p.r � 

PopulatIon per Occupied Unit 
Tur Structure aullt 

1960 to Harch 1970 
1940·l\IS9 
19)' or farller 

v"., Moved Into Unit 
1965·1970 
1950·1904 
1949 or Earlier 

Mod!.11 Value, Dwner Occupied ell 

Modhn Contract Rent, Rentar Occ:upled en 

aCeJlIU� '-"'acts 4213 and 4214. 

Study ..... ea· 

� �  

5,l� 15,377 

,,, .. , 7,115 ••• 
I,SiS 21.1 24,102 21.2 
1,057 57.3 50,211 51.1 

'" ••• 3,949 ••• 
... 15.3 10,019 93.1 

',SOl ... , 4,936 '- ' 
" 0.' m 0.' 

5, liD .... '2,511 96.7 
no '- ' 2,762 '-' 

'" ••• .'" 0.' 
• ". , Il,sl� 98.0 5 , ISlb " .. , I,no , .. 
1,526 45,011 

1,165 69.1 2',7� 63.8 
, .. 3 0 . 1  16,284 36.2 

2,196 35,168 

2,138 97.4 l4,58) ... , 
" '-' 1,IS5 '-' 

2,138 34,513 

'" 29.6 \l,6?l 39.5 
1,0012 48.7 17,623 51-0 

'" 21.1 3,267 ••• 
'" 0.' 

lI,n9 1 1 , 252 

"0 ••• ... '.0 

1,447 25,US 

m 33.4 17,615 69.2 
�, 65.2 1,lg, ll/.I 

" ... '" .., 
" .. , m u 

1,426 25,012 

'" 23.8 2,012 '.0 

,. , , .. 
1 , 4)7 2s,H8 

" 0.' 3,211 12.9 
1 , 032 71.  8 11,561 69.1 

'" 21.' 4,5" 18.0 

I ,lUI> 24,193 

". 21.5 8,934 35.1 
'" 47.2 12,246 '1.0 
'" 25.3 3,113 15.3 

9,700 '" cr 4213 1 1 , 700 
7 ,200 '" cr HI4 

13 In cr 4213 "" 
16 In cr '214 

SaltlMn 
County 

� Percent 

621,017 

''1,055 '-' 
162,721 26.2 
363,618 SI.s 

1S.683 '-' 

591,919 ... . 
19,591 ,., 

2,491 0.' 

514,661 14.1 
22,621 '-' 
Il,HS '-' 

602,120 91.1 
18,157 , .. 

)44,162 

162,351> 47.2 
181,106 52.S 

266,209 

259,351 97.4 
6,158 '-' 

259,lSI 

153,OS9 59.0 
82,423 ll. I 
22,lll ••• 

1,411 0.' 

1',DoI7 

5,610 ,., 

1S9,199 

\29,572 M.' 
55,278 211.1 

5,G41 U 
'. "'" , . . 

1«,850 

_,561 ••• 
'-' 

189,9)$ 

57��5 lO.2 
96,365 50.7 
36,228 11.1 

184,850 

82,533 44.6 
80,533 4l.6 
21,784 II .S 
17 ,500 

". 

bC'II�"1 dati cioes not account ror totd popul,tion In <hh caulo",. 'entnts lholm reflect portion 
or that .. ltIch II 11v .... 

SOURCES: II u. S. luru ...
. 
,·e',':'�·i.:";zj:;' ''\l''''��>'ili!!ll", Population, : . ' 

2} U. S . ... reau or tht Census, Census or _slnl: 1910, ""'�'" .
• 
!<lt�""�'�'�":!-""��'�'�'�"�'�'�'�'}"g' ror Statu, Cities and Counties, Part 22, "'!J'IIli>iI, U: S. (iOve,...."t Pilndnl oltlce, 

... K1ftltOn, D.C. , 1112. 
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positions and less than 30 percent were in white collar occupations. 

This relative concentration of blue collar workers in the study area 

reflected the general orientation of the work force throughout Dundalk. 

In contrast, in Baltimore County less than 32 percent of its employed 

persons held blue collar positions and 59 percent were in white collar 

occupations, Unemployment in the study area was 2 . 6  percent in 1970, 

slightly 10\·,er than the Dundalk average of 3 . 3  percent but the same as 

the county average. While no recent estimates of unemployment levels 

for the study area are available, current estimates for Dundalk place 

the average rate at 8 . 8  percent in 1975 and 7 . 6  percent in June, 1976.
' 

Families residing in the study area generally lived in more modest 

ri rcumstances than did those found elsewhere in Oundal k and Baltimore 

County. The average 1970 family income was $ 9 , 229 in the study area, 

$ 1 1 , 252 in Dundalk and $14 , 047 for Baltimore County. Nearly 9 percent 

of all families in the study area had incomes less than the poverty 

level . In contrast, only 4 percent of all famill�s were similarly 

situated in Dundalk and 3 . 5  percent in Baltimore County. 

Housing within the study area tended to be characterized by older 

structures, for 72 percent were constructed betl-.'een 1940 and 1959 and 

2 7  percent before 1940. Dundalk ' s  structures were somewhat newer and in 

comparison over 30 percent of the units in Baltimore County had been 

bui l t  after 1 959.  Over 2S percent of the study area ' s  dwelling units 

had been occupied by the saUl� J:��lueilts since 1949 or cOlrlicr, 1n con­

trast to Dundalk and Baltimore County in which IS percent and 1 2  percent 

o f  the units respectively fell into that category. Unlike Dundalk and 

Baltimore County .  the majority of the yearround dwel ling units in the 

st.Udy area lb:'%) were renter occupied, wlLlt all u"�fall vacancy rotc of 

1 . 4  percent in 1970. On the other hand, the housing stock in Dundalk 

and Baltimore County is heavily oriented toward owner occupancy. Rents 

;:mr! housing values are generally lower in the study area than in Dundalk 

and Baltimore County. The median rent in the study area was approxi­

mately $75 and .the median housing value of owner occupied dwellings was 

$ 9 , 700 in Census Tract 4213 and $ 7 , 200 in Census Tract 4214 . In contrast, 

median rents in Dundalk were $ 1 03 while the county median was $ 1 1 4 .  

�Iedian housing values in Dundalk were $ 1 1 , 700, with the county median 

substantially higher ($ 1 7 , 500) . 
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Figure 4 . 3· 1  Current Traffic Volumes 
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Overcrowding appears to be a problem within the study area; the 

average population per occupied unit was 3 . 7  persons and nearly 24 per­

cent of the units had more than one person per room. Comparative 

statistics for Dundalk averaged 3 . 4  persons with only 8 percent of the 

occupied units housing more than one person per room. In comparison 

Baltimore County had even less overcrowding, with an average of 3 . 3  per­

sons per occupied unit and less than 5 percent of the residents l iving 

with more than one person per room. 

4 . 3  Transportation 

The transportation environment near the SNG facility is typical of  

an urban one. with tairly high � l H :: et saturation and sPTviC".e by surface 

transit operations. In  addition to these more conventional modes� 

extensive port facilities are nearby and are important in the overall 

transportation environment in the vicinity of the plant. 

Access to the p lant area is achieved primari ly by motor vehicle .  

�1ajor regional highways which provide access include Interstate 695 
which circles the Baltimore metropol itan area and will  pass adjacent to 

the SNG facility when the Outer Harbor Crossing Bridge is completed. and 

Interstate 95 which passes about 4 . 5  miles from the SNG faci lity. Other 

major access roads include �Ierritt Boulevard, Dundalk Avenue. and the 

Brooning Hi ghWAY al l of which run in a southerly di rection tOl'i::trd the 

Sol lers Point site.  Many arterial roads provide reasonably good acces� 

from all direc tions.  

Traffic Vol umes 

According to the Baltimore County Traffic Engineering Department ,
S 

there are few i f  any capacity problems in this area of  Dundalk (for 

purposes of explain:ing the traffic situations. the aJ:t!d being pro.!:ented 

consists of the area generally south of Dunmanway and Ptmillsu!a Toll 

Expressway) . I t  was reported that this 

at a level of service of C or better.
9 

section ' s  intersections operate 

Furthermore, a TOPICSI O  plan of  

the area, (a program to  improve road capaclLy and safety performed i n  

1 973) did not show any capacity problems . The fairly low level of 

traffic congestion . despite a rather irregular street pattern. and in 
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some cases narrow winding streets, may be attributed to the fact that 

the Sollers Point area has been a peninsula with no access to through 

traffi c .  Consequently. mu�h of the traffic has been residentially 

generated. This should not be expected to change when the Outer Harbor 

Crossing opens in late 1916, 1 1  since a l l  traffic bound for that facility 

wil l  use the new access road which parallels Main Street . Access' to the 

Outer Harbor Crossing is restricted . 

Current traffic volumes are shown in Figure 4 . 3- 1 ,  representing 

annual average daily traffic and peak hour traffic .  Studies have shown 

that the peak hour of traffic on these streets accounts for approxi­

mately 8 to 10 percent of the daily traffic.  12  Main Street , the road 

most affected by operations of the SNG facility, and currently the only 

access road to the plant, has an estimated peak hourly load of 250 vehi­

cles at the nearest point for which counts are available. For even the 

most congested two-lane two-way streets with parking, this figure is 

probably well below the capacity. Dundalk Avenue, the nearest arterial 

with through traffic, carries about 1 , 185 vehicles in the peak hour, for 

both directions combined. Again, for a major arterial, this is consid­

erably below capacity. 

Parking 

There i s  no public off-street parking near the site. On-street 

parking is  available and is not metered in the residential areas. The 

closest meters are in downtown Dundalk. 

Port Facilities 

Currently there are major port facilities near th� SNG facility on 

the Patapsco River . Dundalk Terminal is the closest , located adj acent 

to Sollers Point. There is a pas·senger cruise terminal located there, 

although no passenger lines currently service the area. The Maryland 

Port Administration operates all port facilities . 

According to the Maryland Port Administration, Division of Marine 

Statistics, l 3  the Dundalk Terminal had 1 , 156 ships dock in 1975 with a 

total short tonnage of 3 , 234,919. 
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Transit 

The Sollers Point area i s  currently served by buses of the Metro­

pol itan Transit Authority. Two bus lines run through or near Sollers 

Paint. The main service i s  provided by Route 10 which originates in the 

northwest carner of Baltimore City and terminates at Sparrows Point at 

the Bethl ehem Steel plant. Time between buses i s  about 6 to 7 minutes 

in peak periods, and about 1 4  minutes at other times. 

The other route which serves the area is Route 4. This provides 

l ess direct service to Sollers Point , entering the area on Dundalk 

Avenue, crossing via Dunmanway to Sollers Point Road and rejoining 

Dundalk Avenue to cross to Sparrnws Point . Service on this line is less 

frequent ;  time between buses is approximately 25 minutes during peak 

h . 
14  

periods, and � U  minutes a t  o t  e r  t1me s .  

4 . 4  Ambient Air Quality 

Air contaminant levels within an eight mile radius of the site of 

the SNG facility are high. The Sollers Point location is situated in a 

heavily industriali zed portion of the Baltimore metropolitan region 

(Baltimore, Anne Arundel ,  Harford. Howard and Carro l l  Counties) . 

Emissions from fuel burning, industrial processes as wel l  as Baltimore 

Harbor shipping traffic are the primary causes of such air quality 

levels. Automobile trips generated by these various employment centers 

also contribute to these high air contaminant leve l s . Table 4 . 4- 1  

presents the levels of air contaminants measured on Sollers Point and 
. IS 16 co"fI)pares them to federal and state air qual1ty standards . ' This 

table shows that in the immediate vicinity of the SNG facility only 

suspended particulates exceeded air quality standards . It is prob�ble 

that the high leyels of particulates were a result of construction 

taking pl ace in the area. The air contaminl!ots, S02' NO;! and part.�r.l I 1Rtp. .. .  

were measured at two locations, one on the site of the SNG faci lity and 

the other about one-half mi l e  to the northeast . Measurements were 

performed by the state and BG&E. and the results shown are faT 1 975 . 1 7 , 18 . 19 , 20 

In compari son, the maximum air contaminant concentrations recorded 

at si� locations beyond Sollers point but within an eight mile radius 

are shown in TaBle 4 . 4-2.  The comparison of meas'urements at each of the 
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six monitoring locations shows that those contaminants usually associ­

ated with motor vehicles.  carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, photochemi­

cal oxidants and hydrocarbons , were the highest in the center city area 

and near heavily traveled roads . 

Particulate levels were high at Sollers Point and at Fort Howard . 

These monitors are probably influenced by activities on Sparrows Point 

which is between the monitor locations.  More detailed information about 

the locations of monitors and the results obtained are presented in 
Appendix B .  

Diffusion Cl imatology 

The State of Maryland. located on the eastern or leeward side of 
the North American continent in the middle latitudes, is classified as 

having a temperate continental climate. Since the region is situated in 
the southern part of this general climatic type. i t  can further be 
categori�ed as a warm summer subtype . Thus. summer is characterized by 
warm humid weather owing to the inflUence of the Bermuda High, a sub­
tropical high pressure system typically s ituated off the southeast coast 

of the United States during the warm season. Summer rainfall i s  pri­

marily due t.o convectional showers and thu'nderstorms which develop in 
these maritime tropical air masses. Although the heaviest precipitation 

occurs in the summer, i t  is less dependabl e  and more variable than in 
winter. 

The southward migration of the upper level zonal westerlies during 
the winter season places the area on the boundary between continental 

pul a,l' ai'r to the north and maritime tropical air to the south . Conse­

quently, even though winter is relatively cold, periods when maritime 

tropical air overspreads the region are not uncommon . Winter precipi­
tat;ion is mainly frontal and cyclonic in origin . Low pressure systems 

which move through the Oh�o River Valley and regenerate along the mid­
At]antic coast . and those that form along the Gulf coast provide much of 

this precipitation. Snowfall  can be quite variable with lesser amounts 

along th.e coastal areas due to the warming influence of the ,Atlantic 
Ocean and with greater amounts inland over higher terrain. Fan and 
spring are the transition seasons. They are not only brief. but are 

2 1  22 also mainly composites of winteT <lnd summer types of weather. • 
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C l imatologica I data from Bal timore-lVashington International Airport 

adequately describe the meteorology of the study area, since the airport 

i s  located about 1 3  km to the southwest of the SNG facility s i t e .
23 

The 

'five-year (1960-1964) wind rose, presented in Figure 4 . 4 - 1 ,  shows that 

west winds octur most frequently ( 1 5 . 9%) followed by west-northwest 

( 13 . 8%) , northwest ( 8 . 2%) and west- southwest ( 7 . 1 % )  winds. This pre­

domi�ant westerly flow i s  a result of synoptic scale weather patterns 

rathe'T than mesoscale phenomena. Average wind speeds decrease from a 

springtime maximum to a summertime minimum. The higher average wind 

speeds during spring tend to cause good atmospheric mixing due to 

mechanical turbulence generated by the wind flow over the underlying 

surface. Over the same five-year period (1960-l964) neutral stability 

conditions are the most frequent (49 . 4%) on an annual basis as shown in 

Table 4 . 4 - 3 .  Neutral stability occurs during cloudy, windy. o r  transitional 

condi t ions. The relatively high frequency of stable conditions (34 . 4%) 

can be attributed to the establishment of low-level nocturnal inversion s .  

These conditions occur during clear nights with l i ght l'linds and tend to 

inhibit vertical mixing. Unstable conditions ( 1 6 . 2%) are characterized 

by strong solar heating. and light to moderate winds which result in 

thorough mixing of the lower atmosphere. Average monthly air temperatures 

range from a maximum of 7 6 . S o F  in July to a minimum of 34 . SoF in January. 

Colder ambient air temperatures result in greater p lume buoyance during 

w·�nter than summer. 

An Ai,r Pollution Episode System is designed for the State of 

Maryland which establishes standards and procedures to be followed 

whenever pollution of the air has the potential of reac�ing an emergency 

condition. Episode criterion is subdivl.ded into various sla�c� Jepenrllng 

upon the severity of the air stagnation causing the pol lutant buildup; 
24 

forecast stage, alert stage, warning stage and emergency stage. 

Table 4 . 4-4 lists the dec13red cdr pollution alerts which affected the 

Baltimore metropol itan area in 1974 . 1975 and 1976 (through August IS) . 

These were i ssued from the State of Maryland Bureau of Air Quality and 

No"ise Control .
25 

The National Weather Service Forecast Office at 

Washington,_ DC issues air stagnation advisories and statements for the 
26 State of Maryland . These statements may or may not lead to or be 

coincident with the air pol lution episode in the Baltimore metropolitan 

area. Statements are issued for stagnation periods 24 hours or less in 
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Figure 4.4-1  

·0 1 5  o·· ;!S 0 ' 5  3:J-.--+---.'--!--.I--·.J.----1 

. .  

Annual Wind Rose. Baltimore Washington International 
Airport, 1960-1964 
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tABLE 4 . 4-3 

DISTRIBUTION OF STABILITY CLASSES FOR 

BALTIMORE WASHINGTON INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT DERIVED FROM 

DATA TAKEN OVER A F IVE-YEAR" PERIOD (1960-1964) 

re-ar 

1 974 

1975 

1 975 

1975 

1976 

Stability Clas� 

Unstable 

Neutral 

Stable 

TABLE 4 . 4-4 

Frequency (\) 

16 . 2  

49.4  

34 . 4  

AIR POLLUTION ALERTS DECLARED IN THE 

>lETROPOLITAN BALTHlORE AREA FROM JANUARY I ,  1974 

THROUGH AUGUST 24 , 1976 

Mlml.1I Day, Pol lutant 

July 08-11 Photochemical Oxidants 

June 24-26 Photochemical Oxidants 

July �U- Phutut,;hto'mic�l O)'i liRflt5 

August 05 Photocheml.cal uXidants 

June 10-13  PhotOchemical Ox1dants 
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length, and advisories when air stagnation periods 24 hours or less in 

lenth, and advisories when air stagnation persists longer than a day. 

Table 4 . 4- 5  lists the statements and advisories issued for the State of 

Maryland in 1974 , 1975 and 1976 (through August 27) . I t  is important to 

note that only five of the 44 air stagnation advisory days occurred 

after October 1 and before May 1 (the season for operation of the SNG 

facility) . Also , only ten of the 32 special statements issued fell in 

this operational season . Most important, none of the air pol lution 

alerts declared in 1974, 1975 and 1976 (through August 24th) occurred 

during what i s  expected to be the SNG operational period . 

4 . 5  Water Quality 

The Balt imore Harbor where the SNG faci lity is located is  genera l ly 

divided into inner and outer portions by an imaginary line from Sollers 

Point to Hawkins Point. Since the facility lies on this imaginary 

boundary, baseline water quality has been reviewed for the entire harbor 

system. 

Baltimore Harbor can be characterized as a brackish tidal embayment 

of the Patapsco River which discharges to the upper Chesapeake Bay south 

of Back River. As shown in Table 4 . 5- 1 ,  it is relatively shal1O\� 

except for the navigation channel s ,  which have an average depth of 

40 feet . 

\\later quality within Baltimore Harbor and many of its tributaries 

is severely degraded due to various factors relating to metropolitan 

Baltimore ' S  urban environment. Poor estuarine circulation is an added 

factor in the degradation of Bal timore Harbor waters . These problems 

:lTP p.speci.:llly critical for the lnner Harbor, according to the foll O\�ing 

excerpt from the State of �1aryland Department of Natural Resources 

30S (b) Report27 on the Patapsco River subbasin . 

Inner Baltimore Harbor waters do not meet the dissolved 
oxygen (�O) nor the bacteria standard . The DO standard is 
not met at the IS-foot depth and below, and is  not met at 
any depth in the Upper �lidd le Branch. DO is depleted 
because of strong oxygen demand by bottom sediments and 
restricted harbor circulation. 
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Year 

1974 

1975 

1976 

TABLE 4 . 4-5 

AIR STAGNATION ADVISORIES· AND STATEMENTS· DECLARED FOR 

MARYLAND, FROM JANUARY I ,  1974 THROUGH AUGUST 30, 1976 

Air Stagnation 
Advisory Air Stagnation Statement 

Month/Day-Month!Day 

7/8 - 7 / 1 1  

9/10- 9/ 1 1  

10/30-11/1 

6/24- 6/25 

7/23- 7/25 

7/29- 8/5 

1 1 / 19 - 1 1 /20 

1 / 1 9- 1/21 

6/9 - 6/ 1 2  

6/29- 6/30 

7/6 - 7/7 

7/19- 7/7' 

8/,' - 8/5 

8 / 1 1 - 8/14 

8/25- 8/27 

7/18 

7/19 

9/9 

12/6 

1 2/ 1 1  

1/23 

1/24 

5/29 

6/.18 

6/19 

1 / 1 9  

4/16 

5/27 

5/28 

6/8 

Month/Day 

, 
7/3 1 1/6 

7/10 11/25 

7/28 12/ 12 

8/ 13 12/17 

8/29 

6/IS 8/6 

6/28 8/23 

7/15 8/24 

7/28 

7/29 

·Statements are issued for air stagnation periods leSS t:.hall or equal to 
24 hours in l ength . Advisories are i ssued for air stagnation periods 
greater than 7.4 h.ours in length. 
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TABLE 4 . 5.- 1 

PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF BALTIMORE HARBOR-PATAPSCO RIVER 

Area 34 square miles Mean Tidal Range 1 .  1 feet 

. 

Mean Depth 1 5 . B  feet Mean Tidal Velocity 

Volume 15 x 109 ft
3 

at Mouth 0 . 26 FPS 

Length 10 miles at Sollers Point 0 . 098 FPS 

Source :  Garland, C . F . ,  A Study of Water Quality in Baltimore Harbor, State 
of Maryland Board of Natural Resources . 1952 
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Interestingly. conditions in the outer harbor are somewhat better 

except in t�e vicinity of Sollers Point. Bear Creek bottom waters and 

those of Stonehouse Cover do not meet standards for dissolved oxygen 
(00) . The 30S(b) report defines possible sources of Baltimore Harbor ' S  

problems as follows: 

• STP (Sewage Treatm-ent Plant) wastes from Baltimore City ' s  
Patapsco River p l ant (Inner Harbor) 

• STP wastes from Anne Arundel County ' s  Cox Creek plant (Outet 

Harbor) 

• Wastes from Back Creck STP via Bethl ehem Steel Company ' s  
process �Qtcr (Outer Harbor) 

• Urban runoff from HaLtimor� C,t 1:Y 

• Toxic chemicals fTom industries 

• Overflowing sewers and septic tank effluents 

• Wastes· from ships and boats including oil spills  

Discharges from the above sources have resulted in  three particular 

problems for Baltimore Harbor, The first involves the accumulatjon of 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB ' s )  and chlorinated hydrocarbons (CHe's)  

i n  bottom sediments and aquatic life. A second problem results from 

discharges of inorganic toxicants from several industries abutting 
Baltimore Harbor. A third involve� nutrient enri chment of harbor waters 

resulting from nonpoint urban sources. 

The accumulation of PCB ' s  and CHC ' s  in Balti more Harbor waters, 

sediments and aquatic life has recently been studied by a cOlisonium of 
private lirms and local universitles for the Marylalld Dt!pa'l'tnlent of 
Natural Resources. 28 A quantitative summary of their findings is pro­

vlded in TobIe 4 . 5  . .  2 .  A'!:. I:ill1,)wn in T2Iblo!': 4 . S- � .  thc!:.e v;ilucs are 5 tQ 

1 0  times as great as the maximum levels found in the upper Chesapeake 

Bay. 

The use of nJn and Chlordane has been banned (1972 and 1975, 

respectively) . These compounds were associated with agricultural use as 
pesticides. although their use in an urban environment was also prevalent. 
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TABLE 4 . 5-2 

MAXIMUM CONCENTRATIONS OF PCB ' s ,  CHLORDANE AND DOT IN BALTIMORE HARBOR 

Recommended 
Maximum 

Concentration in Concentration in Concentrations 
Bottom Sediments Suspended Sediments in Water 

(ppm) (ppm) ("gl t) I 

PCB 3 . 7  3 . 8  0 . 01 

Chlordane 0. 082 0. 34 0 . 05 

DDT 0 . 19 0 . 30 0 . 003 

I
Re commended concentrations for the maintenance of fresh and aquatic 
life as developed by the U . S .  EPA in Quality Criteria for Water. 1975 . 
No standards have been established for concentrations in bottom or 
suspended sediments .  I t  should be noted that the produc,tion (and hence, 
discharge) of Chlordane and DDT is banned. 

Source:  Department of Natura] Resources, Upper Bay Survey. State of 
, Maryland, Water Resources Administration, 1975. 

TABLE 4 . 5- 3  

MAXIMUM CONCENTRATIONS OF PC8 'S CHLORDANE AND DDT IN UPPER CHESAPEAKE 

BAY 

Rt:COllllll�JI(J�U 
Maximum 

Concentration in Concentration in Concentrations 
Bottom Sediments Suspended Sedimen,ts in Water 

(ppm) (ppm) ("&1 t) 1 

PCB 0 . 28 0 . 9 2  0 . 0 1  

Chlordane 0 . 0052 0 . 061 0.05 

DDT 0. 051 0 . 057 0. 003 

Source: Department of Natural Resources , Upper Bay Survey, State of 
Maryland, Wa,tP.r R.esources Administration. 1975. 
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PCB's are currently used as industrial chemicals and their existence in 

Baltimore Harbor waters are either directly or indirectly a result of 

industrial discharge s .  

�utrient levels in Baltimore Harbor have been found to b e  insuf­

ficient quantities to support algal growth .  Average values, by season, 

for the 1969 through 1971 survey are shown in Table 4 . 5-4. 

Another indicator of the state o f  eutrophication of Baltimore 

Harbor i s  the concentration of chlorophyl l  a in harbor waters . The 

above-mentioned survey indicated levels as would be expected from the 

data in Table 4 . 5- 4 .  Highest values (25 to 60 �g/t) were found in the 

summer months of August and September . 

The accumuhtion of heavy metal s in urblln harbors and estu31·ies. of 
the eastern United States is relatively well documented. A study by 
Wapora. Inc.

29 in 1971 found excessively high J evels of meLals in 
Baltimore Harbor sediments in the vicinity of Sollers Point as shown in 

Table 4 . 5- 5 .  Pollutant leve l s .  such as are indicated in Table 4 . 5-5 

prohibit any diverse benthic life. Only the most durable species can 

l ive at such concentrations. 

A more recent report addresses heavy metal concentrations in the 

waters of Baltimore Harbor. The concentrations presented in Table 4 . 5-6 

are based on the mass loadings of various sources and the steady-state 

hydrology of Baltimore Harbor. The estimates have been compared to 

r�rnmmended EPA limits for the marine aquatic environment. These data 

show that although Bear Creek does not constitute Ii hazard to marine 

life, its water quality approaches levels which constitute a minimal 

risk. I t  should be emphasized that these data are only estimates and 

�re not observed values. The quality o f  the waters off Sollers Point 

would l ie between that of Bear Creek and the Inner Harbor. 

4. G Noi�e Levels 

Sound .measurements were made in the Sollers Point area by Lewis 

Goodfriend and Associates for BG&E . 30 
These measurements were made in 

1 975 in relation to activities at the Riverside power plant. They were 

taken to demonstrate �mbient sound levels at various times of �he day at 

nine different locations during different types of operation taking 

place at the Riverside power plant. Since these measurements are in the 
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TABLE 4 . 5- 4  

AVERAGE NUTRIENT CONCENTRATIONS IN BALTIMORE HARBOR 1969-1971 

Nitrite-Nitrate Ammonia Organic Total Phosphate , . Nitrogen Nitrogen Ni troaen Phosphorus 
Season (mg/t) (mg/t) (mg/t) (mg/ t) 

Spring 0 . 56 0 . 68 0 . 7 5 0 . 1 7 

Summer 0 . 1 8  0 . 73 0 . 67 0 . 1 4 

Fall 0 . 1 2  0 . 7 3 I .  06 0 . 09 

Winter 0 . 4 0  0 . 90 I .  85 0 . 22 

Source : Department of Natural Resources, 305 (b) Report, State of 
Maryland, Water Resources Administration. ) 9 7 5 .  

TABLE 4 . 5 - 5  

SEOIMENT ANALYSIS FOR BALTIMORE HARBOR 

Parameter 

Volatile Solids 
COD (Chemical Oxygen Demand) 
TKN (Total Kjeldhal Nitrogen) 
O i l-Grease 
�fercury (Xl a-Sf 
Lead 
Zinc 
Cadmium 
Chromium 
Copper 

% Dry Weight 

8 . 50 

2 5 . 90 

0 . 2 2 

0 . 4 5  

· 0 . 4 1  

O .  1 0  

0 . 1 7  

0 . 0 1 7  

0 . 1 5 

0 . 02 

Source : Wapora. I nc . ,  Baltimore Gas & Electric Company, Proposed 
Dredging Proj ect , 1971 . 
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TABLE 4 . 5-6 

ESTIMATED CONCENTRATIONS OF HEAVY METALS IN BALTIMORE HARBOR AND 

EPA RECOMMENDED LIMITS 

Antimony 

A.rsenic 

Cadmium 

Chromium 

Copper 

Iron 

Lead 

Mercury 

Nickel 

Tin 

Zinc 

Curtis 8ay 
("gl l) 

0 . 01 

0 . 2 3  

0 . 01 

0 . 003 

0 . 01 

0. 004 

Inner Harbor 
("gl l) 

0 . 01 

0 . 007 

0 . 001 

0 . 0003 

0 . 001 

0 . 0006 

0 . 01 

0 . 004 

Bear Creek 
("gil) 

2 . 8 '  

0 . 9  

0 . 19 

9 . 7  

1 . 7  

32 . 8  

2 . 9  

0 . 01 

1 .  1 7  

0 . 003 

2 9 . 6  

EPA Recommended 
Limit 
("gl l) 

2003 b 

SO 10 

10 o .  ? 

100 SO 

SO 10 

300 SO 

SO 1 0  

0 . 1  

100 2 

100 20 

a
Concentration which constitutes a hazard to the marine environment .  

b
Concentration which constitutes a minimal risk of deleterious effect s .  

(Metals I,;olll.:tmtl'ation:s arc bo!;cd on complete mbine Ilnd daily inputs) . 

Sources : Quirk > Lawler & Matusky. Engineers . i't'ater Quality of Baltimore 
Harbor, Maryland Environmental Service , August 1973. 

National Academy of Sciences , Water Quality Criteria. 1972, 
U .  S. Environmental Protection Agency. 1974. 
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vicinity of the SNG facility. they are representative of the ambient 
noise environment which will be influenced by the SNG faci lity. The 
nine locations of noise measurements are shown in Figure 4 . 6- 1 .  

The results o f  this study are presented in Table 4 . 6- 1 .  This table 

shor.'s that background levels of noise are equal to or above Maryland ' s  

day-night noise standard. (The background level does not include any 
noise from operations of the Riverside power p lant . )  

The noise measurements were made in early July and early November 

of 1975 during both the day and night during three distinct operating 
conditions of the Riverside power plant: 

• No power plant operations (July-daytime and nighttime ) ,  

• Steam plant in operation (November-daytime and nighttime) , 

• Only gas turbines in operation (July-nighttime) . 

The results o f  the noise surveys were reduced to statistical sound 

levels corrunonly used in assessing couununity noise impact; namely LlO-
the noise level exceeded )0  percent of the time, (the so-called "intru­
sive" noise level) ; L50- the median level, exceeded 50 percent of the 

time; and L90- (the "background" leve l ,  exceeded 90 percent of the time. 

Community noise standards promulgated by the State of Maryland are 
expressed, however, in terms of the "day-night average sound level" 

(Ldn) defined as the 24 hour average sound level with the noise occur­
ring between the hours of 1 0 : 00 PM and 7 : 00 AM considered as being 
10 decibels higher than the actual noise level recorded during that 

time. Current Maryland standards , by �oning district, are as follows: 31 

Zoning District 

Residential 

Commefc.ial 

Industrial 

Maximum Allo\<\'able  Day-Night Sound Level (Ldnl 
S5 dBA 

64 dBA 

70 dBA 

Day-night levels for the nine monitored locations were estimated 
from the LI O ' LSO and L90 levels provided by Goodfriend. These esti­

mates, given in Table 4 . 6- 1 ,  indicate that L. , levels in both the East "" 
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Turners and West Turners residential areas are at or just above the 

Maryland standard o f  SS dBA when neither the gas turbines nor the steam 

plant is operating. Standards in both these neighborhoods were exceeded 

by S to 1 0  decibels during the noise measurement program when the Riverside 

power plant was operating. Noise levels monitored at the nonresidential 

sites satisfied Maryland criteria during a l l  three conditions of power 

plant operation. 

Average sound levels (L ) for the individual monitoring periods eq 
are also shown in Table 4 . 6- 1 . The figures indicate that : 

• Background nighttime noise levels average 4 to 8 dB less than 

background daytime leve l s .  

• During the day, noise levelS are elevated above backRround 

levelS by S dB or less , at most sites , as a result of steam 

p l ant operation. 

• At night. noise levels are elevated above background Jevels by 

7 to 10 dB as a result of steam plant operation. 

4 . 7  Terrestrial Ecology 

The 101 acre site includes a 13 acre freshwater pond, 17 acres of 

tidal marsh and approximately a 24 acre area that has been disturbed by 

construction . The remaining acreage is  generally  open area. No detailed 

field surveys were conducted since the construction activities which 

usual l y  create most of the environmental impacts have already been 

completed. Species that have a potential to inhabit the site were 

identified based on lists of species found in the Baltimore metropolitan 

area and un maps showing areas where the species are likely to live. 

The terrestrial species which could inhabit the site are those which are 

common to highly urbani zed ecological systems. Three species which are 

Tare and endangered could inhabit the site.  

One way to c���act�rize the ecological conditions o f  Th� � i t �  is to 

identify the vegetation productivity of the various soil types . Wildlife 

and wildlife habitat are in turn related to the soil productivity. The 

s even types .of soils on the site are described in Section 4 . 9  of this 

report. The suitability of these soils for providing elements necessary 

o f  wildlife habitat and for classes of wildlife is presented in Table 4 . 7 - 1 .  
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S�te Soil Series 
;lnd Map S)'IIlboh 

BiIt<;lay 

MattapeK 
silt 10" {O-2' slope) 
silt lo� (2-5\ slope) 
urban land complex 

Made Land 

Othello 

TiI.BL.E 4.7_1 

SUITABILITY OF THE SOILS FOR ELEMENTS OF WILDLIFE HABITAT AHD fOR CLASSES OF WILDLIFE 

Grain &1 
Seed Crops 

Fair 

Fair 
Fatr 

Poor 

Elements of Wildlife Habitat 
.2 Wi ld Her_1 

Grasses 6 baceDUS Up-
LegUilles 

'oi. 

Goo' 
Goo' 

Fair 

land Plants 

Goo' 

Goo' 
Good 

Fair 

Hardllood4 ConihrousS 
Woody 
Plants 

Goo' 

Good 
Good 

Goo, 

"'oody 
Plants 

P�. 

-, 
p�, 

l'8iT 

Wetland Foqd6 - Sha.lloli water.7 
6 CoVI!r PI.nts Developments 

Fair fliT 

p�, p�, 
Not Suited Not Suited 

Not -Suited Not Suited 

Classes of Wildlife 

Open_landS Woodl.nd9 

G�' 

Goo' 
G�' 

Goo, 

Fair 

Goo' 
Goo' 

Goo' 

WeU.neliO 

Fair 

Poor . 
Not Suited 

Not Suited 

Tidal Maull Not Suited Not Suited Hot Suited Not Suited Not Suited Good p�, Not Suited Not Suited Fair 

1 .  Grain and seed groups _ seed producing annuals, suo;h as COnl, $orghUIII, wheat, oats, tornpeas and other plants commonly grown for grain or seed., 
2 . Grasses and legumes - do�estit grasses and legUllles that are established by planting, such as bluegrass, fescue, bro�e, clover, alfalf •. 

,. _ perennial grasses and wee.ds that generally are established naturally, such as bluesUlII, qua<;kgrass, goldenrod, 

• •  shrubs , and woody vines that produce nuts or other 
Generally, they are established naturally but can be planted. 

sassafras , huckleberry, ,weetgla, suburniUIII and brier . 

fruits, buds, catkins , twigs or foliage that ar. a source of 
�ng the native species are oak, cherry, maple, poplar, 

, . cone-bearing evergreen trees and shrub� that are used by wildlife primarily as 
are Virginia pine, leblolly pine, pond pine, red tedar and Atlantic white cedar . 

and sod is thin. 
. 

cover, though they also provide 
The plants are established naturally in 

6 . �etland food and cover plants - wild, herbaceous, annual and perennial plants that grow on moist to wet sites, such as sgartwood, wl1d lIIillet, 
bulrush, sedges, pondweed, duckweed, waterwillow, wetland grasses and cattails. . 

1. Shallow-water devel0"ients - impoundments �r excavaUons that provide art'as of sllll10w water near food and cover for wetland wildlife . ElI ... ples 
are shallOW dugouts, eV�l ditches and marshes �here.water is kept at a depth of 6 to 24 inches . 

8. Open-land wildl1f� _ such as quail, pheasant, lIIeadowlark, dove, cottontail rabbit, and woodchuck. 

g. Woodland wildl i(e _ s�ch as ruffed grouse, woodchu<;l, thruch, grey squirrel , T.'COon, and wild turkey. 

!o. Wetland wildlife _ such as du<;ks, geese, rails, herons, shore birds and muskrat. 

Source: U . S .  Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation SUTvey, ·Soil Survey. Baltinore County, Ma�Yland. 1976 .  



Soils  rated good can provide wildli fe habitat with little attention; 

soils rated fair can provide wildl ife habitat , but good management and 

frequent attention are required; soils rated poor can provide wildl ife 

habitat but management is difficult and expensive, and intensive atten­

tion is required. 

Table 4 . 7- 1  ind'icates that wildlife habitat can be developed or 

maintained on the site. It should be recognized that the majority of 

l and within the site was not rated for its suitability since it consists 

o f  land fil l  or it has been disturbed by construction activities. 

In order to identify mammal , bird and reptile species which could 

inhabit the site lists of these animals were prepared from species' 

checklists available from resource areas in the metropolitan Baltimore 
, 

area. These lists also show the potential of having each animal on the 

site.  These lists are contained in, Appendix C .  

A list o f  endangered species of mammals, amphibians and reptiles 

has been prepared in accordance with the �faryl and Wildlife Conservation 

Regulation 08 . 03001 (1972) . Bird species on the Federal Endangered 

Wildlife List are also protected within the state. Of those animals  

listed in Appendix C .  only the Eastern Tiger Salamander (Ambystoma 

t igrinum) . the Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) and the Peregrine 

Falcon (Falco peregrinus) are endangered . 

" . 8  Aquatic Ecology, 

The major offsite aquatic �ystem that could be affected by the SNr. 

£ac i l ity is the Patapsco River in the vicinity of Bear Creek . Onsite 

aquatic systems consist of a 13 acre freshwater pond and 17 acres of 

tidal marsh . 

The water quality of the Patapsco River, which is part of the 

Baltimore Harbor system, is degraded as shown by the distribution and 

abundance o f  aquatic organisms. Only 31 species of invertebrates were 

found to be inhabiting the bottom sediments of Baltimore Harbor compared 

to 51 at control sites in the Chester River which is relatively unpo l l uted.
32 

No �astropods (snails) were found in Bal t imore Harbor, although 5uitablc 

habitats f9r snails were observed. Likewise, the oyster Crassastrea 

virginea and clam Gemma gemma were not found but normally would be 
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expected to occur . Their absence has been attributed to environmental 

factors rather than overfishing because shellfish farming is no longer 

practiced in the Patapsco River. 

Annelids (worms) dominated the benthic fauna o f  Baltimore Harbor 

and were most abundant in areas with high concentrations of decaying 

organic matter.
33 

The great.est concentrations of the annelid Lirnnodrilus. 

an indicator of excessive organic enrichment ,  were found in Bear Creek 

which is adj acent to the east side of the Sol l ers Point SNG facil ity.
34 

Lipson and Miller fouod that much of the bottom sediment in Bal timore 

Harbor was composed of black silt and clay having the appearance and 
3S odor of petroleum . 

Baltimore Harbor sediments have been classified as semi-healthy. 

semi-polluted and polluted on the basis of the distribution and abundance 
, 36 of organisms (benthos) inhabiting the sediments . The Patapsco River 

was classified as a semi-polluted transition zone where many species. 

especially crustaceans and mopusks. were incapable of surv.iving. 
-

Dramatic decreases in the diversity and abundance of benthic organisms 

occurred in Bear Creek which was classified as a pOlluted area. 37 

The blue crab (Callinectes sapidus) , a commerci ally important 

species of the Chesapeake Bay region. has declined in importance in the 

Patapsco River as the result of its unattractive appearance and unpala­

tability. Many crabs are covered with a black petroleum- like substance . 

It was found that lower blue crab populations in the inner harbor are 

indicative of degraded water and sediment quality. 38 

Investigation was conducted of the impact of pollution in Baltimore 

Harbor on the spawning and development of fish.
39 

A total of seventeen 

adult species were found including river herring, bay anchovy, naked 

goby. silversides. white perch and others . The absence of eggs and 

presence of ·a limited number of' larvae and juveniles indicates that the 

Balt imore Harbor is not a significant spawning and nursery habitat 

because of poqr water quality. 

Polluted bottom sediments were found to be a factor inhibiting 

reproductive success of the hogchoker which was absent from Baltimore 

Harbor. An absence of bottom fish in Baltimore Harbor was noted which 

' d  " d b d "  
40 was attrlbute to heavily pol ute ottom se 1ments.  
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A survey conducted by the Maryland Department of Natural Resources 

(1970_1975) 41 revealed that hickory shad was the only species of  fish to 

inhabit the waters immediately adj acent to the SNG facility. Appendix D 

contains l ists of  invertebrate organisms and fish species found in 

Baltimore Harbor and the Patapsco River. 

In July 1976, personnel from the Environmental Research and Technology, 

Inc. visited the p l ant site and inspected the freshwater pond and salt­

water marsh. They found that the pond is eutrophic as evidenced by 

massive algal blooms and an odor characteristic of organic decay. 

Grassy drainage areas surrounding the pond may be a source of nutrients 

t o  the pond. The pond is shallow ' ( 3  feet deep) and stagnant (with no 

inlets or outlets) which are conditions favorable to excessive. algal 

growth. Fish were not observed in the pond, al though field investi­

gations were not perfo�ed to verify these observations. 

The tidal marsh on the p l ant site is probably affected by t.he 

generally pol luted condition of the adjacent rivers and bottom sediments . 
It  is not expected to support the ful l range of  aquatic organisms found 

in a healthy saltwater marsh habitat . 

4 . 9  Geology and Soils 

Physiography 

The Maryland Geologic Survey has provided the following geologic 

d . . f h . 42 escrlptlon a t e SIte:  

The site is comprised of  the sand facies of the Patapsco Formation 

w1thin the POtomac uroup. This Lower Cretaceous facies is the. 

result of  both point arid channel bar deposition from a local river 

dyring that time (110-130 mi I l j  on years ago) . The rtp.pn� i t  ,nnsi st 5 

of medium to finl! gra;ned qua::l:ti.  :.aw.l 0 . 5  Lu 30 meters thick . 

Potentially present in this deposit is ferruginous cementation as 

ledges or pods within the sand. 

Topog,raphy 

The site i s  flat and level and lies at an elevation of  about 1 0  

feet above mean sea level . 
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Soils 

Seven different types of soils are on the site. These soils and 

their approximate acreage are as follows : tidalmarsh - 17 acres; 
, . 

Mattapex silt loam (0-2% slope) - IS acres;  Mattapex silt loam (2-5% 

s lope) 1 7  acre s;  Mattapex urban land complex 29 acres;  Othello silt 

loam - 3 acres; Made land - 3 acres ;  Barclay - 3 acres . A soils map of 

the 

are 

site i s  shown in Figure 

described below:
43 

4 , 9- 1 .  The various soils found on the site 

Tidal marsh consists of areas covered regularly by tidal water. 

The soil� range from sand to clay and in some areas . it is peaty or 

mucky. Most areas have a high salt content , but a few are brackish. 

The vegetation is marsh grass, sedges, salt-tolerant herbs , and low 

shrubs . 

The Mattapex series of soils consists of deep. moderately wel l  

drained, nearly level to gentl y  sloping soils on uplands of the 

Coastal Plain. They are fairly easy to �ork. but at times in the 

spring are not dry and do not warm soon enough for early planting. 

Artificial drainage is needed for some crop s .  especially in the 

more level areas . These soils are strongly acidic to very acidic 

and have a high avai lable moisture capacity. Permeabi lity is 

moderately slow and seasonal wetness and impeded drainage impose 

moderate to severe limitations for many nonfarm uses . Erosion is a 

moderate hazard in sloping areas . The native vegetation are mixed 

hardwoods that tolerate wetness. 

Mattapex silt loam soils are moderately productive and present no 

major limitation for woodland management .  

Mattapex Urban Land complex consists o f  soils o f  the Mattapex 

series which have been graded. cut. filled. or otherwise disturbed 

for nonfarm uses. Tn about 40 percent of this complex. the soils 

have been covered by �as lllUt.:h as 18 inches of fiI I material or have 

as much as two-thirds of the original profi l e  removed by cutting or 

grading. Except where fi l l  materials are deep . seasonal wetness 

limits the sl!itabi lity of this complex for building sites , \eptic 

4-.35 



• 

• 

. • • 

4-36 



tanks, and other nonfarm uses. The soil materials and most fi l l  

materials are fairly suitable for lawn grasses. ornamental shrubs 

and other vegetation . 

Othel l o  silt loam series consists of deep, poorly drained soil s  

underlaid by older sandy sediments. The native vegetation are 

wetland hardwoods, mostly oax, sweetgum, blackgum, red maple and 

hol ly.  This soil type is not difficult to work at a favorable 

moisture content , but should not be worked when the water table is 

near the surface. These soils have a high aVailable moisture 

capacity. and range from very strongly to extremely acidic through­

out. Permeabi lity is moderately slow. Artificial drainage is 

needed for most crops and other non- farming use�. 

Made land (Ma) consists of l and areas that have been created by 

man, usually composed of industrial wastes . mostly clay and cinders, 

spoil material from excavations or hydraulic fill from harbor and 

channel deeping. Some industrial wastes, incinerator ash, and 

miscellaneous solid garbage wastes have been covered by hydraulic 

fi l l ,  �specially in areas that were original ly  tidal marshe s .  

Large areas o f  this land have been used for industrial sites, 

miscellaneous buildings, and railroad yards . 

Barclay soils are fairly easy to work where moisture content is 

favorabl e ,  but they commonly are wet for long periods . Permeabi lity 

is moderate and water moves fairly readily through the surface and 

subsoil.  The water table is fairly close to the surface . and in 

places it is at the surface for short periods . Artificial drainage 

is needed for most common crop s ,  and soils  have a moderate to 

severe l imitation for many nonfarm uses. 

4-37 / , 

, 
/ 



REFERENCES FOR CHAPTER 4 

1 .  Johnson, Edward N .  Jr. , �astern Area Planner, Baltimore County 
Office of Planning and Zoning, Towson, Maryland, Interview, 
August I I ,  1976. 

2. Stancavitch, Helen, Division of Health Care Facilities, Baltimore 
County Department of Health, Interview, August 1 2 ,  1976. 

3. Black, David. Baltimore County Bo�rd of Education, Interview, 
August 1 2 ,  1976. 

4 .  Lupian, Mary L. Principal,  Battle Monument School ,  Baltimore County 
School Department ,  Interview, August 23, 1976. 

S .  Andrcve. George J . •  Maryland Historic Trust, Letter, Augllst 27.  
1�76. 

6 .  Wumer ,  Ben R . o  founder, Dundalk-Patapsco Neck Historical Society, 
Interview, August 12, 1976. 

7 .  Neubauer. Thomas, Maryland Department of Human Resources , Office of 
Program Planning and Evaluation. Research and Analysis Divisiun. 
Letter. August 10.  1976. 

8. Moore. Richard, Assistant Traffic Engineer, Baltimore County Traffic 
Department, Interview, August 1 2 ,  1976. 

9 .  Level of Service C is defined by the Highway Capacity Manual 
(National Academy of Sciences,  1965, p .  131)  as providing 
stable flow and having no waiting vehicles at least 70 
percent of the time. 

1 0 .  !.raffic �(lro.tions Progl'o.rn tu !mprove £apacity and .Cjafety .  TIlts 
program has been t8rminat�d by the Federal Government. 

1 1 .  West, Michael , Planner, Maryland Department of Transportation. 
Interview, August 2 ,  1976. 

12. Moore , Op. Cit.  

1 3 .  Miss Roscoe,  Maryland Port Administration, Division of Marine 
Statistics, Interview, September 14,  1976.  

14 . . Wilson, �!orris.  P�annC!r. Mtttropoli  tan Transit Administration, 
Planning Section, Interview, September 14 , 1976. 

, 

1 5 .  United States EnvironmentaJ Protection Agency, 1970. The Clean 
Ai r Act . 

1 6 .  State or Maryland, Department of Health and Mental Hygiene, 1975. 
Regulations Governing the Control of Air Pollution in the 
State of Maryland, 10.03.35 ,  Baltimore , Maryland. 

4-38 



1 7 .  State of Maryland, Department of Health and Mental Hygiene, May 
1976. Maryland State Yearly Air Quality Data ·Report-1975, 
Baltimore, Maryland . / 

1 8 .  State o f  Maryland, Department of Health and �ental Hygiene, 1975. 
Maryland State Yearly Air Quality Data Report - 1974, Balti­
more, Maryland. 

19 .  El ectric Test . Department,  Baltimore Gas and Electric Company, 1974 . 
Baltimore Gas and Electric Company Air Monitoring Results, 
January 1974 - December 1974, Baltimore. Maryland. 

20.  Pohl , Robert W. , Supervisor, Plant Engineering. Gas Supply Department. 
Baltimore Gas and Electric Company, Baltimore, Maryland, 
Letter, July 26. 1976. 

2 1 .  National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration: (NOAA) , 
1974. Climate of the States, Volume I ,  Water Informatipn 
Center, Inc . •  Port Washington, New York. 

22. U .  S .  Department of Commerce, NOAA, 1974, 1975. Local Climatological 
Data, Ashvi l l e .  North Carolina. 

23.  U. S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, 1975. Wind Distribution of Pasquill Stability 
Classes Star Program, Station No. 9372 1 ,  Baltimore, Ashville,  
North Carolina. 

24. State of Maryland. Department of Health and Mental Hygiene, 1975. 
Regulat ions Governing the Control of Air Pollution in the 
State of Maryland , lO. 03. 35, Baltimore, Maryland. 

25.  Paisie, Joseph W. , Public Health Engineer, Bureau of Air Quality 
and Noise Control,  Baltimore, Maryland. Letter. August 25, 1976. 

26. Hand, James, World Weather Building, Room 302, Camp Springs, 
Washington, D . C .  20233, Interview, August 30. 1976. 

2 1 .  Department of Natural Resources. 1975 . 305 (b) Report. State of 
Maryland, Water Resources Administration; 

28.  Department of Natural Resources, 1975. Upper Bay Survey, State of 
Maryland, Water Resources Administration. 

29 . Wapora, Inc . ,  197 1 .  Baltimore Gas & Electric Company, Proposed 
Dredging Proj ect. 

30 . Lewis S. Goodfriend & Associates,  Community Noise Impact Study 
for Sollers Point , Dec. 22. 1975 . 

31 . Maryland Environmental Noise Control Regulations, Department of 
Health and Mental Hygiene, Environmental Health Administration , 
COMAR 1 0 . 03 . 45.  Adopted July 28. 1975.  

4-39 



3 2 .  Pfitzeruneyer. H . T . ,  1975. Bentho s ,  in A Biological Studt of 
Baltimore Harbor. Center for Environmental and Estuarine 
Studies . Contribution No.  621 . 

33.  Ibid. 

34 . Ibid. 

35 . Lipson, R,. L .  and R . E .  Mil ler, 1975 Blue Crab in A Biological 
Study of Baltimore Harbor. Center for Environmental and 
Estauarine Studie s .  Contribution No . 6 2 1 .  

36 . Pfitzenmeyer, Op .  Cit . 

37.  Weiss, C .M .  1950. Factors Controlling the Oc.currcnce of Shipworn 
and Other Marine Borers in Baltimore Harbor. Baltimore 
Harbor Proj p'(",t., Sani tary Eng. Dept . .  Juhn lIopkin:; Unl v . . 8 p . 
(Mimeo . )  . 

3 8 . Lipson and Miller, Cp .  Cit . 

39 . Dovel .  Wil li am L .  1975. Fish Eggs and Larvae . in A Biological 
;;S"t.;:u"d"Y-='T0=f.,.·"B;;a�l:,tTim"o=-r".". -,HC;'",r"b"0c=.r

,
' Cent.er for environmental and 

Estuarine Studies . Contribution No . 621 pp. 14-38 . 

4 0 .  Ibid. 

41 . O ' Del l ,  Jay , John Gabor and Ray Dintaman . 1975. Survey of 
Andromous Fish Spawning Areas : Completion Report. Project 

· AFC-8. July 1970 January 1975 for Potomac River Drainage and 
Upper Chesapeake Bay Drainage . Maryland Departme�t of Natural 
Resources . Anadromous Fish Stream Survey Program . 

42 . Kuff. Karen K . ,  Geologist. Maryland Geological Survey. John 
Hopkins Univers·ity, Letter. August 1 7 ,  1976. 

4 3 .  U .  S .  Department of Ag'riculture, Soil Conservation Survey. 1976. 
Soil Survey, Balt imore County. Maryland . 

4-40 



5 .  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE PROPOSEO ACTION 

This section describes the impacts that may be anticipated as a 

result of the Federal Energy Administration ' s  action of granting the 

requested naphtha allocation. Most of the impacts are directly related 

to operation of the Sol l ers Point SNG facility (SNG facility) which is 

dependent on the FEA t s  action. Since the SNG facility is already bui l t ,  

construction related effects are not addressed. 

5 . '1 Land Use Impacts 

The operation of �he SNG facility should have no adverse land use 

impacts . The use of the site is compatible with current zoning and land 

use plans. The plant should not induce growth locally oT change' adj acent 

land use pattern s .  Views of the site from sensitive land uses such as 

recreational facilities are well screened. Furthermore, there are no 

historic sites in the vicinity of the SNG facility with the exception of 

Fort Carro l l ,  which is located in the harbor ,  approximately 1 . 1  miles 

away . Views from this land use already encompass a variety of similar 

industrial land uses . Moreover. the .presence of the Outer Harbor 

Crossing should serve as a screen and prevent a significant portion of 

the SNG facility from being seen from
· 
Fort · Carro l l . The following sub� 

sections describe in more detail the results of the land use analysi s .  

Compatibility with Land Use P lans and Ordinances 

The SNG faci lity is designated by Baltimore County as being within 

a heavy manufacturing zoning district, MH-H,1. According to Mr. Eric 

DiNenna, Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County. an SNG facility is a 

permitted use within this zoning district . l Therefore. the use of the 

site for the manufacturing of synthetic natural gas is consistent with 

local zoning regulations . 

Three land use p lans have been identified which delineate the SNG 

site as being within their respective "planned areas . "  These include 

the Baltimore County Comprehensive Plan (1975}; the Baltimore Harbor 

P l an 0975) and; the Maryland Outdoor Recreation and Open Space Plan 
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(1974) . The latter two plans have no identifiable uses proposed for the 
SNG site. Therefore. the use of the site is compatible with these two 
plans . 

The Baltimore County Comprehensive Plan (1975) represents the 
2 20-30 year land use objectives of Baltimore County. This long-range 

plan identifies the SNG site as being preferably reserved for industrial 
purposes. The SNG facility is thus considered compatible with the 
County ' s  plan. 

In conclusion, the SNG facility is consistent with all relevant and 
applicable land use plans which have bearing upon the use of the plant 
site. In all instances, there are. either no specific uses designated or 
the site is identified as being best reserved for indu!'>tria.l or he�vy 
manufacturing activities. 

1 

Effect on Adjacent Land Uses 

An evaluation of the long-term adjacent land use impacts associated 
with the' operation of the SNG facility has considered two factors : 
(1) to what extent will the facility result in induced or secondary 
growth locally and regionally. and (2) to what extent will the facility 
potentially affect adjacent property values . 

The analysis of the induced growth question must begin by reviewing 
the various �actors upon whi ch locR.t i nn r1f':{'. i s i.('lns B!'e mad€'. According 
to noted location specialists such as Willi.am Alonso, Walter !sard. 
Edgar Hoover and Chauncy Harris.

3 
industrial location decisions are 

primarily determined by such factors as the distance to markets , labor. 
raw materials or transportation facilities . Given these considerations, 
the presence or absence of an SNG facility seemingly does little to 
change the inherent attractiveness or unattractiveness of an area as an 
industrial location. except at the margins . Even for energy dependent 
industries such as aluminum manufacturing. there is no particular incen­
tive to locate near an SNG facility, for gas rates are regulated statewide. 
As a result. there is no cost advantage associated with proxilility to a 
particular energy source . Moreover, Baltimore Gas and Electric Company ' s  
lBG&E 'sl service area extends over a multicounty area which encompasses 
same 59Q square miles. Consequently, any residential ,  commercial or 
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industrial growth that does occur. and which can be tied directly to the 

presence of the SNG facility, will likely be dispersed throughout this 

large service region. As a result, secondary growth impacts related to 

the operation of the ' SNG facility are expected to be minimal , since 

concentrated growth in any one location is not likely to occur . . 

While the SNG facility is W1likely to induce growth to any particular 

area, the possibility does exist that the operation of such a facility 

may have a negative impact upon adjacent residential areas , particularly 

the East Turners and Lyons neighborhoods which are situated north of 

Main Street in Dundalk.  The degree of impact is difficult to determine 

because of the many factors which determine the demand for, and price of 

residential land. 

Eugene Brigham writes in his article entitled, liThe Determin.ants of 

Residential Land' Values , 1 I  that since "the supply of land is fixed, land 

value is determined by the demand for space. , ,4 Based on his study of 

Los Angeles County, Brigham concludes that, 

. . .  the demand function for any site in any given metropolitan area 

is a function of the site ' s  accessibility, amenity leve l ,  topo­

graphy, certain quantitative phenomena that may be considered 

' historical accident s , ' and the value of land in non-urban uses. S 

In a study by Kain and Quigley, it was found that 60% of the variation 

in housing values in St. Louis were attributable to five factors : 6 

(1) basic residential quality which measures "the overal l  condition of 

the structure and the parcel, the amount and quality of landscaping, the 

cleanliness of the sample parcel and blockface , and the condition of 

streets, walks, and driveway" ; 7 (2) dwelling unit quality· which measures 

" the physical condi tion and housekeeping of the interior of the sample 

dwelling units"j 8 (3) quality of proximate properties which measures 

"the cleanliness, landscaping, and condition of nearby propertieS"j9 

(4) nonresidential use which reflects "the effect of the nonstructural 

characteristics such as noise, smoke, and traffic as well as the propor­

tion of property on the block devoted to nonresidential use,,; IO and 

[S1 average structural quality which measures "the overall  quality of 
11 structures on the b lockface . "  
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These two studies i l lustrate the range of considerations which 

influence residential demand and housing values. Although the presence 

of a major industrial facil�tY , such a� an SNG facility ·may negatively 

affect residential land use decisi.ons through lowering neighborhood 

amenity levels or by representing a noncompatible adjacent land use. it 

is impossible to accurately evaluate how different households will react 

to the situation. for consumer tastes, p1:"�ferences and budgets va.ry sub­

stantially. Moreover, it could be argued that adjacent property values 

are already negatively affected by proximity to the existing Riverside 

Steam Electric Generating Station (Riverside power plant) or to the 

Outer Harbor Crossing. Given t.hese considerations , the SNG faci lity IDRy 

negatively affect nearby rcsiq,ential properr.y valuc� tu a certain 

extent; llowt:ver, the IDClgnitude uf change cannot be determined. 

The .above considerations indicate that the operation of the SNG 

facility will have only a minimal effect upon adjacent land use patterns 

and property values. Although residential property valu�s along Main 

Street m�y be adversely affected by the project due to potential lowering 

of neighborhood amenity levels , the degree to which this impact is 

internalized in the form of changes in the future residential develop­

ment of the area is unclear. This uncertainty is due to the fact that 

there are a number of factors which combine tu influence residential 

locatiOn decisions. Local amenity levels represent only one variablc in  

the decision process . In terms. of inow:ed Ch811�t:S in a.dj aCt:llt land use 

patte.LI1s. the prol'used project shol1ld not atlraet compliment.ary econOlllic 

acli vity into the inunediate area. Ch.:mges in public policy are expected 

to have a far greater influence on adj acent land use patterns than will 

the presence of the SNG facility. 

Effect on Recreational Resource.:. 

The operfltion of the SNt.,; facility will not affcc:t aL:CC3S lu or use 

of flny ncorby dCVelQped recreational areas . Although three parks are 

within relative prox,imity to the SNG facility there are no views uf the 

p l ant from any of them. Residential buildings located bet.ween the I-'lant 

and these �arks serve to �creen such views. As a result.  the operation 

of the SNG facil i ty will not have a visual effect on the recreational 

resources of the area. 
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There are no developed public recreational facilities located in 

the immediate vicinity of the SNG facility. with the exception of the 

Patapsco River. However, this water body has little recreational value 

at present due to the high fecal coli counts found in the water. 12 

Moreover, the Patapsc� River is  not utilized very much for recreational 

boating since more aesthetically pleasing areas exist off Hart Island 

and in the vicinity of the Middle River. 1 3  

The nearest developed public park is Turner Station-Lyons Homes , a 

1 1 . 4-acre parcel containing a natural environmental area and playfields. 14 

This park is situated approximately 0 . 3  miles ENE of ' the SNG facility. 

Other developed recrea�ional facilities in the larger area include 

Fleming Park, a 1 l . 2-acre community park and Peach Orchard Park, a 9 . S-acre 

community park. 15  Fleming Park is approximately O . S  miles ENE of the 

SNG facility. while Peach Orchard Park is located app�oximately 0 . 7  miles 

to the NE . 

Effects on Historical , Archaeological and Cultural Resources 

Discussions were conducted with Mr. John N.  Pearce, State Historic 

Preservation Officer; Dr. Robert V .  Riordan, Staff Archaeologist with 

the Maryland Historic Trust; Mr. George J ., Andreve, Architectural Historian 

with the Maryland Historic Trust , and �fr. Ben I'lomer, founder of the 

Dundalk-Patapsco Neck Historical Soci,ety .  According to these persons, 

there are no structures present in the vicinity of the SNG facility which 

have been placed, on any natio�al registry, including the National Register 

of Historic Places. 16  Dr. Riordan has also stated that "no archeological 
1 7  sites are known in the immediate vicinity of the plant. I I  However, 

this does not preclude the possible pres.ence of Such cuI tural resources 

for no archeologicai field reconnaissance was conducted on or around the 

SNG facility. Furthermore, as indicated by Dr. Riordan, "Any such 

l ocation along the water would have to be rated an area of good archaeo­

logical potential for both prehistoric and historic occupations. ,,18 

Impacts on archeOlogical resources would have occurred during the con­

struction of the project. and it is  not expected that any new impacts 

l!Jould occur. 
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Although there are no historic sites of national significance in 

the immediate vicinity of the plant site. there are two areas of state 

and local significance. 

The Maryland Historical Trust has included Fort Carrol l  in its 

state survey records . Fort Carrol l  was built by Robert E .  Lee in 1848 

and was to serve as part of the defense of Baltimore City. This granite 

fort is  located off Sparrows Point in ,the Baltimore Harbor . approxi­

mately 1 . 1  miles SSW of the SNG facility. It is doubtful whether the 

operation of the SNG facility could negatively affect this historic�l 

site except by disturbing the visual quality of the views from the fort. 

However J even this impact i:; unlil<cly. for the .surrounding shoreline 

area is already heavHy industrialized. As a result .  the visual 

quality of the landscape as viewed from Fort Carrol l  was already dis­

turbed prior to the construction of the SNG facility. Moreover, the 

presence of the Outer Harbor Crossing should serve as a screen and 

prevent a significant portion of the SNG facility ·from being seen from 

Fort Carrol l .  

In 1973. the D�dalk-Patapsco Neck Historicai Society placed a 

colorful buoy off the shore of Sollers Point to commemorate the location 

where the ship carrying Francis Scott Key was anchored when he wrote the 

IIStar-Spangled Banner. ,,19 The operation of the SNG facility will not 

affect this monument since it was removed when the Coast Guard refused 
. . . 20 to mal.nt31n .1 t . .  

5 . 2  Socia-Economic Impacts 

The operation of any large scale industrial proj ect will have a 

variety of real and potential implications for the local and regional 

socioeconomic environment . This section discusses these anticipated 

effects,  i�clud�ng the likely costs and benefits accruing to Dundalk. 

�altimore County and Baltimore metropolitan area. 

Effect on Employment and Wages 

The permanent work force requirements of the SNG facility have been 

. estimated to be 35 persons (6 management. 1 7  skilled workers and 1 2  semi­

skilled) .
21 

These employees will  be obtained primarily from existing 
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8G&E personnel in the Baltimore metropolitan area. I t  is expected that 

no relocation will be required as all the permanent - employees already 

reside wi thin a reasonable daily conunuting distance to the SNG facility. 22 

The annual payrol l  will be approximately $581,000. In addition, it has 

been estimated that 8G&E will  spend approximately $100 , 000 annually for 

h h f ' d  ' 1  l '  d ' 1  
2 3  TIt h t e pure ase 0 �n ustrla supp les an materIa s .  ese pure ases 

24 are like:iy to be from vendors in the Baltimore metropolitan area, 

Thus, the operational phase will inject approximately $681 .00� annually 

into the Baltimore metropolitan economy either through direct wage 

payments or t�rough the purchase of supplies from area vendors . The 

overall economic benefits associated with employment and wages are 

anticipated to have a more direct and substantial effect at the metro­

politan level than on the economy of Dundalk. The major County benefits 

will  be in the form of taxes . 

Effect on Taxes 

The major benefit to Baltimore County to be derived from the 

facility will be associated with the 

assessed value of the site ' s  land is 

property tax 

$151 ,555, 25 
payments .  The current 

When the faci lity 

becomes operational ,  the 

will assess the facility 

State Department of Assessments and Taxation 

b d ' d d " f  26 ase , upon 1ncome an eprec1at10n actors . 

Mr . Michael Hinkle of BG&E' s tax department estimates that the assessed. 

valuation of the improvements �Iil l  be in the neighborhood of $30,400,000 

based on construction costs of $38 million. 27 The current assessed 

valuation of Baltimore County is $4 . 28 billion. 28 Therefore, the SNG 

£ac.ility will "inc'!'ease the assessed valuation of the County by 0 . 7% .  

Baltimore County 

assessed valuation. 29 
has a current property tax rate of $ 3 . 1 1  per $100 

In addition, the State of Maryland imposes a 

$1 ,000 assessed valuation . 30 The State ' s  property tax of $0. 23 per 

property tax revenue is used to retire debt while that of the County 

goes primarily t9 the support of education (50. 4%) . 31 

Prior to the construction of the SNG facility, BG&E paid $5 ,062 in 

property taxes on the 101-acre unimproved site. Baltimore County 

received $ 4 , 71 3  of the taxes wllile the state received $349. 32 
It  is not 
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possible to foresee what future tax rates w i l l  be . However . if the SNG 

facility were operational today, it would yield approximately $950, 500 

annually in property taxes. 33 This amount would be divided as follows : 

County Tax on Land $ 4 , 713  

County Tax on Improvements 945,440 

State Tax on Land 349 

Total $950,502 

There is no state property t.ax imposed on utilily improvement! . Thc 
propcrt)' tax rovenues to be rJl;>l"ivp.rt from the SNG facility compares 

favorably with the former revenue yield of nearly $5, 100 . 
The major positive fiscal benefit associated with the SNG facl lity 

will  thus be the generation of substantial tax dollars each year during 

the plant t s  life. These tax benefits will  be distributed throughout 
Baltimore County. The impact of these tax revenues as they . affect 

individual homeowners will  ultimately depend upon how the County utilizes 

its new revenues .  I f  these taxes are used to subsidize the tax burden , 

each homeowner may then expect a reduction in property tax bil ls . On 

the other hand, if the County decides to expand the level of services 

offered. individual property tax bills may remain essentially unchanged 
or 1ncrea.s e .  Given tht! wlt..:tH"L<1.Llltt of the 3ituQtion) the only conchl .. 

sive statement that can be m.ade is that regardless of local and regional 

expenditure patterns, the taxes to be paid by the operation of the 
proposed facility will  undoubtedly represent a subsidy for the home­

owner . 

Effect on Po�ulation and Housing 

Since �ll  permanent p.mplnyees of the SNG facil ity are expected to 
be hired from the Baltimore metropolitan area, ·the operational phase is  

anticipated t o  have no effect up<?" local, regional or metropol itan 
! 

population growth for it i s  likely that these persons already reside in 

the metropolitan area. Furthermore, the SNG facility wi l l  not result 

in a sig'nifi"cant secondary population growth wi thin 8G&E'  s service 

area since the plant wi.l l  ·be operated to offset gas shortages rather 

than to serve new customers . 
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There should be no effect on housing demand , since it is likely 

that permanent employees already reside in the metropolitan area. 

Consequently, employment at the SNG plant will not create an incre�se in 

demand for housing. 

Effect on Co�munity Facilities and Services 

The construction of a major facility may affect the level of ser­

vice and the quality of local community facilities and services in two 

ways : (1) the excess demands placed by permanent employees and their 

families who relocate to the area and (2) the excess demands placed by 

the project itself, primarily in terms of police and fire protection and 

disruption or congestion of local roadways . The following paragraphs 

discuss each of these major considerations . Traffic-re lated effects , 

however, are reserved for separate analysis in Section 5 . 3 .  

Since it is anticipated that a l l  permanent employees wi ll come from 

the Baltimore metropolitan area, n� �dditional demands on community 

facilities and services are expected to be generated by the employees. 

The proposed SNG facility itself will utiliZe various public utili­

ties, most notably water . BG&E wil l  use an average of 355,000 gal lons 

of water a day (see Section 3 . 3) . The existing hydrologic transmission 

facility is assessed as more than -adequate and once' the new water main 

becomes operational later this summer, the water supply will be "virtually 

unlimited . ,,34 The SNG facility wil l  impose no burden on the sewer 

system in that process wastewater will be treated on site and then 

discharged directly into the Baltimore Harbor . Sanitary wastes of 

approximately 600 gpd will go to the Baltimore County sewer ' system. 

Likewise, the SNG facility should not impose a significant burden 

upon local police and fire protection services . SG&E will have its own 

private security guards as it does for each of its other facilities . As 

a resul t, local police will not be required except in an extreme emer­

gency. Similarly. the SNG facility will not require the service.s of 

the Baltimore County Fire Department e��ept as a secondary line of 

defense . In the event of a fire, primary reliance will be placed upon 

the plant ' s  own internal protection system which includes : (1)  foam 

stations located around the perimeter of the naphtha storage tanks ; 

(2) fire �ater loop with rotatable monitor fire nozzles strategically 
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placed around the naphtha storage tanks; (3) a foam truck and a dry 

chemical fire truck; . (4) preconnected water and/or foam hose lines which 

extend to the process area from the foam stations and fir� water loop; 

and (5) hydrants and portable fire extinguishers located around the 

plant. 

The operational phase of the SNG facility wil l  not affect the level 

or quality of the service associated with various community facilities 

and public services available in the area. In most instances,  current 

or expected future capacity estimates are sufficient to meet the addi­

tional demands which are anticipated to be generated by the SNG facility 

operations and by its permanent plant personnel . In other cases, most 

notably police and fire protection, the plant will provide. its own 

personnel and equipment,  thus negating the need to place prim�ry reli­

ance upon such local services, exc.apt 1n the event uf all \;,.J\.ln::me emer­

gency. 

Effects on Visual Quality 

The SNG faci l ity is  located in an area of modera�e to high visibility, 

with exposure available from the Patapsco River and from most nearby 

shoreline locations but limited. from most interior position s .  

The area of visual impact or the area within which views o f  the 

plant are present is identified in Figure 5 . 2 - 1 .  The visual impact area 

has been defined through field observations. The Vlsual lmpatt area 

denotes where major views of the SNG facility exist and excludes from 

consideration the less dominant , intermittent views which are likely to 

be available from selected, elevated positions found elsewhere in the 

area. 

As distance from the SNG facility increases. the rlegTee of visual 

instrusion associated with the p lant facilities will decrease, for the 

SNG facility no longer represents a visually dominant feature, but 

rather appears subservient to the views and becomes secondary elements 

within the composition of the landscape scene. 
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Figure 5 . 2 - 1  Prilllary Area of Visual Impact 
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The residents who live near the site along Pittsburg Avenue are 

among the persons most adversely affected by the change in visual 

quality which has resulted from the presence of the SNG facility. Views 

of the plant from along Pittsburg Avenue primarily consist of stacks 

associated with the p�ocess area and the tops of the naphtha storage 

tanks .  The degree to  which these stacks constitute a disrupting element 

in the visual landscape for the persons residing along Pittsburg Avenue 

is  unsure ;  for prior to the construction of the SNG facility, the 

Sollers Point area was already disturbed by the presence of several 

transmission towers and the Riverside power plant. These two facilities 

represent more dominant elements in the visual landscape than do the 

various components related to the SNG facility. Thus, the SNG facil ity 

cannot be considered as the primary disTupting influence upon the visual 

quality of the area, but rather as one of a contributing factor, for the 

area was already disturbed from a visual orientation long before the SNG 

facility was erected. 

Persons traveling along Pittsburg Avenue as well as persons who in 

the future utilize the Outer Harbor Crossing will be affected by changes 

in the visual quality of the Sollers Point area. This impact upon 

present and future highway users is not considered of particular 

significance since the area was already industrially oriented and the 

duration of the view of the SNG facility likely constitutes a minor 

portion o f  the total trip time. 

[ffcct on U!jcr� at Natural lias and Naphth� wi th1 n 1 lao! St-!/'V i t:� AI t:ld 

of BG&E 

The operation of the SNG facility has been intended by BG&E to 

avoid shortages of gas to firm customers in FPC categories 1 ,  2 anu 3 .  

The benefits o f  avoiding a gas shortage can best b e  understood by 

defining those impacts which would occur if the SNG were not available ,  

This is  discussed in  Section 1 0  of this report . 

The use of SNll will add to the price of ga� Va1u hy BG&E ' s  lUm 

customers in FPC categories 1, 2 and 3. The average price of gas was 

about $ 2 . 7 8  last spring. BG&E has estimated that the cost of SNG would 
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raise the price of gas to about $3 . 00/mcf. This is approximately an 8% 
increase in the cost of gas. The average residential customer using 

70 mcf during a normal winter would have a fuel bill of $198 increased 

to $210. (It  should be recognized that the price of gas has been 

increasing; the average residential customer paid about $130 for gas in 

1975 . )  
The al location of naphtha to this SNG facility could not directly 

affect naphtha users within BG6E ' s  service area because Amerada Hess 

Corporation does not supply naphtha to any class of users in BG&E ' s  

service area. I t  is possible. however, that the unavailability of 

naphtha to local users (because of its al location to this SNG facility) 

would not allow industries dependent upon naphtha to expand production. 

It is also possible that the unavailability of naphtha to users outside 

the service area would indirectly affect people within the service area 

who use and rely on products dependent upon naphtha . However, those 

considerations are beyond the scope of this environmental report . The 

Federal Energy Administration has prepared a programmatic environmental 

impact statement which addresses regional and national environmental 

issues of naphtha allocations. 

5 . 3  Transportation Impacts 

Effect on Traffic 

I t  has been proposed by BG&E that the plant would be operational by 

the end of 1976, and it may have an operating life of 25 years, or until 

about the year 2001. Since the plant is  not expected to generate a 

substantially different number of trips during any particular part of 

its operating life, two years were chosen for analysis of traffic 

impacts:  1977 , representing plant start-up; and 1990. representing 

typical future conditions near the plant. 

For the analysis of traffic impact of the SNG faci l ity during 

future operating phases , two external factors have been considered : the 

future road network and projected growth of traffic on that network. 

For the two analysis years chosen. 1977 and 1990. only two major addi­

tions to the current network are forecast . The first is the Outer 
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Harbor CrossingJ shown in Figure 5 . 3- 1 .  This limited access facility is 

currently under construction and is due to open in mid- 197 7 .  Present 

p l ans call for an interchange at the new access road, as shown in 

Figure 5 . 3- 1 .  

The other major addition to the network immediately near the site 

is the proposed construction of an Outer Harbor Access Road, a two-lane 

facility which wi ll  paral lel Main Street, and lie 13 feet from its 

existing right-of-way. The right-of-way was formerly used for trolley 

tracks . The alignment has been graded but not paved. One purpose of the 

road i� to segregate industrial traffic from residential traffic. 35 It 

also is intended that traffic bound for the Crossing will be channeled 

onto the new road and off residential Main Street . The approximate 

alignment of the new road is also shown in Figure 5 . 3- 1 .  

According to the Baltimore County Traffic Department, growth rate 

of traffic in the area has been averaging about 3 to 3-1/2% per year. 

While this is to be considered high for a densely settled area with a 

relatively stable population, it is probably not unreasonable for 

projected short-term growth rates,  considering the impending network 

changes outlined above, and increases in traffic bound for points 

outside the neighborhood. 36 

For the purposes of this analysis,  an annual traffic growth rate of 

� . �% h R S  heen assumed through 1990. This is considered to be a high and 

therefore conservatively high estimate of growth, since 1t predicts 

worst-case congestion effects. Future tTaffic volwnes on selected roads 

for years 1977 and 1990 are shown in Figures 5 . 3-2 and 5 . 3-3,  respectively. 

Traffic proj ections for the new access road are derived from the Baltimore 

County Highway Department. 

Even in 1990, little capacity problem wi l l  exi� l UII f.lain ,street , or 

the upper part of Dundalk Avenue . It appears that unless it is upgraded, 

the lower part of the Dundalk AVt!uue will cxpcrjcnce some congec:;tion 

effects . Sollers Point Road wi l l  remain at less than capacity in the 

peak hour. 

The main impact nf the SNG facility on the traffic patterns wil l  be 

from the commuter traffic to the site . According to BG&E, 37 there will 

be round-the-clock operations in three shifts when the plant is opera­

tional . The day shift wil l  employ 25 workers (five on weekends) ,  and 
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Figure 5.3-1 Additions to the Current Road Network 
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Figure 5.3-2 Traffic Volumes Antieipated for the Year 1977 
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Figure 5.3�3 Traffic Volumes Anticipated for the Year 1990 
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each of the other shifts wil l  employ five workers . Even assuming one 

worker per car, the impact on existing arterials wil l  be negligible, 

considering the excess c.apaci ty described above and the small number of 

workers at the SNG facility, 

There will be no impact on parking in the area, as there will be 

adequate on-site parking for all employees (36 in the lot , 30 more in 

the plant area) . 

There wil l  be an increase in truck traffic to the site of two to 

four truck deliveries, or eight one-way trips per day. They will be 

routed via the new access road when complete, and via �Iain Street from 

Dundalk Avenue prior to that. Again this number is  minimal. 

Effect on Port Facilities 

The SNG facility wil l receive its naphtha via pipeline from BG&E ' s  

off-site dock facilities at the Riverside power plant . Naphtha feed­

stock will arrive at the dock via barge from the Amerada Hess Terminal ,  

located in the Hawkins Point area. NO . 6 oil wil l  likely also come 

from the Amerada Hess Terminal or the Exxon Harbor Terminal . BG&E 
estimates that the maximum number of barges per year will be 150. 38 

This represents approximately 3 . 3  percent of the total non-self­

propelled barge traffic in Baltimore harbor . Each barge wi ll dock 

at Riverside for an average of 16  hours , though only four hOUTS will 

be required for unloading . The lIaphtha will arrive at the Amerada 

Hess Terminal by tanker . About 20 tankers per year are expected to 

unload there �t maximum plant production. This represents approximately 

2 . 3% of the total self-propelled tanker traffic in Baltimore harbor . 

For tot�l harbor traffic on an annual basis the tanker and barge 

shipments for the BG&E SNG plant represents approximately 0 . 005 percent 

of total movements . These figures. supplied by 8G&E aJlJ the AJ.·lny Corps 

of Engineers. are based upon ship capacities of 10U,UUO bbls. Each tanker 

will be docked for two to three days. 

The relatively small increase in harbor traffic will have minimal 

impact on public port facilities since all  ship un loadings take place 

at private facilities.  Increase risk of oil spill is not significant . 
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A detailea discussion of barge and tanker risks is  contained in the 

Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement on the Allocation 

of Petroleum Feedstocks to Synthetic Natural Gas Plants, Federal Energy 

Administration, August 197 7 .  

Effect on Bus and Rail Service 

There wil l  be little or no impact on bus operations due to the 

operation of the SNG facility. Since there will be no deliveries to the 

site by rail, no impact on rail service will occur. 

5 . 4  Air Qual�ty Impacts 

This section describes the air contaminant emissions expected from 

the SNG facility and their predicted impact on ambient air quality. 

The SNG facility is  expected to contribute low amounts of air 

contaminants resulting in little effect upon ambient concentration 

levels surrounding the plant site. The process boilers and super heater 

units are anticipated to be the major sources of air contaminants with 

the emissioll of sulfur diuxide (502) '  nitrugen dioxide (N02) and par­
ticulates. Minor source emissions due to leakage or the burn off of 

flares may produce -negligible quantities of hydrocarbons and carbon 

dioxides .  The major sources will emit continuously during SNG opera­

tions. The minor source emissions would occur periodically during plant 

operations as well as during plant shutdown. The area of primary impact 

i s  expected to occur within five kilometers (three miles) of the site . 

All the SNG facilities have been designed to be in compliance with 

the state and local air pollution control regulations described in 

Section 3 .  

All nationa l .  state and local air quality standards applicable to 

this plant should be met while the SNG facility is ·operating at design 

capacity.  

The following is a more detailed discussion of the expected air 

quality impact due to operations of the SNG facility. 

In order to assess the air quality impact of the SNG facility. a 

mathematical model was used to describe the dispersion and dilution of 

air contaminants �nce they leave their source. This type of atmospheric 
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diffusion modeling has been accepted by the Environmental Protection 
Agency as an appropriate tool for determining impact of various con­
taminant sources. 

Environmental Research & Technology, Inc. ' s  Gaussian ' PoiRt Source 
Diffusion Model, PSDM, was used to evaluate 5°2, N02 and particulate 
concentrations for short and long-term averaging periods suitable for 
comparison with the State of Maryland and National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards. PSDM calculates ground- level pollutant concentrations for 
emissions from a point source for 768 separate meteorological conditions 
(a combination of 8 stability classes, 16 wind directions and 6 wind 
speed categories) .  Long-term average concentrations were calculated by 
weighting the computed ground-Jevel concentrations with a stability wind 
rose. (A wind. rose repre�ents a stat.ist.ical combinat.ion of joint 
frequency of wind direction, wind speed and stability, which in this 
case was derived from observations taken at the Baltimore International 
Airport, Balt.imore, Maryland. )

39 

The receptor array for the PSDM model extends downwind of the 
source along the plu·me centerline. Twenty-eight receptors in each of 
the 16 wind directions were selected to define the contaminant concen­
tration distribution out to a maximum downwind distance of 10 km (6 miles). 

Ground-Level Concentrations 

The SNG facilit y ' s  expected emissions during normal operating 
conditions are detailed in Section 3. 2. These emissions which w�+e �sed 
a s  input to computer program PSDM are summarized in Table 5 . 4 - 1 . The 
primary Sources of contaminants are the plant boilers and superheater 
units, both .expected to burn oil having a sulfur content of 1 . 0% .  As 
described in Section 3. 2. the superheaters will be fired with waste fuel 
gas generated from the process producing SNG. These heaters could burn 
naphtha containin� up to 0 ,_2% by weieht sl.Il fur when the waste fuel ga!: 
is no.t availabl �  • .  For the purpnsf.! of estimating the expected air 
quality impacts, the conservative assumption was made that the superheaters 
will fire 1.0% sulfur content fuel oil. The following is a discussion 
pf the calculated "'short- and· long-term 5°2, N02 and p�.rti(,.\'llate con­
centrations due to operation of the boilers and superheaters. 
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TASLE 5 . 4- 1  

STACK AND EMISSION PARAMETERS FOR THE SOLLERS POINT SNG FACILITY' 

Parameter . Boiler 1 Boiler 2 Super Super 
Heater 1 Heater 2 

Stack Height (ft) 75 75 75 75 

Stack Diameter (ft) 3 . 2  3 . 2  

Exit Temperature (Op) 315 315 350 350 

Flue Gas Rate (acfm) 28, 000 28,000 12 , 000 1 2 , 000 

S02 (lb/hr) 100 100 40 40 

N02 (lb/hr) 27 27 12 12 
Particulates (lb/hr) 3.2  3. 2 1 . 3  1 . 3 

*There are three identical boilers and three identical super �eaters . Only two of each 
will operate at one time .• with one of each on standby. 



Sulfur. Dioxide (S0
2) 

The predicted S02 concentrations attributab l e  to the SNG facility 

alone are below S1ate and federal ambient air quality standard s .  The 

ambient S02 levels at Sollers Point are also in compl iance with those 

air quality standards. The combined effect of the background S02 
values near the SNG facility and the expected concentrations from the 

p l ant are not expected to exceed air quality regulations. 

The maximum expected contributions of S02 to ground-level concen­

trations are l i sted in Table 5 . 4 - 2 .  Column I shows the predicted 

I -hour, 3-hour, 24-hour and annual concentrations. Column 2 shows the 

peak 1975 recorded S02 �alues taken at the closest monitor to the SNG 

site.
40 

For rofercnco, the appLi,o..:a!Jlt: state and federal ambient air 

quality standards
41 

for S0
2 

are l i sted in Column � .  These standards 

would be maintained even if the maximum measured values were added to 

the eoncen1:rations ccmtributed by the SNr. faci lit)r, 

Con1:ours showing locations of equal levels of annual S02 concentra­

tions are · shown in Figure 5 . 4 - 1 .  This figure i l lustrate� the ,distribu­

tion of S02 concentrations that would occur around the SNG facility based 

on continuous operation, 365 days per year. Since the SNG facility i s  

expected t o  operate for n o  more 1:han 180 days per year, the 365 days/year 

operations basis results in a conservative overestimate 0.£ the expected 

annual average S02 concentrations. The assumption that the superheaters 

w i l l  fire 1 . 0% sulfur content fuel oil as opposed to lower sul fur content 

naphtha t>r waste fuel gas' c6ntribufes to this conservative overp.$t ; m�tion. 

Nitrogen Dioxide (N02) 

Because of the significantly low amounts of N02 anticipated to be 

emitted from the SNG facility, there should be no effect on the ambient 

N02 levels in the surrounding area.. The combination of annual averag� 

N02 values monitored at Sollers Pbint plus the maximum predicted N02 
contribution from the SNG faci l ity would continue to meet s.tate and 

3 
' 

federal sta�dards of 100 �g/m . 

The .maximum predicted annual average N02 
contribution to ground­

level concentrations is 3 . 3  ug/m
3 

as li s1:ed below. Also listed is the 

peak N02 concentration recorded in 1975 at the nearest sensor to the SNG 

s i t e .
4 2  

For reference, the applicable state and federal ambient air 

. 43 quality standards for NO are included. 2 
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I-Hour Average 

3-Hour Average 

24-Hour Average 

Annual Average 

TABLE 5 . 4- 2  

CONTRIBUTIONS OF SULFUR DIOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS TO THE AMBIENT AIR QUALITY 

�1aximum 
Model Predicted Peak Monitored 

Concentration Concentrations 
("g/m' ) ("g/m') 

603 Not Available 

389 Not Available 

132 116 

12  33 

Federal Standard 
("g/m' ) 

Primary Secondary 

1 , 300 

365 

80 

Maryland Standard 
("g/m') 

Serious More Adverse 

920 

262 

79 60 



I 

Figure 5,4-1 

o - -

A SNG Facility 
X Maximum Predicted 5023 Concentration,12 vg/m 

Predicted Annual Average Plant-Related S02 Concentrations 
(Vi/1D3) in the Vicinity of the Sollers Point SNG Site 
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Annual 
Arithmetic 

Mean 

Model Predicted 
Concentration 

("g/m') 

3 . 3  

Maximum 
Recorded 

Concentration 
("g/m' )  

46 

Federal and State Primary 
N02 Standard (�g/m3) 

100 

Contours of annual concentrations are shown in Figure 5 . 4-2 and 

demonstrate the distribution of N02 concentrations in the vicinity of 

the SNG facility. Operations Wtlre based on 365 days/year as opposed to 

the actual expected operation of no more than 180 days per year. This 

assumption results in a conservative overestimation of the annual NOZ 
concentration contributed by thE) SNG facility. 

Particulates 

The particulate levels in t:he vicinity of Sollers Point are high 

and the SNG facility will add to the situation. The contributions from 

the SNG facility are, however, expected to be small . 

The maximum expected contributions of particulate ground-level con­

centrations are listed in Table 5 . 4 - 3 .  Column 1 shows the model pre­

dicted I -hour, 3-hour, 24 -hour "md annual concentrations. 44 fn Column 2 

are the peak 1975 recorded particulate values taken at the closest 

monitor to the SNG site. 45 For reference, the applicable state and 

federal ambient air quality standards for particulates are listed in 

Column 3 , 46 The 24-hour and annual ambient concentrations are already 

in excess of the federal and stStte air quality standards, and any con­

tributions f1'om this SNG facility will aggravate the situation. While 

tht:: 1�v�1s l!I<l.y be high due to ccmstruction activities, they may also be 

a result of industrial emissions in the area . Since it is difficult to 

identify the source of particula�te matter, involvement of the state' 

regulatory agencies wil l  be req�lired to control those sources expected 

to be contributing the most to the high particulate levels . At this 

time it is not possible to deter'mine if the 24-hour particulate con-

tribution from the SNG facility wi ll  be addi tiv.e to the maximum recorded 

particulate concentrations. COT.ltours of expected annual particulate 

concentrations are presented in Figure 5 . 4-3 showing the distribution of 

predicted particulate contributions around the site. 
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Figure 5 , 4 - 2  

0 - -

6 SNG Fad lity 

X Maxi.u. Predicted 
N02 Cuw:�ulno.lluli. 
3 . 3 11S/. 

F'redicteJ Auuul:f.l AVtlI'Hge Plant.-Realted �Ol toncentrat.1ons 
(uS/Ill) in the Vicinity of the Sollers POint SNG Site 
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TABLE 5 . 4-3 

CONTRIBUTIONS OF PARTICULATE CONCENTRATIONS TO THE �IBIENT AIR QUALITY 

Federal Standard Maryland Standard 
(Vg/m' ) (Vg/m' ) 

Maximum 
Model Predicted Peak �1oni tored 

Concentration Concentrations 
(vg/m') (Vg/m' ) Primary Secondary Serious More Adverse 

�laximum 24-Hour 
Average 4 . 3  270 260 150 160 140 

� 
, 

� Annual Mean 0 . 37 98 75 60 75 65 � 



0 - -

A SNt"; fllcility 
X Maximum Predicted 

Particula�e Concentration, 
0 . 37 ),Ig/III 

FliUre 5.4-3 Predicted Annual Average Plant-Related Particulate Concentrations 
().Ia/m3) in the Vicinity of the Sollers Point SNG Site 
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Air Quality Impact from Other SNG Plant-Related Contaminant Sources 

Sulfur Recovery Unit 

As described in Section 3 . 3 ,  the sulfur recovery unit will operate 

at an efficiency of about 96% and maximum emissions will  be less than 

20 Ib of S02 p�r hour. More typically this Stretford unit wil l  emit 

about 8 Ib of 502 per hour . This emission rate combined with its high 

exit temperature of 950°F and a sta'ck height of 90 feet will prevent any 

significant ground- level concentrations from occurring. 

Employee Vehicle Emissions 

No more than 30 to 40 persons are expected to be employed during 

2 4  hours of normal operations. Based on 1 . 2  persons per vehicle, 

hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide emissions from 29 vehicles would not 

produce a significant effect . The short operational p�riod also helps 

prevent occurrence of air contamination problems from this source. 

Carbon Dioxide Absorber 

As described in Section 3 . 3 ,  the carbon dioxide (C02) absorber unit 

will vent large amounts of CO2 and water along with some methane.  These 

nonreactive hydrocarbons emissions expected at approximately 200 lb/hrl 

are considered sma l l ,  producing no significant air quality impact . 

Other Emissions 

Trace amounts of 502 are expected from the process heaters . The 

four naphtha storage tanks ·should emit small amounts of reactive hydro­

carbons (about 9 lb/hr) as well as about 26 lb/hr o� nonreactive hydro­

carbons , principally butan e .  Periodic trace amounts of contaminants 

from the flare system wi l l  have little effect on the ambient air quality 

surrounding the plant site . 

5 . 5  Water Quality Impacts 

Most sources of industrial waste discharge have a potential for 

creating significant environmental impacts .  However, proper attention 
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to treating the wastes can usually result in an effluent which is 

environmentally acceptable.  It is  believed that waste streams from the 

SNG faci l ity can be properly · controlled so that no s ignificant impact 

w i l l  result .  The following discussion presents the waste streams and 

effluents.1 and compares the effluents to conditions in Baltimore Harbor. 

All  wastewaters· generated at the SNG site are to be discharged to 

Baltimore Harbor fro� a common equalization basin. However, two dis­

tinct waste streams �i ll  be conveyed to the equalization basin before 

d ischarge. Nonoily wastes wi l l  be neutralized prior to equalization 

while o i l  contaminated wastes will  first be treated in an oil/water 

separator. 

WR�t P.  �tTp.�m� rQntRining inorganic 6alt& are dorivod from boiler 

b iowdowol demineralizer regeneration waste I carbonate/activator solu­

tions and carbonate solution from the hydrogen production area in the 

following �xpected quantities : 

Boiler Blowdown 7 , 200 GPO 

Demineralizer Regeneration Waste 44 ,000 GPO 

Carbonate/Activator Solution 9 GPO (intermittent) 

Carbonate Solution 720 GPD 

Total 5 1 ,929 GPO 

The pH of these wastes wi l l  be adjusted by the addit�on of either 

caustic or acid as necessary. Treatment w�ll be by b;atch process anrt 

the effluent from the tank will be pumped directly to the equal ization 

basin. 

Oil  contaminated wastes from the naphtha storage tank area runoff . 

process area runoff, and equipment drains will  be conveyed to an oil/ 

water s eparator.  Because most of these streams involve variable sources 

(i . e . ,  stormwater) BG&E has designed the treatment facilities based on 

an estimated maximum flow rate of SOU gallons per minute.  Effluent from 

the oil/water separator i s  expected to contain a maximum concentration 

of 20 ppm dissolved o i l .  

The two waste streams w i l l  be pumped to a common equalization basin 

which contains an additional oil  skimmer. The expected effluent from 

the basin is described in Table 5 . 5- 1 .  The estimated average flow rate 

is  5 7 , 600 gallons per day. 
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TABLE 5 . 5-1  

ESTIMATED. EFFLUENT' FROM BG&E EQUALIZATION BASIN 

Minimum Maximum Ave�age 
Constituent (ppm) (ppm) (ppm) 

" 

Na and Mg (Sodium and Magnesium) 44 530 IBO 

Ca (Calcium) 23 285 100 

Al (Aluminum) 0 . 17-0.50* 

Fe (Iron) 0 . 02 0 . 2  0 . 07 
-

K (Potassium) 10 130 45 

N03 (Nitrate) 3 -40 14 

HC03 (Bicarbonate) 41 535 185 

504 (Sulfate) 100 1 , 150  400 

CI (Chlorine) 27 370 115  

F (Fluorine) I '12  4 

Si0
2 (Silica) 12  150  52  

Oil (Dissolved) 0 20 13  

TOS (Total Dissolved Solids) 300 3 , 200 1 . 120 

Source: Baltimore Gas & Electric Company 

*Based on sampling conducted by BG&E on January 6 ,  1978.  
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The SNG facil ity lies on the northern shore of Baltimore Harbor 

adj acent to Bear Creek. The effluent is proposed to be discharged to 

the surface waters of the harbor via a 6-inch pipe. According to a 

recent water quality survey. the harbor i s  characterized as containing 

a well -mixed surface layer extending to a depth of 1 0  to 1 5  feet. 

Surface wind currents .  which dominate the surface layer. will have a 

marked effect on dilution of the SNG effluent . 

A comparison of the quality of the SNG effluent and harbor water is 

provided in Table 5 . 5-2.  The data for Baltimore Harbor are based on 

both estimated values and observed values as indicated . Aluminum 

in the effluent i s  derived primar
,
ily from the raw water supply which 

was found. to COntaifl c6r'l.centratl..ons of 0 . 06 to 0 . 13 ppm . *  Increases in 

aluminum concentrations between that found in the raw water and that 

identified in the effluent are attributable to the SNG plant. In either 

case the aluminum concentrations wil l  be below toxic or ' bazardous level s .  

Based on these data. there wil l  be minimal impact on the 'harbor, 

Other materials that are proposed to be discharged in relatively 

high concentrations include silica (Si02) ,  nitrate. sulfates and BOD . 

S i l ica is a particularly harmless substance (sand) and is  not considered 
a pollutant. Nitrate nitrogen will most probably be di luted to a level 

/' . 
equivalent to . that of t�e harbor and, therefore, should not create an 

impact (the harbor is  already considered eutrophic) , The concentration 

of sulfate in the harbor i s  questionable and is most probably higher 

than the indicated value. Final ly, the indicated discharge concen­

tration of BOD i s  a maximum and wil l  also be subject to dilution in the 

upper IS feet of the harbor. 

BG&E has received its State of Maryland .(No. 76-0P-1290) and NPDES 

(No. MO 0053678) permits for discharge to the Patapsco River , Under the 

requirements of this permit ,  they are limited for discnarges of sus­

pended solids. oil  and grease, and pH as shown in Tabl e  5 . 5- 3 .  

*Jones ,  Charles,  Baltimore Gas and Electric Company . Telephone interview. 
February 14. 1978 . 
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TABLE 5 . 5-2  

COMPARISON OF SNG EFFLUENT TO BALTIMORE HARBOR WATER AND SEAWATER 

SNG 
Fac i lity 
Effluent

3 

(ppm) 

SOD <100 

Na and Mg 180 

Ca 100 

Al 0 . 1 7 - 0 . 50 

Fe 0 . 07 

K 45 

N03 
(as N) 14 

HC03 
185 

S04 
400 

C 1  115 

F 4 

Si02 52 

TDS 1 , 120 

Oil 1 3  

Baltimore 
Harbor 
,(ppm) 

2_4
b 

3 , 6DO
b 

'\.130 
e 

'\.0. IS 
0 .

'
03b 

..... 120 

O . 32
c 

"'280 

6 , 000
b 

"'0.4 

'\.0 . 06-1 . 2  

10, 850 

seawaterd 

(ppm) 

1 1 ,800 

410  

0 . 5  

0 . 002-0 . 02 

380 

0 . 01 -0 . 7  

905 

19,400 

1 . 4  

0. 02-4 . 0  

35, 000 

3Saltimore Gas & Electric Company, Emissions Control Report 

b
Quirk. Lawler & Matuskey. Engineers,

" 
Water Quality of Baltimore 

Harbor , Maryland Environmental Service, August 1973 . 

eState of Maryland, DNR. 305 (b) Report. 1975. 

d 
Svedrup. H .  U . ,  The Oceans : Their Physics, Chemistry and General 

Biology, New York, Prentice Hal l ,  194 2 .  

e
Saltimore Gas and Electric Co�pany. sampling conducted on January 6,  1978 . 

. ' 

,. 
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Daily 

Daily 

Daily 

Daily 

TABLE 5 . 5- 3  

SUMMARY OF BALTIMORE GAS & ELECTRIC 

NPDES PERMIT REQUIREMENTS 

Total Oil 
Suspended and 

Solids Grease 

Average, Ib/day 234 

Maximwn. Ib/day 468 
Average, mg/. :'u lU 

Maximum, mg/' 45 30 

Sample 
Type 

Composite 

Composite 

GRAB 

GRAB 

Additional Requirements :  

1 .  pH 6 . 0  - 9 . 0  

2 .  No discharge of floating solids or persistent foam in 
other than trace amounts. 

Source: State of Maryland. DNR, Stat� Dis�harge ' Permit 
No.  76-DP-1290 and NPDES No . Md 0053678. 
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Compliance with the pH and oil and grease limitations is based on 

the operations of the waste treatment facilities.  Assuming the average 

daily dischar.ge concentration limit for suspended solids is met, mass 

discharges from the SNG facility wil l  be in compli�nce with the NPDES 

permi t .  Noncompl iance with the permit regulations can be expected i f  

the waste treatment system does not perform as indicated . 

Impact of Oil Spills*  

The potential for hazardous oil spi l l s  exists at two locations, 

( 1 )  the naphtha storage area and (2) the naphtha transfer facility 

designated OTF-54 . Plans and facilities to prevent oil spi l l s  and 

minimize potential impacts are indicated for both location s .  The storage 

tank areas are completely diked, and the storage tank levels are con­

tinuously monitored with level indicators and high level alarms .  Normal 

leakage from the area and oil contaminated storm runoff wi l l  be treated 

to limit the maximum effluent concentration to 20 ppm dissolved oil .  

Waste oil wi l l  either be recycled for use as boiler fuel or drummed for 

off-site disposal .  In the event that the latter method is chosen, a 

l icensed private contractor wi l l  b,e uti lized . Spent scrubbing solution 

(50 gpd) and TEG blowdown (1 gpd) wil l  likewise be drummed and disposed 

off-site by a l icensed contractor . Maryland Department of Health 

regulations (Articles 394. 394A, 3948, Annotated Code of Maryland) and 

the Department of Natural Resources ' Safe Disposal of Hazardous Substances 

Act (Article 8 ,  Section 1413 . 2 .  Annotated Code of Maryland) Io'il l  ensure 

that all  off-site disposal activities are conducted in an appropriate 

manner; consequently, no adverse effects are anticipated as a result of 

,off-sit.e W::l$te disposal practice::;. 

Procedures for the safe handling of naphtha during transfer from 

barges to the storage tanks has been described in "Amendments to Opera­

tions Manual ,  Riverside Station, OTF-S4 . "  Special equipment and pro­

cedures include the fol lowing : 

• pressure relief valves on the naphtha transfer manifold 

• drip col lection equipment conforming to DOT Pol lution Preven-

tion Regulations Title 33 Code of Federal Regulations Part 154, 530 

*For a further discussion see the Final Programmati<; Environment.a l  Impact 
Statement on the Allocation uf Petroleum Feedstocks to Synthetic Natural 
Gas Plants, Federal Energy Administration. August 1977 , 
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• foam generating station in case of fires 

• continuous surveillance of t"ransfer facilities 

Based on the above procedures and facilities, no significant impact 

to water quality is expected to result from naphtha spills at either the 

naphtha transfer facility or the naphtha storage area. In addition, 

normal discharges from the wastewater treatment system cannot be expected 

to have a significant impact on water quality in Baltimore Harbor . 

5 . 6  Noise Impacts 

The incremental community noise impacts resulting from the normal 

operation of the SNG facility are estimated to be negligible (imperceptible 

or nonexistent) . The neighborhoods surrounding the Riverside power 

plant are already characterized by relatively high ambient llui!S� levels 
(i . e . ,  in violation of the standards specified by the Maryland noise 

code) . Furthermore, these levels are expected to increase by as much as 

several decibel s ,  particularly along Main S�reet, upon the completion of 

the Outer Harbor Crossing in June, 1977 . Noise from traffic on Main 

Street and/or on the Outer Harbor Crossing will totally mask noise 

emissions from the SNG facility at that time. EI�vated noise levels 

could occur during the operahon of the emergency flartL Such operation, 
however, would be infrequent and of extremely short duration. Detai ls 

of the investigation are ptesented below. 

Noise Sources 

Industrial plants typically contain a multitude of noise pl"otlucing 

elements. Inside the plant, most of these sources affect only those 

workers situated within a few feet of the individual source such as a 

pump or co�pressor. From a community noise perspective. however, con­

tributions of the facil ity to signals received " by off-site receptors 

tend to be domina.ted by a few major on-site noise sources. (This is 

based on the fact that the resultant sound level represents the loga­

ri r.hmic. rather than linear, addition of" signals emitted by the individ­

ual sources . Thus, for example. the logarithmic addition of ten sources 

each producing SO dBA with an eleventh source generating 70 dBA amounts 

to about 7 0 . 4  dBA, i . e . , an imperceptible contribution by all of the ten 

50 dBA sources combined . )  
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For the SNG facility. the sources of community noise genera l ly 

considered are as follows : 

• - sources of combustion. including the reformer furnace, the 

boiler plant� superheaters and the reactor feed heater ; 

• air cooler fans and furnace induction fans. boiler preheater 

fails;  

• rotating equipment - pumps and compressors; 

• safety and relief "popping" valves; and 

• flare operation at high emergency load . 

Each of these sources has its own characteristic frequency spectrum 

which, for a given source category, may depend to a significant extent 

on the manufacturer . the particular mode l ,  special abatement design. or 

even on the orieotation of the element with respect to the receptor. 

Such variability is exhibited, in particular, by combustion equipment . 

Table 5 . 6- 1  summariz�s the most important characteristics or the noise 

source categories,  including feasible abatement measures . Most of the 

abatement measures listed are incorporated in the eleven SNG plants 

already in operation nationa l l y ,  including the Sollers Point facility. 

Combustion roar associated with emergency operation of elevated flare.s 

is  inherent and although research in this area is continuing.  the cur­

rent state-of-the-art i s  essenti�lly incapable of handling this noise 

Source.  Flare combustion roar , however, is  extremely infrequent and 

duration is  on the order of several minutes when maximum burn-off is  

necessitated. The other source of nois e. associated with flares, namely, 

steam inj ection (required for smoke suppression) can be partially con­

trolled by equipping the flare with a multiport nozzle. The elevated 

flare at Sollers Point utilizes a nozzle of this type. 

Community Noise Levels Due to Pl ant Operation 

There are three principal factors which affect facility impact on 
. ambient noise in the surrounding community; 

5-37 



'" 
, � .. 

TABLE 5 . 6- 1  

NOISE CHARACTERI5TES AND FEASIBLE ABATEMENT MEASURES FOR 

MAJOR NJISE SOURCES OF A SNG PLANT 

Noise SouTce 

Furnace/Heaters 

Fans/Heat Exchangers 

Valves 

Flares·· 

. Principal 
Producing Mec�anism5 

Combustion roar. primary 
air inspiration 

Vortex shedding 

Turbulent eddies irtter:­
acting with solid surfaces 
and shock waves; sound 
transmitted to duct work 
and piping. 

Combustion roar� 
Steam inj ectiorr 

*Forced draft may be required by plenum design. 

··Emergency operation only. 

Noise 
Characteristics 

:> 7S dBA @ SO ft. 
Primarily low 
frequency. although 
varies widely de­
pending an manu­
' facturer .  model ,  etc. 

- 65-70 dBA @ 50 ft . 
depending on blade 
tip speed. Bulk of 
energy < sao Hz . 

Valve "popping": 
� 65-70 dBA at SO ft. 
Bulk of energy 
:> sao Hz. 

Combustion roar: 
60-85 dSA @ 1 ,·000 ft . ,  
depending on burn-off 
rate; bulk of energy 
in 2S0�1000 Hz range . 
Steam injection: 
� 50-60 dBA @ 1 , 000 ft., 
depending on design. 

Feasible 
Abatement Measures 

Air intake plenum (� 2S dB Reduction1 
Burner mutes 
Multiport jets 

Optimal aerodynamic design �� 
Reduces .noise - 1 0  dB octave 
bends . 

"Optimal" design selection; In­
l ine silencers to prevent propa­
gation of high frequency noise in 
dOknstream piping. Noise reduction 
of - 10 dB achievable. 

Combustion roar: difficult to abate 
ground level flares show some 
promise. 

Steam noise : multiport nozzles afford 
approximately 10 dB reduction . 



• the time of day and duration for which the various source 

e l ements are operating; 

• the distances o� the individual source elements from sensitive 

off-site receptors ; 

• the presence or absence of intervening structures which block 

the source-receptor "line of sight"; and 

• ambient noise levels due to sources not associated with the 

faci lity. 

For the purpose of noise impact assessment it  was assumed that all 

of the major noise emitters will be operating together and continuousl y .  

Thus . the spectral characteristic of each source was incorporated in the 

computer model as a constant. continuous one. with 10 dB added to each 

octave band for the 10 PM through 7 AM period in order to obtain the 

resultant day-night noise leve l .  L
dn . 

Day-night noise levels were projected at each of the nine sites 

included in the Goodfriend survey . discussed in Section 4 . 6 .  These 

projections are presented in Table 5 . 6-2 .  Two traffic scenarios were 

considered in making the preparations . 

• prior to completion of the Outer Harbor Crossing (estimated 

completion: mid-1977) ; 

• after. completion of the Outer Harbor Crossing. 

Since direct access is provided from Main Street to the Outer 

Harbor Crossing. traffic on Main Street is. expected to increase substan­

tially. This is reflected in the L
dn 

proj ections, given in Table 5 . 6-2.  

for the sites along Main Street . a l l  of which would experience incre­

ments of 3 decibels.  which is equivalent to a doubling of traffic or 

more without the SNG facility. Thus,  it is expected that noise from the 

SNG facility wi ll  be totally masked at a l l  of the sites by noise from 

traffic and other sources. 

Even during the 1976-77 season when the plant would be operating 

prior to the opening of the Outer Harbor Crossing. the Ldn noise incre.­

rnents due to SNG operations would be negligible or nonexistent (during 

normal ol?erationl due to the abatement designs incorporated in the major 
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heating elements of the plant. This becomes evident upon analysis of 

the impact of the SNG faci l ity when considered as an isolated source . 

Under such an hypothetical circumstance, the contribution of the plant 

to community Ldn levels wotild range from 35-50 dBA. Those levels are 

1 0  dB or more below existing noise levels at all sites. Furthermore. 

the analysis performed was conservative to the extent that all  three 

boilers and all  three superheaters were assumed to be operating simul­

taneous ly when, in fact. only two boilers and two superheaters wil l  

operate on a -regular basi s . 

Table 5 . 6-2 also shows that the maximum day-night sound levels 

specified by the Maryland noise code',would be violated at the closest 

residential sites irrespective of the SNC facility or the completion of 

the Outer Harbor Crossing. Projected L
dn 

levels also violate the 

Maryland standards by as much as 10 dB or more along Main Street and in 

West Turners. Virtually al l of the increase. howevex, i s  due to sources 

other than the SNG facility during normal operation. 

Noise from Operation of the Flares 

The SNG process involves two flares for the pUTpose of burning off 

excess gaseous products .  a ground flare and an elevated flare . The 

latter i s  utilized strictly in emergency situations . ,  when maximum burn­

oft ratp.s a,re reql.\iI'�d.. L a .  j. in CXCC33 of Z�. OO.o POlllHh; pe.r hour . 

Under such a situation. combustion roar and noise from steam inj ection 

could result in noise levels of 80 dBA or more at the nearest community 

receptors.  Based on past experience. however, such high levels. are 

expected to be of short duration (on the order of a few minutes) o.nd. to 

occur very infrequently.  Thus,  it is  believed that such an event 

properly constitutes an "emergency utility operation" exempted by the 

Maryland noise code. Noise emission from ground- level flares.  whil e  of 

JIlOl'C :(requent occurrence ,  are essentially limited to occasional "popping" 

during higher than normal process rates and are unlikely to be perceived 

by off-site receptors . Both ground and elevated flares are lo-cated in 

the most remote portion of the facility, about 3, 000 feet or more from 

the nearest residences in the Dundalk communities. 
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TABLE 5 . 6-2 

DAY-NI 3HT SOUND LEVELS PROJECTED FOR COMMUNITY RECEPTORS IN THE 

SOLLERS POINT SNG FACILITY IMPACT AREA 

Maryland 
Standard Ldn (dB) - Before 6/77 Ldn (dB) - After 6/77' 

Site Location (Ldn - dB) without SNG With SNG Without SN� 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

S .  E .  end of Main St . 

Main St.  & Breckenridge Dr. 

New Pittsburgh Ave, 
entrance to Lyon Homes 
Development 

Parking lot - N . E .  side 
of New Pittsbu'rgh Ave. 

Avondale Rd . & Walnut Dr .  
Main St . .  across from 
Balnew & Ash intersection 

Woodland & Falcon Way 

Cottage Ave & Centre Ave . 

Patapsco & Centre Ave . 

55 

70** ' 
55 

55 

55 

70** 

64 

55 

55 

58 

62 

61 

61 

60 

63 

64 

62 

64 

59 

62 

61 

61 

60 

63 

64 

62· 

64' 

*After the opening of the Outer Harbor Crossing, with addi�ional traffic on Main Street. 

**Standard for industrial zone is in terms of L (24-hour) . rather than Ld . .  ' . eq . n 

67 

'65 

64 

61 

. 67 

67 

64 

65 

With SNG 

67 

65 

64 

61 

67 

67 

64 

65 



5 . 7  Impact on Terrestrial Ecology 

Operation of the SNG facility is not expected to have a significant 

impact on terrestria l  ecology because the site does not contain a unique 

ecosystem, species that could inhabit the site are not considered to be 

significant. and the ecological condition of the site is not vital to 

the regional ecosystem . Furthermore. any significant impacts wouLd have 

already occurred as a result of construction. 

The height of tower and stacks, and the l ighting used is not 

expected to have an impact on migratory birds . (Tal l  structures and 

lights can disorient birds causing them to fly into structures) . The 

1'25' foot height of the process towers is less than 'the sao feet which is 

usually considered to be the critical height . 

Erosion of the sons could affect "the terrestrial ecology of the 

site.  Where areas of the site have been altered by construction. 

grading to control drainage and revegetation could reduce the potential 

for impacts to occur . 

As discussed in section 4 . 7 ,  areas of the site do have the poten­

tial for producing vegeta�ion and providing wildl ife habitat . Planting 

could increase the ecological value of the site. 

5 . 8  Impact on Aquatic Ecology 

Impacts associated with the plant operations upon the aquatic 

ecology are temperature. toxicants and salinity. Hecause the process 
employed requires the use of energy (hot water) . discharge of excess 

heat into the harbor would have to be a major concern . The use of a 

holding pond • .  fQr a l l  process water and runoff from the process site , 

wil l  allow the heated water to dissipate the excess heat before being 

discharged. 

The impact of toxic substances within the discharged water appears 

to be minimal .  An analysis of the processed water shows that average 

concentration of a luminum. 6 ppm. is the only toxic substance found to 
be discharged at a concentration above that which is considered hazardous. 

1 . S  ppm� by the National Academy of Sciences . 47 This problem can be 

eliminated by diluting the process water with process area runoff water. 

The introduction of low salinity process water into the brackish to 
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saline harbor will create an impact upon the aquatic organisms within 

the vicinity of the discharge area. However, the amount of water to be 

discharged is not of sufficient quantity to cause an extensive impact.  

The aquatic organisms in the vicinity of the discharge whi�h �annot 

tolerate the salinity difference and are mobi le,  will probably leave 

the area. To the extent which non-mobile or those of limited mobility 

exist in the area they will probably not survive. 

5 . 9  Geological Impacts 

It is not expected that the SNG facility will have any significant 

impact on the geological resources of the area. Since the site does not 

contain any valuable mineral resources, the presence of the project doe> 

not affect any mining operation. 

The Maryl�nd Geologic Survey indicated that the sandy characteris­

tic of the site provides good drainage, and they do not expect that the 

project interferes with the flow of groundwater or the height of the 

water table .  

Erosion i s  of concern since areas of the site have been altered by 

Construction activities . Grading to control drainage and revegetation 

could reduce the potential for erosion . 

5 . 10 Cumulative Impacts 

The main projects or activities within the Baltimore metropolitan 

area which influence or combine with those impacts of the SNG f�cility 

are the Outer Harbor Crossing and the possible conversi�n of 'three power 

plants from oil to coal . 

The Outer Harbor Crossing which is  nearly complete wil l  increase 

noise levels and motOr vehicle-related air contaminants in the Sollers 

Point and Dundalk areas . It is expected that noise lev�ls from increased 

traffic flows would mask sound levels produced by the SNG facility 

rather than adding to sound levels produced by that plant. 

Increased levels of air contaminants from motor vehicles will 

affect the area as in other heavily traffiCked areas of metropolitan 

Baltimore.  Since concentrations of motor vehicle-related air contamin­

ants will be smal l ,  the cumulative effect wi ll be nqt significant. 
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It is  also likely that the Outer Harbor Crossing and the access to i t  

will  further separate the community o f  East Turners from the industrial 

area of Sollers Point. With the existence of easier access to Sollers 

Point, there m�y be more pressure to expand industry but this would be 

more of a -resul t of the access road and county planning than the SNG 

facility. 

The Federal Energy Administration has issued prohibition order.s for 

three power plants in the metropolitan Baltimore area, the Riverside, 

Wagner and Crane power plants. These prohibition orders,  if made effec­

tive by the FEA, will  mandate a switch from oil firing to burning coal . 

This switch could affect air quality since coal has a lower heating 

value ·than oil and may generate larger quantities of sulfur dioxide and 

particulates. However, before the fuel conversions can take place, 

environmental impact statem�nts will  be prepared for each power plant 

discussing the environment�l implications of the fuel switch. These 

reports will  address the effect of all three power plants changing fuel s  
at the same time, and changes in background levels of air quality within 

the Baltimore metropolitan area . That analysis would include the 

cumulative air quality impacts associated with the Sollers Point SNG 

facility. FEA �nticip.ates publicat.ion of the draft versions of these 

E IS ' s  in late 1977. 

5 . 1 1  Risks from Accidents 

A detailed worst case analysis of the risks associated with accidents 

in the transport.;:ttion and transfer of feedstocks to an SNG plant and 

in t:he operation of a plant is  presented in the Programmatic Environmental 

Impact Statement on the Allocation of Petroleum Feedstocks to Synthetic . 

Gas Plants, Federa·] Energy Administration, August 1977 . In general SNG 

production is  considered less hazardOUS than ref.inery uperation!;, ·31 though 

no accident data on SNG plants as a group have been pUblisheu. It is 
expected that any fire w�ich might occur at the SNG facility would be 

c.onfined to the plant site. Specific safety provis.lons for the BG&E 
. 

facility are described in page:s 3-2:> alld 3-24.  
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6 .  MEASURES TO MLTIGATE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

The Sollers Point 5NG facility (SGN facility) has been 'designed 

with certain features which wil l  reduce impacts to the environment. 

This section describes these features as they relate to the reduction of 

air contaminants , water effluents .  and the mitigation of other impacts 

associated with the land socia-economic environments .  

6 . 1 Land Use 

The location of the 5NG facility in an industrial area aids in 

avoiding land use impacts .  Since it is compatible with zoning regulations 

and land use plans. it is consistent with overal l  planning for the area. 

The presence. of a buffer zone between -the plant facilities and East 

Turners limits the intrusion of the facility on that neighborhood .  

The use o f  existing barge unloading facilit�es a t  the Riverside 

Steam Electric Generating Station has removed the necessity for an 

additional on-site barge facility. 

Even though the visual quality produced by the project is believed 

to be minimal , planting of trees and shrubs could enhance the overall 

appearance .  For example, a border of evergreens along the eastern 

boundary would screen the facUity from passing motorists and other 

ground-level observers. 

6 . 2  Health and Safety 

There are a number of provisions which have been adopted in the 

design of the SNG facility in order to protect the health, safety. and 

welfare of the plant employees as well as the general population. 

The SNG (acility incorporates a complete fire protection system 

including: (1) a fire water loop system around the plant £acilities ; 

(2)  monitor nozzles placed in appropriate locations to reach all  facility 

components ;  (3) �pray and fog nozzles attached to the steam system; 

(4) an injection foam syst.em placed around the stvl·ag,e tank areas ; 

(5) hydrants and portable fire extinguishers located around the p lant ; 

and (6) one or more fire trucks.  In addition, approximately half of the 

raw water storage tank ' s  reservoir wil l  be available at a l l  times. 
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The naphtha storage tanks are protected from fire or explosion in 

the following manner: (1)  earth dikes sufficient to hold 1 1 0% of the 

contents of the largest tank has been constructed around the naphtha 

storage area; (2) hydrants are located throughout the naphtha storage 

area; (3) a fire foam generator fa�ility is located adj acent to the 

storage tank area; each tank has several foam nozzles for fire-fighting 

inside or outside the tanks ; (4) fire and smoke detectors are located 

throughout the storage area; (5) there is a drainage system to draw off 

naphtha should this become necessary during firefighting . 

In addition. there is  a safety relief and flare system. The safety 

relief valves release process contents to the flare system. There are 

a sufficient number of vent valves to relieve the proces!'i operations and� 

equipmen.t to the flare system. Th� flare sy!;tem con�t!tt.5 of piping, low 

and high lev�l .flare6 , tin'; "k mld-out pots to cn l l ect l iquids included in 

the relieved or vented process streams . 

6 . 3  Air Quality 

The SNG facility has been designed to control the impact on the 

ambient air quality. Design items incorporated into this plant to 

mitigate environmental impacts include the following: 

• All  process vents and emergency relief valves are piped to the 

flare !;yctem; thl.l <; ,  many of the hydrocarbon emissions which 

would otherwise be vented to the atmosphere wi ll be burned in 

the flare. The design capacity of fla'ce is adequate to handle 

the volume of gases that would result during an upset condition . 

• The st","'DI boi l p.r:; wiP fire l ow sulfur oil,  0 . 5  percent, and 

oro equipp�rl with mechanical collectors to control particulate 

emissions. 

• . Uff-gu!;l:Ib from t.hc hyt;lrodoesill furizat�on system are vented to 

a Stretford unit for sulfur recovery, thus minimizing the 

emission of sulfides and sulfur oxides from the process .  

• Heights' of � lacks and vents have been selected to reduce 

contributions from the SNG facility, to ground-level concen­

trations of air contaminants .  
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6 . 4  Water Quality 

An SNG facility will create wastewater as a result of its operations . 

This wastewater includes oily water originating from the various equip­

ment, wastewater from the boiler feedwater treatment process containing 

inorganic salts ,  normal sa.nitary effluent and storm water runoff. In 

order to mitigate the impact of these wastewater effluents ,  the following 

measures have been incorporated into the design of the plant : 

• Neutrali zation of the non-oily plant wastes (approximately 

5 1 , 920 gpd) ; 

• Oil-wate� separation of the oily plant wastes (approximately 

5 , 700 gpd) ; 

• Stabil ization of the treated oily and non-oily wastewater 

effluent before discharge to the Baltimore Harbor (approxi ­

mately 5 7 , 600 gpd) ; 

• Drummed off-site disposal of spent Stretford solution; and 

• Sanitary wastes to the city sewage treatment system (approxi­

mately 600 gpd) . 

These measures have been sufficient to comply with the requirements 

of a National Pollutant Discharge E limination System (NPDES) permit .  

6 . 5  Noise 

Major sources for contributing to comml.mi.ty sound levels arc the 

fans on the air coolers and the steam boilers . The fan housing� and 

boilers have been designed to hold noise levels at a given distance 

within current OSHA standards .  Since this SNG facility is l ocated in an 

area that already has high background noise level s ,  the noise charac­

teristics as�u�iated with the plant will be masked . Further mitigating 

measures that could be taken to reduce SNG facility associated noise 

would be to plant trees and shrubs to attentuate noise levels .  This 

measure would also reduce visual impacts ·of the SNG facility. 
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6 . 6  Soils 

Since areas of the site have been used for spoi l s  and other areas 

have J:1ad the surface covering removed, the potential for , erosion exists. 

The planting of grasses , shrubs and trees would reduce this potential.  

The U .  S.  Soil Conservation Service Handbook entitled, Standards 

an� Specifications for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control in Urbanized 

Areas .is the official guide for erosion sediment control measures and 

their applications. 

6. 7 Mitigating Measul'�� Beyond thc Cont-rol of B.::. l t. imore G�s & Electric 

Comp.:my 

Leve ls of air contaminants in the Baltimore metropolitan area are 

high. On Sollers Point , concentrations of particulates have exceeded 

s tandards , and the operation of the SNG facility wil l  contribute more 

contaminants to this area. However, in order to improve ait' quality, 3n 

overall ' planning effort is required to control emissions from industria l ,  

commerical, residential and vehicular source s .  Such planning i s  currently 

underway on the state and local level . 

Another activity which wi l l  affect air qual ity is the .possible 

conversion from oil to coal firing of three power plants in the metro­

politan Baltimore area. The Federal Energy Administration is now 

("nn,,; r1p,rini t,he overall effect of having those fac.ili ti�� switch fucl�. 

Since the shoreline of the Patapsco River is industrialized and the 

Outer Harbor Crossing will increase accessibility to the area, pressures 

may exist fOr further commercialization of the East and West Turners 

neighborhoods . These neighborhoods have historically been very st.abl e , .. 

and efforts are being made by the Baltimore ·County vianning agency 

t o  maintain ·and improve the residential area s .  Residential and industrial 

u�e. cau cOt!xist;  however . al'tt;:l\tion :1 S  required to maint.ain the quality 

of life. Transportation planning has resuited in an access road to the 

Outer Harbor Crossing which will keep the major traffic flow from Main 

Street. This appears to he a positive step toward ensuring the stability 

of the neighborhood . 
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7 .  ADVERSE IMPACTS WHICH CANNOT BE AVOIDED IF THE ACTION IS TAKEN 

Approval of the request for naphtha al location of Baltimore Gas & 

Electric Company wil l  enable the. Sollers Point SNG facility (SNG facility) 

to operate on a commercial ba:sis . The SNG facility will  interact with 

and therefore modify the surrounding
. 
environment to some deg"ree. 

Ho�_ever. • .  si..gnificant ··env·ironml�nt"ai " Impacts can be' el iminated or minimized 

to acceptable levels by adhering to applicable federal , state and county 

regulations; and by following good engineering practices. 

The major alteration of the environment is through the discharge of 

air contaminants and wastewatl;!lr effluents .  Operation of the SNG fac i lity 

wi l l  cause air contaminants tl;) be emitted. The hourly emission rates 

and the total quantity emitted during 180 days of operation are as 

follows : 

S02 290 Ibs/hr 

N02 78 Ibs/hr 

Particulates 10 Ibs/hr 

1 , 252, 800 Ibs/operating period 

336,960 Ibs/operating period 

4 3 , 200 lbs/operating period 

In comparison, the total emissions of these contaminants in Balti­

more County in 1975 was as follows: 

SOx 135,914, 000 1bs/yr 

NO 1 7 2 , 502, 000 1bs/yr x 

Particu1at4�s 39.034� OOO Ibs/rr 

The emissions from the SNG facility wil l  contribute to the ,ambient 

concentrations of air contaminants .  However, it is expect'ed that dis­

persion of the releases wil l· Inake their total contribution to ambient 

air quality sma l l  so that there wil l  be negligible interference with 

the attainment or maintenance of air quality standards. 

The SNG facility will di!5charge wastewaters to Baltimore Harbor as , 

descri,bed in Section 5 . 5 .  AlI waste streams will  be conveyed to an 
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equalization basin before discharge where settling and pH control can 

take place. Concentrations of aluminum in the effluent may be above the 

limit identified by the National Acade�y of Science as hazardous . l 

However, i t  is expected that dilutions in ·the harbor will  dilute the 

concentrations to safe leve l s .  It is also expected that aquat ic organisms 

which are in the immediate vicinity of the discharge wil l  not survive if 

they cannot move from that area . These organisms are not considered 

environmentally significant . 
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8 ,  THE RELATIONSHI P  BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USES OF THE ENVIRONMENT 

VERSUS LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

The purpose of the proposed action is to allo� those people who are 

dependent upon natural gas to receive their fuel requirements O� a 

continual basis. As a result of the FEA ' s  action. the Sollers Point SNG 

facility will be able to operate cOllUllercially when it is needed. and the 

impacts presented in Section 5 of this report wil l  occur. 

The long-term effect of the FEA ' s  action is dependent upon bot� the 

level of impacts produced by the SNG facility and the environmental pro­

ductivity of the site and surrounding area. Since the site area has 

been greatly influenced by fndustrial and urban activities, it is  

believed that the long-term productivity that would occur i f  the action 

were not taken would be limited. 

The site has been planned for heavy manufacturing use; the zoning. 

the adjacent power plant and the nearby Outer Harbor Crossing would 
probably keep the site devoted to industrial use even if the SNG plant 

did not exist. 

The SNG facility will provide economic stability to the Baltimore 

metropolitan area by insuring a gas supply and by providing taxes to 

Baltimore County. The SNG facility will also remove the necessity for 

firm customers of BG&E in FPC categories I ,  2 and 3 to redesign " businesses, 

industries and residences to accommodate other fuels.  If other fuels 

such as No. 2 oil could be used to offset gas deficiencies, the avail ­

ability of the SNG plant would prevent the release of about 3 , 79 1 , 200 Ibs 

of S02 ' 2 , 554 , 000 lbs of N02 and 715 , 200 Ibs of particulates per year . 

(This is based on gas deficiency of 7 , 300, 000 mcf being offset by No. 2 

oil ) . If the project complies with federal , state and local rules and 

regulations, it is not expected that the proj ect would have an adverse 

effect on long-term productivity. 
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9 ,  I RREVERSIBLE AN D  IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES 

The proposed action by the FEA would commit the use of approximately 

2 . 186,000 barrels of naphtha per year for SNG manufacture at the Sollers 

Point SNG facility (SNG facility) . It is considered that the operation 

of the SNG facility, which is dependent uppn the FEA action , would not 

irretrievably or irreversibly commit resources of the area. 

The site has been designated and al located to manufacturing usage. 

It does not have a high potential for being developed as a park or 

ecologically valuable area. Manufacturing development on the site wil l  

not place pressure on adjacent areas to become industrialized because of 

the separation by a buffer zone on the site and a major road at the site 

boundary. The operation of the SNG facility will not remove,  alter or 

obstruct access to sites of historical, cultural . archeological or 

scenic significance. 

Operation of the facility wil l  require manpower which will be an 

irreversible commitment of resources.  

The air contaminants released by the project wil l  be a commitment 

of the air resources for tl}e period of the operating life of lhe plant. 

As the proj ect contributes to the ambient levels of air quality addi­

tipnal sources of air contaminants or normal urban growth and develop­

ment may have to be restricted in efforts to maintain air quality 

standards. 

j:ffluents from the project wil l  use the water resources to dilute 

the concentrations to levels which are non-hazardous . This effect is  

not irreversible or irretrievable since the chemicals being discharged 

are those normally found in the .harbor water and the quantity and 

concentrations are withi� the assimilative capacity of the waters.  

The pr.oject will commit areas that could be used to develop 

terrestrial and aquatic l ife. The existence of the project removes 

24 acres cf land from being developed for wildlife. This may be con-

sidered to be irreversible and irretrievable since the dedication of land 
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to industrial use wouid' effectiv'e l y  keep' it from being utili zed to enhance 
terrestrial ecology, Even though the plant could be razed in future 
years and the site vacated. its al location to indus trial use would 
probably be �ontinued , The area of Baltimore Harbor which wi l l  be 
influenced by the discharge could also revert to s.upporting a productive 
aquatic ecology if the SN� facilit� were removed, �owever. the industrial 
trend would probably continue, res�lting in similar or more significant 
impacts, 
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1 0 .  ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION 

10 . .1 Introduction 

Alternatives to the proposed action may b e  divided into three broad 

categories : administrative alte�atives , design alternatives and conser­

vation. Administrative' alternatives include actions that FEA can take. 

such as denial or reduction of allocation. and actions that other 

federal or state agencies can take , such as deregulating the cost of 

natural gas or modifying the rate structure for gas sales to end users . 

Design alternatives include such elements as Hue gas and wastewater 

treatment systems. Conservation involves the use of various techniques 

and/or devices to decrease gas consumption. This section describes 

these alternatives and their environmental impacts. 

In order to understand the implications of various alternatives , 

the sources of gas avai lable -to BG&E and its customer requirements mus t. 

first be examined. 

1 0. 1 . 1  Sources of Gas Avai lable to BG&E 

BG&E has two external sources of gas for distribution to its 

customers : (1) Columbia Gas Transmission Co�oration, which supplies 

natural gas and (2) Columbia LNG Corporation, which supplies SNG . In 

addition, BG&E has its own propane-air and LNG facilities, which are 

used for "needle peaking" purposes. Descriptions of each of these 

sources follow. 
. . 

Columbia Gas Transmission Corporation 

. 

BG&E purchases all of its natural gas from the Columbia Gas Trans-

'mission Corpo-ration (CGT) . Maximum winter tariff volume (November 1 -

March 31) as established by the Federal Power CommissiQn is 60,236 ,000 mef. 

In 1970. CGT began to limit its sales due to shortages of natural gas . 

Various levels o ·f Ctll'tai!lIlents have occurred since 1972. Prior to the 

start of the 1976-1977 winter. 8G&E was notified that its a llocation 

would be 46. 859. 000 mcf of gas. or about 22 . 2% less than its tariff 

volume. Because o f  the colder than normal weather during the early part 

of the winter. BG&E ' s  seasonal allocation was further reduced to 
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4 6 , 3 3 1 , 090 mef, effective January 1 , 1977. A month and a half later, 

BG&E ' s  allocation was reston:d to its original l evel of 46,859 , 000 mcf. 

This was due to the warmer than nonnal weather during the latter half of 

the winter coupl ed with emergency' gas purchases by ·CGT. Effective 

February 24,  1977. BG&E allocation was increased to 47 ,619 ,000 mcf, or 

nearly 2 1 %  less than their taLriff volume. 1 

BG& E ' s  actual gas useagE� from CGT last winter was 44,894,000 mcf or 

2 , 72 5 , 000 mcf less than its "lllocation (47,619, 000 mcf) . The increase 

in the seasonal allocation .  coup led with the warmer than .normal weather 

i n  the service area b eginning in mid-February, made i t  impos sible for 

BG&E to utilize its full allocation from CGT. 2 

Columbia LNG COrporatior� 

BG&E purchases SNG from Columbia LNG Corporation ' s  Green Springs , 

Ohio SNG plant. BG&E ' s  wintE:r contract volume for this source of gas is 

3 , 39 1 , 491 mcf. As a result of operating and feedstock prob l ems, Columbia 

LNG delivered 2 , 754,000 mcf of Green Springs SNG to BG&E' during the 

winter of 1976_773 
J or

' 
19% l€:ss than BG&E I S contract volume. 

Baltimore Gas & E lectric: Company 

BG&E owns and operates BL propane air facility and a LNG plant. 

These two facilities have 1 11l1i lt:u !Iotoragc capncity and prl.\v'l l1� �utJ1-'IeM 
mental gas for extremely cold days on'iy . These "needle pel:ikillgll facH itiL:::. 
cannot be relied upon to provide supp l emental gas for any extended 

period of time during a wintt::r season. Instead, they are used to make 

up daily deficiencies in gas supplies . 

The p'ropane air plant ca.n produce 90 ,000 mef/day of gas . This 

plan� uses propane to create a gas equivalent in heat content to that of 

fLaturCl l ell�. In producing the maximl,lJll daily quantity of gas. l ,080 ,OOU 

gall ons of propane are consumed. BG&E has a propane storage capacity of 

l 2 . 000. 000 " gal lons , which al lows for 1 1  days of continuous operation for 

a total output of about 1 , 000, 000 mcf. Additional output is  dependent 

upon the time it takes to acquire additional volumes of propane which is . 4 a regulated fuel .  
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BG&E ' s  l iquified natural gas plant liquifies pipeline natural gas 
during the summer months and · stores it for peak purposes during the 
winter when supply is short . This faci l ity has a maximum storage 
capacity of 1 , 000, 000 mcf, with a daily sendout maximum of 187 , 500 mcfj 

equivalent to approximately five days of continuous operation. 5 

Last winter, BG&E .used 492,800 mef of its propane air and 220,500 mcf 
of its LNG . 6 

Summary of Gas Supplies 

The various gas supplies available to BG&E are summarized bel�w. 
Two categories of gas suppiies are noted, base supplies and suppl ementary 
or peaking supplies.  The al location and delivery data are for last 
winter (1976-77) . 

Base Supply 

1 .  Natural Gas from CGT 
2 .  SNG from Green Springs 

Tariff or Contract 
Volume (mo£) 

60,236,000 

3 , 392,000 

Actual 
Al location Delivery 

(mef) (mef) 

47 ,619 ,000 44, 894, 000 

2 , 754, 000 2, 754, 000 

Supplementary/Peaking Supply . . a Plant Capaclty (mcf) Actual Useage (mct) 

3 .  Propane Air (BGSE) 

4 .  LNG (8G&E) 

aAssumes continuous operations 

10. 1 . 2  8G&E Customer Demand 

1 , 000, 000 

1 , 000.1000 

492, 800 

220,500 

''Normal'' winters for the Baltimore metropolitan area are based on 

the average number of degree days* for the time period November through 
• 

March since the winter of 1950-51 . The average number of degree days 

is  about 3 , 979. During a normal winter, BG&E ' s  5 1 2 , 072 res idential , 
commercial and industrial customers in FPC Priori�y of Service Categories 
1 ,  2 and 3 (hereafter referred to as lifirm" customers) require 46 . 026, 000 mcf 
of ga�. 7 

*A degree day is the difference between the average daily t,emperature and 
6Sop and is an index of how cold a day i s .  

10-3 



The approximate distribution of these gas requirements by general  

end use categories .is as  follows: 8 

Residential 

Commercial 

Industrial 

68% (By Volume) 

20% (By Volume) 

12% (By Volume) 
100% 

BG&E ' s  "design" 
9 totaled 4, 273. 

winter has 4 , 894 degree days . Last winter 's  degree 

days It  should be noted that the design 

days are 1 4 . 5% greater than for the 1976-1977 winter and 

winter degree.-

23% greater 

than for the average winter. During a design winter. there is an 

approximately 1 7 . 5% increase in firm sendout above normal winter reqlli re­
ments . Thus , the total firm gas requirements during a design winter is 

10 54,089 , 000 mcf. 

10. 1 . 3  Future Gas Supply and Demand Conditions 

� 

Table 1 0 . 1 - i  shows alternative gas supply and demand conditions for 

8G&E ' s  service area. Two winter seasons �re presented, 1977�1978 and 

1980-1981. Three sets of future ga� supply projections have been 

assessed. Case I represents CGT and Columbia LNG Corporation ' s  most 
, recent set of projections for · BG&E . Case I I  is based on an interpreta­

tion of CGT system-wide estimates recently prepared by National Economic 

Research Associates (NERA) for the Associated Gas DiStr1butors . ll  

Case I I I  is premised upon a gas curtailment assumption presented hy BG&E 

in its Application for Assignment . 1 2  A more detailed discussion of the 

underlying assumptions related to each o f  the three alternative projections 

and their ramifications with regards to futul"t:' supply and demand COH­
ditions are discussed below. 

Case I 

In June 1977 CGT issued five-year projections for 8G&E.  According 

to these projections, BG&E w i l l  receive 48,055, 000 mef of gas during the 

winter of 1977-1978 and 49, 22 1 , 000 mef during the· �inter of 1980_1981 . 13 

These CGT projections include LNG �ro� Columbia LNG Corporation ' s  Cove 
Point faCility, since this l�tter �ource has been recentiy reclassified 
by the fPC f.rom a supplemental supply· into CGT 's base supply. 14 

Columbia also projects that BG&E wil l  receive 2 , 9 2 4 , 000 mcf of SNG from 
Green Springs during the winter of 1977-1978 and the full contract 
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TABLE 10.1�1 

ALTERNATIVE GAS SUPPLY k�D OEMAHD CONOrTIONS 
(IoIMCF) 

�inter 1977-191B Winter 19BO-19Bl 
Case I Case II Case III Case I Case n CaSlll: I I I  
(CGT) (NERA) (BG/iE) (CCT) (NERA) (BGIlE) 

ColW11bia Gas TransllliSSlon Co. /Columbia WC C�rp 50,979 48,543 41,499 52,613 42,916 38,931 

Natural Gas1 48,055 45,619 44;575 49,221 39,524 35,539 

SNG Green Springs 2,924 2,924 2,924 3,392 3 , 392 3 , 392 

Baltimore Gas and Electric Co. 2,000 2 , 000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 

Propane Air -1,000 1 , 000 1,000 1 , 000 1,000 1 , 000 

"'" 1 , 000 1,000 1 , 000 1 , 0"00 1 , 000 1,000 

T.o.tal Wint"er "Gas SUFE1ies (absent Sollers Point SNG� 52,979 50,543 .. 49,499 54,613 44,916 40,931 
. .  

- Total Firm Gas Re9uire�ents (No�l Winter) 46,Q26 46,O�6 46,026 . 46, 026 46,026 46,026 0 • 
� 

Total Firm Gas Requirements (Design Winter) 54, 089 54,089; 54, 089 54,089 54, 089 54,089 

Total Gas Surplus (Shortfall) 

N0I1ll81 Winter 6,953 4,517 3,413 B,587 (t,lIO) (5,095) 

Design Winter 0.,110) C.�,5461 (4,590) (524) (9,173) (13,158) 

Sollers Point SHG Resuiremertts 

Nomal Winter 0 0 O. 0 1,110 5 , 09S 

Oesign Winter 1 , 1 10. 3,546 4 , 590 524 9,113 13,158 

lCove Point LNG rolled into base supply of ,:GT pursuant to PPC ruling in Case RP71-68 (Janua1;)' 21, 1971). 



volume of 3 , 392,000 mcf during the winter of 1980_1981 . 15 Thus , according 

to the Columbia projections , BG&E should receive a total of 50,979 , 000 mcf 

of gas during the winter of 1977-1978 and 52,613,000 during the winter 

o f  1980- 198 1 .  I n  addition to these external supply sources,  BG&E has 

two additional supply sources, the company' s  propane air and LNG facilities . 

These two supply sources are not £or base load' usage but rather are 

reserved for peak 'shaving purposes. For the s.ake of developing a con­

servative analysis,  it is  assumed that these two peaking facilities 

could contribute their respective plant capacities to the winter supply_ 

Although BG&E operating procedures dictate that between 50-75% of these 

two gas supplies could be utilized in this manner (during the heating 

season) 16. the analysis assumes a 100% supply contribution 01' a total of 

2 , 000,000 mcf each winter. FEA considers the propane-air capability as 

reserved for peaking purposes and not as base supply gas . 

On the basis of the winter gas supply estimates of Case I .  BG&E ' s  

firm gas requirements would be less than the available supply under 

normal winter conditions. Under normal design requirements the gas 

surplus would range between 15% during the winter of 1977-1978 and 

approximately 19% dUTing the winter of 1980-1981.  However. under design 

winter conditions, there would be a small deficit ,  ranging from 

1 , 1 10, 000 mcf (2%) during the winter of 1977-1978 to 524,000 mcf (1%) 

during the winter of 1980-1981 . Subsequently, under the assumptions of 

Case I .  there would only be a need £U1: SNG {"rom the Sollers Poi fit fact' 1 1.y 

if winter temperatures approach a design winter . I f  normal wjnter 

temperatures prevail.  there may not be a nee9 for SNG. 

Ca::;� I I  

The previous gas supply scenario was largely premised upun a recent 

set of CGT projections. Gns supply projections are inherently difficult 

to determine. A comparison of two sets of CCT P'ruj E:ctions prepnl'cd less 

than a year apart suggest the potential degree of unc�rtainty involved . 

The supply projections below were prepared for BG&E by CGT in July 1976 

and JUlie 1977 . These projoction!; inchlflp,; natural e:as from CGT as wel l  

a s  LNG from Cove Point and SNG from Green Springs . I 7  
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Winter Period 

1977-78 

1978-79 

1979-80 

1980-81 

Columbia Gas Transmission Corporation Supply 

Proj ections for BG&E (MMcf) 

July 1976 June 1977 

52 , 700 50,979 

56, 185 52, 173 

55, 521 5 2 , 773 

58 ,444 52,613  

Differences 

- 1 . 721  

-4.012 

-2, 788 

-5, 831 

A comparison of the two sets of :proj ections for the next four winter 

periods prove to be significant . There is a 3 to 10% differenl:e in the 

two set.s of projections for a given winter period. In general , t.he more 

recent projections reflect, for the same wint.er periods , a lower gas 

supply than the previous projections, which were developed 1 1  months 

earlier. According to CGT. the earlier set of projections assumed that 

Alaskan gas from Prudhoe Bay would be available and that there would be 

an immediate deregulati�n of natural gas prices . 18  Since neither of 

these situations materialized. the June 1977 projections reflect a less 

optimistic gas supply condition. In addition, the downward revision of 

the 1976 forecast reflects the FPC ruli
,
ng in Case RP71-68 (January 2 1 ,  

19771, that al lowed CGT to roll-in the LNG from Cove Point, thus making 

the gas from Cove Point part of CGT ' s  base supply.  For BG& E .  this 

action , coupled with CGT ' s  end use curtailment plan, results in less gas 

than would have been available i:� Cove point were cla.ssif�ed under the 

incremental approach assumed in 'the original 1976 forecast .  19 

A July 1977 report prepared by NERA for the Assol:iated Gas Distri­

butors suggests a potentially less optimistic gas supply picture for 

CGT. The NERA report, entitled r�he Short-Term (1980) Outlook for 

Pipelines Supplying the AGO Service Territory", projects 1980 CGT gas 

supplies to be 17% below actual 1976 deliveries. 20 It should be noted 

th�t t.ho NERA forecasLs are for tbe entire Columbia system and represent 

�nnual as opposed to seasonal supply estiJ1).ates . The basic assumptions 

made by NERA in developing th.ese forecasts include the following: 21  

1 .  50% of CGT ' s  1976 flowing supplies are assumed
'

to be available 

in 1980 as part of CGT ' s  base su�plr. and 
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2 .  Additional on and offshore gas supplies are assumed to be 

available through CGT ' s  commitment under the FPC ' s  advance 

payment program. 

In addition, the NERA forecast' assumes that CGT wil l  receive LNG from 

E1 Paso 1 *  during the forecast period. (Note:  Cove Point is part of 

the larger E l  Paso I project) I f  this. la�ter supply source does not 

materia'lize as scheduled, NERA· estimates that the 1980 CGT system-wide 

shortfall would increase 'from 17% to about 28% , 22 

Although it is not possible to accurately interpret the NERA fore­

casts in terms of its implications for BG&E . SUUle potentially meaningful 
compo't1sons can b� mode if certain simplifying assumptions arc presented. 

These assumptions would be as follows : 

1 .  The seasonal gas sh.ortfalls in the Columbia sy·stem would be 

the same percentage as the proj ected annual shortfall,  and 

2 .  Each recipient of" gas from CGT wou.1d be equally affected �y a 

gas shortfall in the CGT system . . . 

Under the abov� aSsumptions , a comparison betwe�n eGT ' s  projections for 

BG&E. as described in Case I ,  may be in conflict with the NERA fore­

casts. If SNG from Green Springs is subtracted from the CGT supply (the 

NERA forecalit excludes this supply source23) ,  CGT ' s  1980 projections for 

BG&E show about 8 3% incre�i.se in gas supplies above CGT ' s  lY76 aUoca­

tion to BG&E (49, 2 2 1 . 000 mef in 1980 vs . 47.619.1I00 mef in 1976) . In 

view of the potential conflict between the' NERA projections and those of 

CGT. Case II was developed.. Under this scenario. the following assump­

tions were made: 

1 .  1980 CGT natural gas deliveries decline by 17% over the 1976 

winter al1(u".i'I.t.ion of 47,619 ;000 mcf. 

2 .  1977 CGT natural ga.s deliverie's decline by- 4 . 2.% , oyer the 1976 

winter allocation. (�.2% is the ' interpolated decrease based 

.upon the 19:·80 projected deficit of 17% . )  

*El Paso I is  a large LNG proj.ect currently being developed by E l  Paso 
Natural Gas Company. LNG will  be imported from Algeria and stored at 
two terminals, Cove Point " Martland and Savannah, Georgia. 
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3 .  SNG from Green Springs and BG&E supplemental supplies (absent 

SNG from Sollers Point) remain the same as in Case I .  

On the basis of the winter gas supply estimates of Case I I ,  BG&E 1 s  

firm gas requirements would be approximately 9% less than the available 

supply this winter if seasonal temperatures are normal . On the other 

hand, i f  the 1977-1978 winter approaches a design winter. ·there is  

likely to be a gas shortfall of about 3.5,46 .000 mcf. During the winter 

of 1980- 1981,  Case 1 1  projects a deficit regardless of the condition. 

I f  a normal winter prevails a 2 . 4% shortfal l  would occur. If it were a 

design winter, the shortfall would be approximately 17% or 9 . 173.000 mcf. 

Subsequently. under the assumptions of Case I I ,  there would likely be no 

need for SNG from the Sollers Point facility during the coming winter 

unless it were a design winter. in which case approximately 3 ,500 . 000 mcf 

of SNG would be needed. During the 1980-1981 winter there would be a 

need for SNG from the Sollers Point facility regardless of whether a 

normal or design winter occurred. A normal winter would necessitate the 

provision of approxima.tely 1 , 100, 000 mcf of SNG while a design winter 

would require nearly 9. 200, 000 mcf of SNG from the Sollers Point facility 

(�ive month design capacity nearly 9 . 000,000 mef) . 

Case I I I  

. 
Case I I I  thus assumes that natural gas curt'ailments from CGT increase : 

each year by 5%.  During the 1976-1977 winter period, BG&E ' s  allocatio'n 

fro� CGT was 47 .619.000 mcf or 21% less than the tariff volume . The 
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1977-1978 projected winter curtailment under Case III  would be 26\ and 

the 1980.-1981 curtailment 41\ . SNG from Green Springs and the availability 

of 8G&E 's  own peaking gas derived from its propane air and LNG facilities 

would be the same in Case I I I  as was specified in the previous two 

scenarios. 

On the basis of the winter gas supply estimates of Case I I I .  8G&E ' s  

firm gas requirements would be 7 . 5\ less than the projected available 

supply this winter if temperatures are normal.  On the other hand� if 

the 1977-1978 winter approaches a design winter. there is likely to be 

a ga� shortfall of nearly 4 . 590.,0.0.0. mcf. During the winter of 1980-1981, 

Case II I (like Case II) proje,cts a gas deficit regardless of the winter 

condition. If normal t.emperatures occur. thE: shoTtfall would be approxi­

mately 5 , 0.0.0.,0.0.0. mcf, whe,reas if it were a design winter, the su1>::.t:quent 

gas deficit could be as high as 13, 158,0.0.0. mcf. 

The alternative scenarios described above each result in different 

supply conditions . Case I re:presents the most optimisth:. gas supply 

situation, whereas Case III  constitutes the worst case. The projections 

associated with Case I I  fall somewhere in between. Each of these cases 

have different implications .regarding the need for SNG from the Sollers 

Point facility. None of the three alternative scenarios shows a need 

for this SNG during the coming winter provided that winter temperatures 

�Te nQrmal . All three cases show varying levels of need for SNG if the 

H 177-1978 winter approaches a, design W1nt.�J.".  Cn!iO I lPti;r:t'Ltes a need 

for 1 , 1 10.,0..0.0 mcf o( SNG while Case!; II allll III  proj ect (1. np.p.d for 
3 ,546, 0.0.0. mcf and 4 , 590. , 0.0.0. �cf of SNG respectively. During the 1980.-1981 

winter season, Cases II and I I I  predicted a need for the SNG facility 

under both normal and design winter conditions . Case I I  indicates a 

need for SNG ranging from 1 , 1 10. 0.0.0. mcf (normal winter) to 9 , 1 7 3 , 00.0. mcf 

(pesign winter) . Case III  shows an even greater level of need, with SNG 

requiremttl\ts ranging between 5 J 0�5, QOO mcf to 1 3  J 158, 0.0.0. mcf. Case I ,  

on the other hand, j.ndi,cates a need for SNG only duri!lg a des.ign winter 

in which cas� 524, 0.00. mcf of SNG �ould be required. 

Composite Case 

I f  a composite condition were developed through averaging the 

results of the three alternative scenarios ,  the projected balance or 

imbalance between winter gas and supply and demand would be as follows : 
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1977 - 1978 1980 - 1981 

Total Gas Surplus (Shortfal l) 

Normal Winter 4 ,981.000 mcf 794,000 mef 

Design Winter (3,082,000 mef) (7,269,000 mef) 

Sollers Point SN,G R�quired 

Normal Winter 0 0 

Design Winter 3 , 08 2 , 000 mef- 7 , 269,000 mef 

A complete description of the composite average is shown in Table 10:1-2.  

This composite case would indicate that under normal winter conditions, 

there would be no need for SNG from the Sollers Poin� facility, for 

winter gas supplies would be in excess of "firm" customer requirements 

by a margin of nearly 11% during the winter of 1977-1�78 and by nearly 

2% during the winter' of 1980- 1981 . On the other hand, i f  these two 

winter periods approach ·a design winter, the need for SNG from the 

Sollers Point facility would range from about 3 , 100,000 mef during the 

winter of 1977-1978 to approximately 7, 300,000 mcf during the winter of 

1980-198l . 

Representatives of BG&E have stated that the Riverside SNG plant 
. 

will  only be operated to make up deficiencies of gas to firm customers . 

The plant will not be operated when customers with alternate fuel 

capability are receiving· gas. 

10 . 2  Administrative Alternatives 

1 0 . 2 . 1  Alternative of Denying the Requested Naphtha Allocation 

If the FEA were to deny a naphtha allocation to BG&E, that company 

would not be able to produce its own supply of SNG . Under this circum­

stance, the .environmental impacts presented in Section 5 of this report 

would not occur . However, other effects could possibly occur within the 

BG&E service area should the SNG plant not 0J?er�te. 

The major impact� resulting frQrn this Ildministl'alive alternative 

would be related to the potential economic disruption and ch�nge in 

ambient air quality which could take place within the service area of 

BG&E. Although this alternative would create other environmental 

impacts. the identification and �ssessmGnt of these other effects are 
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TABLE 10.1-2 

COMfOSITE ESTIMATE OF GAS SUPPLY AND DEMAND CONDITIONS 

(lOICF) 

Winter 1971-1978 

Columbia Gas Transmissior, Co./Colwnb:"a LNG Corp. 49 ;007 

Natural Gas 46,Q83 

SNG Green Spri"gs 2,924 

Baltimore Gas and Electric Co. 2,000 

Propane Air 1,000 

LNG 1,000 

Total Winter Gas Suppli�s :absent Sol lers ·Point SnG} 51,007 

-
o , 

Total Firm Gas Reguirement; (Normal Winter} 

::;; Total Firm Gas Requirelf_ents (De:;ign. Winter) 

Total Gas SUrplus (Shortfall) 

HO!"lllal Winter 

Design Winter 

Sollers Point SNG Requirenents 
Normal Winter 

Design Winter 

4,s,026 

54,089 

4,981 

L3, 082) 

o 

3,082 

Winter 1980-1981 

44,820 

41,428 

3,392 

2,000 

1 , 000 

1,000 

46,820 

46,026 

54,089 

794 

(7,269) 

o 

7,269 



primarily dependent upon such unknown factors as which specific customer 

in FPC Categories 2 and 3 would be affected, where each such customer i s  

located and the environmental conditions around their respect-ive loca­

tions and .the manner in which each customer responded to the potential 

consequences of the alternative with regard to adjusting to the ensuing 

problem of potential gas deficits. Given these limitations,  it is  not 

possible to generalize as to the potential impacts associated with such 

environmental areas as land use. water quality, noise or ecology. 

National impacts related to the availaQili ty of napht�,a are beyond the 

scope of this report and have been addressed by the FEA in its Program­

matic Environmental Impact Statement . 26 

Economic Effects - EmpIoyment and Income Loss 

Section .10 . 1 . 3  i l lustrated the potential effects of three alterna­

tive gas supply scenarios , Cases I ,  I I  and III . Under the assumptions 

of. each s cenario, BG&E would require anywhere between 0 and 4,600,000 mcf 

of SNG from its Sollers Point plant during the winter of 1977-1978 and 0 
to 13 , 200, 000 mcf during the winter of 1980-1981 (design capacity for 

five months is nearly 9 , 000,000 mcf) . A composite average of the three 

alternative cases indicates that BG&E may require up to 3 , 100,000 mcf 

of SNG during the coming winter and up to 7 , 309 ,000 mcf during the 

winter of 1980- 1981. 

On the basis of the composite average ,  the denial o� the requested 
naphtha allocation .could result in a gas shortfall o� up to 3 , 100,000 mc£ 

during the winter of 1977-1978 and 7, 300,000 mc� during the winter of 

1980- 1981.  

A 3 , 100, 000 mcf shortrall during a design winter would lead tu a 
full curtailment of customers in FPC Priority of Service Category 3 and 

about a 45% curtailment of customers in fPC Priority- of Service Category 2 .  
Residential customers in FPC Priority- of Service Category 1 would not be 

directly affected. A 7 , 300, Oo.Q mcf sh.ortf,'all during a des.i� winter 

would result in a ful l  curtaiIment of FPC Priority o{ Service Category 

2 and 3 customers , plus a 0 . 8% curtailment of FPC Priority of Service 

Category 1 customers . 

The employment and associated income loss due to gas deficits are 

difficul t to assess since they- are dependent upon which firms are 
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curtailed and by how much; ability of industries and commercial establish­

ments in FPC Categories 2 and 3 to purchase emergency gas supplies from 

other sources or to accommodate periods of lower production. due to gas 

shortages; their ability to modify processes and physical settings to 

allow for the use of an alternate fuel and their financial situation in 

terms of the economic feasibility of fuel switching. 

Because the situation is difficult to define. three separate 

approaches were used to evaluate the range of economic impacts expected. 

'fhese included (1)  a survey conducted by BG&E. (2) a general statistical 

method and (3) inte.rviews with state agencies. These approaches and 

their results are discussed below. 

BG&E Survtty 

During the Spring of 1977. BG&E conducted a survey of its "firmTi 

commercial and industrial customers regarding alternative fuel capabilities 

and the potential economic impacts of gas curtailments . Questionnaires 

were sent to the 20 largest customers of BG&E in addition to 108 other� 

randomly selected commercial and industrial users . 

The results of the survey are summarized in Table 10 .2- 1 .  The data 

are separately displayed for each of the two sets of respondents : firm 

l arge volume users (i . e . , the 16 largest users who responded to the 

questionnaire) ;  and other firm customers (i . e . ,  the 75 randomly-selected 

users who responded to the questionnaire} .  The data generally indicated 

that, with the exception of; sorge 0:( th.e lB:rge�t U$erS , lIfirm" industrial 

and commercial customers of BG&E do not have an alternative fuel capa­

bility in place. Approximatelr- 2Q% oJ; the large volume respondents 

indicated that they already had the necessary equipment to use an 

alternative fuel .  whereas none of the other, randomly-selected customers 

had such a capabi lity already in place. Propane and distillate oil were 

found to be the primary alternative �els used by those with an alter­

native fuel capabilitr-. The survey results also indiC:Rtp. thfi-t �a.s 
curtailments can have a severe and detrimental effect on employment . 

\;'.ages and production . Increasing levels o�. gas curta�lments result in 

increasing numb.ers of j ohs lost, employees placed on short time (i . e .  � 

fewer hours per week worked) and hours of lost production. These effects 

sub.sequently result in a sub.stanti.al loss of income to employees and a 

signficant loss of production value to employer$ . 
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TABLE 1 0 . 2-1 

BG&E SURVEY, SPRING 1977 

Sample Size (li) 
Respondents (It) 
Rate of Return (%) 

1976-77 Winter Gas Use (mcf) 
Total Use 
Ntunber of ResporiCWnts 
Average Use 

Gas End Uses 
Space Heat (% of . Responses) 
Process Fuel (% of Responses) 

Al ternative Fuel Capability 
In Place (% of Responses) 
Not In Place (% of Responses) 

Al ternative Fuel Used If Capability 
In Place 

Propane (% of Responses) 
Butane (% of Responses) 
Distillate Fuel Oil (% of Responses) 
Residual Fuel Oil (� of Responses) 
Other (% of Responses) 

Impact of 1 0% Curtailment 
Employees Laid Off (N) 

No. of Responses 
Average 

Employees on Short Time (N) 
No. of Response� 
Average 

Hours per I�eek on Short Time (It) 
No. of Responses 
Average 

Weekly Employee Loss of Wages ($) 
No. of Responses 
Average 

Weekly Production Hours Lost (N) 
No. of Responses 
Average 

Weekly Value of Lost Production ($) 
No. of Responses 
Average 
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Firm Large 
Volume Users 

20 
16 
BO 

2 , 13 1 , 065 
16 

1 3 3 , 1 92 

81  
88 

19' 
81  

67 
0 

100 ' 
0 
o· 

246 
7 

1 2 3  

4 , 236 
2 

2 , 1 1 0  

40 
2 

20 

$57 , 977 
6 

$ 9 , 663 

246 
7 

35 

$193, 1 77 
3 

$64 , 392 

Other Firm 
Customers 

108 
75 
69 

147,881 
75 

1 , 972 

NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

92 
36· 

o 
100 

S9  
1 0  

6 

30 
6 
5 

B4 
6 

14 

$.\ 3 , 943 
10 

$ 1 , 394 

106 
14 

8 

$102,829 
\3  

$7,910  



TABLE 10 .2-1  (Continued) 

ImEact Of 25% Curtailment 
Employees Laid Off (") 

No. of Responses 
Average 

Employees on Short Time (#) 
No . of Responses 
Average 

Hours per Week on Short Time (#) 
No. of Responses 
Average 

Weekly ' Employee L6ss of Wages ($) 
No. of Responses 
Average 

Weekly Production Hours Lost (#) 
No. of Responses 
Average 

WeeklY Value ' of Lost Production ($) 
No. of Responses 
Average 

) 
No . of Responses 
Average 

Employees on Short Time (#) 
No. u[ Rt::s!)ollst!s 
Av t::l'uge 

Hours per Week on Short Time (#) 
No. of Responses 
Average 

Weekly Employee Loss of Wages ($) 
No. of Responses 
Average 

Weekly Production Hours Lost ( #) 
No. of Respon�e� 
Average 

Weekly Value of Lost Production ($) 
No. of Responses 
Average 
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Firm Large 
Volume Users 

4 , 349 
7 

621 

4 , 653 
3 

1 , 551 

70 
3 

23 

$80 . 61 1  
6 

$13 , 435 

473 
9 

S3  

$632 , 943 
4 

$158, 236 

9 , 186 
9 

1 . 021  

4 , 620 
2 

2 , 310 
40 

2 
20 

$299, 021 
7 

$42 ,717  

927 
1 1  
84 

$ 1 , 71 6 , 036 
4 

$429,009 

Other Firm 
Customers 

499· 
20 
25 

1 , 037 
II  
94 

202 
9 

22 

$233 ,911  
20 

$ 1 1 , 696 

560 
23 
24 

$77 1 , 573 
21 

$36 , 742 

2 , 602 
35 
74 

380 
U 
�9 

391 
12  
33 

$579,041 
30 

$19,301 

1 , 582 
36 
44 

$2,438,546 
26 

$93, 790 



TABLE 1 0 . 2 - 1  (Continued) 

Impact Of 100% Curtailment 
Employees Laid Off (N) 

No. of Responses 
Average 

Employees on Short Time (N) 
No. of Responses 
Average 

Hours per Week on Short Time (N) 
No. of Responses 
Average 

Weekly Employee- Loss of Wages ($) 
No. of  Responses 
Average 

Weekly Production Hours Lost (N) 
. No. of Responses 

Average 

Weekly Value of Lost Production ($) 
No. of Responses 
Average 

Finn Large 
Volume Users 

28,000 
14  

2 , 000 

No 
Response 

$420 , 1 2 3  
8 

$52 , 515  

1. ,683 
4 

120  

$3 , 304,071 
5 

$660 , 81 4  

Other Firm 
Customers 

3 , 668 
48 
76 

14  
2 
7 

64 
2 

32 

$1 ,440, 158 
32 

$45, 005 

2 , 829 
39 
73 

$4,610 , 1 91 
28 

$164,650 

Source: Tabulations based on survey summary prepared by Baltimore 
Gas and Electric Company. March, 1977.  
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In order to assess the economic consequences of various levels of 

gas curtailments on the entire 8G&E service area, the data from the 
random sample were extrapolated to the universe of BG&E customers in FPC 

Priority of Service Categories 2 and 3 .  According to 8G&E , there are 
3 , 658 such customers in the service area. 27 The extrapolations were 

based on the p�r respondent averages noted in the second column of 

Table 1 0 . 2 - 1 .  I t  was previously estimated that the gas shortfall  during 

the winter of 1977-1978 could be as high as 3 , 100, 000 mef, if no SNG 

were available from the Sollers Point facility, and up to· 7 . 100,000 mcf 
during the winter of 1980-198 1 .  These projected deficits are equivalent 

to a 45% and 100% curtailment of FPC Priority of Service Catagory 2 and 
3 customer requirements, respectively. (In reality. the 7,100,000 mcf 

shortfall estimate represents nearly � I n.,!t; t;'\lrtailment. Howovor, for 

the purposes of thi$ evaluation. a 100% curtailment is used . )  The 

economic consequences of these .two curtailment levels are shown on 

Table 1 0 . 2- 2  along with the effects of a 10%, 25%, and 50% curtailmen t .  

The economic impacts of the 45% curtailment was derived through the 
interpoiation of the data concerning the consequences of a 25% and 50% 

curtailment . 

A 3,100 , 000 mef curt ai1men� or gas shortfall would directly affect 

approximately 236,000 employees through layoffs . The weekly value of 

lost wages is estimated to be approximately $65 million with the 
value of lost production estimated to be more than $300 million. 

weekly 
The 

�cunomlc consequences of a 7 . 100, 000 mef gas deficit are even more 
substantial . Nearly 280,000 employees would be laid off. Subsequent 
weekly wage losses are estimated to be in the vicinity of $165 million, 
while the valu� of lost production is  estimated to be in excess of 
$600 million. 

The estimates not.ed on Table 1.0 . 2-2  prov�de a_ general indication of 
the potential economic conseq�ences ot; gas curt,ailments . It is he 1 i flved 
that the data. shown in Tahle 1O . 2-? re�re�ent a.t lea!;t nn t>r(!er o� 
magnitude estimate of the econom�c consequences of gas curtailments . In 

an e:t;fort to ascertain th,e "reasonahleness" of these estimates . two 

other approaches were used . The results of each are discussed below. 
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TABLE 10 . 2- 2  

ESTIMATES OF ECONOMIC IMPACT OF GAS CURTAILMENTS 

Level of Gas Quantity of �as Employees Weekly Value Weekly Value 
Curtailment (1)  Curtai led (2 Laid Off Of Los t Wages Of Lost Production 

(%) (mcf) (I) ($ million) ($ million) 

10 690,176 2 1 , 582 5 29 

25 1 , 725 . 4 39 9 J , 084 43  134 

45' 3 . 100,000 235,648 65 301 

SO 3,450. 8';8 271, 789 71 343 

100" 6 , 90 1 , 757 279,471 165 602 

(1) Curtailments are relative to BG&E customer demand for those in FPC Priority of Service Categories 2 and 3 .  

(2)Quantities of gas are relative to design winter requirements of BG&E eusto�ers in FPC Priority of 
Service Categories 2 and 3 where. lj:)O% -= 6 , 901 ,757 mef. 

, 
Projected curtailment during winter of 1977 1978. 

" 
Projected curtailment during winter of 1980 1981 . 

Source: Based on economic s�rvey performed by Baltimore Gas and Electric Company, Spring 1977. 
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General Statistical Method 

A general statistical method of evaluating economic impacts was 

also used in an effort to judge the degree to which the previousl.Y 

described survey results repr�sent reasonable,  order-of-magnitude 

estimates of �he economic consequences of gas curtail�ents . Average gas 

consumption statistics were used, along with data on the average size of 

a manufacturing firm in the BG&E service area, to estimate ,the 'potential 

direct loss of j obs through gas curtailment s .  Average manufacturing 

annual wage figures were then used to translate these job losses into 

income loss estimates . 

According to BG&E. there art: approxim;:!tely 3 , 658 cusLumel"s in 

Priority of Service Categuries 2 and 3 . 28 These "firm" customers 

require a total of 6 , 9 0 1 , 757 mcf of gas during a design winter, 29 

FPC 

or 

1 , 88 7  mcf of gas per "firm" customer. Based on this average consumption 

statistic. the curtailment of 3 , 100, 000 mcf of gas during a design 

winter would be equivalent to the potential elimination of 1 , 643 companies. 

The curtailment of 7, 100, 000 mcf of gas could result in the closing of 

a minimum of 3, 658 companies. 

The most recently available state statistics indicate that in 1�7S 

the average manufacturine firm within the DGGE se�vice area employs 

112 persons ,
30 

with the average annual wage being $ 1 2 , 25 1  or about $236 

per week.
3l Thus , the dislQcation of 1 ; 64 3  C<.tUlllaH1.es could result in 

lhe direct furloughing of 184,016 employees whose aggregate weekly wage 

amounts to an estimated $43 rndllion. The dislocation of all 3 , 658 

companies could result in the direct loss of 409,696 j obs with an aggre­

gate wage value of nearly $97 �illion per Wep.K . 

These estimates of the potential economic "impacts of gas curtail­

ments are not totally comparable to the more comprehensive data derived 

from the 8G&E survey. However, a comparison ot� the two sets of stat.istics 

conce:rnina estimnt.e, of job:; lost lhI:ougl). curtaill!lent� indicates that 

the general statistical method e�t)mate is 22% below the extrapolated 

estimate from th.e QG&E su;rver data·  wh�n a 3 , 100. 000 mcf curtailment is 

evaluated and 47% above the p.xtrapolnted survey estimate· when a 100% 
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gas curtailment is assessed. While ·this comparison by no means validates 

the estimates previously presented in Table· 1 0 . 2 - 2 ,  it does lend support 

to these former estimates . Even if the economic impacts of a 3 , 100,000 mcf 

and a 7 , 100,000 mcf gas curtailment. were as much as half of those derived 

from the survey data, the implications would still be substanti a l .  

Under this assumption. the total value of lost income and production 

would be approximately $183 million per week if there were a 3, 100,000 mcf 

shortfall and $383 mil l ion i f  there were a 7.300,000 mcf gas deficit . 

Interview with Agencies · 

A number of state and regional agencies and organi zations �ere also 

contacted in an effort to obtain additional or supporting information on 

the economic implications of gas curtailments.  The following agencies 

and organizations were approached: 32 

• Baltimore City Chamber of Commerce 

• Baltimore County Chamher of Commerce 

• Baltimore Regional Planning Council 

• Howard County Chamber of Commerce 

• Maryland State Chamber of Commerce 

• Maryland Department of Economic and Community Development 

• Maryland Department 
, 

of Employment Security 

• Maryland Department of Labor and Industry 

• Maryland Department of Planning 

• Maryland Energy Policy Office 

• Maryland Public Service· CommQssion 

None of the agencies contacted had any useable information on the 

economic consequences of gas curtailment� in the Baltimore region . 
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Economic Effects - Energy Costs 

An evaluation has been prepared to show a comparison of fuel costs 

when other energy sources are used to offset the projected gas deficits.  

It  is  important to realize that these comparisons are based on the 

assumption that BG&E I S  "firm" customers are physically able to use fuels 

other than natural gas or SNG . 

The cost comparisons consider the use of propane, No. 2 fuel oil 

and electricity as alternatives to the use of natural gas and SNG. The 

actual financial comparisons are based on recent prices of these fuels 

in the Baltimore metropolitan area. These prices represent average 

current prices to commercial and industrial customers . Hence. certajn 

of the prices are lower' than what the average residential user would 

pay. The cost analysis considers two alternative gas shortfalls,  

3 , 100, 000 mcf and 7�300,OOO mcf. 

The results of the cost evaluation are shown in Table 10 .2-3 .  

The data indicate that if  a 3, 100�000 mcf gas shortfal l  were to be 

offset by the use of an alternative fue l ,  it would be most economical to 

purchase No. 2 fuel oil fol lowed hy propane . Electricity would he the 

only fuel source more expensive than SNG Wlder this deficit condition . 

On the other hand, if a 7 , 300,000 mcf gas shortfall were to occur, 

propane and e lectricity would both be more ' expensive than SNG . No. 2 

fuel oil would st.; 1 1  continue t.o bt: luote �conomie81 thaJl SNG . 

The �I)ove C'.o<;t compa.ri:1on vlIly takes i.nto account the del ivered 

fuel price to the consumer. User costs associated with the purchase ,  

installation and maintenance o f  a new enexgy system are not considered, 

nor are the user costs considered for modifying operatiulls and processes , 
adding additional fuel storage Or becoming part of a np.w diEtributiuual 

!>,Y"stem. j:'urtherlTlore, the cost comparison does not address the potential 

cost� to thf': fuel dbtributurs , eXpenses which could be signi fi cant. New 

stornee: fa�,ilitle3 and L.raIlspOrtation equ�pment .may be required. In 

certain cases, it may be  necessary- to const.;J:"l1ct a new refinery. In 

order to arrive at a ful l  comparison with the costs of SNG, all  of these 

additional cn�ts would have to be defined and considered. The inclusion 

• 
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TABLE 1 0 . 2 - 3  

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE ENERGY SOURCES 

Gas SuEE!l Estimates Usedl 

Design Winter Requirements for Firm Customers 

Estimate of Gas Supply (Absent Sollers Point SNG) 

Estimate of Gas Deficiency 

Cost Comparison of Using Alternative Sources of Energy 

to Offset Estimated Gas Deficiency2 (Rounded to 

Nearest $100, 000) 

Cost of Natural Gas and SNG 

Cost of Natural Gas �d Propane 

Cost of Natural Gas and No. 2 Fuel Oil 

Cost of Natural Gas and Electricity 

lCas supply estimates from Table 10 . 1 - 2 .  

' 2  Cost factors used: 

Winter 1977-1978 

54.089 , 000 mef 

51 ,007 , 000 mef 

3 , 082 , 000 mc£ 

$162 , 300,000 

$158 ,300 , 000 

$150,600,000 

$170,500,000 

Average Price of Natural Gas and SNG per 106 Btu (rolled in price) 
6 Average Cost of Natural Gas per 10 Btu 

Average Cost of Propane per 106 Btu 

Average Cost of No . 2 Fuel Oil per 106 Btu 

Average Cost of Elec.tricity per 106 Btu 

Winter 1980-1981 

54,089,000 mef 

46 ,B20,QOO mef 

7 , 269,000 mef 

$162, 300,000 

$169,000, 000 

$150, 900,000 

$197,900,000 

$ 3 . 00 

$ 2 . 7 8  

$ 5 . 35 

$ 2 . 86 

$9. 32 



of  these latter costs C04ld not be directly accomplished without ·detailed 

engineering studies of each customer that switches to an alternative 
fue l .  In addition, detailed studies of alternative fuel. supplies and 

producti'on capabilities would have to be undertaken . . Some indirect ·and 

generalized capital cost estimates have been developed, however. These 

estimates are based on the approximate cost of converting a home heating 
system that currently uses natural gas to one that uses No. 2 fuel oil 
or propane .  I t  should be noted that if  fuel switching were to occur, 

commerce and industry represen� the most likely candidate for pursuing 

such an action as they would be the first to be curtailed in the event 

of • gas Shortage . However, it i s  difficult to assess the capita) �Q5ts 

lissociated with fllel switching fn. these two sectors since physical 

conditions and p l ant processes differ significantly between companies. 
As a result � the capital cost analysis focuses on the residential sector . . . . '  .. 

where data ' is more readily available and physical conditions more 
generalizable. In short , th� residential sector has been used as a 

surrogate for the commercial and industrial sectors. Although there 

are obvious differences between industrial and residential customers, 
the use of the latter sector as a focal point for analysis should provide 

at least an order of magnitude estimate of what commerce and industry 
would have to invest i f  they were to switch fuels.  

There are approximately 546,054 residential dwelling units served 

by BG&E. 33 On the oa.:sis of data obtained from ct BG&E appliance satura­

tion survey conducted in December 1975 , coupled with BG&E estimates of 
residential space heating- requirements during a design winter, 34 it is 
estimated that there are appToximately 344 , 81 0  dwelling units in the 

service area that use e.:ls for space heating. TheSe residential units 
require about 26, 328 J 424 mcf of ga s for SPilC(-!; hp.�ting during 8 de�.i'g,H 

winter, or 76. 36 mef per user. 35 On the basis of this average con­

swnptiQIl statistic, a .3 , 100, 000 mcf gas shortfall  could be off::;et 
through the conversion of approximately 4 0 , 600 residential heating 
systems. Likewise. a 7 , 300, 000 mef shortfall could be offset through 

the conversion of approximately 95 , 600 residential heating systems. 
The National Oil Jobbers Council estimates that the cost of con­

verting a gas-fueled heating system to one that burns oii can range 
between $800 and $1250 depending on the type of heating system that is 
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c,urrently il1 place. The conversion of a forced hot air system wo�1d 

require an expenditure between $800 and $1050, while the costs of con-. 
36 verting a steam system would run between $1000 and $1250 . Assuming an 

average conversion cost of $1000 per unit ,  the capital cost of switching 

tQ oil fro� gas would total around $40 . 6  million if a 3, 100,000 mcf gas 

deficit were to be offset and $95 . 6  mil lion i f  a 7 , 300,000 mcf gas 

deficit were to be offset . I f  these capital costs wer.e amortized over 

a 10-year period at an interest rate of 10%, the annual constant payment 

woul,d be approximately $6 .4  mil lion on a $40.6 mil l ion debt and $ 1 5 . 2  mil lion 

on an $95 . 6  mi l lion debt . Taking these annual costs into consideration, 

along with the annual fuel cost savings that can be realized if oil  were 

used instead o f  gas, the net result is  that it would be more economical 

to switch to oil i f  a 3, 100, 000 mcf gas defic�t were to be offset 

through conversions. Under this condition, the annual custome� savings 

would total approximately $ 5 . 3  million. However, i f  a 7, 300,000 mcf gas 

deficit were to be offset in a similar fashion, the s.ubsequel1:t con-

version would result in a net annual lo.ss of approximately $ 3 . 8  million. 

A similar capital cost analysis was also performed in terms of a 
household converting its gas-fueled heating system to one that burns 

propane .  Capital cost estimates were obtained from several Baltimore 

propane dea1ers . 37 It was generally agreed that the necessary equipment 

changes and furnace modifications would cost between $100 and $200 per 

unit. Assuming an average conversion cost of $150, the capitai cost of 

switching to propane from gas would total around $6 . 1  mil lion i f  3 

3 , 100, 000 mcf gas deficit were to be offset and $14 . 3  mil lion if 3 ·  

7 , 300,000 mcf gas deficit were to be offset . Amortizing these costs 

over a 10-year period at an interest rate of 10% would result in the 

annual constant payments being approxima.tely- $ 1 . 0  million on a $ 6 . 1  

million debt and $ 2 . 3  mil li on on a $14 . 3  mil lion debt . Again , taking 

these annual costs into consideration al�ng �ith the annual fuel cost 

savings �hat can be realized i f  propane were used instead of gas, the 

net result is that it �ould be somewhat more economical to switch fuels . 

The net annual savings would am?unt to approximately $3 .0  mil lion i f  a _ 

3 , 100,000 mef gas deficit were to be offset by· residential fuel switch­

ing to . propane . On the other hand, there wQuld he a net annual loss o� 

$4 . 7  million if the gas deficit to be made up were 7 , 300, 000 mcf. 
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Although the energy cost comparison generally indicates that a 

residential custQmer could achieve a net cost savings through fuel 

switching to either No, 2 oil or propane, there are certain additional 

factors which may constrain· the feasibility of fuel "switching. In order 

to achieve the desired gas savings. between 4 1 , 000 and nearly 100,000 

residential space heating customers would have to switch fuels.  (The 

relative avai lability of oil and propane is discussed in· the Final 

Prograrnatic EIS £!!. the Allocation of SNG Feedstocks . August. 197 7 . )  Regard­

less of the long-term cost savings that may be achieved, it may prove 

difficult (and expensive) to persuade such large numbers of households 

to make the nel.:essary investment . Although fewer commercial and industrial 

customers would have t.o switch fuels in ortie:r to offset the projected 

gas shortfall.  there would likely be a similar logistical problem 

associated with implementation. 

Another problem related to fuel switching is t.he fact that propane 

i s  a regulated fue l .  If a 3 , 100,000 mcf gas deficit were to be offs�t · 

by propane in equivalent quantities to compensate for the difference in 

heat content, approximately 3 3 . 8  million gallons of ·propane would be 

required each winter . This sum wo�ld increase to 79 . 6  million gallons 

if a 7 , 300, 000 mcf gas deficit were to be offset· by propane . 

The switching from gas to No. 2 fuel oil will also create exter­

nalities; for example, air emissions would increase not only due to the 

characteristics of the fuel itself but a.1s(I due to. ·the· increa.5ed t.L"ut;k 

traffic that would be generated in order to deliver the oil to the 

customers . The air quality effects of �uel switching are analyzed 

below. 

Air Quality Effects 

If SNG is not available to offset natur�l gas shortAges. other 

fuels would have to be used t.o the extent the �Rr�bili ty I:t.x.i!;t� " 

Factors limiting these capabilities would include the feasibility for 

the individual customer to switch to an alternate fuel and the availability 

of the alternate fue l s .  In order to estimate the impact of fuel 5witc.hi.ng 

on air quality. emissions of air contaminants resulti.ng from the use of 

alternate fuels were calculated for the 8G&E service area. 
• 
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As previously indicated, design winter gas shortfalls could range 

from 3, 100, 000 mcf in 1977 and 1978 to 7 , 300. 000 mcf in 1980 and 1981 . 

An evaluation of the change in air contaminant emissions was performed 

using ( 1 )  propane to offset gas shortfalls , and (2) No. 2 fuel oil to 

offset gas shortfalls.  Propane and No. 2 oil are considered to be the 

fuels more likely to be used if  gas heating and process systems were to 

be retrofitted. While custome�s could use propane to offset short-term 

gas deficiencies, No. 2 oil would be the most likely fuel for the longer 

term in most cases . The ability of customers to switch to these fuels 

may be restricted in certain cases by physical factors such as space 

requirements for the storage and handling of alternate fuels or by 

financial considerations associated with the installation of new boilers 

and process equipment. 

The calculate
,
d change in air contaminant emissions due to fuel 

switching in response to natural gas shortfalls of 3., 100,000 mcf and 

7, 300,000 mcf are shown in Tables lO. ?-4 and 10. 2-5, respectively. The 

change in emissions presented in these tables repr�sents the calculated 

difference between the amount of air contaminant emissions produced 

through combustion of ' the deficit amount of natural gas and those emissions 

produced through the combustion of the equivalent amount of alternate 

fue l .  Air pollutant emission factors and a�sumed fuel characteristics 

used in this analysis are presented in Tables lO . 2-6 · and 1 0 . 2- 7 .  

I t  i s  difficult to directly relate a change in the quantity of air 

contaminant emissions shown in Tables 10. 2-4 and lO . f-S to a change in 

air quality. Many factors such as characteristics of the flue gases, 

(lJllnnnt of emissions from each source� topography", a.rrangement of nearby 

buildings and localized atmospheric di.spers1.on characteristics influence 

the way in which emissions aff"ect air quality. However, in general , ·  an 

increase in emissions of air contaminants will  tend to cause air quality 

to deteriorate.  As shown in Tables lQ. 2-4 and 1 0 . 2-5,  emissions from 

the comb.ustion o� natural gas and propane are virtuall� the same . No 

s.ignificant changes in air quality- wQuld be b.ro.ught a.bout by using 

propane as an alternate fuel . If No. 2 oil were u�ed to replace the gas 

curtai lments, sulfur emissions within the service area. in 1980-1981 would 

be approximately 1 .  5% gre�ter than 1975 emission leve l s .  The maximum 

changes in particulates and nitrogen oxides emissions are 0 . 9% and 0 . 7% .  
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TABLE 1 0 . 2  •• 
DtAHCE IN AIR COl-"'t-'MIIIIJfT EMISSIONS WITHIN mE BCeE SERVICE AREA Dl:E TO FUEL SWlTOlINC 

BASED ON A. rROJECTED CAS DEFICIT OF 3, 100,000 1110 

Ch8!lle in EIl!.5sions When No. 2 Fuel Oil is Used to Of bet Gas Deficit 

Chtnge in E�issions ir- Tc�/YeaT Percent Change in Ellli5510ns' 

Sulfur 
t!io"lde 

805.2 

Nitrogen 
Cb:ides 

542.5 

Carbon 
�no"ide 

ll.2 

Hydrocarbons 

2 1 .  6 

Particulates 

, .. 

Sulfur 
Dio"ide 

0.' 

Nitroaen 
Oddes 

0.' 

Carbon 
Monodde 

< 0 . 1  

Change i n  .allissions ,,"en Propane is Used to Of.het Cas [eHeit 
Chae,e in E,ussions in TO'''LYear Percent Chan.e in £_iuions' 

S.l£ur Nitroaen Carbon SlIl1'u NitTO,ell Carbon 
O�odde Oxides Pleno"ide itrdrourbons Particulates Dio"ide Oxides Honoldde 

' - '  65.1 -!:.5 -7.3 < D. J < D.l <'10.1 <-0.1 

Hydrocarbons 

< 0 . 1  

Hydrocarbons 

<.0.1 

·Percent c:h.naes in EIIIl$:jons .n baud on the 1975 &aimions InvlIIltory Report , Bureau of Air Quality and Nohe Control, Division of Progr .. Plannina 
and Ev.luetion, St.te O'f M.aTyland Depart_ent of He.ah .... .,d Mental Hygiene 
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TULE 10. 2·5 

OiAHGE IN .UR CONTAMINANT EMISSIONS WInIlH 1l1E aG�E SERVICE A1U:.A DUE TO fUEL SWITCHJNG 

6.1,SED ON A PROJECTED GAS DEFICtT OF 1, 300,000 IIIC! 

Ch�ge in Eclissitms �en Ho. 2 FUel Oil is Und to Offset Gas Deficit 

Chinle in Emissions in Tons/Year Percent Change in Emission$' 

Sulfur Nitrogen Carbon Sulfur NitrOlell Carbon 
Dioxide Oxides Monoxide Hydrocarbons Particulates Dioxide Oxides Monollide 

1,89S.6 1,277. 6 29. 6 . .  5 1 . 2 0.' 1 . 5. 0.7 < 0.1 

Chanle in fJlisdons When Propanll is Used to Offset Gas Deficit 

Change in E�issions in Tons/Year 

Sulfur 
Dioxide 

••• 

NitNlen 
'Oxide$ 

15].] 

Carbon 
Monoxide 

·il.1 

Hydrocarbons 

.17 .4 

Pa.rticulates 

0 . 1  
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Su.lfur 
Dioxide 

<
'

0 . 1  

Nitrolen 
Oxides 

0. 1 

Carbon 
Monoxide 

<-0.1 
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c 0 . 1  
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'Percent chanlel in emissions are based on the 1975 Eaission$ Inventory Report, Bureau of Air quality and Noise Control ,  Division o f  Program 
Planning and Evaluation, State of MarylanJ Oepa�tlllent of Health and �tental HYiiene. 
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TABLE 10. 2-6 

AIR E�ISSIONS FROM CO:�BUSTION OF NATURAL GAS AND ALEP.NATIVE FULES 

Fuel User and fuel 

Residential 

Natural gas 

Distillate Oil 

Conunercial 

Natural gas 

Distil late Oil 

Industrial 

N3.tul'al gas (firm�' 

Natural gas ( inteTruptible) 

Distillate Oil 

Propane (fj.�) 
Coal (contr�led/uncontrolled) 

Electric Utilities 

Pa.rticulates 

0 . 005-0 . 01 5  

O . lOB 

0 . 005-0 .01S  

0 . 108 

0 . 005-0.015 

0 . 005- 0 . 01 5  

0 . 108 

0 .0186 

0 .580/ 5 . 80 

Natural gas (boilers) 0. 005-0.015  

Natural gas (turbine�) 0 . 01 4  

Distillate Oil (bcile-rs) 0 . 058 

Residual Oil (baDen', 0 . ,054 

Coal (control]ed/��controlled) 0.72/ 7 . 2  

Propane 0.0186 

Pounds of Emissio�� per 106 Btu of Fuel 

S02 

0 . 0006 

0 . 52 

0 . 0006 

0 .52  

0 . 0006 

0 . 0006 

0 .52  

0 . 0022 

0 . 36/3 . 6  

0 . 0006 

0 . 0052 

0 . 56 

3 . 2  

0 . 36/ 3 . 6  

0 . 0022 

co 

0 . 020 

1) . 028 

0. 020 

0 . 028 

0 .017 

0 . 017  

0 . 028 

0 , 0164 

0 . 072 

( . ·n7 

( . 1 16  

( . 022 

0 . 020 

0. 036 

0. 0164 

NOX 

0 . 080 

0 . 28-0 .58 

0 . 120 

0 . 28-0 . 58 

0 . 12 - 0 . 24 

0 . 70 

0 . 28-0 . 58 

0 . 122 

0 . 536 

0 .70  

0 .42  

0 .76  

0 . 70 

0 . 64 

0. 122 

Hydrocarbons 

0 . 008 

0 . 022 

0 . 008 

0 . 022 

0 . 003 

0 . 003 

0 . 022 

0. 0032 

0 . 036 

0 . 001 

1 . 042 

0 . 0142 

0 .0134 

0 . 0108 

0 . 0032 
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TABLE 1 0 . 2 - 7  

FUEL CHARACTERISTICS ASSUMEO IN THE ANALYSIS 

;'lle 1 Characteristics . 
Soutce 

(See Below) 

Fuel oil for industrial use No . 2 distillate with 0 . 5%5 and 
140, 000 Btu/gal . 

1 

Fuel oil for residential use No . 2 distil late with 0 . 5\5 and 
140, 000 Btu/gal . 

Fuel oil for electric utilities No. 6 residual "dth 3%5 and 
150 , 000 Btu/gal .  

1 

Natural gas S content of32 . 000 
1 , 000 Btu/ ft 

. 6 3 grains/IO ft and 2 

Natural gas used in gas turbines S content of32 . DOO grains/106 ft3 and 3 

Propane 

Coal 

Sources : 1 .  

2 .  

3 .  

4 .  

1 , 000 Btu/ft 
3 5 content of 0 . 20 Ib/lO gal . •  and 9 1 , 500 Btu/gal . 3 

Pulverized, 1 2 . 53 wt t ash, 2 . 59 wt % 4 
S ,  and 14, 000 Btu/ l b .  Assume controls reduce 
emissions by 90 percent 

Environmerital Protection Agency. Compilation of Air Pollution Emission Factors . 
Second Edition, AP-42. April 1973 . 

Supplement No. 3 to Reference 1 ,  June 1974. 

Supplement No,. 4 to Reference I ,  January 1975 . 

University of Oklahoma, Energy Aiternatives , A Comparative Analysis.  May .1975. 



respectively. The change in emissions is of·  more concern in Baltimore 
City than in other areas, since concentrations of suspended particulates 
and sulfur dioxide have exceeded air quality standards at locations 
within the city. (Baltimore City is a nonattainment area for particulates 
but an attainment ar_ea' for SOi ' )  Therefore, any increase in particu­
lates and sulfur dioxide emissions . may be of concern. 

The estimates of changes in emissions are based on the assumption 
that gas deficits would be· offset by other fue l s .  I t  i s  also likely 
that some industrial and cOTTUTIerc"ial customers would totally switch to an 
a l  ternate fuel .  Thus. it is possible t·hat the actual increase in air 
contaminants would be higher . 

l L  shuuld be nuted that. indirect effects on air qual1ty may also 
result from the use of alternate fuels. Although no attempt has been 
made to quanti�y these impacts.; it is like1y that increased. truck 
traffiC would be required to deliver propane andlor oil to customers. 
This would contrlbute additional air contaminants to the atmosphere. 

10 . 2 . 2  Alternative of Reducing the Requested Naphtha Allocation 

Instead of denying the naphtha allocation, FpA �an elect to 
a quantity of naphtha which is less than that requested by BG&E. 

approve 
This 

action may be taken if PEA determines tha.t th.e teque�ted allocation 
would not be in keeping with the regula.tory· policies as enumerated in 
10 CFR 2 1 1 . 29 .  

BG&E ' s  Application for' Assignment requests that the company be 
allocated, 1 . 000. 000 barrels of naphtha per year until the spring of 1978 

when the allocation would be increased to 2 , 186, 000 barrels each year. 
On the basis of this feedstock reqlJest. 4 . 9.40.000 mc:f; of SNG could be 

produced during the winter of 19..77-1978 and 9 . 000,000 mcf during the 
winter of 1980-1981 .  ()Q,8QQ,OQQ mcf Qf· SNG could be produce.d with a 

2 . 1 86,0.0.0 barrel naphtha allocation ove):" 
during the five-month winter period, the 
will only, enable 9 . 0aO,Ooo mcf of SNG to 

It ' sj.:X-.-m(lnth period. However. 
design capacity of the plant 

38 be produced. } Based on a 

composite 'average ot: th.e t�l'ee set� Qf sup;ply" l'roj ectjons previously 

discussed in Section 10 . 1 . 2 , th� amount of naphtha requested hr 
_�&E 
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could provide more than enough SNG to offset the projected gas short­

falls during a design winter. The surplus would amount to approximately 

1 , 840, 000 mcf during the winter of 1977-1978 an� 1 ,699,035 mcf during 

the winter of 1980-1981 . Thus , approximately 3% of both the planned 

1977- 1978 and 1980-1981 output would represent surplus gas ,· I f  the 

composite gas supply projection is relatively correct and i f  firm gas 

requirements remain unchanged, a 63\ allocation during the winter of 

1977-1978 and a 68% allocation during the winter of 1980-1981 would 

p lace gas supplies and firm gas requirements during a design winter in 

equilibrium. The reduction of naphtha allocations to these levels would 

not create any additional impacts beyond those discussed previously in 

Chapter 5 .  The gas supply situation under various allocation levels is  

presented in Table 10 . 2-8. The data indicate that if  the al location 

were to fall below the equilibrium levels noted above, ga� shortfalls 

could occur. Under this latter condition, most of the site specific 

impacts discussed in Chapter 5 would still occur. Impacts within the 
service area would be a function of such factors as the degree of gas 

deficiencies that would exist; the specific customers in FPC categories 2 

and 3 that may be affected by such deficiencies; where each such cu�tomer 

is  located and the environmental conditions around their respective 

locations; and the manner in which each customer responds in an effort 

to offset gas deficiencies. Since most of these factors are not known, 
it is not possible to generalize as to the potentjal service area 

impacts associated with such environmental areas as land use, water 

quality, noise or ecology. Instead, the analysis focuses on more 

general considerat�ons re1atin� to economi.c and air quality effects.  

Economic Effects 

Reduced allocation of naphtha and th.us reduced availability of SNG 

affects the curtailments of gas to customers in FPC categories I ,  2 

and 3. I f  the feedstock allocation IS less than 63% in 1977-1978 and 

less than 68% in 1980- 1981. curtailments to customers would occur. A 
50\ allocation of naphtha would allow the SNG facility to produce about 

2 , 470, 0.00 mcf of synthetic natural gas in 1977-1978 and 5 , 399, 420 mcf in 

1980-1981 . This would result in a ga� deficiency to customers in FPC 

categoric� I ,  2 and 3 of about 63Q,000 �cf during the winter of 
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TABLE 10 , 2- 8  

ESTIMATES OF GAS SURPLUS OR DEFICIT 

UNDER ALTERNATIVE NAPHTHA ALLOCATIONS 

Projected Gas Shortfall Without 
Sollers Point SNG Facility 

SNG Produced Under Various 
Naphtha Al locations 

lOOt Allocation 

75\ Al location 

sot Al location 
25% Allocation 

Residual Gas Surplus (Shortfall) 

100% Allocation 
75% Allocation 
50% Allocation 

2S% Allocation 

BG&E Design BG&E Design 
Winter 1977-1978 Winter 1980-1981 

3. 100,000 mef 

"' . 9010, 000. me! 
3 , 70 5 , 000 mef 

,2. , 470, 000 mer 
1 , 235 , 000 mef 

1 , 840, 000 mef 

605, 000 mef 

( 630,000 mef) 
(I ,  865,000 mef) 
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7 , 300, 000 mef 

8 , 999,035 tII(;f, 
8 , 099, 1,30 mef 
5 , 399,420 ntt,;f 
2 , 699,710 mef 

1 , 69 9 , 035 mef 
799,130 mef 

( 1 , 900,580 me f) 

(4,600,290 mef) 



1977-1978 and a 1 , 900,580 mcf deficiency in 1980- �981 . A 25% allocation 

of naphtha would allow the SNG facility to produce about 1 , 235 , 000 mcf 

in 1977-1978 and 2 , 699, 710 mcf in 1980-1981 . This would result in a gas 

deficiency of about 1 , 86 5 , 000 mcf in 1977-1978 and 4.600,290 mcf in 

1980-1981. 

The economic impact of these levels of gas deficiencies is difficult 

to define since the impact would ?e dependent upon how the curtailment 

would be spread across the customers . Customers in FPC category 3, would 

be curtailed first followed by curtailments into FPC category 2 .  Further­

more, the impacts will be dependent upon the ability of industrial and 

commercial establishments in FPC categories 2 and 3 to accommodate 

periods of lower production due to gas shortages ; their ability to 

modify process and physical settings to allow for the use of an alter­

native fuel; and their financial situation in terms of the economic 

fea'sibility of fuel switching. In spite of these constraints,  some 

perspective on the range of economic impact that may potentially be 

created as a result of reduced allocations of naphtha are provide& in , 
Table '1 0 . 2 - 9 .  These estimates were derived through the interpolation of 

data presented earlier on Table 1 0 . 2 - 2 .  

The estimates contained on Table 10. 2-9 indicate that a 50% allo­

cation of naphtha would result in a gas curtailment of up to 630,000 mef 

during the winter of 1977-1978. If this were to occur, it  is estimated 

that over 36, 200 employees would be airectly affected through either 

layoffs or the placement of persons on short time. The weekly value of 

wages lost is estimated to be $5 million with the value of lost production 

estimated to be approximately $26 million per week . A 25% naphtha 

al location in 1977-1978 would have an even more substantial economic 

'impact. More than 430,000 employees �ould be either laid off or place'd 

on short time. Subsequent weekly- \!I_age losses are estimated to be in the 

vicinity of $45 million while tne �eeklr value of lost production is 

estimated to be in excess of $151 �illion. 

Table lQ. 2-9 also presents' sim:j..la:rIy- derived estimates o� the 

economic consequences of reduced naphtha allocations during the winter 

of 1980-1�8 l .  Based on BG&E 's  request for this period al�ng with 

estimates of the gas supply during that winter period, it is expected 

that a 50% allocation would result in a gas deficit of up to 1 �900,580 

mcf. If such a gas shortfall �ere tQ occur , more than 430 . 000 jobs 

10-35 



" 
? 
� 

" , " 

---

Level ·,f· N,.phtha. 
All'Jcation 

Estimated Ga! 
[)efitiEr!!::y 

(md) 

63\ . 0 
50\ \, fllO,OCC 
2S' ':::. ............. � ,865 , ceo . 

Level of Naph.tha Estimated Ga$ 
Allocation Deficiency 

(mef) 

'" 0 
SO, 1 , 900,580 
'" 4.600,290 

TABLE 10.2·9 

EOJNOMIC IMPACT Of REDUCED ALLOC.'TIONS 
WINTER 1977 - 1978 -

Est.imate of 5/0. of 
Employees �a�d Off 

Estll1\aU! of No. o'f 
EfIIJlloyees on Short Time 

Esti�lte of Weekly Value 
. 0:.'" Wages Lost. 

---

o 
19, 64') 

105,54') 

o 
'16,64. 

l25,898 

........... 

lOONOMIC lMPACT OF REDUCED ALLOC>.T1ON5 
WINTER 1980 - 1981 

o 
$ 5 million 
$':5 million 

Est.�at.e of Uo. of Est.ilnJ.t.e of No. of Estimat e of. We�kly Value 
Employee, La�d Off Employees on Short Time of w:ages Lost 

0 0 0 
109,155 321,135 $ 46 millior'l 
274.l:'5 79.691 $102 mill ion 

Est.imate of Weekly Value 
of Lost. Product.ion 

o 
$ 26 1Oillion 
$151 lIIillion 

Estimate of Weekly Value 
of Lost Production 

0 
$iSS million 
$429 lIIillion 



would be in j eopardy. These jobs currently have an aggregate weekly 

wage value of $46 mil l ion. The weekly value of production lost as a 

result of a 1 , 900 , 580 mcf gas deficit is estimated to be in excess of 

$155 million. A 25% naphtha al location in 1980-1981 would result in 

over 354, 000 employees affected through either layoffs or the placement 

of persons on short time. The weekly value of wages lost is estimated 

to be about $102 mill ion while the weekly value of lost production is 

estimated to be ne�rly $430 million. 

Some of the negative economic implications of reduced naphtha 

allocations could be partially offset through fuel switching on th� part 

o f  those who may face gas curtailments which may occur i f  the naphtha 

allocation was reduced below 63% during the winter of 1977-1978 and 

below 68% during the winter of 1980-1981. Fuel switching would have 

other ramifications, however. Current users of gas would have to bear 

certain capital costs in order to modify or change existing heating and 

process equipment. Assuming that this would be financially and physic­

ally feasible,  the use of certain alternative fuels ,  particularlt No. 2 

oil,  woul� result in increased air emissions . 

Air Quality Effects 

Reduced allocation of naphtha would cause the proposep SNG plant to 

reduce its periods of operation. This would reduce the longer term 

average ambient concentrations of contaminants contributed by the SNG 

. plant. It would not, however,  affect the level of short-term (24-hour, 

3-hour or I -hour) concentrations presented in Section 5 . 4 .  As the 

amount of naphtha is reduced, the total quantity of emissions from the 

plant would be reduced. These quantities are shown in Table 10. 2-10. 

The more far-reaching effect is the use of propane or oil by 

industries affected by gas deficiencies. In order to show the overall 

effect, it was assumed that shortages in gas resulting from reduced 

naphtha allocation would be made up by the use of propane or No. 2 fuel 

oil . The resulting emissions from the use of these alternate fuels· were 

discussed in detail in Section 10 . 2 .  I n  summary, propane as an alter­

n�te fuel,  if available and feasible for the industrial uses, would have 

little effect upon air quality levels .  The emissions from the combus­

tion of propane are similar to those of natural gas. No. 2 oil. howeverJ 
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TABLE 10.2-10 

AIR CONTAMINANT EMISSIONS FROM TIlE SOLLEF.S POI'IT 
SNG FACILITY A& TIlEY RELATE TO VARIOUS NAPIfIlLO. ALLO:ATIONS 

Pollution Emissions (lbs/year) 

Hrdrocarbons 
and 

Sulfur Oxides· Nitrogen Oxides Carbon Monoxide 

Winter 1977 - 197.3 

Full Al location·* 570 , 72 0  153,504 25, S84 
75% Allocation 431 , 520 116, 064 19, 344 

50% Al location 285,360 76,752 1 2 , 792 

25% Al location 146, 160 39 , 3 1 2  6,552 

Winter 1980 - 1 9 8 1  

Full Allocaticn** 1 , 25 2 , 800 336,960 56,160 

75% Al l ocatic·n 939,600 252 , 720 42, 120 

50% Al locatiCrn 626,400 168,480 28 , OEO 

25% Allocaticn 3 1 3 , 200 84,240 14 , 040 

*SNG facility emissions based on those described in Section 3 . 4  

· ·Normal operations during 1977-1978 is based on 82 days of oper�tio� 
Normal operations during 1980-1981" is based on 180 days of operation 

Particulate 
Matter 

1 9 , 680 

1 4 , 880 

9, 840 

5 . 040 

43, 200 

32,400 

21, 600 

1 0 , 800 



would cause an increased effect if used as an energy replacement for 

natural gas, since air contaminant emissions from the, combustion of oil 

are markedly higher. Therefore, as the gas deficit increases and oil 

were used as an alternative, aii quality deterioration would increase. 

Truck traffic required to deliver propane and oil  would contribute an 

additional air contaminant burden. 

10. 2 . 3  Alternative of Contro l l ing Gas Usage by Changing Pricing 

Policies 

The use of new pricing pOlicies is being considered by agencies of 

the federal government as a means of changing existing patterns of fuel 

consumption. Rate st-ructures have been suggested which involve the 

charging of a flat rate for each mcf of gas used; increasing the cost of 

gas when consumption extends above a ,designated threshold level ;  or 

increasing the cost of gas as usage increases. These schemes all 

represent potential methods ' for creating economic incentives for indus­

trial and commercial customers to switch from, gas to other forms 'of 

energy or to conserve gas use. 

However, customers in FPC Cat ��ories I ,  2 and 3 represent individuals 

and firms who do not have the capability to burn an alternate fuel on a 

c�ntinuing basis. Therefore, a modification of pricing policies would 

probably not be fully effective in altering the fuel use patterns of 

these customers. Since these customers are the ones who will  be served 

by the Sollers Point SNG facility, a modification in pricing policies 

would probably not eliminate the need for the SNG facility. 

It  is  still expected, however, that given the proper incentive, 

whether it be a penalty for high gas use or financial assistance for 

making modifications to existing energy systems , some of 8G&E ' s  indus­

trial customers in FPC Categor-ies 2 and 3 would switch to different 

forms of energy. 

If BG&E customers were to switch from gas to oil or electricity 

produced by burning coal, the fuels used would create an even greater 

potential for significant environmental impacts to occur. Natural gas 

or synthetic gas is  the cleanest, most environmental ly acceptable fue l . 

For example .  typical air emission rates for natural gas, No . 2 fuel oil  

and coal used in boilers and heaters are as follows. 
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502 NO Particulates 
Ib/106 Bt� Ib/IO' Btu Ib/106 Btu 

Natural Gas 0. 0006 0 . 2  0 . 015 

No. 2 Fuel Oil 0 . 5 2  0 . 3  O .  I 

Coal 1 . 2  0 . 7  0 . 1  

. 

These emission factors are based on performance standards and expected 

operating characteristics as�ociated with each of the t.hree fuel s .  

This table. shows that on a basis of heat" input. natural gas results in 

signi ficant ly lower quantities of air contaminants. Since .gas can also 

be burned more efficiently. more heat would have to be generat-ed by the 

alternative fuels  in order to achieve the same thermal results.  Furthermore 7 

the substitution" of electricity (either nuclear or fossil  fuelep) for 

energy supplied by gas cre<ite!S ItS own un14u� .st:!l uf cllvl:(onmc.ntnl 

impacts. Therefore. based on these generalized considerations. changing 

pricing ,poli cies may not reduce the need for the FEA ' s  action and could 

resul t in 'the creation of increased environmental impacts. 

1 U . 3 Design Alternatives 

10. 3 . 1  Alternative of Moving the Sollers Point SNG Facility to 

a Different Site 

The SNG facility was constructed on Sollers Point p-l'iOl" to the 

requirement of an Environmental impact Statement . impacts a$sociatcd 

with preparation of the site and constructiOn of the facility have 

already occurred . No further consideration has been given to the 

environmental effects of using a different site for the SNG facility 

because use of anoth�.r site would require unnecessary repetition of 

environmental impacts that have already occurred .  It is also believed 

that there would be no significant' environmental benefit gained i f  the 

Sollers Point site abandoned. 

Prior to selection of the Sollers POlnt site, BG&E did -evaluate 

their needs for a proper site for the SNG facility. The main criteria 

of location on a navigable body of water for naphtha shipments, industrial 

zoning and within the service area narrowed, the choices to the Baltimore 

metropolitan -area. The Sollers Point site was j udged -to be suitable for 
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the SNG facility because of its availability, industrial zoning, presence 

of a large unloading facility, presence of utilities, adequacy of size 

to construct the facility and provide a buffer zone , potential for a gas 

l ine to pass through the s"ite and the environmental insensitivity of the 

area. 

10. 3 . 2  Alternative of Additional Air Pollution Control Systems 

The gases and particulate emissions that are associated with an SNG 

p lant have been limited by the cOlntrol systems incorporated into the 

p lant design. The use of the fla:re system, low sulfur fue l ,  particulate 

collectors , SUlfur recovery systeln and stack height has limited gas and 

particulate emissions to a relatively small environmental impact. There 

are additional air pollution cont:rol systems that are available which 

could be incorporated into the design of the SNG faci lity. These include 

such items as : 

• electrostatic precipitators, wet collectors or baghouses for 

particulate control;  

• flue gas desulfurizatiorl processes for sulfur dioxide control ;  

• a carbonyl sulfide hydrolysis step to remove this gas from the 

Stretford unit ;  

• the addition and/or substitution of a Claus recovery system; 

and 

• the consumpti0r:t of alte:mative fuel s  in the direct and indirect 

heaters . 

The use of an alternative partic� .. date collection system on the flue 

gases from the boilers and superhj�aters could further reduce the indicated 

particulate emissions. Such a system could increase the particulate 

collection efficiency to approximately 90%. The environmental impact 

due to the addition of such a system would be to reduce the contribution 

to the ambitmt air quality tram approximately 14% to 3% of the more 

stringent nondeterioration regula1:ions: This reduction in environmental 

impact would require a significant increase in capital outlay for equipment 

and increase in operating cost dUE� .to the required power and additional 
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maintenance for wet collectors and baghouses at a substantial cost . In 

addition, scrubbers present the problems associated with wastewater 

treatment and disposal . Since the particulate emissions and resultant 

air quality concentrations will comply with the most stringent standards , 

the economic penalty of further control does not seem warranted. 

Various flue gas desulfu.rization processes, which could reduce the 

sulfur dioxide emissions from the oil-fired boilers, are available. 

Since these boiler units will be burning a low sulfur fuel oil, the 

associated sulfur dioxide emissions will be relatively low (approxi­

mately 300 ppm) . Even with this low flue gas concentration, additional 

l"�Jljoval of approximately 90% of thet sul fur dioxide can be achieved with 

a flue gas desulfurization system. A similar reduction could also be 

expected in the resulting contribution to the ambient air quality. Such 

a reduction would reduce a minimal impact (significantly below the more 

stringent nondeterioration regulations) to an insignificant impact. The 

cost of, such a control system is �onseTvatively estimated at $650,000 

(to con�rol two boiler units) or approximately 43\ of the cost of the 

boiler units . The most popular flue gas desulfurization process is the 

throwaway typeJ which results in a spent absorban:t and scrubbi.ng slurry 

s ludge that must be disposed of in an environmentally acceptable manner . 

The concept presently considered most environmenta.lly acceptable is to 

filter and chemically fix the slurry sludge, landfill the dewatered 

solids (Inri "tl"p.at. the recov�red wastewater prior to recycling and/or 
discha.rge. Th.ese secondary· control measures would impose additional 

costs, land use and auxiliary control system requirements on the SNG 

plant resulting in additional environmental impact . In view of the 

predicteu compliance with even the most stringent regulations , the 

imposition of additional controls for sulfur dioxide seems unwarranted . 

It is possible that a carhonr1 sultide hydrolysis stt:p c.;uulll be: lidded to 

the Stretford desulfurizati.on lDlit. CarbQnyl sUlfide is not affected by 

th.e :;tretford unit and l:�fI(.h; to pass thrcUleh . A" �ndicated in the 

Description of the proposed Action in Section 3 . 3. the carbonyl SUlfide 

concentrations are expected to be ins.i�i�icant . There�ore. additional 

control equipment for carbonyl �ulfide is not necess�ry . 

. Another type of sulfur recovery process that can be used either 

with or in place of the Stretfoxd process is the Claus �ro�es s .  In 
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order to be effective and practical , the C�aus process is  generally not 

used for hydrogen" sulfide concentrations below 10%.  Since the gas 

stream to the Stretford unit will contain about 10% hydrogen sulfide, 

the process is of marginal value for application of a Claus process .  As 

an additional system, the Claus process could be expected to provide 

minimal benefit, and as a substitute system the Claus process would 

barely be effective or practical . 

The steam boilers could alternatively be fired with a No. 6 residual 

fuel oil with a lower sulfur conten.t
· than that of the proposed fuel or a 

distillate fuel oil .  The impact on particulate emission levels would 

not be affected significantly due tQ the low ash content of the proposed 

fuel ; however, sulfur dioxide levels could be reduced significantly.  

These fuels are not only higher in cost, but are also. in high demand for 

commercial and residential space heating. Therefore, the utilization of 

such low sulfur fuels in an industrial process is �ot considered their 

most economic use, and additionally, the overal l  env�.ronmental impact is  

essentially minimized by conserving such fuels and allocating them for 

space heating facilities where air quality controls are least apt to be 

available. Use of either naphtha or product gas in the boilers is also 

seen as a less acceptable alternative. The process heaters are so 

designed that they must be fired by either- gas or light fraction hydro­

carbons, such as naphtha, hence, residual or distillate fuels are not 

alternative fuels.  

10. 3 . 3  Alternative Additional Water Pollution Control Systems 

The l iquid wastes associated with the BG&E SNG facility wil l  

generally be of low flow, both intermittent and continuous. The plant 

is designed to treat the liquid wastes containing inorganic salts or oil 

by a neutrali zation tank and an oil -water separator, respectively. 

Subsequent to treatment , these wastes wil l  be transported to an equi li­

zation pond for eventual discharge to the Baltimore Harbor. The equi l ­

i zation pond i s  used to neg�te the shoc� impact that could result due t.o 
·the infermittent nature of the l iquid discharges . Since the resulting 

l iquid discharges are low in flow (the expected average daily flow of 

57, 600 gallons meet the requirements for a NPDES permit and will be 

limited primarily to dissolved solids ) ,  further control design was not 

included. 
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The only additional control design that could be included would be 

to eliminate even this relatively small liquid discharge. Design 

schemes to eliminate essentially dissolved solids could include : 

• evaporation, 

• disti llation, 

• revers.e osmosis and 

• electrodialysis.  

Evaporation and distillation would result in the evaporation of the 

l iquid and solid waste residue to dispose in an acceptable manner. 

Reverse osmosis and electrodialysis would involve cation-anion exchange 

resins to separate the dissolved solids from the Waste stn!ii.lft, which 

could then be returned for use in the �NG process. Evaporation could be 
accomplished w�th greatly expanded ponding capabilities . Large land 

areas
· 

to establish evaporation ponds are not available within Baltimore 

County; however, the use of distillation, reverse osmosis, or electro­

dialysis techniques would r�quire significant additional power use and 

equipment . Since the purpose of this SNG facility is to supplement 

existing energy requi�ements, it is not reasonable ·to impose additional 

energy requirements on the plant, especially for the amount and type of 

discharge involved. 

I O . �  CQn5ervation of Natural Gas 

Conservation is evaluated in order to determine the feasibility of 

this approach as an alternative to the operation of the Sollers Point 

SNG facUity. 

,The analysis of the conservation alternative is based on a litera­

ture review and is divided into three basic subsections . The first part 

<ir.vnlops 9stirnatE'ts of potentia'!. R� �avj.ngs within the BG&E service area 

that could be re.alized by- residential , industrial and commercial 

customers designated as being within FPC Priority of Service Categories 1 ,  

2 and 3 .  lThe specific defini tiQns of these three FPC cat_egories are 

contained in Appendix A.l These estimates represent achievable gas 

sayings assumi.ng the proper incentives ",ere available and that the 

various end users were su�ficientlr motivated to conserve . Estimates of 
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the possible direct costs to the consumer to realize such sav�ngs, 

exclusive of possible implement�tion costs to SG&E. follow. 

The second part of this section focuses on the feasibility of 

achieving the estimated potenti·al gas savings within the service area. 

This latter evaluation reviews various mechanisms that. have been sug­

gested to achieve energy conservation. 

The third part of this section briefly discusses the feasibility of 

gas conservation being used to offset the need for the' SNG facility" and 

how environmental impacts in · the 8G&E service area would change if 

conservation measures were implemented. 

10. 4 . 1  Potential Gas Savings for Resid�nti�l Customers 

During a normal winter of 3 , 979 degree day s ,  8G&E ' s  firm residen-
39 tial customers require 31 , 465.827 mcf of gas. During a design winter 

. . 

of 4 , 894 degree days, BG&E ' s  residential customers require about 36, 975 . 240 mcf 

of gas � 40 Based o� statistics. prepar�d by Sd&E. it has been estimated 
.' 

that the distribution of gas consumption by residential end use during a 

normal winter is as follows ; 41 

End Use % Normal Winter (mcf) 

Space Heating. 69. 4 2 1 , 843..,.],:1.6 

Water Heating· 1 8 . 4  5 , 773 , 289 

Cooking 6 . 1 1 , 924. 396 

Clothes Drying 1 . 2  384,859 

Other 4 . 9  1 , 539,537 

Total 100 . 0  31 ,465, 827 

Although no end use gas consumption data is available for a design 

winter, gas consumption other than for space heating and to a lesser 

extent water .heating remains essenhally unchanged, regardless cif outside 

t emperature. I f  -it is as'sumed that 90% of the 5 , 509 , 4 1 3  mcf increase in 

design winter gas consumption is attributable to space heating require­

mEmts and the remaining 10% to water heating, then the distribution of 

gas requirements for residential purposes during a design winter would 

be . as follows : 
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End Use % Design Winter (mcf) 

Space Heating " 2 . S  26,802 , 218 

Water Heating 1 7 . 1  6 , 324, 230 

Cooking 5 . 2  1 , 924, 396 

Clothes Drying 1 . 0  384,859 

Other 4 . 2  I , S39 , S37 
---

Total 100 . 0  36, 975 , 240 

On the basis of the above s;tatistics regarding residential end 

uses, it is clear that the majority of the gas consumed by the resi­

dential sector is devoted to spa,ce and wat.er heating ,which together 

account for nearly 90% of the teltal gas requirements of this customer 

group. I f  substantial gas savings are to be achieved in the near term 

('" 1980) , attentj.on must be give�n to the areas of space and water heating. 

since these two end uses have the largest absolute potential for signi­

ficant gas savings .  Although the literature reveals a variety of techniques 

avai lable for reducing gas used for space and water - heating. the 

following seven measures are considered to be the most cost-effective. 

Space Heating Conservation Techniques 

1)  daytime thermostat set.back from nOF to 68°F; 

2) nighttime thermostat setback from 68°F to 63°F; 

3) ("1111 1 1<"  and weathfi!Tstrip windows and dooT5 ; 

4) insulation of attic space and 

5) installation of storm windows . 

Water Heater Conservation Techniques 

6) reduction of hot water temperature from ISO°F to 1 10°F and 

7) insulation of water he,ater. 

The following subsections d.iscuss each o f  the above listed conser­

vation measures and provides estimates of how much gas could be poten­

tially saved each year i f  each measure was implemented throughout the 

8G&E service area by all of its residential customers . The direct cost 
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to the customer for undertaking these conservation measures is also 

estimated. These latter calculations do not reflect the potential cost 

to 8G&E for implementation (i . e . ,  the costs of conducting a program to 

motivate its customers to actually implement each measure) . Where 

possible, the direct cost to the residential customer is  based upon the 

least cost method of achievement ,  which in most cases implies a do-it­

yourself home proj ect. The use of outside contractors could easily 

double or triple the cost estimate provided herein. 

Table 1 0 . 4 - 1  provides a summary of the residential conservation 

potential analysi s .  The data shows the individual and cumulative effect 

of each of the seven conservation measures considered on gas savings and 

direct costs to the consumer. Assuming that each of the seven measures 

were undertaken by all 8G&E residential customers, where appropriate, it 

has been estimated that the annual gas savings potentially achievable is 

1 1 , 6 1 8 , 309 mcf or 31% of a design winter's  total residential gas require­

ments . The associated direct, one-time customer costs for achieving 

these savings is  estimated to be approximately $105 . 2  million. The 

derivation of these estimates along with the assumptions used are dis­

cussed below. 

Space Heating Gas Conservation 

There are approximately 546,054 residential dwel l ing units served 

by 8G&E. 42 On the basis of data obtained from a BG&E appliance satur­

ation survey, conducted in December, 1975, it is  estimated that each 

dwelling unit which uses gas for space heating consumes about 63 . 35 mcf 

per heating season. 43 Assuming this consumption factor reflects an 

average winter pat"tern, there are .:lpproximately 344,810 dwel l ing units 

in the serv.ice area which are heated by gas (21 , 843,746 mcf normal 

winter space heating gas requirements/63 . 35 mef per dwelling) . Thus , 

approximately 63% of all residential dwellings served by BG&E use gas 

for space heating. The remaining 37% use gas for other purposes such as 

hot water and cooking only. 

It was previousl y  estima.ted that DO�[ ' !:i  residential customers 

require 2 6 , 802. 218 mcf of gas for space heating purposes during a design 

winter . There are five practical measures which a residential custom�r 
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TABLE 10.4-1  

ROSlDENTIAL CONSERVATION POTENTIAL SUNMARY 

Conservation f.1easure 

Space Hea"t:'ng Measures 

1 .  Daytime thermostat reduction 
(72°F to 6S0F) 

2. Nighttime thermostat setback 
(6S0F to 63'F) 

3. Caulking an1 weatherstripping 

4 .  Attic insulation 

S .  Storm windows 

Hot Water Heating MeasUTe� 

6. ]nsulation of water heater 

7. Temperature reduction 
( l50·oF to 1I0·F) 

Total (Measures 1-7)  

Estimated Annual 
Gas Savings (mcf) 

9 . 108 . �c4 

3 , 21 6 , 266 

1 , 65 1 , 017  

2 . 1 9 3 , 434 

1 , 808 , 837 

236,710 

2 , 5 1 1 , 985 

1 , 992 , : 33 

519,852 

1 1 , 618, 309 

Estimated" Direct Cost 
to' the Consumer ($) � 

$ 95 . 3  mi llion 

No cost 

$ 1 4 . 6  mill ion 

$ 31 . 0  mil l ion 

$ 39.4  mil l ion 

$ 1 0 . 3  mill ion 

� 9 . 9  mi l l ion 

S 9 . 9  mil lion 

No cost 

$105 . 2  mil l ion 



could implement in order to gain a significant reduction in space heat­

ing gas consumption. Each of these measures is described below. 

The first step that can be taken is to reduce daytime interior home 

temperatures from 72°F to 68°F , This effort would produce a savings of 

about 3% per degree setback, for a total savings of about 12% i f  thermo-
44 stats were turned back a full 4 degrees . There is no direct cost to 

the consumer to achieve this gas savings,  Implementing thi's measure 

throughout the BG&E service area could yield a total gas savings of 

3 , 2 16 , 266 mcf each year . This would leave a total gas usage for space 

heating purposes of 2 3 , 585 , 952 mcf ' (26,802,2l8 less 3 ,216 , 266 mcf) , a 

residual amount that could be further reduced through implementing other 

conservation measures . 

The second step that can be taken is to f:�rther setback household 

thermostats by 5 degrees during sleeping hours (i . e . , from 68°F to 
45 63°F) , a measure which could save about 7% of gas usage . I f  this 

conservation measure were undertaken throughout the service area, the 

total gas savings would amount to an additional 1 , 65'1',017 mc( (7% of 

23. 585,952 mcf) . The cost of implementing a nighttime thermostat set­

back could be zero if done manually or about $80 to $90 if an automatic 

device �s purchased and installed, 46 I f  it is assumed that 50% of the 

residential users purchase an automatic device while the remaining 50% 

choose to implement the nighttime temperature setback manually, the 

total direct cost for implementing this measure would be about $14 . 6  

mil lion (172 ,405 dwellings x $85) . 

The thlrd conservation step involves the caulking and weather­

stripping of homes in order to prevent the infiltration of cold air. It 

has been estimated thRt this mcagur� �uuld save about 10% in gas usage 

with an average do-it-yourself cost of approximately $90. 47 If a l l  

residential households were to implement this measure, the total gas 

savings would be 2 , 193,494 mef (10% of 2 1 , 934 , 935 mcf) , leaving a resi­

dual of 19, 741 , 441 mef if all space heated homeowners caulked and 

weatherstripped their dwelling as well as implemented the two previously 

described thermostat reduction proc.edu'ces. The aggregate consumer cost 

for caulking and weatherstripping is estimated to be around $31 mi llion 

(344 ,810  dwellings x $90) . 
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Further reductions in gas usage for space heat can be obtained 

through the installation of attic insulation and storm windows . Esti­

mates of the quantities of gas that could be saved through the imple­

mentation o f  these two measures require service area specific data on 

dwel l in g  unit size and construction as well as information on the extent 

to which insulation and· storm windows are already in place. Since this 

data is no� presently available for the BG&E service area, an order of 

magnitude estimate can be derived through the use of Indiana Gas Company 

(IGC) customer survey data and FEA model home statistics. 48 

IGC conducted a s�ple survey of its residential customers in 1975. 

This sUl'vey found that approximately 26% of all homes had little to no 

ceiling insulation; 38% had up to four inches ; and 36% had five or more 

inches. 49 Adding six inches of ceiling insulatiOl\ to the FEA model home 

would save 22% of the fuel used for heating. 50 I f  26% of all BG&E 

residential units have little to no ceiling insulation and i f  this group 

o f  dwellings consume 26% of all gas used for residential space heating 

purposes, the addition of six inches of insulation to these homes could 

s ave a total of 1 , 026,555 mcf annually ( 1 9 , 741 , 441 mcf x 0 . 26 x 0 . 22) . 

Adding two inches of insulation to homes already 

inches would save about l l t  of the fuel used for 

having up to 

h . 5 1  eatlng. 

four 

I f  38% of 

all  8G&E homes had four inches of insulation already, and if this group 

of dwel lings consume 38% of the gas used for space heating, the addition 

uf two more int;"hp..c; of insulation could sa.ve a total of 782,282 mcf 

( 1 8 , 714, 886 mcf ":t n. 38 X 0 . 1 1 ) . Residential customer!> a.lre�(1y having 

five or more inches of insulat.ion probably would not add any furlller 
insulation, so no savings has been attributed to this group of customers. 

Thus, the total quantities of gas in the BG&.E service area which could 

be saved through the instaliation of all.i.e irt.::;ul�Ll"J'I i � estim(lt.ed to be 

1 , 870,342 mcf. The cost of adding slA illChcJ of ��; l i n� insulation to a 

1 , 250 sqUare foot attic on R do-it-yourself basis would be around $220, 

while the cost of adding two to fmlr inches would be approximately 

$150. 52 Thus, the total direct cost to the consumer for achieving the 

1 , 808,837 mcf gas savings through the �ddition of attic insulation would 

be approx.imately $39 . 4  mnlion r (344 , 810 units x 0 . 26 x $200) + (344 , 810 _unlts 

x 0. 38 x $150) ] .  

The final space heating conservation measure is  the "insta:t l atian of 

storm windows in order to help prevent air infiltration and reduce heat 
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transmission. The implementation of this measure can achieve gas sav­

ings of about 11%. 53  The. IGC survey indicated that about 88% of its 

residential customers already had storm windows and doors , and that the 

remaining 12% either do not have storm windows or did not respond to the 

survey. I f  it is assumed that this latter 12% do not have storm windows 

and if it is  further assumed that a similar proportion of 8G&E ' s  resi­

dential customers are likewise without storm windows, then this group of 

customers could achieve a total gas savings of around 236 , 710 mcf 

( 1 7 , 93 2 , 604 mcf x 0. 12 x 0 . 1 1 ) . I f  each residential customer without" 

stonn windows had ten triple-track windows installed. at" a cost of 
U . 

$25 each. the total investment would be approximately $10 . 3  million 

(344 , 810 units x 0. 12 x 10 x $25) . 

The cumulative effect of implementing all of the preceding five 

measures would be the achievement of an annual gas savings of around 

9 , 1 06 , 324 mcf or approximately 34% of the gas currently used for resi­

dential space heating. The total cost to the consumer for achieving 

this 9 million mcf gas savings is estimated to be a one-time �xpenditure 

of approximately $95 million. 

Water Heating Gas Conservation 

On the basis of the previously described BG&E appliance saturation 

survey, it was found that each dwelling unit which uses gas for the 

purpose of heating water consumes about 1 2 . 97 mcf per heating season. 55 

Assuming that this consumption factor reflects an average winter 

pattern, there are approximately 442 , 042 dwelling units in the service 

area with gas hot water heaters (5,733, 289 mcf normal winter water 

heating requirements/ 1 2 . 97 mcf per heater) . 

It was previously estimated that BG&E ' s  residential customers 

require 6 , 324,230 mcf of gas for hot water heating during a design 

winter. There are two practical measures which a residential customer 

can implement ih order to achieve a reduction in gas consumed for hot 

water heating, Each of these measures is described below. 

Insulating a water heater with seven inches of insulation can save 
56 an average of 35% of the fuel used to heat the water. " This applies to 

water heaters that are placed in portions of a house that are not used, 
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in which case heat given off by the water heater is normally l ost . If 

it is  assumed that 90% of all hot water heaters are situated so that 

their waste heat is not usable,  then those residences can benefit from a 

35% fuel savings on fuel for water heating. Based on a total gas use of 

6 . 324,230 mef for BG&E reside'ntial water heating requirement� . the 

savings could be about 1 . 992, 133 mef (6,324,230 mef x 0 . 90 x 0 . 3S ) . 

This savings would cost the c:onsumer about $25 per water heater. 57 

Based on this estimate and the fact that an estimated 442,042 residen­

tial customers have gas hot ",'ater heaters . the total cost to insulate 

90% of these heaters would be about $9.9  million. 

Further gas savings of about 15% can be achieved if the temperature 

ot the hot water is l'euuceu lu 1109[. . 58 Thi3 tempcraturo i!; general ly 

satisfactory for most uses as opposed to the usual setting of 1400 to 

lSODF .  (The higher temperatu.res are needed for automat1C d�shwa�hers 

'and very i 1 1  persons susceptible to infection . )  Since oniy about 20% of 

the people in the Baltimore rn.etropolitan area have automatic dishwashers , 

i t  has been estimated that 80% of all  BG&E residential hot water customers 

can achieve additional savings through lowering water temperatures .  59 

Since the total gas used for water heating in the service area would be 

about 4, 332,097 mcf after heater insulation is installed, the extra 15% 

savings would amount to 519 , 852 mcf (4,332 . 097 mef x 0 . 80 x O . lS) . 

There would be no cost to the consumer. 

The implementation of the above twu measures would yield a total 

gas savings of about 2.511.985 mcf annually o� nearly 40% of the gas 

currently used for hot water. The one-time cost to the consumer for 

implementation is estimated to be approximately $ 9 . 9  million. 

Other Measures-

Several additional conservation techniques include the following : 

• flue gas heat excha'nger, which extracts heat from flue gases 

before they pass up the chimney; 

• total wall insulation; 

• crawl space and foundation insulation; 

• installation of automatic ignitions on furnaces , which turns 

on the pilot light only when it is needed; 
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• automatic flue gas damper, which prevents warm air from going 

up the chimney when the furnace is idle; 

• purchase of new, more efficient gas ranges and 

• install ing solar heaters . 

Most of these conservation measures,  while feas�ble, would be imple­

mented only after the other steps have been taken . . Longer payback 

periods , higher capital cost and possible hazards would prevent these 

steps from being considered first-choice conservation steps. 

10. 4 . 2  Potential Gas Savings for Industrial and Commercial 

Customers 

During a d7sign winter, BG&E ' s  firm commercial and industrial 

customers require 17 , 1 1 3 , 760 mcf 'of gas. 

of these gas requirements by sector is as 

Industrial 

Commercial 

Total 

The approximate 
60 follows : 

distribution 

. 6 , 558,561 . mcf 

10 ;555, 199 

1 7 , 1 1 3 , 760 mef 

A more detailed breakdown of the above sector requirements is presented 

on Table 10 .4-2 .  The data provide estimates of design winter' gas 

requirements by industrial and commercial activity. These estimates are 

hased upon the use of information contained in FEA Form G_IOI_A_ 2 . 61 

Table 10 .4-2  shows that the major consumptive industrie� within BG&E ' s  

service area are manufacturers of primary metals ( 3 . 3  million mcf) and 

stone, clay, glass and concrete products (0 .8  million mcf) . The major 

identifiable commercial end use is health services ( 3 . 9  mi l lion mcf) . 

Although no data are avai lable on the specific uses of gas by 

function for BG&E ' s  industrial and commercial customers , the literature 

suggests that approximately 40% of all energy use by industry is  devoted 

to the provision of process steam. Other uses include electric drive 

(20%) , direct heat (27%) and other (13%) . In comparison, 45% of com­

mercial energy consumption is dedicated to 'space heating . Other com­

mercial end uses include lighting (25%) ; air conditioning . (13) ; other 
62 (1 1%) and refrigeration (6%) . 
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TABLE 10.4-2 

ESTIMATED DESIGN WINTER GAS REQUIREMENTS : FIRM 

INDUSTRIAL AND COMMERCIAL END USERS 

Total Firm Industrial and Commercial 

Firm Industrial CustuJU!;!!·:' 

Food finn Ki.ndred Products 

Printing and Pub lishing 
Chemj cal and Allied Products 

Stone, Clay, - Glass and 
Concrete 

Primary Metals 

Fabricated Metals 
Electrical Machinery 

. 

Transportation Equipment 

Other Industrial 

Firm Commercial Customers 

Health Servit.:�s 
Education 
Government 
Other Commercial 

S . 1 . C .  Code 

20 
27 

28 

32 

33 

34 
36 

37 

Various 

SO 
82 

91 
Various 

Estimated Design Winter 
Gas Requirements 

(mef) 

1 7 , 1 1 3 . 760 

6 , 558, 561 
85 , 261 

4 5 , 910 
288,577 

760,793 

3 , 272 , 722 

288,577 
275,460 

242 , 667 
1 , 298.,594 

10,555, 199 
3 , 073 , 758 
2 , 902 , 680 
1 , 84 7 , 160 
1 ,931 , 601 

Source: ERT Computations based on data presented by BG&E on FEA Form 
G-I01-A-�. 
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Current Conservation Efforts by 8G&E End Users 

A telephone survey of six of the largest industrial users of gas in 

the 8G&E service area was conducted. The specific companies contacted 

include the fOllowing;63 

• Bethlehem Steel Corporation; 

• General Electric Company; 

• Carr-Lowry Glass Company;, 

• Locke Insulators, Incorporated; 

• General Refractories Company and 

• Glidden Company, Pemco Division. 

On the basis of discussions with company representatives, it is 

apparent that industry has initiated numerous conservation measures 

already. However. these efforts appear to be primarily oriented towards 

low or no cost measures such as keeping furnace temperatures down when 

not in use; replacing windows; and adding insulation to furnaces and 

structures. The informal survey also found that a few companies have 

initiated some high cost conservation measures, such as the purchase of 

sophisticated monitoring and control equipment and the installation of 

equipment to recover and recycle waste heat . 

The survey companies were also asked to provide estimates of how 

much gas could be saved i f  low or no cost conservation measures were 

implemented and how much could be achieved if more costly measures were 

implemented. Most companies interviewed were unable to provide such 

estimates. One company did estimate that they were currently achieving 

a 1 5  to 20\ reduction in gas use per unit of production. 

Additional interviews were conducted with the Maryland Energy 

Policy Office. the Publ i'c Service Commission of Maryland, the Maryland 

Uepartment of Economic and Community Development . the Maryland State 

Chamber of Commerce. and the Baltimore Regional Planning Council . 64 

Al though none �f the agencies have conducted any recent studies on 

energy conservation, officials from the Maryland Energy Policy Office 

and the PuLlic St;:1'Vic� Cummission were of the opinion that industry has 
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been extremely respon�ive to the need to conserve gas and has been 
conserving energy to t�e fullest extent possible wh�p it is economically 
feasible to dQ so . One offi�ial bel ieved that industry has already 
conserved to the point that only another 1 0  to 15% coul.d be saved given 
today' s technology. 

Estimates of Potential Gas Savings 

�stimating the potential amount of gas which could be saved by 
"firm" industrial and commercial customers of BG&E .is difficul t because 
o f  the wide variety 6f industries and processes. Therefore, estimates 
o f  gas conservation· potential have primari ly been bas·ed upon the use of 
data contained in the FEA' s "Final Industrial Efficiency Lmprovement 
Targets . "  This document was recently published in the Federal Register65 
in accordance with the requirements o f  the Energy Policy 'and Con'ser-
vat ion Act [Pub. L. 94-163 (EPCA) , 42 U . S . C  6341-6345 ] . The FEA established 
voluntary energy efficiency targets for the 10 most energy conswnptive 
industries in the United States. These efficiency targets are· presented 
in Tab l e  1 0 . 4'-3.  According to the FEA: 

. . .  each energy efficiency improvement targ�t is bas�d on the best 
available information and is established at the level which repre­
sents the m'aximwn feasible improvement in energy efficiency that 
each industry can achieve ,by january 1 ,  1980, taking into account 

.considerations of the technological feasibility· and economic 
practicability of utilizing' alternative operating procedures and 
�ore energy ,effic�ent ,technologies. . . E�ch target re�resents the 
percentage reduction i n . energy consumed per unit of output or 
activity that can be achieved between cal endar year · 1972 and 
Janu::ny 1 , 1980 . 66 

The FEA efficie�cy targets also consider the future need' £or additional 
- . 

energy or indus,tnes havl.ng special tirculi\stances not under the I.llS -
cretionary control of the plant operator. These special cir�umstances 
include such requirements and conditions as "governmen:: environmental � 

health ,and safety regulations , as well as various other changes beyond 
the control of industry � such as deelinlng quality- of OTe gl'ade alld 
al terations in, product- m�x or changes in product . ch�racteristics. ,,67 

Comparabl e  energy reduction targets were obtained for activities 
that occur in the BG&E service area. but are no� covered under the 
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Industrial Energy Conservation Program. FEA 's  Office of Conservation 

and Environment suggested that a reasonable estimate for' nontargeted 

industrIal activities would be a 10\ reduction per unit of production 

and 5% for the commercial sector.
68 

Table 10.4-3 surnmari�es the energy 

targets for the various end uses found within the 8G&E service area and 

the amount of gas the federal governments expects might be saved, given 

current technology and economic feasibility. 

A major problem associated with the application of these efficiency 

targets to BG&E data is the absence of past and future customer produc­

tion statistics. These latter figures are important in that the effi­

ciency targets are expressed in terms of percentage reductions in gas 

consumption per unit ,of production. To circumvent this methodological 

problem, an important assumption was made : that production output would 

remain constant from 1973 to 1980. Although this is an unrealistic 

assumption. it does serve, to develop a conservative ( i . e  . •  maximum 

achievable) estimate of gas conservatlon potential . Thus , the gas 

reduction eS,timates given in Table 10. 4-3 must be considered within the 

context of this '.'n<1 growth" assumption. 
-", ,-" 

On the basis of the FEA efficiency targets, it estimated that 

"firm" industrial and commercial customers could achieve a total annual 

gas savings of a little more than 1 . 2  million mcf. or about 7% of its 

design winter requirements of 1 7 . 1  mil lion mcf. The majority of the 

estimated potential gas savings would be attributable to the industrial 

sectorj about a S28� OOO mc� savings is lik�ly' to be att;li":able by the 

commercial sector (j . e . ,  approximately 42\ o( the total potential savings) . 

Since the base case ' s  11no growth" assumption places an unrealistic 

condition on the estimation of potential gas savings , three alternative 

cases were also evaluated. The results of this latter analy-sis are 

presented in Table 10.4-4. This table shows estimates of 1980 gas 

requirements, based' upon th.e follow�ng assumptions : 

• Case l : ·  Achievement o� FEA e££iciency ta,rgets (see 

Table 10. 4-31 by 1980 combined with an annual rate , 

of production. growth. o( 3.5% during the period 1973 

to 1980 . This grQwth factor rougbly corresponds 

wit� a moder�te rate of incre��e in the Gross 

National Product (yNP) � 
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S . L C .  
Code No . 

2 8  

33 

29 

32 

26 

20 

34 

37 

35 

2 2  

Source :  

TABLE 10 . 4-3 

ESTIMATED POTENTIAL GAS SAVINGS BY SECTOR 

UNDER THE NO GROWTH SCENARIO 

(Base Case) 

(a) 

Estimated Gas 
Consumption 

Sector (mef) 

Indus'tl'ial 6 . 556.�61 

Tar�et Industries 4 , 938,597 

Chemicals "HH , 5 7"1  

Primary Metals 3 , 272 , 722 

Petroleum 0 

Stone. Clay and Glass 760,793 

Paper 0 

Food 85,261 

rebricated Metals 288,577 

Transportation Equipment 242 , 667 

Nonelectric Machinery 0 

Textile Mill 0 

Nontorget Industrios 1 , 619 ,9611 

COl'Mlc-rcinl 1 0 , .5 5 5 , 199 

Total 17 , 11 3 , 760 

(b) 

Estimated Potential 
Target Gas Savings 

(%) (mcf) 

736 , 985 

574,989 

14 40,401 

9 294,545 

12 0 

16 121, 727 

20 0 

12 10, 231 

24 69 , 258 

1 6  38,827 

15 0 

22 0 

10 11)1.996 

5 527,760 

1 , 264.745 

(a) : FEA Report G-IOI-A-2, prepared by BG&E for the Federal Energy 
Administration, 1977. 

(b) ; Federal Energy Administration. Final Efficiency Targets. Federal 
Register 42 June 9 ,  1977. 
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• Case 2 :  

• Case 3 :  

Achievement of an across-the-board efficiency, 

improvement target of 25% 'combined with no growth in 

production output during the period 1973 to 1980. 

Achievement of an across-the-board efficiency 

target of 25% combined with a 3 . 5% annual rate of 

growth in production output during the period 1973 

to 1980. 

Note that the average FEA target reduction in the base case and in 

Case 1 i s  about 16% . 

The data contained in Table 1 1 -4 show that each of the three 

alternative cases result in different conditions . Under Case I ,  total 

gas requirements of BG&E ' s  "firm" industrial and commercial customers 

increase by 1 8 . 4% over design winter requirements.  from 1 7 . 1  mill ion mcf 

to 20.3  million mef. In contrast,  Case 2 shows a 25% reduction in gas 

requirements, and Case .3 leads to a 4 . 6% reduction in 1980 gas useage 

over design winter requirements . 

The above analysis basically shows the sensitivity of nonresiden­

tial gas requirements to changes in economic conditions . The achieve­

ment of even a substantial level of improved efficiency in terms of gas 

consumption per unit of production results in only a ma�ginal change in 

total gas consumption under any realistic growth scenario. A 25% 

improvement in gas use efficiency would general ly require a high cost 

conservation investment . Yet , even i f  such an investment were made by 

all nonresidential end users, only a 4 . 6% total gas savings would 

resul t under a 3 .  �% growth rate scenario (Case .3 ) .  I f  a low cos t COI)­

servation investment were made, resulting in say a 5% to 10% improvement 

in efficiency. total 1980 gas usage would be between IS% and 21%  above 

the design winter requirements, assuming, of course,  a', 3 . 5% rate of 

growth in production during the analysis period 1973 to 1980. 

On the basis of these considerations and on the fact that in�us­

trial end users general ly appear reluctant to make high cost conserva­

tion investments, it would appear that a reasonable efficiency target 

would lie somewhere between 5% and 25%. If a 15% target were chosen and 

i f  a 3 . 5% growth rate scenario were to occur, the net result would be 

that there would be no aggregate gas savings over design winter reqUirements 
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TABLE 10.4-4  

COMPARISON OF _�TERNATIVE GAS REQUIREMENTS SCENARIOS 

Senor 

Industrial 

Commercial 

Total Gas Use 

Change Over Base 

Percentage Change 

De-sign Winter 
Gas Requirements 

(mef) 

6, 558,561 

10,555,199 

1 7 , 1 1 3 , 760 

Note: Parentheses indicate decrease .  

Estimated .1980 Gas Requirements (mcf) 

FEA Efficiency Tar,gets 
No Growth Moderate Growth 

(Base Case) �Case 1) 

5 , 82 1 , 576 7 , 502,071 

10,027,·439 12 , 754,902 

1 5 , 84;).015 20,256,973 

( 1 , 26 4 , 745) 3 , 143,213 

(7.4) 1 8 . 4  

25% Efficiency Target 
No Growth Moderate Growth 
{Case 2) (Case 3) 

4 , 918,921 6 , 256 , 867 

7.9�6 .399 10,069,659 

12, 835,320 16,326,526 

(4,278, 440) (787, 234) 

(25 . 0) (4.6) 



but rather an 8% increase in overall gas usage by 1980 (17 . 1  million mcf 

to about 1 8 . 5  mill ion mcf) . 

Alternatively, if 'the projected 1980 shortfall of 7 . 3  million mcf 

or 43% of the design winter requirements were to be offset entirely 

through conservation efforts on the part of BG&E ' s  nonresidential sector, 

all  commercial and industrial end users would have to each achieve an 

average 55% reduction in g�s consUJ'!lption per' uni.t of output under a 

moderate growth scenario. Such a large �mprovement in energy efficiency 

is unlikely to be achieved anytime in the near future given present . 

technology and the substantial monies required . 

It is difficult to estimate the potential monetary costs associated 

with achieving var.ious levels of conservation, particularly for the 

industrial-commercial sector where there is likely to be a wide vari­

ation in costs dependent upon a complex set of engineering considera­

tions unique to each firm. Although there are substantial constraints' 

in developing cost estimates, some reasonable judgments can be made as 

to the likely range of potential costs involved . Gros� estimates of the 

initial conservation investment costs associated with an annual savings 

of 3 , 100, 000 and 7 , 300, 000 mcf of gas, respectively,  are shown below: 

Annual Gas Savings (mcf) 

3 , 100 , 000 

7 , 300, 000 

Initial Conservation 
Investment Cost 

$34 ,472, 000 

81. 176, 000 

In developing these estimates, the following assumptio�s were made : 

(I)  straight line depreciation of the initial investment over a 10-year ' 

period; (2) an annual rate of return on the initial investment of 15%;  

and (3) annual savings being equivalent to the cost of saved gas ( i . e . , 

$ 2 . 78 per mcf times the number of mcf' s  saved) . 

The formula used to calculate the initial conservation investment 

costs ( I )  required to conserve X mcf of gas annually follows : 

I = (5 - DC] ROI 100 

where 

1 is  investment 

5 is  annual fuel savings (X mcf x $2. 78/mcf) 
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DC i s  depreciation charge (DC = 1/10) 

ROI i s  return on investment (%) 

Summary 

As was indicated in Section 1 0 . 1 ,  a 1980 design winter shortfall of 

--- . about, 7. 3 million mef could 'be expected if the proposed SNG plant i s  not 

, �onstructed and if projected gas curtailments occur. The previous 
'
,' �ection analyzed the various methods avai lable to the residentia l ,  
, 

. . commercial and industrial sectors to conserve gas, including estimates 

of gas savings potential and associated costs . If  the various conser­

vation measures were to be combined into a representative cost-effective 

program for achieving the desired 7 . 3 million mef reduction in gas 

·useage, .the total cost to the consumer of achieving that reduction g031 
. would be nearly $36 . 0  million. The specific techniques that would be 

'Used in this representative :program and their associat�d cost.s are 
" :·

swnmarized in Table 1 0 . 4-5 . 

10. 4 . 3  Implementing Natural Gas COnservation 

The previous discussions developed estimates of the amount of 
. . natural gas that could be saved annually  by "firm" customers of BG&E . 
. These estimates reflect potential gas savings only. Whether or not 

. these potential savings are reahzed will depend U/I the end uscr' � 

.motivation to conserve gas. Thus , inc�ntives are a major issue in any 

conservation program, particularly economic incentives. To provide 

·'sufficient incentive, consideration must be given to the fact that each 

, end user may react different ly to a particular situation, depending upon 

· individual perceptions of the magnitude of the gas supply problem and 

individual budget constraints.  In general , most people wil l  CUII!>E:l've i f  

i t  is  to their economic advantage, if i t  does not cause any great incon­

venience ,  or if i t  i s  mandatory. Therefore, most programs that promote 

conservation are based upon one or more of the following elements : 

I) 

2) 

3) 

economic incentives; 

conservation services (i . e . , educational and technical service 

assistance ) ;  and/or 

national and state mandates . 
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TABLE 10. 4-5 

A R3PRESENTATIVE COST-EFFECTIVE CONSERVATION PROGRM' 

Cumulative Totals 

Estimated Estimated 
Gas Savings Estimated Gas Savings Estimated 

Conservation Measure (me f) Cost (2) (mef) Cost 

Lower Thermostats (Day) 3. 216, 266 0 3 , 2 1 6 , 266 0 

Reduce Water Temper"ature 519,852 0 3 , 736 , llB 0 

Nighttime Temperature Setback 1 , 651 , 017 $14 . 6  million 5 , 387 , 1 35 $14 . 6  mil l ion 

Commercial and Industrial 
1 , 912 ,865 ( I )  Housekeeping $21 . 3  million 7 , 300,000 $35 . 9  mil lion 

( l ) pro_rated in orde"r to achieve the 1 , 912 , 865 mef reduction. 

(2) Cost to consumer only; does not include implementation costs to BG&E. 

, 



The following discussion presents a number of measures considered 

to encourage conservation. in�ludinK those of BG&E and other uti litie s .  

Economic Incentives for Conservation 

Within the service area of 8G&E. the rising cost of gas already 

provides , some incentive for undertaking conservative measures . To make 

conservation more economically attractive. the cost of gas can be 

increased. and/or rewards for adopting conservation techniques can be 

provided. Some of the proposed incenti�es ·are presented below. A more 

detailed discussion of .many of these proposals is contained in the Final 

Programmatic EIS on the Allocation of SNG Feedstock. August .  1977 . 

Changing Rate Structure 

There are several variations of utility .rate structures .  Most 

widely used is the "declining-block" method where each successive group 

of units used costs less per unit . This rate structure tends to 

encourage increased gas consumption by charging lower prices for addi­

tional use. Some of the proposed alternatives ·to this pricing scheme 

include lIflat-rate . "  in which a unit of gas has a constant cost. regard­

less of amount ·consumed; "inverted-block" J which charges more per uni t 

for oach su(".cf,':g$.i.ve block of units consumed;' and the "demand/commodity" 

3tratogy, \<lhich. fi rst charges customers for the portion of the equipment 

used during the utility system ' s  peak usage time (demand) and second tor 

the actual gas consumed (commodity) . A fourth option would be penalty 

pricing which would establish allocations for customers . Mlen a cus­

tomer exceeds their allocation. the cost for eai.:h ad.d.itional unit uf 8a� 
would be substantially higher. 

In addition to these gp.np.r;tl rate structures .  there are several 

approaches to the l-'l'icing of a. �upl-'lt:jnent� 1 !"';upply Of SNG . eac:h of which 

differs in the way the higher-cost.  supplemental gas is  passed on to the 

customers . While passing on higher costs to one sector of customers ma), 

promote conservation. the equity issue must also be considered. 1ncre­

mental pr�cin� o� supplemental. gas passes the costs directly to the 

customer. charging the residential user less than the commercial . 
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Rolled-in pricing .charges a uniform rate to all customers,  with the cost 

of supplemental gas averaged in with the cheaper gas from traditional 
sources. A two-tiered system cha.rges the low (rolled-in) price for a 

quota of gas and then imposes the higher incremental price to cover the 

cost of the supplemental fuel .  
Changes in state or federal · laws would not be necessary for rate 

restructuring, 69 but it would take approximately two to three years to 

satisfy the requirements for the necessary studies and hearings . 70 The 

U .  S .  government is . now considering whether or nOt to make rate restructuring 
mandatory. It appears, however, that any action at the federal level 
would be directed more . towards electric utilities than to gas companies. 

No definitive studies are available to estimate levels of conserva­
tion that would occur i f  any of the alternatives to the traditional 
declining block rate were to be implemented. I f  rates for gas are 

adjusted merely to be equitable rather than to increase the incentives 
for conservation, fuel bills of some customers would decrease while  
others would of course increase. This makes it difficult to generalize 
about conservation effects of rate restructuring. When the Michigan 
Consolidated Gas Company switched to a flat rate structure from a 
declining block rate in 1975 no improvement in gas conservation was 
observed. 71 (That rate structure change was motivated primari ly towards 
equitable treatment of al l customers . )  

8G&E currently has a two tier rate schedule.  As of August 1 .  1977,  

the company ' s  residential and interruptible customers pay a service 
charge plus a flat rate for gas consumption. In contrast, 8G&E ' s  com­

mercial cu�tomcr5 nrc on a declining hlvck schedule. 72 

Gas Price Deregulation 

Since 1954, the Federal Power Commission has control led the price 
of natural gas by setting the maximum price that producers may charge 
pipeline companies for gas designated for interstate trade. State 
public service commissions subsequent ly control the retail prices and 
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rates of return for the gas distributors . As a result .  energy costs to 

the consumer have not risen as sharply as the combination of increased 

production costs. decreased availability and the monopoli zation of crude 

oil  prices by the OPEC cartel would indicate. Thus. there has been 

l ittle incentive to increase 'natural gas supplies due to the ar,tifici­

ally low prices. This. in turn. has caused demand to exceed supply and 

the resulting substantial gas curtailment has increased pressures to 

increase the price of new natural gas. 

I f  passed by Congress.  deregulation would increase the cost of gas 

and more intrastate gas would quickly become available in the interstate 
73 markets . It  has been estimated that by 1985, an additional 4 . 4  

b i l lion cubic feet o f  domestic gas would be produced on the national' 
74 level . This measure would benefit the 8G&E service area. As the 

price of gas increases . the incentive to conserve will presumably become 

stronger. 

Energy Taxes 

The proposed federal Oil and Natural Gas Tax assumes a $ l . OO/M}� Btu 

tariff on a l l  imported oil and natural gas and a $ l . OO/MM Btu tax on all 

domestic oil and gas productiOn, applied lit tht:. poInt of supply. It i!: 

est imated that this tax would reduce oil consumption 7 . 9% and natural 

gas 10. 4% below the deregUlation It:.lld . C\)ilcomitont with tha.t. however. 

would be a 1 2 . 2% increase in coal conSUmption. 75 

The Depletable Energy Resources Tax would assign a $ 1 . OO/MM Btu 

tariff on all imported fuels and on all depletable domestic fuels 

( jncluding oil.  natural gas, coal 'and uranium) . at the point of supply. 

With this tax. it  is  estimated that oil consumption would be 5 . 4% below 

the deregulation level. natural gas 5 . 8% below and coal 1 . 3% betow. 76 

Thus, the consumption of oil and natural gas would be somewhat higlt�l' 
than under the Oil and Natural Gas Tax but consumption of coal would be 

less. 

A surcharge can be imposed by taxing all  or selected users ' for gas 

consumption beyond some base leveL For example. industries with llle 
potential to use altern�tive fuels could be taxed at a fairly high rate; 
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the commercial sector, which in many instances is not able to use other 

fuels,  would be taxed at a ·lower rate and residences would have the 

l owest rate. Such a national surcharge program would 'reduce national 

energy consumption by 830 bcf during the first winter heating season . 77 

The introduction of these or any taxes would increase consumer 

costs and thus increase the incentives to conserve. Some form of rebate 

to under-users within the surcharge program, however, would tend to 

offset this negative economic impact . Enactment of these taxes would 

involve some time in the various lawmaking bodies but once passed, 

enforcement would be a fairly simple administrative process .  

Other Tax Credits and Incentives 

A residential tax credit has been proposed for homeowners for 

installation of storm windows, ceiling insulation, weather stripping and 

caulking. This program would provide a 30% credit on the first $500 of 

investment.  The FEA has estimated that implementation of this measure 

would reduce natural gas consumption by 0 . 09%. 78 

Under the Energy Conservation and Production Act (P . L. 94-385) , FEA 

will provide low income people with grants for the purchase of weather­

i zation material for their homes.  If  1 . 2  mi llion such homes were 

weatherized by 1980. it is estimated that there would be a natural gas 

consumption savings of about 0 . 2% by 1985. I f  6 mi l lion homes were 

weatherized, the national reduction would be 0 . 8% . 79' 

The Act also established a State Energy Conservation Program under 

which states will receive federal aid for the development and implemen­

tation of conservation plalb if they provide for specific measures 

including mandatory energy-efficiency and thermal-efficiency standards. 

There is also funding for state-level public education and energy audit 

programs. There are four FEA-sponsored conservation programs : (1)  

Project Conserve. which �nvolves disseminating information on residen­

tial conservation measures; (2) Institutional Workshops,  wryich dis­

tributes information on conservation to public institutions. (3) Waste 

Oil Program, t�rough which used oil is recovered from automobiles and 

industry and (4) Commercial and Industrial Workshops ,  which distributes 
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technical information to in�ustries and commercial firms . It  is 

expected that these programs would save nearly 0. 1% of the natural gas 

supply in 1985. 80 In the Project Conserve pilot study conducted in the 

1976-77 winter about 500, 000 questionnaires were sent out in the state 

o f  Massachusetts.  Of these, approximately 1 2 . 000 were returned. The 

Services for Energy Conservation Architecture, who conducted this 

mailing, has estimated that about 3 , 000 homes (0. 6%) did implement some 

conservation measureSj perhaps 300 were extensive . 81 

Both the Senate and House have passed bills  which establish con­

servation incentives for residential users. The House version of the 

National Energy Act , H . R .  8444, for instance. establ�shes a conservation 

program, which requires utilities to engage in intensive programs to 

promote conservation by residential users , provides financial assistance 

to residential users 

dential conservation 

and offers tax credits for installation of resi-
82 measures. The Senate has also recently passed a 

residential energy conservation bill ,  which establishes mandatory . 
utility conservation programs and financial assistance to residential 

energy consumers. 83 

Obligation Guarantee Program 

This program would assign $ 7  billion of federal funds each year as 

a �uarantee for business and institutional retrofit conservation invest­

ment obligations incurred between 197M and 1985. No more than 90t.; of 
the private investment costs would be guaranteeu by the federal govern­

ment. I f  adopted, this measure is  estimated to create a 1985 natural 

gas savings of 0. 4 quadrillion Btu84 • or 2% .  

Conservatlon services cover a wide range of  activities that Cil" 

help consume:rs understand the advantages uf CUlIst::l'vation and help them 

adopt conservation m.easures. Some of the proposed and ongoing programs 

are discussed below. 
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Education 

Making the consumer aware 'of the economic advantages of cons�rvation 

and knowledgeable about the cost effective measures available is a major 

ingredient of almost al l conservation programs . Most federal agencies 

and several state agencies provide inform�tion to the public and hold 

seminars for specific user groups . The U .  S .  Department of Commerce ,  

Federal Energy Administration and the Energy Research and Development 

Administration have all been very active in disseminating conservation 

information. Most gas companies are conducting conservation advert'isIng 

programs, including BG&E. 

Since the early 1970 ' s ,  BG&E has encouraged its customers to use 
,. 

all forms of energy wisely. The customer education program has been 

expanded through the use of a special "bill-insert program. A speakers 

bureau of special ly trained employees has made presentations to community 

and civic organi zations . Single family home-owners have been offered 

in-home advisory services consisting of inspection by a trained representative 

to acquaint customers with specific ways to conserve natural gas wiscly. 

BG&E representatives have conducted periodic seminars for large indus-

trial and commercial accounts o� energy management , including the use of 

natural gas. Panelists have been supplied for several "town meetings'! 

on energy sponsored by the Maryland Energy Policy Office. Surveys have 

been conducted of large gas customers to secure data on actual gas use 

and alternate fuel capability_ BG&E ' s  Energy Services Department also 

conducted a seminar entitled" '!Managfng Energy Problemsll attended by 

approximately 500 representatives of commercial and industrial firms . 

Increased television and radio news 

emphasize conservation in a variety 

media c:ovp.r�ge 
85 of ways . 

Insulation Service Programs 

has been u�ed to 

Gas companies have been involved- in home insulation programs ' to 

varying degrees . Under such programs . the utilities themselves might 

form wholly-owned suu::.itlial'ies that wouid supervise and , finance the 

installation of residential conservation measures. Independent 
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contractors would undertake the installation under contract with the 

subsidiary. I f  such a program were implemented national l y  over a seven­

year period. one analysis by FEA estimates that 1 . 2  tcf of conservation 

gas would be made available per year. Existing customers could have 

lower heating bills and new customers could be served. 86 

The National Energy Plan presented by President Carter on April 29 . 

1977 contained a proposal that would mandate utilities to provide 

complete ' insulation service. 

The Michigan Consolidated Gas Company has proposed to the Michigan 

Public Service Company that it be allowed to adopt an insulation service. 

Michigan Consolidated developed a l imited attic insulation program for 

residential customers in 1973. Their service gran�ed loans t.hat could 

be repaid over a 36-month periou and reviewed contractors' estimat�s . 
Since the start of that program. approximately 150,000 of their 500,000 

residential customers have insulated their attics . 87 Gas savings have 

amounted to approximately 4 , 100 , 000 mcf (or "'30 mcf per home) although 

some portion of this may be attributable to other factors. 88 Michigan 

Consolidated Gas Company does not con,�ider the lowering of thermostats 

to have any long term impact .  The company also believes that a 20% gas 

savings can be achieved through furnace improvements and 17% from 

cei.l ing insulation. 89 

In September 1975 .  Public Service of Colorado began an attic 

insulation prngrRm that included an 8 . 75% interest loan. They inspected 

50, 000 homes and insulated 2 1 , 600. These latter homes experienced a 12% 

gas savings .
gO This process, however . exhausted most of the locally 

av�il�b l e  insulating materials; therefore, the utility 

impossible to insulate all homes in their service area 

considers it.  

by 1985, 91 

Public Service Electric and Gas of New Jersey has had energy 

conservation information centers and home surveys to e.omplenJ�Hl lht::.ir 
advertising. While there is no speciHc estimate of overall savings , 

sales, ot  gas have been tIed'easing. However, PSEG-G offiC', i fl l "  have !'lQt 

been able to determine whether such reductions are due to conservation 

or to the effects of recent economic recessions . 92 PSE&G officials 

argue that it is preferable to achieve conservation through public 
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relations and educational methods rather than through the imposition of 

a "penalty" pricing system. This latter method is believed to be less 

desirable since it may place an undue hardship on certain consumer 

groups . 93 PSE&G ' s  conservation program is oriented toward the promotion 

of insulation. The utility estimates that all homes in the service area 

capable of being insulated could be properly retrofitted within five 
94 years.  PSE&G notes that one of the constraints associated with their' 

insulation program is that manufacturers ' supplies have been running 

low. 9S 

Southern California Gas Company conducted an insulation program 

from August 1974 to June 1977 . They hired local contractors and 

, 

financed the process by a three-year loan at 15% to 1 8 . 75% interest under . . '. 

separate billing. During that time 37 , 215  homes were insulated . The 

utility estimates that it would take eight years to insulate all  homes 

and again noted insulation supply problems . 

8G&E also has an insulation service program in which the company 

will hire a contractor with the costs financed through an individual ' s· 
monthly bil l .  96 

National �nd State Mandates 

Government bodies can regulate gas usage .through enacting a variety 

of mandates . The fol lowing section describes some of the laws that have' 

been proposed, as well as those that have been instituted. 
" 

Moratorium 

One measure of conserving gas would be to issue a moratorium on rie;w 
gas hook-ups to residential and small commercial users. On a national 

basis, this method would reduce gas consumption by 4 to 6 bcf during the .;· ·� 
first heating season and 60 bcf per year during each of the following 

h ·  f 1 h . . d 97 U f eatlng seasons or as ong as t e morator1um cont1nue . se 0 

other, less clean, energy sources would increase proportionally .  This . 

in turn would raise the cost of home heating. Implementation would 

requ·ire a congressional mandate. 98 However, once enacted it could take 

effect quickly and cease almost immediately. 

10-71 

: .' 

. :. , . 

. ... 

, . . j • . ' • " :  

.--

" . : ·i· . , 

" 



Consumer Product Efficiency Standards 

Under the Energy Policy �d Conservatio� Act (P.L.  94-163) , the FEA 

has been directed to set e�nergy efficiency improvement targets for con­

sumer products . By 1980, improvements in 10 out o f  13 categories of 

appliances must be no less: than 20%: While most of the energy savings 

will  be in electricity. it. is estimated that compliance with these 

standards can reasonably be expected' to reduce gas consumption by 

0 . 5% . 99 The improvements rendered by this program, however, may 

eventually shift some port:ion of the appliance market from oil and 

electricity to gas . 100 . Tbe National Energy Plan had · a  provision that 

standards be set for 6 to 13 major appliances . 

Building SLallJard3 

Under the Energy Conservation and Production Act, the Department of 

Housing and Urban Development will work with FEA, the U.  S .  Department 

of Commerce and the Natio�la1 Bureau of Standards to devel()p energy 

efficiency standards for .c;lll new residential and commercial buildings . � . . 
I f  these standards are as strict as those developed by the American 

Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air ' Conditioning Engineers,  tnc. 

(ASHRAE 90-75) and wer'e adopted uniformly by 1981 commercial gas con­

sumption would probably bel reduced by 9% in 1985. 101 , Comparable 

ostimat�s for t)1e residential sector have not ' been made. It is believed 

that 315 a result of these standard s ,  constr'udion eoSts can be expecterl, 
to rise, with the conswnel' absorbing the ultimate financial Impal!t . 

Pt::tleral Energy Management Program 

The Federal Energy M.c;magement Program is  a continuation of current 

conservation programs orie:nted toward saviryg enet�y thruugh
. federal 

government operational im�)rOVtllUent3 .  The g�<; sav�nRS , through improved 

efficiencies in ?peration5; are �st;illlated tQ �pproximate O. O� q�ad­
rill ion ,Btu. 102 or Q . l % .  I f ,  however, capital improvements are under-

taken to improve the fuel , e fficiency of existing federal buildings , 

vehiCles and .eq�ipment by 50%, 0 . 04 q�adril lion Btu could be saved. 103 

The National Energy Plan included a ,provision ,that all federal buildings 

will  conserve energy. 
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1 0 . 4 . 4  Feasibility and Environmental Effects of the Alternative of 

Gas ,Conservation 

Feasibility of Conservation 

The analysis of potential gas savings within the 8G&E service area 

indicates that the projected 1980 shortfall of approximately 7 . 3  million 

mcf could be offset through a concerted conservation effort on the part 

of the company ' s  "firm" residential, commercial and industrial end 

users .  This conclusion is based on estimates of  potential gas savings 

and does not consider the question of whether there are sufficient 

incentives available to motivate BG&E end users to actually achieve such 

reductions in gas use. 

A review of the literature on proposed programs designed to promote 

energy conservation indicates that there is a substantial gap between 

conservation potential and the realities of implementation . There are 

significant institutional , economic and motivational barriers that 

together or in part may severely constrain the near term (1980) achieve­

ment of the gas savings potentially available through conservation 

investments . For instance, some of the proposed implementation schemes 

would first necessitate changes in current state and federal regula­

tions, a process that could take several years . Examples of measures 

requiring such regulatory action would be certain utility sponsored 

insulation programs as well as those proposals that call for a restruc­

turing of utility rate schedules . 

The economics of conservation are equally uncertain. While it was 

estimated that the direct costs to the consumer for achieving the 

7 . 3  million mcf gas savings per year would be a one time cost of approxi­

mately $25 million, consideration must also be given to implementation 

costs , particularly in cases where the implementation program is based 

upon voluntary actions. · This latter fact is particularly relevant to 

the assessment' of the representative cost effective conservation program 

analyzed in Section 10 . 4 . 2 .  Approximately 87% of the 7 . 3  mil lion mcf 

gas savings potential was based upon the use of measures that would 

potentially affect- the "comfort" of the individual (Le . ,  the lowering 

o� thermostats and hot water temperatures) .  Although the direct cost to 
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the homeowners for under�aking these comfort-related measures would be 

about $ 1 4 . 6  million. the actual implementation and enforcement costs 

could be quite high. 

The issue of voluntary versus mandatory measures is also of sig­

nificance in the assessment of the conservation alternative . While many 

advocate a voluntary approach. there are no assurances that consumers 

are sufficiently motivated to conserve their fair share. A stringent. 

mandatory approach . on the other hand. presents additional problems 

regarding equity and efficiency. Unless suitable measures such as 

rebates are incorporated into a comprehensive mandatory program . a 

financial burden may be placed upon low income peop l e .  (1he imple­

melltation of a Hlba.te program would also require legislative change s . )  

A mandatory program may also 'induce fuel switching. particularly on the 

part of commercial and industrial end users . While fuel switching may 

help to ease the natural ga� problem. it may also l�ad to increased use 

of other fuels as well as create undesirable environmental effects . 

Several utilities who have undertaken residential conservation 

programs were also interviewed. These utilities weTe primarily involved 

wi th programs to promote insulation. Public Service of Colorado and 

Public Service Electric & Gas of New Jersey both noted that thei.r 

progress in achieving conservation was partially hindered by problems of 

�nsulation supply. Thus, Public Service of Colorado did not believe 

that it would be possible to ir'isulat� all homes in itS servj t',H ,u:ea 

until 1985. (Its program began in 1975 . )  Simiiarly. Vublic. Servl!.;t! 

Electric & Gas estimated that all homes capable of being insulated could 

be retrofitted in about five years . As a result of these considera­

tions, the successful completion of any "insulation program could be 

delayed by several year$ . 

In effp.r.t, ther� are numerous constraints to achieving energy 

conservation. Since the effects of ('.onservati,Qn are dependent upon the 

specific policies and implementation procedures used, it is difficult to 

assess the feasibility of the conservation alternative . This is par­

ticularly tr.ue in the near tenn ('\>1980) . In spite of the abundance of 

literature on the subj ect of conservation, two unanswered questions 

still remain : 
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1 )  How much gas can actual l y  be saved i n  what time frame, and 

2) Whit are the direct and- indirect costs of achieving -these 

savings? 

In the near term, the feasibility of conservation as a means to 

offset projected 1980 gas shortfalls in the BG&E service area is uncertain. 

The long-te� benefits of conservation are undeniabl e  although its 

economic implications are yet to be clearly defined. Conservation can 

be made a more attractive and reliable option when combined with other 

alternatives such as conversion from gas to coal or electricity. While 

conservation shOUld be encouraged. it cannot be considered sufficiently 

reliable to be a complete and viable alternative in and of itself. 

Environmental Effects of Conservation 

The use of conservation as an alternative to the production of SNG 

may have both positive and negative effects on local and regional. 

environmental quality. If conservation were used -to entirely offset 

projected 1980 gas defici�ncies. the site specific impacts described in 

Section 5 of the DEIS would not occur. Mo�eover, if les's gas is burned 

in 1980 in comparison to current firm gas requirements, fewer air con­

taminants would be emitted. On the other hand, conservation could also 

have several negative ramifications . There are economic costs associ­

ated with implementation. There may also be economi'c c.osts to the , end 

user in terms of installing necessary devices and undertaking requisite 

measures . While some of these costs will be eventually offset by annual 

gas savings, it is equally possible that conservation may sti l l  repre­
sent an uneconomical investment to some User groups, for rates of return 

and length of payback periods are both integral parts of the investment 

decision. Thus, mandatory conservation requirements may induce certain 

end users to switch fuel s .  I f  this were to occur. additional environ­

mental impacts are likely to result .  The magnitude of these impacts are 

dependent upon the extent to which fuel switching occurs and the specific 

alternative fuels used. 
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APPENDIX A 

FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION AND 

FEDERAL ENERGY ADMINISTRATION DEFINITIONS 

REGARD ING PRIORITY OF SERVICE AND 

ALTERNATIVE FUEL CAPABILITIES 
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FPC Definitions of Priority of Service Categories 

The Federal Power Commission defines the nine priority-of-service 

categories as follows:  

(1)  Residential , small commercial (less than SO mcf on a peak 
day) . 

(2) Large co�ercial requirements (SO mcf or more on a peak day) . 
firm industrial requirements for plant protection. feedstock 
and process needs and pipeline customer storage injection require­
ments. 

(3) All industrial requirements not specified in (2) . (4) , (5) , 
(6) . (7) . (8) or (9) . 

(4) Firm industrial requirements for boiler fuel use at less 
than 3 . 000 mcf per day. but more than 1 , 500 mcf per day. where 
alternate fuel capabilities can meet such requirements. 

(5) Firm industrial requirements for large volume (3. 000 mcf 
or more per day) boiler fud use where alternate fuel capabilities 
can meet such requirements. 

(6) Interruptible requirements of more than 300 mcf per day. but 
less than 1 , 500 mcf per day. where alternate fuel capabilities 
can meet such requirements. 

(7) Interruptibl� requirements of intermediate volumes (from 
1 , 500 mcf per day through 3 , 000 mcf per day ) ,  where alternate fuel 
capabilities can meet such requirements . 

(8) Interruptable requirements of more than 3 , 000 mcf per day. 
but less than 10. 000 mcf per day, where alternate fuel capabilities 
can meet such requirements. 

(9) Interruptable requirements of more than 10, 000 mcf per day, 
where alternate fuel capabilities can meet such requirements. 

Fuel Denniti,?n of AlternatiVf� F\le.l Capability 

According to FPC Order 467C (April 4 .  1974) . having an alternate 

fuel capability implies a situation 

where an alternate fuel could have been utiliZed whether or 
not the-

faci lities for such use haveactually been instalI;ed ;  
provided,_ however, where the use of natural gas is for plant 
protection, feedstock, or process uses. and the only alter­
nate fuel is propane or other gaseous fuel,  then the con-
sumer will be treated as if he had no alternate fuel capability. 
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FEA Definition of Alternative Fuel Capability 

The FEA definition as specified in its Order, dated December 1 2 ,  

1975. i s  a s  follows: 

"for the purpose o� this assignment, alternate fuel capabi lities 
on a continuing basis means having the facilities (such as 
burners, storage and associated equipment) in place to allow the 
firm in qu�stion to continue its normal operation for an indefinite 
period consistent with its fuel supplier ' s  ability to dtd iver . "  
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APPENDI X  B 

MEASUREMENTS OF AMBIENT AIR QUALITY 



The brief discus�ion of ambient air quality presented in Section 4 . 4  

of this report i s  based on air quality measurements made by the state 
and local agencies and private companies . These monitors are identified 

in Table 8-1 and their locations are shown in Figure 8-1 . 

The air quality standards which federal. state and local agencies 

are trying to achieve and maintain are presented in Table 8-2. It is 

against these standards that ambient air quality measurements are 
compared to determine i f  ambient air quality levels are satisfactory . 
The primary national ambient air quality standards have been set to 

protect the public health while the secondary air quality standards 
have been set to protect the public welfare from any known or anti ci­

pated adverse affects of a contaminant . The State of Maryland has 

specified two levels of air quality as serious and more adverse in a 

manner similar to those in the federal leve l .  
Tables 8-3 through 8-9 compare the contaminant levels at each of 

the air quality monitors shown in Figure 8- 1 .  
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TABLE B- 2 

AJoIBIE"i AIR QUALlrV srJ.:NDARDS 

,.'ationa] 
PdlM.l')· $econdary 

Sulfur O�ides . 
3 Annual Arithmetic �ean, us/m 

24-;hout ka�imumb , III,'m
3 

Su 3-hour m.�imUlllb, uSln
3 

I-hour Maximumc • IIgln
3 

PartiCUlate Matter, 
Suspended 

3 Annual Mean, IIg/m 

2. h .. � . · b , 3 - OUF ��um • 1I�. m. 

Settleable 2 Annual Average mSlcm ,'month 

Monthly Maxill"lUIII 

Carbon Mono:ide b 1 8-hour Maximum , mS/1I"I 

I-hour, NUim.�b. mVtll
l 

Hydrocarb.ons (non�methane-)
b Ji 3-hour (6-9 AM) MuimllJl , IIg/1lI 

Nitrogen Dioxide 3 Annual Arithemtic Mean, ug/m 

Photochemical Oxidants 

I.hour Maximumb, Ug/m
3 

aannual ge�etric mean 
bnot to be e�ceeded more than onc� per year 
cnot to be exceeded more thllll once per month 

80 
'" 

�? 
'" 

:0 
.. 

16.e 

'00 

••• 

dapplies in areas representing gerer.lized atmospheric 
levels; 20 ppm applies in lilly otter plac;e where l'IIeeben 
of the public congregate fc·r extf-Tlded periods of tiee 

cguideline 

1 , 300 

60e,a 
ISO 

·parenthesis indicate st..ndu-d in 1974 if other than the 1975 sU.lIdard 

State" 
Serious More Adv�rse 

" 

2.2 

920 (S2S) 

7S 

. ., 

0.' 

1.0 

.0' 

'0 

160e 

.00 

160 

60 

6S 

140 

(39l 

(131) 

(262.) 

O,3S 

0.1 
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TABLE B-4 

TOTAL SUSPENDED PARTICULATE CONCENTRATIO� IN THE VICINITY OF THE SOLLERS POINT SNG FACILITY 

Annual Annual 24-hr NU/lber of Observations Greater Than 

Number of Geometric Mean Arithmetic Mean Maximum (.g/m') 
Site Year Observations (.s/m') (.g/ro') (.g/m ') 140 150 160 260 

Sollers 1974 108 75 84 203 8 8 5 0 
Point 1975 60 T5 81 199 2 1 1 0 

Dundalk 1974 56 92 103 226 1 5  1 1  5 0 
Avenue 1975 60 98 107 270 13 1 0  9 1 

.. 
, 

'" 
Fort 1974 114 49 55 182 3 2 1 0 
Howard 1975 54 SO 54 105 Q 0 0 0 

MBAQS-

Riviera )974 106 6-) 64 163 1 1 1 0 

Beach 1975 43 E.-l 76 406 3 3 3 3 



. , 

'" 
, 
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TABLE B-5 

SETTLEAeLE PARTICULATES CCNCENTRATION IN THE VICINITY OF THE SOLLERS P01NT SNG FACILITY 

Site - Year 

Sol lers 1974 
Point 1975 

Fort 1974 
How.ard 1975 

MBAQS-
Riviera 1974 
Beach 1975 

Number of 
Observations 

12 
11 

12 
1'2 

11  
1 1  

Annual 
Arithmetic Mean 
mg/cm3/30 days 

. 41 

.31  

.22  
. 13 

. 32 

. 20 

Maximum 
Monthly Value 
mg/cm3/30 days 

, 

. 63 

. 52 

. 54 

. 28 

.90 

.34 

Number of Months 
Exceeding 

0 . 7  mg 
cm3/30 days 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
o 

1 . 0  mg 
cm3/30 days 

0 
0 

0 
0 

o 
o 



TABLE B-6 

CARRON �IONOXIOE CONCENTR\'fION IN ':liE VICINITY OF TI-IE SOLLERS POINT S�;G FACILITY 

HUlllber of I-hT Humber of 8-hr NUlllber of Days 
Maximum Values Observat:.ons Observations with 8-hr 

IIIg/m3 Greater th&n Greater than Averages Greater 
Site Year Observations kean mg/II\:J I-hr S-hr 40 mg/",3 10 mg(ml than 10 mg/m3 

/oIBAQS-
Sun & 1974 
Chesapeake 1975 5,664 2 16 14 0 3 3 

MB.\QS- 1974 4,336 J 3S 17 0 6 , 
ES5ex 1975 4 , 824 I 21 14 0 I I 

AIRMON 1 197>1 5,400 , 23 17 0 4 4 
(Penn & Lombard St) 1975 2,949 I 24 12 0 1 1 

AIRMON 2 1974 5,568 22 IS 0 I I -

= (Calvert & 22n�) 197.!: 5 , 7J6 " 17 0 9 ) 
• = 



TABLE B-7 

NITROGEN DIOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS IN THE VICINITY OF THE 

SOLLERS POINT SNG FACILITY 

Annual 
Number of Arithmetic Mean 

Site Year Observations ("g/m3) 

A IRMON I 1974 3, 249 122 

(Green & Penn) 1975 2 , 632 85 

AIRMON 2 1974 4 , 223 1 14 

(Cal vert & 1975 3 , 374 91 
22nd) 

Sollers 1974 108 54 
Point 1975 62 46  

Fort 1974 109 37 
Howard 1975 58 34 

B-9 



TABLE B-8 

PHOTOCHEMICAL OXIDANT CONCENTR.4.TWN IN THE VICINITY OF THE SOLLERS POINT SNG FACILITY 

No. of Days with Maximum 
No . I-hr Averages Greater than 

Number of I-hr Average Greater than ("g/m') 
Site Year Observations Maximum ug/m3 16  ug/m3 160 195 295 

MBAQS- 1974 4 , 8 1 5  373 232 49  30  4 
Essex ]975 5, 230 5]0 275 50 36 1 0  

AIRMON 1 1974 3 , 352  294 57 ]9  1 1  0 
(Green & Penn) 1975 3,926 392 45 13 11 2 

'" 
, AIRMON 2 1974 3, !84 294 26 10  5 0 � 

0 (Calvert & IS75 2 , £98 412  96 22 ]5 3 
22nd) 

MBAQS-
Sun & 1974 
C1hesapeake 1975 2 ;697 255 20 5 4 0 



TABLE B-9 

NON-�ETK\NE HYDROCARBON CONCENTRATION -IN THE VICINITY OF THE SOLLERS POINT SNG FACILITY 

Number of days with 
�1aximum 6 to 9 AM 6 to 9 AM Average 

Site tear Observations llg/m3 160 "g/m3 

A[RMON 1 1974 2 , 3B7 2 , 1 57 66 
(Green & Penn) 1975 125 1 , 373 3 

AIRMON 2 1974 2 , 689 1 J 874 75 
(Calvert � 22nd) 1.975 B94 1 , 503 22 

to MBAQS- 1974 4 , 404 3 , 204 liB , Essex 1975 4 , 063 2, 484 7B � 
� 



APPENDIX C 

LISTS OF REPTILES, AMPHIBIANS, BIRDS AND 

MAMMALS COMMON TO THE BALTIMORE ARE> 



TABLE C-I 

POTENTIAL REPTILE AND AMPHIBIAN SPECIES 

TO OCCUR ON THE BALTIMORE GAS & ELECTRIC, SOLLERS POINT SNG FACI LITY SITE 

Common Snapping Turtle - Chelydra serpen�ina 

Bog Turtle - Clemmys muhlenbergi� 

Wood ·Turtle - Clemmys unsculpta 

Spotted Turtle - Clemmys quttata 
Stinkpot - Sternotherus odoratus 
Eastern Mud Turtle - Kinosternon subrubrum 
Map Turtle - Graptys geographica* 
Northern Diamondback Terrapin - Malaclemys terrapin 
Northern Fence Lizard - Sceloporus undulatus 

Ground Skink - Leiolopisma laterale 
Five-Lined Skink - Eumeces . fasciatus 

Broad-Headed Skink - Eumeces laticeps 

Southeastern Five-Lined Skink - Eumeces inexpectatus* 

Racerunner-Sixlined - Cnemidophorus sexl ineatus 
Northern Water Snake - Natrix siphendon 
Queen Snake - Natrix septemvittata 

Eastern Garter Snake - Thamnophis sirtalis 

Eastern Ribbon Snake Thamnophis sauritus 
Eastern Smooth Earth Snake - Virginia valeriae 

Northern Red-Bellied Snake Storeria occipitomaculata 

Northern Brown Snake - Storeria dekayi 

Eastern Hognose Snake - Heterodon plQtyrhino� 
Eastern Worm Snake - Carphophis amoenus 
Northern Ringneck Snake - Diadophis punctatus 
Rough Green Snake - Qpheodrys aestivus 
Rainbow Snake - Farancia erytrogramma* 

,Northern Black Racer - Colober constrictor 
Black Rat Snake - Elaphe obsoleta 

Corn Snake - Elaphe quttata 
Northern Scarlet Snake - Cemophora coccinea 

Eastern Milk Snake - Lampropeltis triangulum triangulum 

Scarlet Kinisnake - Lampropeltis triangulum elapsoides 

C-I 



TABLE C-l (Continued) 

Kingsnake - Lampropeltis �alligaster 
Eastern Kingsnake - Lampropeltis getolus 

Northern Copperhead - Agkistrodon contortrix 

Hellbender - Cryptobranchus alleganiensis 
Red-Spotted Newt - Notophthalmus viridescens 
Eastern Tiger Salamander - Ambystoma tigrinum 

Spotted Salamander 
Marbled Salamander 

Ambystoma macula tum 
Ambystoma opacum 

Northern Dusky Salamander - Desmograthus" fuscus 

Ked SalalUawJI:l" .. P.!eudotriton ruber 

Eastern Mud Salamander - Pseudotriton mont anus 

Slimy �alamander - Pl� Lhouon glutiJ\05U�· 

Red-Backed Salamander - P lethodon cinereus 

Four-Toeu Salamander � Hermidaetyl lium scuta tum 

Northern Two-Lined Salamander - Euryeea bislineata 

Long-Tailed Salamander 

Eastern Spadefoot Toad 

Euryeea longieauda· 

Scaphiopus holbrooki 

AJrlerican Toad 
Fowler ' s  Toad 

Bufo americanus 
Bufo woodhousei 

Northern Spring Peeper - Hyla crucifer 

Green
'j Treefrog - Hyla Cl.netea 

Gray +reefrog - Hyla vericolor 

Hyla chr"ysoscelis 

Upland Chorus Frog - Pseudacris triseriata 
Northern Cricket Frog '- " Acris crepi tans 
Green Frog - Rana clamitans 
Bull frog Rana catesbeiana 

�outhern Leopard Frog - � ultricularia 

Pickeral Frog - Rana palustris 

Wood Frog - Rana sylvatica 

.potential - inhabi'l periphery of :tite and may hRve habitat simliar to 
those conditions within the site. 

Sourc e :  "Conant� Roger� "A Field Guide to Reptile and Amphibians of 
Eastern and Central North America" Houghton-Miffl in Company , 
Boston� 1975 , 429 pp . 
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TABLE C-2 

POTENTIAL BIRD SPECIES TO OCCUR ON THE BALTIMORE GAS & ELECTRIC, 
SOLLERS POINT SNG FACILITY SITE AND SEASONAL OCCURRENCE 

Common Loon - Gavia Immer 

Red-throated Loon - G. stellata 

Horned Grebe - Podiceps auritus 

Red-billed Grebe - PodilymbuS podiceps 

Double-Crested Cormorant - Phalacrocorax auritus 

Great Blue Heron - Ardea herodias 

Great Egret - Casmerodius albus 
Snowy Egret - Egretta thula 

Cattle Egret - Bubulcus ibis 
Little Blue Heron - Florida caerulea 

Louisiana Heron - Hydranassa tricolor 
Green Heron - Butorides virescens 
Black-crowned Night Heron - Nycticorax nycticorax 
Yellow-crowned Night Heron - Nyctanassa violacea 

American Bittern - Botaurus lentiginosus 
Least Bittern - Ixobrychus exilis 
Ciossy Ibis Plegadis falcinel lu5 
Mute Swan - -Cygnus alor 
Whistling Swan - OIOT columbianus 

Canada Goose - Brartta 'cartadensis 

Brant - Branta 'bern1cla 

Snow Goose - "Chen 'hypetbotea 

Blue Goose - Chert hyperb6rea 

Mallard - "Arias platyrhyTichos 

Black Duck - 'Anas .tubtipes 
Gadwal l  � 'Artas sttepera 

American Widgeon � "Artas " ameticana 
Pintail - "Anas actita 

Green-�i.nged Teal - Arias ' cat61inelisis 
Blue-winged Teal � 'Anas "disc6rs 

Shoveler � Arias "clypeata 
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TABLE (-2 (Oontinued) 

Wood Duck - Aix sponsa 

Redhead - Aythya collaris 

Ring-necked Duck - Aythya collaris 

Canvas-back - Aythya valisineria 
Greater Scaup Duck - Aythya marila 
Lesser Scaup Duck 
Common Golden Eye 

Aythya affinis 
Bucephala dangula 

Buffle-head - Bucephala albeola 

Old Squaw - Clangula hyemalis 

Common Eider - Somateria mollissima 
White-winged Seater - Melanitta deglandi 

Surf Scoter - "Melanitta perspicil lata 
Black Seater - Melanitta nigra 

Ruddy Duck - "Oxyura jamaicensis 
Hooded Merganser Lophedytes cucullatus 
Common Merganser Mergus merganser 
Red-brea5ted Merganser' - Mergus serrator 
Turkey Vulture - Cathartes aura 

Slack Vulture - C6ragyPs atratu.s 
Sharp-skinned Hawk - Accipiter sttiatus 
Cooper ' s  Hawk actipiter ' c66petii 
Red-tai led Hawk - " Suteo j arnaicerisis 
Red-shouldered Hawk � ' Bute6 " lineatus 

Broad-wi.nged Hawk � "Buteo platrpterus 
Rough-Ie.gged Hawk - ButeO ,Ugopu-s 

Golden Eagle - " Aquila chtysaetos 
Bald Eagle - "Haliaeetus Levcocephalus 

MR,T.'�h H�wk ,: Circus si:�ri"eus 

Osprey - Pandion 'haliaetus 

Peregrine Falcon - ' Falco 'peregtinus 

Merlin � ' Falc6 " coltimbatius 
Kestrel - Falco spatvetis 

Bob White ': 'Col inus ' virgiriianus 
Ring-necked Pheasant � Phasianus cOlchicus 

King Rail - Rallus elegans 
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TABLE C-2 (Continued) 

Clapper Rail - Rallu5 longirostris 

Virginia Rail - Rallus limicola 

Sora - Porzana carolina 

Common Gallinule - Gallinula chloropus 

American Coot - Fulica americana 

Semipaluated Plover - Charadrius semipalmatus 

Piping Plover - C. melodus 

Wilson ' s  Plover - C .  wilsonia 

Kil ldeer - Charadrius vociferus 

American Golden Plover - Pluvialis dominica 

Black-bellied Plover - Pluvialis squatarola 

American Woodcock - Philohela minor 

Common Snupe - Capella gallinago 

Spotted Sandpiper - Actitis macularia 

Solitary Sandpiper - Tringa solitaria 

Willet - Catoptrophorus semipalmatus 

Greater Yellow-legs - Tringa melanoleucus 

Lesser Yellow-l.egs - Tringa flavipes 

Pectoral Sandpiper - Calioris melanotos 

Least Sandpiper ,- CalioriS minutilla 

Dunlin � Caliotis · alpina 

Sanderli.ng - · Calicitis · alba 

Great Black-backed Gull - Latus marinus 

Herri,ng Gull - Laros atgentatus 

Ri.ng-billed Gull � ·Larus ·delawarensis 

La.ughi.ng Gull - Latus · atrici 11a 

Bonaparte ' s  Gull - Larus philadelphia 

Gull-billed Term � ·Gelochelidori ·nildrica 

Forester' s  Tern - Stetna · forsteri 

Common Tern - Sterna hittindo 

Least Tern - Sterna · albifrons 

Royal Tern· .- ·Thalasseus ·maxin'!us 

Caspian Tern - Hydr6progne · caspia 

Black Tern - ·Chlidonias niger 
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TABLE C-2 (Continued) 

Black 'Skimmer - Rynchops nigra 

Mourning Dove Zenaida macroura 
Yellow-b�l led Cuckoo - Coccyzus americanus 

Black-bi l led Cuckoo - C9CCYZUS erythropthalmus 

Barn Owl - � alba 

Screech Owl . -Otus asio 

Great Horned Owl - Bubo virginianus 
Barred Owl - Strix varia 

Short-eared Owl - Asio flammeus 

Saw-whet Owl - A�gollus aca�i�u� 
Chuck-wil lis-widow - Caprimulgus carolinensis 
Whip-�oor-wil l  - Caprimulgus vociferus 
Ruby-throated Hummingbird - Archilochus colobris 

Belted Kingfi':'her - Megaceryle aleyon' 

Common F l icker '- COlaptes auratus 
Red-be l lied Woodpecker - Centurus carolinus 

Red-headed Woodpecker - Melanerpes erythrocephalus 

Yellow-bel l ied Sapsucker - Sphyrapicus varius 

Hairy Woodpecker 

Downy Woodpec�er 
Dendrocopos villosus 

Dendrocopos pubescens 
Eastern Kingbird ; '1)!annus tyrannus 
Great Crested Flycatcher - Myiarchus crinitus 

Eastern Phoebe - Sayornis phoebe 

Yel low-bellied Flycatcher - Empidonax flaviventris 
Acadian Flycatcher - Empidoriax virescens 

Traill ' s  Flycatcher · ' Empidanax traillii 
Least Flycatcher ; Empidariax minimus 
Eastern Wood Pewee - Cantapus virens 

. . 

Horned Lark - ",Eremopliila aIpestris 

Tree Swallow · Iridoprocne bicolor 
Bank Swal low- .:.", Riparia ripaTia 

RO,ugh-winged Swallow - 'Stelgidopteryx rufic61lis 

Barn' Swallow .:. Hirundo "rustica 
Cliff Swallow · Petr6cnelidori pytthon6ta 

C-6 

Sp 

UC 

C 

UC 

UC 

UC 
UC 

UC 
C 

UC 

uC 
C 

UC 

UC 
C 
C 

R 
UC 

F w s 
UC 

C 
UC 

UC . R 

uC 
UC 

UC 
C 

R 
C 

UC 

UC 

C 

UC 

UC 

UC 
UC 
UC 

C 
UC 

UC 

UC 
C 

UC 

UC 
C C 

R R 

C 

Uc 
UC 

UC 
C 

UC 

UC 

UC . UC 

UC 

UC 

C' 

C 

UC 
UC 
C 
R 
UC 

UC 

C C C 

c 
UC 
C 

OC 
UC 

R · 

C 
UC 
C 

UC 

UC 
Ab 
R 

Uc 
C 

UC 

C 

C 
UC 
R 

UC 

UC 

C 

UC 

C 

OC 

UC 
R 

R · 
C 

UC 

UC UC 
Ab ' OC 

UC · 

UC · 

Ab 
R 



'l'ABLE C-2 (Continued) 

Purple Martin - Progne subis 

Blue Jay - Cyanocitta cristata 

Common Crow - Cervus brachyrhynchos 

Fish Crow - Corvus ossifragus 
Black-capped Chickadee - Parus atricapillus 

Carolina Chickadee - Parus carolinensis 

Tufted Titmouse - Parus bicolor 
White-breasted Nuthatch - Sitta carolinensis 

Red-breasted Nuthatch 
Brown-Headed Nuthatch 

Sitta canadensis 
Sitta pusilla 

Brown Creeper - Certhia fami l i aris 

House Wren - Troglodytes aedon, 

Winter Wren - Troglodytes ' troglodytes 
Carolina Wren - Thryothorus ,ludovicianus 
Long-Billed March Wren - Teluatodytes palustris 
Short-Bil led Marsh Wren - CistothoTus platensis 

Mockingbird - Mimus polyglontos 
Catbird - Oometella carolinensis 
Brown Thrasher - Toxostoma rofom 

Robin - Turdus Migratorius 
Wood Thrush - Hylocichla Mustelina 
Hernut Thrush - Catharus guttata 
Swainson ' s  Thrush - Catharus ustulata 
Gray-Cheeked Thrush - CathaTus minima 
Veery - Catharus fuscescens 
Eastern Bluebird - Sia1ia sia1is 
Blue-Gray Gnatcatcher - Polioptila caeru1ea 

Golden-Crowned Kinglet - Regulus satrapa 
Roby-Crowned Kinglet - Regulus calendula 
Water Pipit - Anthus spinoletta 
Cedar Waxwing - Bombyci l l a  cedrorum 

Loggerhead Shrike - Lanius ludovicianus 

Starling - Stornus vulgaris 
White-Eyed Vireo - Vireo grise� 
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TABLE C-2 (Continued) 

Yellow-Throated Vireo - Vireo flavifrons 

Solitary Vireo 

Red-Eyed Vireo 

Vireo solitarius 

Vireo ol ivaceus 

Philadelphia Vireo - Vireo philadelphicus 

Warbling Vireo - Vireo gilvus 

Black and White Warbler - Mniotilta varia 

Prothonotany Warbler -. Protonotaria citrea 

Worm-Eating Warbler - Helmitheros vermivorus 

Golden-Winged Warbler - Vermivora chrysoptera 

Blue-Winged Warbler Vermivora pinn.'; 
Tennessee Warbler - Vermivora peregrina 

Orange-Crowned Warbler - Vermivora celata 

Nashvil l e  Warbler - Vermivora roficapilla 

Northern Parula - Parula americana 

yel low Warbler - Dendroica petechia 

Magnolia Warbler Dendroica Magnolia 

Cape May Warbler Dendroica tigrina 

Black-Throated Blue Warbler - Dendroica caerolescens 

Yellow-Rumped Warbler - Dendroica coronata 

Black-Throated Green Warpler - Dendroica virens 

Corulean Warbler - Oendrolca cerolea 

. Blackbuarian Warbler - Dendroica fusca 

Yel low-Throated Warbl er - Dendroica dominica 

Chestnut-Sided Warbler - Dendroica pensylvanica 

Bay-Breasted Warbler Dendroica castanea 

Black-poll Warbler - Dendroica striata 

Pine Waruler - Uendroica pinus 

Prairie Warbler - Dendroica discolor 

Palm Warb 1 er Dendroica p31rn�rum 

Ovenbird - Sieiurus avrocapi l lus 

Northern Waterthrush - Seiurus noveboracensis 

Louisiana Water thrush - Seiurlls motaci l l a  

Kentucky Warbler - Op0rornis formosus 

Connecticut Warbler - Oporornis agilis 

Mourning Warb�er - Qporornis philadelphia 
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TABLE C-2 (Continued) 

Northern Yellow-Throat - Geothlypis trichas 

Yellow-Breasted Chat - Icteria virens 

Hooded Warbler - Wilsonia critrina 

Wilson ' s  Warbler - Wilsonia pusilla 

Canada Warbler - Wilsonia canadensis 

American Redstart - Setophaga ruticilla 

House Sparrow - Passer domesticus. 

Bobolink - Dol�chonyx oryzivorus 

Eastern Meadowlark - Sturnella magna 

Red-Winged Blackbird - Agelaius phoeniceus 

Orchard Oriole - Icterus spur ius 

Northern Oriole 

Rusty Blackbird 

Icterus galbula 

Euphagus carolinus 

Common Grackle - Quiscalus quiscula 

Brown-Headed Cowbird - Molothrus ater 

Scarlet Tanager - Piranga ol ivacea 

Summer Tanager - Piranga rubra 

Cardinal - Cardinalis cardinalis 

Rose-Breasted brosebeak - Pheucticus ludovicianus 

Blue Grosebeak 

Indigo Bonting 

Guiracce caerulea 

Passerina cyanea 

Evening Grosebeak - Hesperiphona vespertina 

Purple Finch - Carpodacus purpureus 

HOllSE': Fi.nch 
Pine Siskin 

Carpodacusmexicanus 

Spinus pinus 

American Goldfinch - Spinus tristis 

Red Crossbill - Loxia curvirostra 

White-Winged Crossbill - Loxia leucoptera 

Rufous-Sided Towhee - Piplio erythrophthalmus 

Savannah SpRTTnw ..: Pas sI;'rctllll5 sandwichem:is 

Grasshopper Sparrow - Ammodramus savannarum 

Henslow' s  Sparrow - Ammodramus henslowii 

Sharp-Tailed Sparrow - Ammospiza caudacuta 

Seaside Sparrow � Ammospiza maritima 
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TABLE C-2 (Continued) 

Sp 5 
Vesper Sparrow - Pooecetes gramineus 
Dark-Eyed Junco - Junco hyemalis 

Tree Sparrow - spi�ella arborea 

Chipping Sparrow - Spi�ella passerina 

Field Sparrow - Spi�ella pus i l la 

C 
Ab 

UC 
C 
C 

White-Crowned Sparrow - Zonotrichia leucophrys R 

White-Throated Sparrow - Zonotrichia albicollis Ab 

Fox Sparrow - Passerella i l iac_a UC 
Lincoln ' ,  Sparrow - Melospi�a lincolnii R 
Swamp Sparrow - Melospi �a georgiana C 
Song Sparrow - Melospi�� melodia 

Lapland Longspur - Calcarius lapponicus 

Snow Bunting - Plectrophenax nivalis 

KEY: Sp 

S 
F 

Sources :  

Spring 

Summet: 

Fall 

W - Winter 
, 

R - Rare 

OC - Occasional 

UC - Uncommon 
C - Coillmon 
Ab - Abundant 

Ab 

c 

C 
C 
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Ab Ab 
UC UC 
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R R 

Ab Ab 

UC UC 
R R 

C C 
Ab C 
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R 

Robbins, C .  S .  et al, Birds of North America, Golden Press, New York 
1966, 340 pp. 

'Peterson, R. T . , A Field Guide to the Brids, Eastern 
Birds, Houghton MIffun comp. , Boston, 1947, 230 pp. 

Land and Water 

Avian check list of Eastern Neck Wildlife Refuge, Rock Hal l ,  Maryland, 
Reference leaflet 254, Febr�ary 197 1 .  
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APPENDIX D 

LISTS OF INVERTEBRATE ORGANISMS AND FISH 
SPECIES FOUND IN BALTIMORE HARBOR AND THE 

PATAPSCO RIVER 



TABLE 0-1 

SPECIES LIST OF INVERTEBRATE ORGANISMS FOUND WITHIN THE 

SEMIHEALTHY AREAS OF BALTIMORE HARBOR 

Coelenterata 

Fagesia l ineata 

Diadumene leveolena 

Corophium locustre 
Rithropanopeus harrisi 

Nemertea 

Mierwa leidyi 

Annelida 

Limnodrilus sp . 

Heteromastus filiformis 
Scolecolepides viridis 

'Stteoloispio ' benedicti 
Et'e6ne hetetopoda 
Nereis sticcinea 

Hyparii61a grayi 

Arthropoda 

NeOmysis americana 
Cyathura p6lita 
EdOtea . tti!oba 

MOnoctilOdes edwardsi 
. Garnmatus sp. 

Caririoga.mmarus 'mucrorta.tus 
. Melita riitida 

" Dtnadusa " compta 

Lept6chietus 'plumu16sus 

!)ource: Pf1tz�IIU1t:lyt:n'. 1975 

Insecta 

Chironomus attenuatus 

Procladiu5 sp . 

Mollusca 

0-1 

Brachiodontes recurrius 
Congeri leucophaeta 

Mya , arenaria 

Macoma balthic3 
Macoma phenax 
Rangia cuneata 

• 



TABLE D-2 

SPECIES LIST OF INVERTEBRATE ORGANISMS FOUND WITHIN THE 

SEMI POLLUTED AREAS OF BALTIMORE HARBOR 

Coelenterata 

Fagesia l ineat.a 

Di!dumene leveolena 

Nemertea 

Annelida 

Limrtodrilu5 sp . 

Heter6mastus filiformis 

'Scolecolepides viridis 

Stteb16ispio benedicti 

EteuuE! "hetel'Opoda 

Nereis ' succinea 

" l Iypar'li6Ia grayi 
' Polydora l1grti 

Arthropoda 

Balamus amphitrite 

Cyathura polita 

"M6noculodes edwardsi 

' Gal1U1\atus sp. 

Cnrlnogammaru.5 ·mticl�c:.lhitus . 

'Melita "ni tida 
-

Ctmadusa. compto1 

r.ipto('.hierus ·pltlmulo5ll5. 

Corosphium " lacustre 

Rithropanopeus "harrisi 

Source : Pfit zenmeyer. J 97.5 

Insecta 

Chironomus attenuatus 

Procladius sp . 

Mollusca 

D-2 

r.ongeri(l , leucophaeto. 

M;:!c(lrn<l balthic;a 
Macoma phenax 

Pangia cuneata 



TABLE 0-3 

SPECIES LIST OF INVERTEBRATE ORGANISMS FOUND WITHIN THE 

VERY POLLUTED AREAS OF BALTIMORE HARBOR 

Nemertea 

Mierwa 1eidyi 

Annel'ida 

Limnodrilus sp. 

Heteromastus filiformis 

Sco!ecolepides viridis 

Strebloispio benedicti 

Eteone· heteropoda 

Nereis succinea 

Hypaniola srari 

Polydora 1 igoi 

Arthropoda 

Neomysis americana 

Cyathura palha 

Gammarus sp. 

Liptochierus plumulosus 

Rithropanopeus harrisi 

Insecta 

ChironomU5 attenuatus 

ProtIadius s p .  

Mollusca 

Macoma balthica 

�ource : Pfit,enmeyeT J 1975 
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TABLE D-4 
. 

A LIST OF FISH SPECIES AND METHOD OF COLLECTION IN 

BALTIMORE HARBOR, 1970' 

Species 

Hogchoker. Trinectes maculatus 

Bay anchovy, Anchoa mitchilli 

**White perch, t-1orone americana 

·-Atlantic silveriioes .  
Menidia menidia 

Tidewater silversides. �. beryl ina 

Alewife. Alosa pseudoharengus 

Blueback herring. �. acstivalis 

Gizzard shad, Dorosoma cepedianum 

Pumpkinseed, Lepomis gibbosus 

• *Mummichog , Fundulus heteroclitus 

·-Sanded killifi�h. I. diaphanus 

Striped kiiiifish,' !'.: majalis 

Naked goby" Gobiosoma bosci 

Str�ped blenny, chasmodes 
bo�9tii.anus 

Atlantic menhaden, Brevoortia 
. .  tyrannus 

Spotta�l shiner. Notropis 
. " hud!;oriiu!; 

Striped bass, Marone saxatilis 

Yellow per�� • . : petca flavescens 

Hal !beak) �6t�.�p!i�.s 
unilasciatus 

American eel ..... �guilla rostrata 

Minnow, ' CYptinids 

Catfish, leU,lurus sp . . 

*Dove1 , 1975. 

Plankton Net 

Eggs Larvae, Young 
& Adult 

x 

x x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

- . 

··Species found at Sollers Point sampling site. 
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TABLf. D·!> 
AfWIRCHlUS FISH SPAWNING STfiEA.MS IH ntE 

PATAPSCO RIVER AREA 

Streams InVtstl,atedI,2 
Sub. Subbasin Name 

Stream Name 
Back River 

Deep Creek 
Herrinl 11.\,111 
Muddy Gut 
Northeast Creek 
Redhouse Creek 

Pau.pseo River 
Deep Creek 
Herbert 11.\,111 
Itockbum Branch 
Stony Run 

Inner Balti .. ore Harbor 
Middle Bflnch 
Northwest Branch 

N. Draina,c to Inncr 
Baltimore Harbor 

COI,ate Creek 
Gwynn hili 

Outer fl.elt�re Harbor 
Bear Creek 
Bullneck Creek 
Jones Creek 
Lynch Creek 
Nabbs Creek 
Rock Creek 
Sloop COve 
Stony Creek 
Unnamed (958, lODE· 
50S, 400N) 
Unnamed (9'1, OODE· 
'80, OOON) . 

S. Drain" e to inner 
IlaltiJaore Harbor 

Cabin Branch 
CllTth Creek 
Fumaee Creek 
Marley Creek 
Sa�ill Creek 
Tanyard Cove 

Bodkin Creek 
Back Creek 
Main Creek 
Wharf Creek 

Total Spawning 'Stre� 
by Species: 
Total Sampled Streams : 15 
Toul Spawnin&: 
StreiUlS (IU Speel.,): 11 
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relinltes liven to identify sample sites of unnamed suelLllls . .  

lSpec:in reeorell.ngs based on egll. I.rvae or adult fish life. su,es collected. 
40ne larvae eolleeUd in Cabin Sraneh . 
STwo larv¥e euU"'o.:t",1I In B." .. · C.'c.,l. 
60ne adult fish in nonspalfllinl condition eoUeeted (Marley Creek). 
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�.pPENDIX E 

COMMENTS ON THE �IRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT· 

STATEMENT ·AND RESPONSES TO THE COMMENTS 



1 .  Introduction 

This app'endix addresses the comments received from federal agencies 

and other interested parties who submitted written statements ,  regarding 

the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DE IS) that was issued to the 
public on December 12.  1977. Comments were received from "the fol lowing 
agencies and parties : 

• Petrochemical Energy Group (PEG) ; 

• U . S .  Environmental· Protection Agency. Region I I I .  

• U . S .  Department of the Interior ; 

• National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, U . S .  Depart­

ment of Commerce; and 

• Greater Dundalk Community Council .  

Comments .for which there is  no specific response were similar to  

those comments for which a response has been made or were not of a 
substantive nature requiring a resp.onse (Baltimore C learinghouse and 
Baltimore Gas and Electric Co . ) .  In addition, comments from the Logan 
Village Impr·ovement Association are· not specifically addressed in this 

appendix because they were received too late for responses to be 

included. However, these · comments will  be considered by DOE in its 

evaluation process . 

The comment section has been organiz�d in a question and response . 
format. Each substantive comment has been either reproduced in ful l or 
summarized with the appropriate response directly following . Considera 

tion has been given to only those comments which are directly related t 
the DEIS. Questions regardi�g ERA policy and national issues of naphth 
sup�ly and demand are considered to be outside the scope of this site­
specific evaluation. Such issues are discussed fully in the Final 

Progammatic US 
.
on the Allocation of � Feedstock, August 1977 . 

2 .  Comments Received from the Petrochemical Energy Group (P�G) 

The following 14 comments were received from Bruce F .  Kiely. 

l:UUJIStd £u:.: the Petrochemical En.ergy Group. on Ja.nuary 20. 1978. 

E-J 



(1)  The DE-IS should focus on the environmental impacts of the 
proposed naphtha allocation. Instead, its primary emphasis is 
on the evaluation of a 

·
no-allocation decision. (paraphrased) 

Response : We fail to recognize how your conclusion was reached regard-
. 

ing the primary focus of the nElS. Chapters S through 9 of the report 

deal almost exciusively with the probable effect of the proposed naphtha 

allocation. Section 10. 2 . 1  of Chapter 10 is the only part of the DEIS 

where the no-allocation alternative is evaluated in detail . 

(2) 

Respons e :  

effect of 

feedstock. 

Thero i� little. reference made in
' 
the DElS to the impBr.t. of 

the proposed naphtha. allocation to other users of this feed­
:stock, particularly thosCl that have little or no altern .... t.iv�.5 . 
lparaphrased) 

We believe adequate coverage was given to the issue of the 
the proposed allocation of naphtha to other users of this same 

As noted on page S-.13 of the DEIS . . 

The allocation of naphtha· to this SNG facility could not 
directly affect naphtha users within 8G&E ' s  service area 
because Amerada Hess Corporation does not supply naphtha to 
any class of users in BG&E ' s  service area. It is possible, 
however, that the unavailability of naphtha to local users 
(because of its al location to this SNG facility) would not 
al low industries dependent upon naphtha t·o expand production. 
It is also possible that the unavailability of naphtha to 
U!Jorz outside "the ·

UrVice· area would lnd:1.rE!�t'y aff.ecl pt':ople 
within the service area who use and rely on products dependent 
upon naphtha. However. those considerations are beyond the 
scope of this envi�onmental report.  The Federal Energy 
Administration [previously] prepared a programmatic environ­
mental· impact statement which addresses regional and national 
environmental issues Qf naptha allocations (See Final Program­
matic � � � Allocation of � Feedstock. August 1979) . 

(3) The DElS ignores virtually · all construction-related impacts of 
the SNG plant. (l'araphras�d) 

Respo�se : Construction of the BG&E Riverside SNG plant commenced in 

. July 1973. The regulations and policy statemen't (10 CFR 2 1 1 .  29) cover­

ing allocation of SNG feedstocks were promulgated in May 1974 . BG&E. 

recognizing the need to initiate regulatory action� attempted to have 

the plant IIgrandfathered" but was not able to meet all the FEA criteria. 

A petition ·for a feedstock allocation was. therefore, prepared in 

E-l 



September 1975 . IJ.l· July 1976, ·the study leading to an" environmental 

impact : statement was begun . Du.ring the saine month the plant was com­
pleted. Since the facility was essentially complete prior to the 

beginning of the environmental study, construction· activities were not 

addressed. 

(4) As to BG&E ' s  alternatives , PEG first points out that none 
of BG&E' s suppliers -forecast curtailing any high priority 
loads this winter. The Federal Energy Regulatory Com- _. 
mission (FERC) supports ·that conclusion . - If .high priority 
loads do not need the gas , and if SNG production is to be' 
only to provide gas for priority �oads , where is there the 
need for .any SNG and 'any adverse environmen!:al consequences 
attendant' 

to the construction ' and operation of the plant . -

Response :  As noted on pages 10-6 and 10-7 of the DEIS, · there i s  a sub­
stantial degree of unc;ert�inty involved in projecting future gas 
supplies . Using. the best available information at the time the report 
was prepared. the data indicated that under BG&E ' s  design winter con­
ditions , there would- be a need for SNG during this winter (1977-1978) 
and during the' winter of 1980-198+. This analysis focused solely on the 
gas requirements of BG&E ' s  high priority customers (FERC Priority of 

Service Categories I thrQugh . 3 ) .  
The estimated SNG needs of these high priority customers duri'ng a 

design wint�r ranged from 1 , 110 to 4 , 590 MMcf during the winter of 
1977-1978 and 524 to 13. 158 MMCF during the winter of 1980- 198 1 .  The 

composite case, which represented the average of three al'ternative gas 

supply scenarios, _ sho.wed a need for 3 , 082 MMcf of SNG in 1977-1978 and 

7 , 269 MMcf during the winter ,of 1980- 198 1 .  

(5) The SNG plant should ' be used for standby in truly abnormal 
winters . There is 'no analysis of the environmental i�pact 
of running the plant on a standby basis . (paraphrased) 

Response: NEPA does not require the evaluation of an all inclusive set 
of alternatives,  but rather an evaluation of reasonable alternatives. 
'In Chapter 1 0  of the DE IS alternatives of denial.of the requested 

·East Tennessee Natural Gas Co. et al . ,  PERC Docket No . RP77-72. 
mimeo. p. 2 .  
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allocation, a partial 

A standby or low mode 

allocation , and full al location were discussed, 

type 

fall at the lower end of a 

of operation at a minimum capacity would 

partial allocation . Any impacts associated 

therewith would fall between those associated with a denial 0'£ an 

allocation to those for a partial allocation of 7S percent.  The scope 

and detail of impacts associated with various levels of operation are 

considered adequate. 

(6) The DElS improperly assumes the curtailment projections and 
need 'for gas without any apparent independent analysis or 
inquiry . 

Re6pons�:  The d�ta upon which the OElS was based came from a variety 

of sources including BG&E. To the extent possible all data were 

verified. Such verification included a spot check of replies made to 

a BG&E initiated customer survey . Natural gas supply sources were 

contacted to confirm supply projections . In the case analysis a com­

posite supply average was
. 
utilized. This composite represented an 

averaie of estimates prepared by DG&E, Columbia Gas Transmission Co . •  

and the National Economic Research Association. Data on fuel switching 

and industrial impacts were developed based upon past experience with 

other SNG plants and are considered to be reasonable. 

t7) rUrth�T, llti' pa:Jt fall ,  MIiF. piL�,sed up au opportunity to 
pllT'C".ha:ie LNG at $ 3 . 88 per Mef"" which would have made the 
adverse environmental consequences of ul'��·ating it::; SNC 
plant virtual ly nil . Query : why the compelling need for 
SNG when LNG is  foresaken? From the above , it seems clear 
that i f  8G&E were granted an allocation of feedstock for 
it::; SNG plant. it would elect to run the plant whether the 
SNG were needed or whether ' Cheaper, less envirollmentally 
adverse alternatives were avai lable. 

Re'sEonse : BG&E was not directly offered an opportunity to purchase 

the LNG referred to in the Pertatnina case. Furthermore , the- Pf:1'tamina 

case involved the spot sale of four cargo loads of LNG. The spot 

""Perusahaan Pertambangan Minyak Dan Gas ·Bumi Negara (Pertamina) . Okt . 
No. 77-002-LNG, DOE/ERA Decision and Order Denying Petition for 
Declaratory Order Authorizing Importation of Natural Gas and Request 
for Hearing. December 23, 1977. 
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market does not constitute a reliable source of supply and hence, cannot 

be considered as a viable alternative to the proposed action. Thus , 

while this altern�tive may initially appear to be more cost effective or 

more environmentally sound. ultimately it , would not prove to be reli­

abl e .  Without some assurance of reliability, the benefits of this 
alternative are substantially diminished. 

As noted on page 10-11 of the VElS. the Riverside SNG plant would 

not operate when customers with an alternate fuel capability are 
receiving gas. 

(8) Perhaps the most revealing information as to ·t�e lack of need 
for SNG is found in the Executive Summary to the OEIS where it  
is stated : a propane-air plant and ' liquified natural gas 
storage can meet increased short-.term demands. Expansion of 
these facilities would not be possible prior to ·the winter 
when 8G&E estimates that the SNG �acility could be needed . I f  
the short-term needs o f  8G&E can be met by propane-air plants 
and from LNG storage, there is no reason to run the SNG plant 
at al l or to incur any of the environmental consequences 
related to the SNG plant. The fai�ure of the nElS to weigh 
this unavoidable result or to assess the preferable  use of 
propane-air plants or LNG storage make �he DEIS . deficient. 

Response: 8G&E 's  propane-air and LNG storage facilities are· reserved 
for peak shaving purposes and are not intended for base load · use.  
Neve.rtheless . the analysis asswned that these two sources could con­

tribute their respective full capacit�es to the base gas suppl y .  This 

assumption was made in order to develop a conservative analysis.  In 

spite of this assumption, the evaluation still  revealed a: -need for SNG 
during a design winter in order ·to fulfi l l  high priority gas requirements .  

(9) (a) As to the use of gas by BG&E's  customers, the DEIS has no 
apparent analysis of end use considerations. 

(b) There is no evidence that the SNG is needed for FPC 
Priority 1 ,  2 and 3 customers as intimated on DEI,S 
page 2-5.  

(c) Neither is there any evidence that denial of the allo­
cation of feedstock to the SNG plant will in fact result 
in closing commerical' and industrial firms . There are 
only inadequate speculative conclusory ' statements �nd � 
discussion of avail.able alternate fue.ls .  Without such 
information, the conclusion in the OEIS that SNG is more 
environmentally preferable  to alternatives has no meaning. 
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Response: (a) End use considerations formed the basic framework of the 

analysi$ since only gas requirements of BG&E ' s  customers in FERC Priority 

of Service Ca·tegories I ,  2 and 3 were considered. FERC categories are 

based on end uses� 

(b) The issue of need was treated in Section 10. 1 . 3  of the 

DEIS. The analysis showed that SNG may be needed for FERC Priority 2 

and 3 customers under design winter conditions . 

(c) Whether or not a commercial or industrial rirm will close 

due to a gas deficit is difficult to determine, as was noted on pages 

lU-13 and 10-14 at Lh� DEIS. !:;uch a decision would depenri on a number 

of consi deT.'a�ions,' the most important uf which include: 

• the degree to which curtailed firms are dependent upon a 

gaseous fuel for temperature and impurity control ,  

• the degree to which alternative fuel burning equipment is 

already in place, 

• the degree to which alternative fuels are obtainable. and the 

relative costs of these fuels , and 

• the relative ability of curtailed firms to absorb the capital 

cost of fuel switching (for those without the necessary equip­

ment in place) and/or the additional cost .of alternative 

fuels. 

Since it would not be feasible to contact each firm to determine how 

each would react to a gas deficit, ·the 

cases: (1) all curtailed firms closed 

impact analysis examined two 

down, . and (2) all curtailed firms . . 
switched to an alternate fuel.  Alternate fuels consid.ered included 

No. 2 fuel oi l ,  propane and electricity. Given the events of last ' 

winteT1 !' i t  is evident that. �as deficiencies do result' in the ciosing of 
some finns , with others switching to an alternate fueL' The two-case 

approach thus provided a range of economic impacts likely to 'occur as a 

result of a gas shortfall . 
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(10) The DElS is incomplete in its comparison of the environmental 
impact of SNG versus "alternatives.  

(a) In the first place, the OEis reveals no basis for its 
conclusion that, absent SNG, high priority. users would 
receive no gas . If these customers receive gas or have 
alternate fuel ca"pability installed, there will be no 
appreciable environmental impact of denying BG�E an 
allocation. 

(b) Secondly, the DEIS assumes that if gas were not used, 
fuel oil would be used in its place. This shows that gas 
is not used for nonsubstituta"ble uses . A5 to the effect 
of using oil, the DElS analysis fails to indicate whether 
any environmental safeguards on alternate fuel faci lities 
would be used. Further. many permits may already exist 
permitting the use of alternate fuel or would be issued 
upon appropriate applications . Hence, it cannot be 
determined from t"he DEIS what the environmental impact 
use of fuel oil would be.  

(c) Thirdly, the DEIS relies on outdated gas supply figures 
for one of the coldest winter periods on record to cQn­
elude that SNG may be needed. 

Response:  (a) The issue of need on the part of high priority users was 

covered in Section 10 . 1 . 3  of the OUTS. The analysis showed that the 

need for SNG may exist under design winter conditIons . The effedt of 

not fulfilling this need is detailed in the analyses of the no-allocation 

alternative (Section 1 0 . 2 . 1  of the DEIS) . The analysis concluded that 

there could be appreciable impacts resulting from such an action . Even 

if curtailed firms had an alternate fuel capability in place, they would 

still incur the added costs of fuel if  propane or electricity were 

substituted for gas. Switching to No. 2 oil would provide an economic 

benefit if  the cost of this fuel is less than the cost of an equivalent 

volume of gas and SNG. On the other hand, fuel switching also results in 

increasing regional contaminant air emissions. This issue was also 

discussed and evaluated in the a"nalysi s .  

(b) The analysis assumed a worst-case situation where all 

curtailed firms could " switch to either fuel oil.  propane or electricity. 

In all probability, not all firms would be able to use an �lternate 

fuel,  particularly those in FERC Priority of Service Category 2 .  Many 

Priority 2 customers require gas because of its precise temperature 
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control and flame charact�ristics . Others require gas be�ause of its 

chemical , not thermal, properties . While customers outside Priority 2 

may be able : to use an alternate fue l .  economic constraints may make fuel 

conversion an unlikely proposition. 

The air quality effects of fuel switching were considered in 

detail in Chapter 10 of the nElS. Alternate fuels considered in the air 

qU'ality analysis included fuel oil as well as propane and electricity. 

ERA assumes that if fuel switching , does occur, all applicable 

federal and state air quality regulations would have to be fulfilled. 

(e) Th� nElS, analysis was based on n worst'-case situation 

(a design winter) . 

(11) "Since -ali'ocations are to be made only" where the need for SNG 
for priority uses is shown. the' gas requirements of BG&E in 
all likelihood 'are far below those iisted at page 10- 1 1 .  
Before any decision is made as to the "needl! for SNG. the 
volumes of gas used by commercial customers and industrial 
customers should be broken down and alternate fuel capability 
assess,ed . With such an analysis� the true gas requirements 
could be establish'ed. 

Respons�: As 'noted previously in the response to PEG Comment " 9 (a) only 

gas requirements of BG&E ' s  high priority customers (FERC , Pr.iority of 

Service Cat'egories 1 to 3") were considered in the analysis. The evalu­

ation showed a potential need for SNG on the part of 'these customers 

during a design winter. These estimates of need are summarized on 

page 10· 1 1  of the nElS and we believe they are reasonable projections . 

8G&E ' s  high priority gas requirements during a design winter are 

54,089. 000 Mcf. Page 10-46 of the nElS shows 'that resid,ential require­

ments during a design winter are 36,975 � 250 Mcf, whi le page 10-53 

of the nElS indicates that' industrial and commercial re'quirements are 

6� 558�S6l Mef and 10-.555. 199 Mcf, respectively. 

There is no data availabe on how many high priority industrial and 

commercial customers could use an alternate fue l .  The 8G&E survey 

described on page 10-14 of the DEIS does indicate that. with the excep­

tion of some large volume lisers� the vast majo'rity of BG&E ' s high 

priority industrial ' and commercial customers do not have an alternate 

fuel capability in place . 
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(12)  Instead of SNG, why were not alternatives such as emergency 
gas purchases analyzed as alternatives?· 

Response : Emergency gas purchases were not evaluated as an alternative 

because they do not represent a r.eliable source of gas supply. Further­

more, it should be noted that BG&E is not e��gible to make emergency 
purchases of gas under FPC Order No. 533. 

(13) (a) Further, what is not shown is what the cost of the SNG 
is . I t  is curious that the unit .cost of SNG is buried by 
rolling it in, but the cost of all other supplemental 
energy sources is listed ·at its incremental price. See 
Table 1 0 . 2 - 3 .  Any objective cost analysis should have 
each supplemental source on an equal basis. 

(b) It also is curious why the rolled-in cost of natural gas 
and SNG is constant for both winters while other costs 
escalate. Does the DEIS mean to imply that other energy 
wi)l escalate but SNG will remain constan�? While no 
other explan�tion is revealed in the QEIS, . such an 
implication makes the cost comparison meaningl.ess. 

Response : (a) The unit cost of SNG is not directly relevant to the 

analysis shown on Table 1 0 . 2- 3  of the DElS, for this evaluation repre­
sents a cost comparison based upon the delivered £.uel price to the 
consumer. Since the SNG will be priced on a rolled-in basjs ,  the 

$3 . 00 per Mcf price was used. All other alternate fuel prices were 
likewise priced on the basis of the cost at the consumer level. As a 
result, all fuel prices used in the analysi� have been placed on. an 

equal cost basis. 
(b) The energy cost analysis considers two time periods , the 

will l�l· of 1977-1978 and the winter of 1980- 1981 . Potential gas deficits 

or shortfalls are associated with each time period : 3,082 , 000 Mcf in 
1977-1978 and 7. 269,000 Mcf in 1980-1981. The ·evaluation basically 
shows the difference in costs to the consumer if each of these gas 

deficits are offset through full switching as opposed to the use of a 

SNG/natural gas combination. Thus , the cost analysis does not reflect 

any escalation in fuel prices but merely looks at different volumes of 

fuel that must be substituted in order to offset the increasing gas 

deficits. The cost to the consumer of the .SNG/natural gas combination 
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remains constant because the price' o"f SNG is rolled into the price of 
the natural gas. As ' a result, all  customers (within the same rate 

'schedule) would pay the s�ne price, regardless of whether they physi­

cally receive natural gas or SNG . 'Under the' proposed action, the 
SNG/natural gas combination would involve a total volume of 54.089,000 

Mcf during the winter of 1!H7-l978, as well as during the winter of 

1980-1981. At $ 3 . 00 pE;r Mef, the total consumer cost thus remains 

constant at about $162.3  million. 
In contrast, if the allocation were not granted� the price of gas 

would be about $ 2 . 78 per �lc� (since no SNG would be rolled in) . During 

the winter of 1977-1978. there would be 5 1 , 007 , 000 Mcf of natural gas 
and a deficit of 3 . 08 2 . 000 Mcf to' be made up through fuel switching . 1 £  
the shortfall were offset by switching to propane, the total cost would 
be $158 . 3  m i l l ion [ (51 , 007 , 000 x $2. 78) • (3 , 082., 000 x $5. 35) ] .  or $4 

million less than if the Pl�oposed action were approved and fuel switch­

ing to propane did not occur. Vuring the winter of 1980-1 98 1 .  there 

would be 46,82'0 , 000 Mcf of ga:s and a 7 , 269;000 Mcf deficit. I f  this 

shortfal l  were , again offset 'through switch lng, t:o propane; the total cost 
would be $169 . 0  million f_(46 ,820, OOO x $ 2 . 78) + (7. 269,000 x $ 5 . 35) ] .  or 
$ 6 . 7  mil lion less than if l:he SNG were approved and fuel switching to 
propane did not occur . 

(14) T t  ie:; Stl88/!1<:;t'ed ,-hAl' (:".nne:;�l'VA.f.inn, not SNr., i5 more cost 
effective. and celttainly is more environmentally desirab l e .  
However. i f  SNG goes full speed ah'ead consumers of 8G&E will 
have to pay the higher costs, whether they. like it or _1I0t.. and 
thus not be in a position to invest in ' conservation measures 
nor have any incl!Ot i ve to do so. 

Response : Al  though the eSl:imated gas 'shortfaH could potentially be 
offset through customer conservation measures, the reliability of this 

alternative is questionabll�. particularly in the short term ("'1980) . As 

noted in Section 1 0 . 4  of the D,EIS"  there are stil l  significant economic 

and motivational barriers \',I'hich may constrain the achievement of sig­
nificant gas savings throuuh conservation. 
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The granting of a naphtha allocation does not preclude the pursuit 

of conservation. In fact, the increase in gas prices would provide an 

additional incentiv.e to conserve. As the price of f�el increases. the 
return on a conservation investment becomes larger. and potentially more 
attractive. 

3 .  Comments Received from the U . S .  Environmental  Protection Agency. 
Region I I I  

The following comment was received on January 30, 1978 from 
Nicholas M .  Ruha, Chief, EIS and Wetlands Review Section of U . S .  EPA. 

(1) "EPA requests that the EIS be revised to include the source 
of aluminum, , its ' che�ical nature, and its impact on the water 
quality of the harbor surrounding the SNG facility. Further, 
any adverse impacts to aquatic life in the vicinity of the 
discharge should be noted in the document . "  

Response : The original data used ' in the water quality assessment were 

subsequent ly found to be erroneous. On January 6, 1978, BG&E had labora­

tory tests performed on the effluent from the equalization basin. These 

tests were performed by ABCO Labs and Martel Labs. The certifie4 test 
results showed aluminum concentrations to be between 0.17 ppm anq 

0 . 50 ppm rather than the 6 . 0  ppm cited in the DElS. On the basis of 
these test results, the �ffluent. discharge from the SNG plant will not 

.contain hazardous or toxic concentrations of aluminum. The text of the 

DElS has _been changed to ref_Iect the new information. The certified 

laboratory results are contained at the end of the appendix.  EPA has 

been informed of the results of this test. 

4 .  Comment·s Received from the National Oceanic and Atmospheri.c 
Administration, U . S .  Department of Commerce 

The follow,ing two comments were received from ,George P .  Cressman. 

Director of the National Weather Service on January 25.  1978 . 

(J) "On page 4-16 -second paragraph, the fourth sentence should 
read, IThe National Weather Service Forecast Office at 
Washington, D . C .  issues air stagnation advisories and state­
ments for the State of Maryland . I I! 
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Response:  The correction ha.s. been made as noted above . 

(2) "Air pol lution alerts during the past three years were due 
to photochemital pollution. These ·pol lutants were hardly 
discussed. There is brief discussion of N02, less of hydro­
carbons . This brief treatment of photochemical pol lutants 
and their precursors may be justified if  the plant operates 
only in. the. winter and the tankage presents no significant 
chance ·of leakage or emission from May to October . "  

Response: It is true that the air pollution alerts in Metropolitan 

Baltimore · during the last three years were due to photochemical pollu­

tiun. FOr each Of those years , . these alerts occurred in the sununer 
months .• June, July and August, only, this season holds greater poten­

tial tor air stagnation and consequently for the trapping of such 

pollutants and their precursors . There are several sources of minor 
hydrocarbon and N02 emissions at the Sollers Point Facility. Some of 

these take place periodically during plant operations ,  only. These 

sources include plant leakage. periodic flaring and small amounts of 
N02 emitted from the stack. As plant operations are from November to 
May. the above peri0r:!ic emissions are expect·ed to occur in winter, only. 

Year around hydrocarbon emissions would be expected frum the naphtha 
storage tank s ,  alone. As described in Section · 3 . 4  of the DEIS, these 
tanks are of floating roof design to minimize hydro�arbon emissions . . . 
63Ch tank ha� · o.n intorna1 nifrogcn vnpor blanket whic.h 'Cl"ve, to reuul..c 
vaporization . However, minor vapor leakage does occur. Tank design is 

in compliance with regulations promulgated by. the Air Quality Control 

Board of the Baltimore Metropolitan area ' of the State of Maryland. 

S .  Conunents Received .from the U . S .  Department of. th� Interior . 

Several comments were received from Mr. Larry E .  Meierotto, Deputy 

Secretary. U . S .  Department of the Interior on February .8 .  �978. 
Mr. Meierott o · s  comments concerned the water quality impacts ·of the SNG 

facility . 
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(1) "We have strong reservations about the nature of the effluent 
discharge. especially the fact that aluminum, a toxic material , 
will  be released in. amounts that will degrade the receiving 
waters. We believe that the statement should discuss in 
greater detail the possible adverse effects alumin� can have 
on the already stressed biota in Baltimore Harbor . "  

Response: As noted in .the response to EPA .Comment No . I ,  new data on 
the chemical composition of the effluent indicates that the concen­
tration of aluminum is between . 0 .·1 7  ppm and 0 . 50 ppm and not 6 . 0  ppm as 

cited in the DEIS. On the basis of the new test data, the aluminum 
concentration in the effluent discharge wil l  be below hazardous or toxic 
level s .  

(2) "Nothing is said about the construction or placement of the 
discharge pipe. For example,  it wourd be helpful to know 
whether the outfal l  will be in the water or on land; if in the 
water, at what depth, and whether the pipe will be equipped 
wi th diffusers . "  

Respons e:  The discharge p,ipe ha.s already been constructed. It is  
situated on land approximately 280 feet from the Patapasco River .. A 
gravel-paved culvert carries the discharge from the pipe outfall ;to the 
river. The discharge pipe is not equipped with diffusers . 

(3) "Every feasibl e means should be employed to reduce the amount 
of additional pol lutants entering the harbor . Emphasis must 
be placed on maintaining the present water ·quality so �hat, 
hopefully,  the way back to higher water quality is not elim­
inated as a reachable goal . "  

Response : The various measures beillg employed by BG&E to mitigate "'water 

quality impacts are discussed · on pages 3-17 through 3-20 of the DEIS as 
wel l  as on page 6-3.  Among the feat�res incorporated into the plant 

design are: 

• neutralization of ·the non-oily plant wastes; 

• oil-water separation of the oily plant wastes; 

• stabilization of the treated oily and non-oily wastewater 
effluent before discharge to the Baltimore Harbor; 
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• drummed off-site disposal of spent Stretford solution; and 

• sanitary wastes to the city sewage treatment system. 

It is bel ieved that the plant operations will comply with a l l  applicable 

federal , - state, and local regulations, including those related to water 

quality. As a resul� of these factors , we are of the opinion that BG&E 

has employed a reasonable set of measures to r.educe the amount of pollu­

tants to be discharged into the harbor. 

6 .  Comments Received from the Greater Dundalk Community COQncil 

The following four COIMlents we"re received forum Mr . Thomas Kroen, 
" 

President of the Greater Dundalk Community Council on February 1 ,  1978 . 

( 1 )  "Although the site is in an �ndustrial section of Baltimore 
County. the document does not point out that this site is 
surrounded by residential properties . "  

Respons e :  The DEIS explains i n  detail the adj acent land use activities 

currently taking place around the SNG site, including the residential 

uses referred to in your comment . See page 4-1 and the figure on 

page 4-2 of the DEIS. 

(2) " In the hearing, the noise factor was never brought up� and 
therefore was not con5itlel' � ,  uut how call anyoue b� so .1.l".l't:!S­

ponsible as to say that additional noise is no factor because 
of the noise that is present . Studies recently undertaken 
have shown that the noise l evels in this areas are already 
above acceptable levels . "  

Response: Pages 5-36 through 5-41 of the nElS evaluate the noise impact 

of the SNC plant operation s .  The analysis showed that noise from plant 

operations would not be discernable from off-site community receptors . 

Thl� i� due to the fact thnt existing off-site noise levels arc high. 

As "a result. �ny noise to be generated from the SNG plant would be - ­

"masked" by these external noise levels. 

The meiJ.surement of change" in c.ommunity noise is not based upon the 

simple addition of the sound pressure to be emitted by a new noise 

source to that which characterizes ambient conditions. Instead. the 
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science of acoU3tics uses a logar�thmic scale to compute changes in 

community noise levels . Subsequently, a doubling of sound pressur� is 
equivalent to an increase of 3 dBA in sound level. Table  5 . 6-2 of the 

DElS shows a quantitative comparison .of expec�ed community noise' levels 

with and without the SNG piant. In only one �nstance (at the south­

eastern end of Main Street) iS" there a dif£.erence .  In that one case, 
the incremental change is estimated to be I dBA. Such an increment is 

insignificant, for it requires a 3 dBA change before the human .ear can 

begin to perceive any difference in ambient' noise levels.  

(3) "It might be of interest to you and to BG&E that some of the 
better crabbing in this area ·is · done right out from shore at 
the BG&E Sollers Point Plant and could be adversely affected 
by the introduction of pol lutants.  It 

Respons e:  The presence of blue crabs (Callinectes sapidus� in the 

Patapasco River was' discussed on page 4-34 of the DEIS. The impact 
analysis on pages 5-42 and 5-43 of the DEIS indicates that the SNG plant 

wi l l  have only a minimal impact on the aquatic ecology of the area, 

including blue crabs . 

(4) " 'Effluents discharged into Baltimore Harbor are not hazardous 
with the exception of concentrations. of aluminum. I Such 
ambiguity - how can you have an exception to a system which is 
nonhazardous?" 

Response: The aluminum co�tent of the effluent discharge wil l  be below 

hazardous or toxic levels. See response to EPA Comment No. 1 .  
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

ECONOMIC REGULATORY ADMINISTRATION . 

In re : ) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No . DOE/EIS�0002-D 
Baltimore Gas � Electric 

Company 

COMMENTS OF THE 
PETROCHEMICAL ENERGY GROUP ON 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Pursuant to " the notice in the Federal Register on 

December 12 , 197 7 ,  !/ the Petrochernica� Energy' Group ( "PEG " )  

hereby files its C0mments on the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement ( " OEIS " )  concerning the Baltimore Gas , Electric 

Company ( UBG&E " )  SNG plant. 

The purpose of PEG ' s  comments is to provide an 

analysis of the Department of Energy ' s  Draft Environmental 

Impact S�atement concerning the allocation of petroleum 

feedstocks to BG& E ' s  SNG " plant. 

!I "Availability of Draft Environmenta'l Impact Statement-­
Baltimore Gas and Electric Co . (No. DOE/EI5-0002-0) , "  
42 Fed. Reg . 62418 , December 1 2 ,  1977 . 



I .  

GENERAL COMMENTS 

The Focus of the OEIS Is Improper 

2/ Under the National Environmental Protection Act , 

the Department of �nergy and ERA are required for actions 

s ignificantly affecting the quality of the human environment 

a statement as to, inter alia: 

" (1 )  The environmental impact o f  the proposed 
action; 

( 2 )  Any adverse environmental effects which 
cannot be avoided should the proposal be 
implemented. " Y 

Note the focus is on the adverse environmental 

impact of the proposed action. Here that is the impact of 

the allocation by E.� of naphtha to BG&E ' s  SNG plant. Yet, 

the DEIS'  focus is primarily on impacts,  economic and environ-

mental,  if the allocation is not granted. Clearly, the 

denial of an allocation is not the type of major federal 

action that NEPA i s  directed toward . 

Thel.ef9re , the .e'lnllhasls in the DElS Oil the couse-

quences of denying an allocation is misdirected and diverts 

attention away from the adverse environmental , economic ,  and 

resource allocation impacts of an allocation . 

2/ 42 U . S . C .  §432l,  et seq. 

3/ 10 C . F . R .  §208 . l (b) . 
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• 

Impact of SNG Allocation on Others Ignored 

We are concerned about the �l�ocation of liquid , 

petroleum feedstocks to BG&E ' s  SNG plant because such allo­

cation does not produce one additionaf Btu of ener'gy but 

merely converts one clean burning fuel to another at a loss 

of Btu ' s .  Therefore , any increase in adverse environmental 

effects should not be permitted. 

FurtheOr , allocation of liquid pet,roleum feedstocks 

to SNG plants may foster growth or , at a minimum, increasing 

dependence and reliance upon gas as a fuel at the expens� of 

existing users of petroleum or at the expense of increased 

imports or both . 

The conclusion PEG reache s ,  therefore , is that an 

allocation of naphtha to an SNG plant diverts tha� naphtha 

from existing high priority users. In addition , PEG is also 
, 

concerned about SNG plants running on imported naphtha , and 

the threat such usage poses to domestic supplies and tradi­

tional users i f  such ' imports become unavailable or unrelia-

ble. 

The diversion of dome stic supply t� BG&E t s  SNG 

pla�t will create an .eve,r increasing threat to users of 

heavier hydrocarbons such as naphtha . Given i these serious 

results of allocating naphtha to an SNG plant, no adverse 

environmental impact should be tolerated. Instead; attention 
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to alternatives to liquid-b�sed SNG should be explored and 

encouraged. AllocatiOns of naphtha to SNG plant� simply 

delays and discourages development of ' alternatives �  
. . 

The ·risk of curtailment of naphtha supplies wi-ll 

grow even greater in the future as the domestic petrochemical 
, 

industry turns to naphtha for its feedstocks� Naphtha i s  

the predominant feedstock of the European and ·Japanese 

petrochemical industri'es and is being used increasir�gly in 

this country due� to present and future shortages of natural 

gas , propane and butane . Almost one quarter of the u . s .  

supply of ethylene , for example , is produced frc� naphtha or 

gas oil. The Department of Commerce has predicted that 

naphtha in general and imported naphtha in particular will 

become increasingly important as petrochemical feedstocks . 

As natural gas liquid sup�l�es diminish, the U � S .  petrochemical 

industry, like its counterparts abroad , must turn to naphtha 

for its feedstocks. Petrochemicals cannot be made from 

sunlight, the wind or the tide s .  Nor is coal a feasible 

a lternative at present . It is simply imperative that access 

to a supply of naphtha for which there is no alternative , �e 

assured. As evidenced by the competition for the supply of 

naphtha involved in this proceeding, there is no proven 

surplus naphtha for use as SNG feedstock even in the sho�t 

term., 

4/ u . s �  Department of Commerce, "U . S .  Industrial Outlook 
1976 with Projections to 198 5 "  (January 1976 ) . See also 
finding ( 5 )  of the preamble to Special Rule No. 1 ,  2 CCH 
Energy Management '11 3 , 631 at p .  13 , 4 9 3-9 . 
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Despite the above , there is scant reference in the 

DEIS to the impact of an allocation of naphtha 6n other 

users of naphtha, particularly those " that have little or 

no alternative . 

BG&E ' s  SNG Plant--A Need for Perspective 

This proceeding involves a request for some 1 2 , 0 0 0  

barrels per day of naphtha to be used as feedstock to make 

SNG. BG&E ' s  plant requires amounts of naphtha equal to 13% 

as much naphtha as used by the entire petrochemical industry 

in 1 9 7 2 .  

As to need, BG&E is in no worse or better situation 

from a gas supply standpoint than numerous other gas distrib-

utors around the country. The " entire "Nation is experie�cing 

a natural gas shortage and interruptible gas customers in 

literally thousands of communities hav'e been forced entirely 

off natural gas . Several major pipeline"s are curtailing 

this winter , however , no curtailment of high priority loads 

is expected. �/ A DElS extolling the use of the SNG plant 

simply because BG&E faces gas shortage� like everyone else 

ignores true alternative s ,  is no incentive to conservation 

or conversion, and is a clear invitation to build an SNG 

plant first and force the federal qovernment to 9r�nt � 

feedstock allocation once the investment is made . As DOE 

East Tennessee Natura 1. Ga!"> Co . ,  et a l ." ,  FERC Docket 
No. RP77-7 2 ,  et al . ,  mimeo p �  2 . -
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has recognized, 6/ there i s  simply not enough liquid-hydrocarbon 

SNG feedstocks available to solve the natural gas shortage . 

Yet, the OEIS gives the' impression that the apparent goal of 

the BG&E plant is to solve the BG&E gas shortage . 

In light of the history of SNG allocation , 7/ the' 

OEIS gives far too much weight to the fact BG&E already has 

built its plant-. Since' BG&E proceeded to build its plant in 

the face of uncertainty as to feedstock , no consideration 

should be given to �ny monies expended by BG&E in developing 

its facility. The clear policy was that FEA did not intend 

to be coerced into granting alloca.tions of scarce resources 

simply because the utility company was willing to gamble 

and build an SNG plant without first securing its feedstocks . 

BG&E proceeded to build its facility in the face of the 

energy shortage , allocation controls and sound governmental 

poiicies discouraging this wastetul response to the natural 

gas shortage . Yet, the OEIS ignores these factors and 

ignores virtually all environmental impacts of the plant 

except for the operation of the plant. Such an analysis 

is entirely inadequate to the point ot makinq the uBIS 

deficient. 

� See FEA Policy Statement regarding SNG plants , 39 Fed . 
Reg. 27911 , August 2 ,  1974 . 

11 Preamble to Special Rule No. 1 clearly stated:  

Petitions filed on behalf of proposed SNG 
facilities • • •  will be handled under the special rule 
on a case-by-case basis without regard to capital 
expenditure . 
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BG&E ' s  Need for SNG 

Clearly the goal of a utility is to sell as much 

gas as possible and , under utility rate making concepts , ' the 

way a utility makes its money i s  not on the sale of gas it 

purchases but the return it receives on its investment in 

utility property. The higher the investment, the greater 

the return in dollars. Therefore , the �tili ties' "need 01 for 

gas from its SNG plant must be analyzed in the context of 

1)  its alternative s ,  and 

2 )  the nature o f  the gas usage of its customers . 

As to BG&� ' S  alternatives , PEG first points out 

that none of B'G&E ' s  suppliers forecast curtailing any J:ligh 

priority loads this winter. The Federal Energy Regulatory 

conunission ( "-FERC " )  supports that
' 

conclusion. !/ If high 

priority loads do not need the gas ,  and i f  SNG production is to 

be only to provide gas for priority loads ,  where is there 

the need for any SNG and any adverse environmental cons'e-

quences attendant to the construction and operation of the 

plant. 

The DEIS improperly assumes the curtailment pro-

jections and need for gas without any apparent independent 

analysis or inquiry. For example , the 1976 BG&E Annual 

East Tennessee Natural Gas Co. , et ai . ,  FERC Docket 
No. RP77-72 , et �. , mimeo p .  2 .  
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Report repor�s that SNG production is "10% of total daily 

maximum gas requirements in winter . "  � Therefo�e , even 

without any SNG, there should be no curtailment of high 

priority loads by its suppliers. Therefore , under DOE 

regulations, BG&E has no need for SNG that j ustifies an 

allocation of naphtha . At most , the SNG plant should be 

used only for standby in tr�ly abnormal winters . There is 

no analysis of the environmental impact of running the plant 

on a standby basis. 

Further, this past fal l ,  BG&E passed up an oppor­

tunity to purchase LNG at $3 . 8 8 per Mcf !Q/ which would have 

made the adverse envi�onmental consequences of operating its 

SNG plant virtually nil . Query : why the compelling need 

for SNG when LNG is foresaken? From the above , it seems 

clear that if BG&E were granted an allocation of feedstock 

for its SNG plant, it would elect to run the plant whether 

the SNG were needed or whether cheaper , less environmenta�ly 

adverse alternatives were available. 

Perhaps the most revealing information as to the 

lack of need for SNG is found in the Executive Summary to 

the OEIS where it is stated: 

9/ BG&E Annual Report ,  197 6 ,  at 8 .  

10/ Perusahaan Pertambangan Mi"hyak Dan Gas Bumi Negara 
(Pertamina) , Dkt. No. 77-002-LNG, DOE/ERA Decision and 

Order Denying Petition for Declaratory Order Authorizing 
Importation of Natural Gas and Request for Hearing , 
December 2 3 ,  1977 . 
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A propane-air plant and liquified natural gas 
storage can meet increased short-term ,demands .  
Expansion of these facilities would not be possible 
prior' to the winter when BG&E estimates that the 

. 

SNG facility . could be needed, !lI 

If ,thp short-term needs of BG&E can be met by 

propane-air plants and from LNG storage , there i s  no reason 

to run the SNG plant at all or t� incur any of the environ­

mental consequences related to. the SNG plant. The failure 

of the OEIS to weigh this unavoidable result or to assess 

the preferable use of propane-air plants or LNG storage 

make the OEIS deficient. 

As to the use of gas by BG&E ' s  customers , the OEIS 

has no apparent analysis of end use considerations . There 

is no evidence that the SNG is needed for FPC Priority 1 ,  2 
and 3 customers as intimated on OEIS page 2-5 . Neither i s  

. . 
there any evidence that denial of the allocation of feedstock 

. . 

to the SNG plant will in fact result in closing commercial 

and 'industrial firms ., . There are only inadequate speculativp 

conclusory statements and no discussion of available alter-
-

nate fuels� Without such information, the conclusion in the 

OEIS that SNG 1s more environmentally prefer�le. �9 �lterna-

tives has no meaning. 

The Comparison of SNG to Alternatives Is Inadequate 
'. . 

The OEIS is incomplete in its comparison of the 

environmental impact of SNG versus alternative s .  I n  the 

11/ DElS at 2-� . 
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first place , the OEIS reveals no basis for its conclusion 

that, absent SNG, high priority users would receive no gas a 

If these customers ,receive gas or have alternate fuel capa­

bility- installed , there will be no appreciable environmental 

impact of denying BG&E an allocation a 

Secondly, the DEIS assumes that if gas were not 

used, fuel oil would be used in its place. � This shows­

that gas is not used for nonsubstitutable uses . As to L:.he 

effect of using oil ,  the �EIS analysis fails " to indicate 

whether any environmental safeguards .on alternate fuel 

facilities would be used. Further, many permits, may already 

exist permitting the use 'of alternate fuel
"
or would be 

issued upon appro�riate applications.  Hence , it cannot be 

determined from the DEIS what the environmental impact of 

use of fuel oil would be . 

Thirdly, th� OEIS relies on outd.:lt:ed ,gas supply 

figures for one of the coldest winter periods on record to 

conclude that SNG may be needed. 

The analysis at OEIS, pages 10-1 0 ,  1 1 ,  is more 

objective and shows that there is little need for SNG, from 

BG&E ' s  pla�t for the foreseeable future fo'l: "firm" customer� . 

It is noteworthy that nowhere is it suggested that all "firmtl 

12/ OEIS at 8-1.  
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customers are priority customers� Since allocations are to 

be made only where the need for SNG for priority uses is 

shown, 13/ the gas requiremEmts of BG&E in all' likelihood 

are far below those" listed at page 10-11. Before any deci-

sian is made as to the "need It for' SNG , the volumes 'of gas 
. , I , used by commercial customers and �ndustr�al customers should 

be broken down and alternatE! fuel capability assessed. With 

such an analysis, the true qas r.equirements could be es,tab-

lished. The DEIS analysis (ioes not pursue this critical 

point sufficiently. As a rE!sul t of the above , i f  there is 
-

no demonstrated need for SNG for priority use s ,  there should 

be no alloc
'
ation of naphtha 14/ and i f  there is no allocation , 

the plant will not operate ' and the adverse environmental 

effects would be eliminated .. 

Any adyerse impact from t.he SNG plant should be 

avoided when there is no evidence in the DEIS that the SNG 

from the BG&E plant is needE!d for priority, gas users. BG&E 

already has in existence , a  propane-air facility 
,
equal to 

1 , 00 0 , 00 0  Mcf or 9 0 , 000 Met per day and LNG storage equal to 

6 , 00 0 , 000 Mcf or 187 , 500 Mef per day . � Yet, during the 

coldest winter in years, BG&E used less than hal'f of its 

propane capability ' and less than 25 percent of its LNG 

storage . 16/ Faced with this information , it is amazing 

13/ 10 C . F . R. S211 . 2 9 .  

14/ Id. 

15/ DEIS at 10- 3 .  

16/ Id . 
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that the ,DElS concludes that SNG i s  needed to serve BG&E ' s  

high priQrity users under· the guise of avoiding adverse 

environmental consequences or the closing down of plants due 

to lack of gas. It' is also int�restinq that the , DEIS summary 

on altern�ti�1es 'ignores "the fact that BG&E admittedly could 

have expanded its propane-air faci1i�y and LNG storage by 

this winter- to meet its gas needs . , 17/ 

" � 
Economic Comparisons Are Inadequate 

The study of the economic effects of certain gas 

shortfall (DEIS 10-22 ) i s  substantially overstated and there­

fore of no analytical value . Despite the DEI S '  own studies 

showing that for a, normal winter there is no gas shortfall 

(DElS at 10-11) t and the so-called BG&E" "design" winter 

exceeds last year ' s  r�cord-breaking winter by 621 degree days 

(DEIS at 10-4 ) ,  the economic study relies only on the "design" 

winter. Hence,. the estimated gas "deficiency (OBIS Table 

10. 2-3) of 3 , 082 , 000 Mcf for the winter 1977-78 is an unreal-

istic worst-case" analysis . Instead of SNGt why were not alter-

natives such as emergency gas purchases analyzed as alternatives"? 

Further, what is not shown is what the cost of the 

SNG i s .  It i 5  curious that the unit cost o f  SNG is buried 

by rolling it in , but the cost of all other supplemental 
, 

energy sources is listed ' at its ' incremental price. See 

Table 1 0 . 2-3.  Any objective cost analysis should have each 

supplemental so�rce "on an equal basis. 

17/ DEIS at 2-6 . 
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It also ,is curious why the rolled-in cos,t of 

natural gas and SNG is constan� for both winters 'while other 

costs escalate . . Does the OEIS' mean to imply that other' , 

energy will escalate but SNG will' re'main- 'constant? While no 

other explanation · is revealed in the OEIS, ' such ·an implica- . 

tion makes the cost comparison meaningles s .  ·A mere increase 

in the price of naphtha of 5 cents per gallon would increase 

the cost of SNG by almost 50-55 cents per Mef. 18/ 

To see the true effect of SNG on costs, the OEIS 

should have pointed out that feedstock costs for SNG alone 
, 

19/ are at least $ 3 . 5 0  per Mef .  -- This eq�ates to a minimum 
20/ of $4 . 37 per Mcf SNG. On a rolled-in basis , SNG is stated 

to raise the price of gas from $ 2 . 7 8  per l4cf to $ 3  . .00 per 

Mef 21/ or at a cost of over S10 million to BG&E ' S  customers 

for a normal winter . 22/ 
'. 

The $10 million cost for only one year is one 

third · of the total cost to c9nsumers for conservation · of $30 

million·. 3.l/ Hence , three yea·rs of not running the SNG 

plant would pay for the conversion · cost·s'. 

18/ It takes 10-11 gallons of naphtha c,) makE ' 1 'Mef of SNG. 

BG&E Appr"ication , September 3 0 ,  1975 , Appendix V� i · Further 
Comments of BG&E, March 3 1 ,  197 6 .  

20/ Feedstock costs are normally in the range of 8.0 percent 
of the cost of SNG·. 

21/ DEIS at 5-12, 13.  

22/ 4 6 , 02 6 , 000 Mef multiplied by 22¢ or $ 10 , 125', 72 0 . ' 

23/ DEIS at 10-62 . 
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It is suggested that conservation , not SNG, is 

more cost effective and certainly is more environmentally 

desirable . However , if SNG goes full speed ahead, consumers 

of BG&E will have to pay the higher costs , whether they like 

it or not, and thus not be in a position to invest in con­

servation measures nor have any incentive to do so. 

I I I .  

CONCLUSION 

PEG takes issue with the OElS approach of ignoring 

the fundamental environrnen�al impact of the SNG plant merely 

because the plant is built. PEG also suggests · the emphasis 

of the OEIS i.s misplaced because it -focuses more on the impact 

of no allocation versus an allocation of feedstock . The major 

federal action involved is not the denial of a request but the 

granting of it. 

PEG further points out that the OEIS gives too cur­

sory treatment to the long range impact on others of a naphtha 

allocation. 

The DEIS failed to adequately explore the true need 

of BG&Et s priority user::> for SNG. l.itt.l.e attention is given 

to the actual alternate fuel capability of BG&E ' S  priority 

customers and the impact on ga� needs if such alternate fuel 

were used. The OEIS further relies too heavily on gas needs 

based on' ' ''a winter design" that is unrealistically high--so 

high that it matches last winter t s  usage . Gas needs based on 
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such data bear little · resemblance to aetua"l needs of priority 

users, particularly where emergency purchas"es are ignored. 

Finally , the OEIS '" swnmary as to the cost of no 

allocation of SNG i s  lacking in merit because it prices all 

fuels on an incremental basis except for SNG . In a review 

of the impact of an allocation , the most important factor 

should have been the cost of the SNG, yet that is the only 

cost that is hidden by rolled-in pricing. It also is inter-

esting that the actual cost of the SNG is nowh�re mentioned. 

For these reasons , PEG submits the OEIS is inade-

quate in its present " form, should be reevaluated , and forms 

no basis for any allocation "of naphtha to BG& E ' s  SNG plant. 

January 2 0 ,  1978 

Respectfully submitte d ,  

Bruce F .  Kiely 
Baker & Botts 
1701 Pennsylvania 
Washington , D .  C .  

Counsel for 
PETROCHEMICAL ENERGY GROUP 
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In re : 
, 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

ECONOMIC REGULATORY ADMINISTRATION 

Case No. DOE/EIS-0002-D 
Baltimore Gas & Electric 

Company 

) 
) 
) 
) 

REQUIRED STATEJ<.i:NTS UNDER 
ECONO>llC REGULATORY ADMIN ISTRATION REGULATIONS 

1 .  I ,  Bruce F �  Kiely, hereby certify �hat ·I am 

a duly authorized representative of the Petrochemical Energy 

Group, that I am authorized to file these comments on behalf 

of the Petrochemi.cal Energy Group as their counsel ,  and that 

these comments comply with the requirements of 10 C . F . R .  

5205 . 104 . 

2 .  A copy of these comments has been sent to each 

party appearing on the list of names and addresses attached to 

this document. 

. 

3 .  Except as set forth in these comments; to the 

best of the Petrochemical Energy Group ' s  knowledge , �nformation 

and belief, the same or related issues, acts or transactions 

which are the sUbjec"t of DOE/ERA Decisions and Orders regarding 

Baltimore Gas &: Electric Company Waiver of Use Limitation : 

Naphtha for SNG" Feedstock Use dated November 8 ,  1 9 7 7  and 

December 2 3 ,  197 7 ,  have not been, nor are they presently 

being considered or investigated by any ERA office or Federal 

agency, department or instrumentality or by state office, 



state or municipal agency, or court, or any law enforcement 

agency. 

4 .  I ,  Bruce F .  Kiely, counsel for the Petroc�em­

ieal Energy Group, hereby certify that to · the best of my 

knowledge , information, and belief, no contact has been made 

by members of the Petrochemical- Energy Group or anyone 

acting on its behalf with any pcr�on who is employed. by ERA 

or any state office subsequent to service of the Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement that pertains to the issue, 

act, or transaction that is the subject thereof. 

5 .  All correspondence and communications con-

cerning these comments should be addressed to : 

Bruce F.  Kiely 
Dake� & Dot�s . 1701 Pennsylvania. Avenue , N.W.  
Washingt?n ,  D .  C.  20006 

6 .  Pursuant to 10 C . F . R .  §20S : 109 ( f ) , the Petro· 

chemical Energy Group states that none of the information 

contained in this document is confidential . 

January 2 0 ,  1978 
., 1  

I 
BRUCE 
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ee: D. , Pierre G. Cameron , Jr. , Esquire 
Counsel 
Baltimore Gas , Electric Company 
Gas , Elect�ic Building 
Baltimore , Maryland 21203 

Honorable Charles McC., Mathias, Jr. 
United States Senate 

, Washington , D .  C .  20510 

Honorable Paul S .  Sarbanes 
United States ' Senate " 
Washington, D .  C .  20510 

-1 

Honorable Robert E.' Bauman 
House of Representatives 
Washington, -D. C .  20515 

Honorable Goodloe E. Byron 
Hous� of Representatives 
Washington ,  p .  Co. 20515 

Honorable Marjorie �. Holt 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.  C.  20515 
Honorable Clarence D. Long ·· 
House of Representatives 
Washington ,  D .  C .  20515 

Honorable Barbara A. Mikulski 
House of Representatives 
Washington, O. C .  20515 

Honorable Parren J. Mitchell 
House of Representatives 
WashinQton , D.  C .  20515 

Honorable Gladys Hoon Spellman 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D. C.  20515 

Honorable Newton I. Steers , Jr. 
House of Representatives 
Washington, O. C .  20515 

Honorable Blair Lee , III 
Acting Governor , State of f.laryland 
State House 
Annapoli s ,  Maryland 21204 



Mr. G. W. Tiberio 
Director, Energy Management Section 
General Motors Corporation 

- -Detroit, Michigan -48202 

. - Honorable Robert L. Sullivan, Jr. 
Chairman , Public Service , Commission 
Baltimore , Maryland 21201 

Mr. Robert Powers 
Vice President . 
Amerada Hess Corporation 
1185 Avenue 'of the Americas 
New York , New York 10036 

Sutherland, Asbill & Brennan 
Attorneys for General Motors 
1666 K Street, N . W .  - -

Washington-, D .  C .  20006 

Information Access Officer 
DHl'i-I£'tlllF:'nt of l':nergy. 
Room 2 )  1 7 ,  Fp.neri'lJ Bt,i.ldi ng 
12th � Pennsylvania ,Avenue , N.W.  
Washington , D .  C .  20461 



UNITED STATES OF AMERiCA 

DEPAR1rMENT OF ENERGY 

ECONOMIC .REGlOLATORY ADMINISTRATION 

Comments on Baltimore Gas and Electric Co. Draft EIS 

COMFS NOW, Baltimore Gas and Electric Company (the Company) and, pursuant 

to notice duly published in th� Federal Register for Monday, December 12, 1977, at 42 FR 

62418-19, submits the following comments with respect to a Draft Environmental Impact' 

Statement DOE/EIS-0002-D O:>rart EI�;), entitled Allocation of p�troleum Feedstock -

Baltimore Gas and Electric Company Sollers Point, Maryland SNG Plant - December 1977, ' 

prepared _ and made available by ' the Economic RegulatoryAdministration (ERA) of the 

Department of Energy. The public he8lring scheduled tor January 12, 1978 on the Draft EIS 

was cancelled .on January ll, 1978 when the two parties, one of whom was the Company, who 

had requested an opportunity to make oral presentations, withdrew their requests. 

The hearing scheduled for Junuary 12, 1978 was to have as its main concern the 

consideration or the Draft £IS. These comments and, hopefully, those comments to be tiled 

by other "interested p.Ilt'ties" will likewise have as their main concern the Dralt ElS. The 

record to be developed here from writtE!R comments .on the Draft El.S �hould not be a mere 

repetition of what transpired almost h�o years ago at the hearing held on this Company's 

initial Application for Assignment, filed! in September 1975. The time (rame for submission 

or comments on that Application (or Assignment and the Company's oral and written 

presentations in Connection therewith ha.s long since expired. 

I 

The Draft EIS·is a culmination of efforts initially commenced in March 1976 by 

ERA's predecessor agency, the Federal l�ergy Administration (FEA), following letter notice 

to the Company in January 1976 of an, FEA determination that an Environmental Impact 

Statement was required regarding FEA'!5 pending .action on this Company's September 1915 

Application for Assignment tor an allocation of naphtha to be used as teemtock in the 
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Company's"synthetie natural gas manufacturing facility then under eonstruetion at its Sollers 

Point ' site in. Baltimore County, ' Maryland (SNG Plant), since that aetion would have 

amounted, in PEA's opinion, to 8 "major 'federal' action which would significantly affect the 

quality of the human environment. 

The Company hereby commends the concerned ERA Starr members and ERA's 

consultant in this matter, Environmental Research t1c Technology Corporation, Inc., on their 

Joint efforts Ol.'l the tOf'rn and content of the Draft �lS •. . The Draft EIS, so long in pr�para ... 

Han, appears to justify that long, and many times exa.:,:l'�iiltiJlg, passage of time. While e;ome 

debate ' eouId be joined in 8 few isolated instances on the style ot presentation, such debate 

would detract from the force 01 the Company's agreement 'with the general conclusion 

expressed '" the Draft EIS that, while the SNG' Plant will create environmental impacts, 

they are not: considered. to be significant. More p&rticularJy, the Co�pany wholeheartedly 

concurs in the signlfieant statement expressed in the executive summary to the effect that,. 

"H the SMG facility were not able to operate when it was needed, significant problems mey 

be ereated." 

However, , the eentral question which must.be addressed in these comments can 

be very simp.ly stated: Does the Uraft t!1S meet the coiu(liOil 'requir,ements �ct forth in 

, ' Section 102(2}(c) of the National Environmental Polley Act at 1969 (NEPA) (43 USC §§ 4321, 

et seq.), the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Guidelines (40 CFR §§ 1500.1, et seq.), 

and the pertinent ERA regulations (10 eFR SS 208.1, et seq.)? If it does, then, regardless or 

whether all �interested" parties agree or are totally satisfied with the conclusions reached, 

the Dr.dt EIS has "PflAed mllstp.r" and may, in accordance with ERA's established 

procedures, then become the final authorit.ative ruS. Compliance with these requirements is 

not achieved by a mere cataloging of environmental consequences or listing of alternatives. 

Broad generalities are not enough; sufficient preciseness of disclosure musl exist to Corm a 

basis for reasonable evaluation by all concerned. 
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Prior to an analysis or the Draft ElS, it is necessary to delineate just what these 

requirements are. Section l02(2Xe) of �EPA provides that, to the fullest extent possible, 

federal governmental agencies shall include with every report on a major federal aetion 

significantly affecting the quality of the human environment a detailed report on, first, the 

environmental impact of the proposed' action; seeond, any adverse environmental · effects 

which cannot be avoided if the proposed action is takenj third, alternatives to the proposed 

action; fourth, the relationship between short-term use ot man's environment and the 

maintenance- of long-term productivity; and, tifth, any irreversible · and irretrievable 

eommitments oC resourees it the. proposed action is " taken. Section 1500.8 of the CEQ 

Guidelines and Section 208.7 of the ERA Regulations require an £IS to include, in addi�ion to . 

the rive essential elemenu; specified in Section I02(2)(c) of NEPA, (i) a description-at the 

proposed action, its purposes and the environment whieh may be affeded, Hi) � discussion or 

the relationship or the proposed action to govemment� land use plans,. policies and eontrols 

for the affected area, and (iii) a diseuSsion of considerations offsetting the adverse 

environmental. impac'" of the proposed action. It is. these requirements, basically 

straightforward and �ncompUcated,. which must be . fuUy explored and ' consl�ered by an: 

agency1s environmental impact statements. NEPA requires nothing less, Cor other 

government agencies concerned with the environmental Impact of the particular federAl 

action must be in a position to appreciate and unde:rstand the impacts produced. All known 
. . 

environmental consequences �ust ' be disclosed, along with project alternatives, so that 

agency decision-making can OCCW' in the full light of relevant information • 

. 

ObviQusly, some of these requirements ean more "readily be met in a 

comprehensive manner th� others; their analyses are similarly more readily identifiable'in 

the Draft E!S. The description ot- the 'p�oposed action and its purpose"-'(40 CFR S 1500.8(a)U) 

and 10 CFR S 208.7(a», in this instance an allocation of naphtha fer use as feedstock in the 

operation of 8 synthetic natura! gas manutaC!turing faCility, (!omprehensively discU3Sed in 
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Section 3 o( the Draft ElS, is easily identified. So is the description ot the environment 

affected by th�
. 

opera"tion of the SNG Plant contained in Section 4. �he entire range of 

potential environmental impacts of the proposed action (40 CFR S 1500.8(8)(3) and 10 CFR 

S 208.7(b» . both positive and negative, direct and indire,ct, are simply and clearly discussed 
, 

i n  -Section 5, while Section 6 f�cuses on the errorts expended to mitigate these environ,- . 

mental impacts. Section 7 then discusses the primary adverse environmental impacts 
' .- ' 

(40 cpa S 1500.8(8)(5) and 10. CPR S 208.7(c», in this situation the discharge ot air 

contaminants and waste water effluents, associated with full-scale com mercia} operation of 
. . 

the SNG Plant. 

"The relationship between the ettect on local short-term uses of the environment 

by the commercial operation ot. the SNG Plant and long-term productivity of the effected. 

land, water, air and other resources or the area (40 CPR S 1500.S(s)(b) and 10 CFR § 20S.7(d» 

can readily be tound in Section S. , The discussion in Seetion 9 of the irreversible anc! 

irretrievable eommitments ot resources (40 eFR S 1500.8(8)(7) and 10 eFR S 208.7(e» 
. .  

resulting from an allocation ot feedstock tor OPeration ot the SNG Plant does, in tact, meet 

the requirements suggested by th,: pertinent sections of the CEQ GUideli.nes and � A  

Re�ations. The discussion on the contol'mtty ot an action allocating fee�tock for the 

operation of the SNG Plant with land lGe plans, poUcies and controls for the area in which 

the SNG · Plant is located (40 CFR S 1500.8(a)(2) and 10 CFR S 208.7(g) is discussed in 

Section 5.1. · 

Section 10 discusses in comprehe�ve fashion the alternatives (40 .CFR 

S 1500.8{a}(4) and 10 CJ;l� � 2�8. 7(f)) which exist, to 'an action allocating feedstock for use in 

operation of the SNG Plant. Every conceivable alternative need .not be. di�cussed, on,ly those 

which are reasonable under the ci,rcu.mstances. Administrative alterRl!ltlves .'Y!'hich �ould be 

taken by 'ERA, in!!lud,ing the alternativ�. �f denial or reduction in requested allocatiun 

levels, and 'by other governmental agencies on the federal or state level, including 

qeregulstion of natural gss- and revisions t� retail rate structures, receive the requisite 

attention as do design alternatives. The potent!al for eonservat.ion or natural gas by th 
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:ompany'� customers as an, alternative to operation of the SNG Plant for increasing supplies 

of natural gas is exhaustively discusSed. Once again, while there are those who will disagree 

with the conclusions drawn, the Draft EIS is not deficient in this instance since, elearly, it . . . 
does not lack analyses of the reasonable alternatives. 

The CEQ Guidelines (40 CFR S 1500.8(a)(8» and ERA's Regulations 00 CFR 
S 208. 7(h» � mandate that an ErS include an indication of what public interest or other 
consid.eraUons of federal policy may offset 'any adverse environment8.1 eff�cts of the pro­
posed action. It is suggested in Seetion 1 of the Dratt £IS that national policies and their 
environmental impacts with respect to the use of SNG facUlties to alleviate shortages of 
natural gas, fuel switching, priority of naphtha uses between classes of eustomers, etc., 
"represent programmatic considerations • •  � (which] have been addressed in the Pro-

. , grammatic EIS on the Allocation ot Petroleum Feedstocks to Synthetic Natural Gas Plants, 

FEA, August 1917." This requirement, almost more than any other, is subjective' rather than 
objective. However, since th� adverse environmental impacts, which are determined to 

result trom the commercial operation ot the SNG Plant, are, in tum, viewed as minimal in 
the Draft ms, 8 specific discussion or offsetting alternaiive5 is not a necessity. Those 
alternatives were exhaustively treated in the aforementioned Programmatic EIS. Some of 

the alternatives to the use of clean burning SNG have environmental impacts significantly 
more adverse. 

m 

Should any questions ,arise with respect- to these comments, contact should be 

initiated with O. Pierre G .  Cameron, Jr., Esq., Counsel to Baltimore Gas and Electric Com­
pany, in writing at 1700 Gas and Electric Building, P. O. Box 1475, Baltimore, Maryland 
21203, or by telephone, at area code 301-234-5685 :in order : that concerned Company 
personnel may p'repare appropriate responses to such inquiries. 

January 20, 1978 
, 

Respectfully submitted, 
,Balti":,ore Gas end Electric Company 

BY _
-,

�D;.�(;Z�'.���W
�

��.���.�"�<������h� __ 

O. Pierre G. Cameron,�r. .1" 
Associate General Counsel 

\ , 



Certification 

Pursuant to the requ1rement� of 10 ern §§a:>3.5(a) and 215.9(b), I, 

D. Pierre G. cameron, Jr. � do hereby certif'y that, pursuant to the 'del.egation 

of authority conts'ined in a 1�t�er dated Apr!l 5, 1914, fUed 'rltb' the Federal. 

Energy Office, a,s predecessor to tbe Economic Regulatory Administration of th� 

Department o:f Energy, I aJ:1 a duly authorized representative of Baltimpre Gas and 

Electric Canpany, that I am authorized, Int� a11�, to execute on beha.U' of, Bal-
, , 

more Gas Md �l"l@:ctric Company the Comments on Baltimore Gas and Electric Co. Dra.:rt x 4 

g§� to 'Which this certification is attached, and that a copy of the a.f'orementioned 

Comments on Baltimore Ge.s and Electric Co. Draft EIS, except where specifically 
. ' 

indica.ted otherwise, was ma,il.ed, first class mail, postage prepaid, this 21th 

day of J&:'!\Jal'Y, 1978, to the persons listed belov. 

Honorable Charles MeC. Mat�as, Jr. 
Honorable Paul S. Sa.rbe..nes 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C.  ro5J.� 
Honorable Robert E .  Bauman 
Honorabl.e Goodloe E. Byron 
liC!l�T'R'h' FI MI-c.r JIlL·l., S .  K"lt 
HODorabl.e Clarence D. Long 
Honorable lIarbara A. Mikulsk;! 
Honorable Farren J. Mitcbell 
HOllorabl.e Gladys Noon Spellman 
Honor�b1e Nevton I. Steers, Jr. 
United. States Hou&e of Representatives 
Wasb1:ngtou, D., C. 2:)515 

Honorable Blair �ee III 
Acting Governor 
State of MarylAhCl 
Ao.n1;.poll», J!'.B.l-yland �1.4cll 
Honorable Thomas J. Hatem, Cba1.rman 
Public Service Camm.ission of Maryland 
»1 West Preston Street 
Balt�ore, Maryl.a.D.d 2l.201 

January 20 ,  1.978 

Mr. G. WI. , Tiberio 
Director, Energy Management Section 
General Motors Corporation' 
Detro! t, Michigan �2>2 

SutherlAnd, ¥blll & Brennan 
1666 K Street, N.W. 
Wnch1nst0u, D.C'. 2'J006 ' 

Attention : R. L. Winkler , Esq. 

Mr. Robert Pavers ,  Vice President ' 
Amerada Hess eorporaticm . 
1185 Avenue ot the Americas 
New York I New York 100 36 
Baker &: Botts 
l'fU!: .t'enntly1.w.n1a Avenue, If.W. 
Wa6hington,D. C. '20006 

Attction: Druce F. Kiely; Ecq. 
. (oond d"U ... .red) 

D. Pierre G. Cemero � Jr. 
Associate General- Counsel 

Ba.l timore Gas and Electric C� 



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

ECONOMIC REGULATORY ADMINISTRATION 

Re: Further Com ments on Baltimore Gas and Electric Company 
Dr.rt EIS - DOE/ EI8-0002-D 

4:10003 

COMES NOW, Baltimore Gas and Electric Company (Company) and submits these 

Further Comments to the Economic Regulatory Administration (ERA) oC the Department oC 

Energy regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DraCt £IS) prepared by ERA on 

the Company's synthetic natural . gas manufacturing facility (SNG Plant) and, more 

particularly, with respect to the Comments or the Petrochemical Energy Group on Draft 

Fnvironm"ental lmpact Statement (PEG Comments). dated January 20. 1978, submitted by the 

Petrochemical Energy Group <p'EG). 

Pursuant to the notice published by ERA at 42 FR 62418, December 12, 1977, the 

Company filed with ERA on January 20, 1978 its Comments on Baltimore Gas and Electric 

Co. Oran EJS, and callSed copies thereof to be furnished to all "interested parties". The 

Company understands that copies or the PEG Com ments were w.o. furnished .to all 

"interested parties". This exchange of comments on the Draft EIS prior to the January 26, 

1978 final comment date set forth in the December 12, 1917 notice was for the spec-itie 

purpose of permitting the Company and PEG the opportunity to "comment" constructively 

upon the initial com ments filed by each regarding the Draft EIS. 

1 

It came to the Company, as it must have to ERA, without great surprise that the 

PEG Comments fell far wide of the mark. The PEG Com ments were little more than a 

thinly veiled attempt to reargue the case against the grant of an allocation of naphtha to use 
. 

as feedstock in the operation of the SNG Plant. For example, what earthly good in a 

constructive analysis oC the Draft EIS are statements such as appear on page 3 in the PEG 

Comments? 
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"We are concerned about the allocation of liquid petroleum feedstocks to 
BG&E's SNG plant because such allocation does not produce one 
additional Btu of energy but merely converts one clean burning fuel to 
another at 8 loss of Btu's {sic)." 

The argument expressed in that sentence has been echoed time and time again by PEG and 

one supposes that no document nIed by PEG regarding an SNG. feedstock allocation is 

complete without its repetition. The remainder of the PEG· Comments are replete with 

similar "age-old" irrelevant and im material declarations and innuendoes which, it is sate to 

assume, ERA will again astutely winnow out as chafr from the grain. 

EVen more presumptive on the part of the PeG Comments are the ��verKl r�C .. 

erences to the Statement of Policy and Appel1dix-:speetal RUle No. 1 . to 10 CPR 9 2U.29, 

adopted by ERA's predecessor agency, Federal Energy Admin·istratlon (PEA) on July 31, 1974 

(30 FR 27910, et seq.), since said Statement of Policy and Special Rule No. 1· were expressly 

deleted from ERA's current regulations by the Amendments to Synthetic. Natural Gas 

Feedstock Allocation Regulations, effective as of September 30, 1977 (42 FR 54403, et seq.). 

PEG suggests- that the existence of the Company's propane air .plant and, LNG 

facility obviate the necessity (or any SNG production, since short-term .d�man� are, met 

trom those facilities. Jt is almost unnecessary to restate the diUerent operational concept 

between a true needle peaking facility and a peaking faciUty designed to meet longer term 

emergencies in gas supply. It is also significant to note that ERA's interpret.�tion of 10 CFR 

S 211.29, as revised in September 1977, dictates the deletion of propane peak .shaving capa�j�y 

from a co�pany's gas supply available to mee:t the demands of its high priority cus.to�ers. 

It should not be necessary to restate for the uncounted time .that th� �o1Tlpany's 

dAily maximum ias requirements serve high priority loads, less than �% of wh.i.ch are firm 

industrial; that the Company's firm commercial and industrial cU$tome.rs "0. not have 

alternate fuel capability;· that the Company does not possess either the physi�a1 c.apability to 

accept liquid LNG, nor the storage capability (and attendant transmission capacity) to 
, . 

accept vaporized LNG; that the Company is not eUgible to make emergency purch.sses of gas . . 

under FPC orde� No. 533 (in fact, its own customers purchasing emergeIJcy gas face 

cuf'tailment in deliveries in the coldest weather due to lack of tr8nsmis�ion.1ine capacity); 
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that the Company's LNG storage capacity amounts to 1,000,000 Mer, rather than 6,000,000 
Mer; and, that the SNG Plant will be operated only when requ..ired, not on a maximum 

capacity basis (or an entire lSD-day period as postu,lated by PEG in the development of 

increased east estimates for SNG production. 8 consumption rate of JD-ll gallons of naphtha 
, -

for the production' of 1 Met or SNG, and actual Ceedstock costs as a percentage of total SNG 

east. 

.'The PEG 'Comments suggest more than once that enVIronmental impacts have 

been ignored but do "not elaborate further, other than to infer that an alleged inability on the 

part of PEG member ' eompanies to obtain future supplies or naphtha constitutes an 

undiscussed adverse environmental impact. This inability to obtain supply has never been 

substantiated· for any PEG member company in this or any other SNG feedstoek allocation 

proceeding, and must still, therefore, be taken for its unsubstantiated worth. It Is time to 

cease such allegations and accept the fact ,that both supply and price competition are 8 fact 
" 

of life, both for the gas utility and the petrochemical manufacturer. While it is true that 

"petrochemicals cannot be made from sunlight, the wind or the tides", it is equally true that 

the requirements of this Company's firm customers cannot'be met with them either. 

n 

PerJ:lap5, as PEG has suggested, there is a "need tor perspective", although one 

wondets huw germane this need (or perspective on the SNG Plant is to an analysis at the 

Draft £IS. Since the inception ot the environmental impact' statement process early after , . . . 

the enactment ot the National EnvirOl'lmental Policy Act 'of" 1969 (43 USC S 4332, et $eq.), 

numerous judicial- p�nouncements have crystallized just what. it is that a dratt environ-

mental impaet.�9tatement must achieve. From those generic discussions, it is then possible 

to understand just what it is that the Draft ElS under current consideration must achieve. 

These pronounce�ents are a veritable multitude, 'but the attention of ERA is 

dr�wn particularly to the following, as each individually and all collectively have developed 

the perimetcr'S a5 to the adequacy of 8 dratt environmental impact statement: Eiwiron-

mental Defense Fund v. Corps of Engineers, 342 F. Supp. 1211 (1972 DC Ark.', atf'd 470 F.2d 
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289 (1974 8th Cit.), cert. den. 412 U.S. 931, 37 L. Ed. 2d 160, 93 S. Ct. 2749 (1976); 

Environmental Defense Fund v. Froehlke" 413 F.2d 346 (1912 8th Cit.); Silva v. Lynn, 482 

F.2d 1282 a973 1st Cir.); Life of ,Land v. Brinegar, 485 F.2d 460 (1973 9th Cit.), cert. den. 416 

0.5. 961, 40 L. Ed. 2d 312, 94 S. Ct. 1979 (l974); Environmental Defense Fund v. Corps of 

Engineers, 348 F. Supp. 916 (1972 DC Miss.), aU'd 492 F.2d llZ3 (1974 Sth.Cir.); Minnesota 

Public Interest Research Group v. Butz, 498 F.2d 1314 (1974, 8th Cit.), eert. den. U.S. 

51 I .. Ed. 2d 6QI, S. Ct. U977); on-out Unlimited v. Morton, 509 F.2d 1276 (1974 9th 

Cir.); 1-291 Why? Association v. Burns, 372 F. Supp. 223 (1974 DC Conn.); Citif:ens Against 

Destruction of NAPA v. Butz, 391 t'. Supp. 1188 0975 DC Cal.); Homulus V. County at. WHYUtI; 

F. Supp. (1975 DC Mich.), 7 ERC 1866j National Resources Defense Council. Inc •
. 
v. 

Calloway. 524 F.2d 79 0975 2nd' Cir.); Concerned about Trident v. Schlesinger, 400 � •. SuPp. 

454 (I975 DC Dist. Col.), aff'd in part rev'd in part s.ub nom. Concerned about Trident v. 

RumsCeld, 555 F.2d 817 (1977 DC Cir.); Cady v. Morton, 527 F.2d 786 (1975 9th Cir.)j 

Environmental Defense Fund v. HoCfman, F. Supp. (1976 DC Ark.), 9 ERC 1706; 

Alabama ex reI. Baxley v. Corps of Engineers, ·411 F. Supp. 1261 (1976 DC Ala.); M.innesota 

Public Interest Research Groue .v. Butz, 541 F.2d 1292 (197S 8th Cir.), cert •. den. U.S. 

50 L. Ed .. 2d 304, 97 S. Ct. 347 (1976)j New York v. Kleppe, F. Supp. (1977 DC NY), 

9 ERC 1798; Philadelphia Council of Neighborhood Organizations v. Coleman, 

(1977 DC Pa.), 10 ERC 1819. 

F. Supp. 

An adequate environmental impact statement must be a detaUed compilation of 

..mown environmental impacts and a detailed explanation of the course of inquiry, an8.lysis 
. .  

and reasoning with respect to such impacts. It must be objective, comprehensive and 

understandable - a disclos�e document which provides information as to the environmental 

consequences of a proposed action, for what is required is an evaluation of potential 

environmental impaets, not a mere cataloging of them. The environmental "impact 

statement is not tequired to resolve differences of opinion as long as the di!Cerences and 

factual bases ror the differences are enumerated; disagreement, therefore, among 
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"interested parties": will not, per se, invalidate an environmental impact statement. The list 

of alternati�es to 8. proposed action must be studied. developed and disclosed in an 

environmental impact statement, and must provide sufficient data and reasoning to evaluate 

the analysis and conclusions. Clearly, however, the content and scope of the discussion of 

alternativ� �o an� proposed action depends upon its nature; such discussion need not 

eneompass every conceivable alternative, but merely 'encompass all reasonable alternatives 
, . 

in 8 str8ightr�rward and compreheruJible manner so that the responsible decision-makers are 

aware of the eonsequences when one course of Bction is chosen over another. 

This Company's analysis of the Dra(t EJS filed in its Comments on Baltimore Gas . -

and Electric Co. Draft EIS and the manner in which said Drart EIS meets the requirements 

of Section l02(2XC) ot the National Environmental Policy Act ot 1969, the Council of 

Environmental Que.ijty Guidelines, and the pertinent ERA regulations need not be reiterated 

here. PEG's disagreement with the conclusions cannot invalidate an otherwise adequate 

Draft EIS since, without any doubt, information 8� to the environmental consequences of the 

proposed action of an allOcati� at teedstock to· a synthetic. natural gas manufacturing 

facility is provided, as ar� the analysis of and inquiry into the altemativ·es to the propOsed 

action. PEG does not contend that the Draft EIS is inadequate tor its overall failure to 

discuss, but is, in fact, inc-jequate for the conclusions drawn after such discussion. 

The adverse environmental impacts from the operation of the SHG Plant are 

unequivocally discussed. The adverse environme.ntal impacts from an action of no allocation 

are equally as succinctly discussed. The SHG Plant exists and is ready to operate as required 

to serve the requirements ot this Company's firm C\lStomers. What then are· the adverse 

environmental. impacts resulting from an all9cation of naptltha for operation of the SHG , 

Plant? PEG �ould argue the Draft EIS is deficient for its failure to discuss these impacts, 

but does not indicate what these impacts are. The Draft EIS is meant to disclose 

in(ormation so that concerned agencies can assess the environmental impact. The Draft £IS 

does not need to establish the "true need of 8G&E's priori�y users for SNG"j it must develop 
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and analyze the effect or their continued receipt of gas (benericial) and their non-receipt of 

gas (detrimental whether or not alternate fuel capability exists). 

DI 

Should any questions arise with respect to these comments, eonlael should be 

initiated with D. Pierre G. Cameron, Jr., Esq., Counsel to Baltimore Gas and Electric Com-

pany, in writing at 1700 Gas and Electric Building, P. O. Box 1475, Baltimore, Maryland 

21203, or by telephone, at area code 301-234-5685 in order that coneerned Company 

persoMel may prepare appropriate responses to such inquiries. 

January 26, 1978 

Respectfully submitted, 

Baltimore pas and Electric Company 

By 12 /2., 9: a ... ,--'P' 
D. Pierre G. Cameron, Jr. I 
Assoeiale Ceneral Counsel 



Certification 

p'ursuant to the requirements of 10 CFR §§ 203.5(a) and 205.9(b), I, D. Pierre G. 

Cameron, Jr., do hereby certify that', pursuant to the delegation of Buthority contained 

in a letter dated April 5, 1974, filed with the Federal Energy Office, as predecessor to the 

Economic Regulatory Administration of the Department of Energy, I am a -duly authorized 

representative ot' Baltimore Gas and Electric Company, that I am authorized, inter alia, , . - -

to execute on behalf or Baltimore Gas and Eleetric Company the Further Comments on 
. .  

Baltimore Gas arid Electric Company Draft EIS - DOE/ElS-0002-D, to which this certifica-

tion is attachec;i, and that a copy of the aforementioned Further Comments on Baltimore 

Gas and Electric Company Draft EIS - DOEIEIS-0002-D was mailed, first class mail, postage 

prepaid, Uds 2'S'th day of January, 1978, to the persons listed below. 

Honorable Charles McC. Matruas, Jr. 
Honorable ,Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senate 
Washinjlton: D. C. 20510 

Honorable Robert E. Bauman 
Honorable Goodloe E. Byron 
Honorable Marjorie S Holt 
Honorable Clarenee D. Long 
Honorable Barbara A. Mikulski 
Honorable Parr.en J. Mitehell 
Honorable Gladys Noon Spellman 
Honorable Newton I. Steers, Jr. 
United States JJouse of Representatives 
Washington, D. C. 20515 

Honorable Blair Lee m 
Acting Governor 
State of Maryland 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Honorable Thomas J. Hatem, Chairman 
Public Service Commission of Maryland 
301 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

January 26, 1978 

Mr. G. W. Tiberio 
Director, Energy Management Seetion 
General Motors Corporation 
Detroit, Michigan 48202 
Sutherland, Asbill � Brennan 
1666 K Street, N.W. 
Washington, D. C. 20006 

Attention: R.. L. Winkler, Fsq. 
Mr. Robert Powers, Vice President 
Amerada Hess Corporation 
U85 Avenue of the Americas 
New York, New York 10036 

Baker &: Botts 
1701 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D. C. 20006 

Attention: Bruce F. Kiely, Esq. 

D. Pierre G. Cameron, Jr. 
Associate General Counsel 

Baltimore G8.!I and Electric Company 



BALTIMORE GAS A N D  E LECTRIC COMPANY 

!of' s  Carrol Borili;�rlUll 
Dcf\l'.rt.mpnt. nf F.np.1"gy' 
Room 7119 

GAS A N D  ELECTRIC; 8 U ILD'NG 

B A LTIMORE, M A R YLAND 21203 

February 28, 1978 

lLth �'tteet & p�nnsy1van1a Ave. 
Washington, D.C. 20461 

HE: Alumdnum Content of Discharge Water tram Equalization Basin, 
Riversid� S.N.n. Plant 

Dear f.f' s Bordstrum: 

As per our telephone conversation, attached ar� certificates ot 
ana.lysis showing the aluminum content in the wastewater effiueat from the 
Equalization Basin at the Riverside s.n.G. Plant . The samples for the 
analysi s  'Were taken while the plant was operating at normal. conditions. 

If you have any rruestions, please give me B. call at 301-234-7415. 

CRJ:pmv 

cc: �lessrs . D. P. 
W. J .  
R .  W .  
C .  H. 
P. L. 
c .  R. 

File 

G. Cameron, 
Brooksbank 
Pohl 
t.'roolU;, Jr. 
Dziubi nski 
Jones 

Jr. 

Very truly yours ,  

a4L Jt.?1� 
Charles R .  L 
Sr. Plant Designer 
Gas SUpply Department 

y> .:>p�J7S" 



SHEPPARD T. PoWEll ASSOCIATES 
CoNSULTING ENGINEERS 

�'U". E. eAeO" 
... 0 .... W. s.u;""" .. 
LU'C" L 'hoOlEou", 
w ....... J. Lot"" S 
w ••• , .... C. C .. C,. .. .,. 
J .... e. 5. Poo .... 
5' .... " TO"G'"O''' 

Mr.. Abraham Eagle 
Plant Chemist, Sollers Point SNG Plant 
Baltimore Gas aDd Electric Compan,y 
Gas and Electric Building 
Post Office Box 1475 
Baltimore , Maryland 2120) 

January 10, 1978 

Subject: Analysis of Wastewater Discharged From 
Equalization Basin - January 5. 1978 

Dear Mr .. Eagle: 

:'1 L", ... So_ 
e"" 'MORC . ..... n ........ 21202 

3Ot-<68S·:'<!,O 
C""u ..... 0.0:'"s'5 ...... _ 

Attached is the certificate of analysiS shoving the metal 
constituents of the wastewater effluent from the Equalization Basin at. 
the SNG Plant. -The sample vas anal;rz;ed by Martel Laboratories using 
Atomic Absorption. 

know. 

SY:rc 
Attachment 

If you have arJ3' questions in regard" to the above, please let us 

Very- tnUy" yours, 

SHEPPARD T .. :PCNELL ASSOCIATES 

i ____ C, r(, C �';'Y2/ <'<-d'1.-
Stra,ti Yo:e6I:1.:US ' 



Martel Laboratories, Inc. 
1026 CromweU Bridge Road Doltlmore, Maryland 21204 (301) 825·7790 

<!!rrtifiratr of Analysis 
8115 � No. 

...... '" Sheppard T. Powell Associates 
SanlpJe Marked Water 1/5/78 - City water BG&E SNG Plant 9 : 3 0  A.M. 

Neutralization Pond Eff luent 

Sheppard T. Powell Associates 
31 Li�ht Street 
Billtimorc, Marylant;1 ,, 1.0J. 

Attn: Mr. Steve Yorgiadis 

Aluminum (All 0 . 5  ppm 

Iron (Fe) 2 . 11 

Copper (Cu) < 0 . 0 1  

Lead (Pb) < 0 . 10 

Tin (Sn) < 1  

Clu'olllium (Cr) < 0 . 10 

Nickel (Ni. ) < 0 . 01 

cadmium (Cd) < 0 . 01 

Januar�' 9 ,  1978 

Zinc ( Z n )  0 . 10 ppm 

Calcium (Ca) 2 7 . 7  

Magnesium (Mg) 7 . 7  

Sodium (Na) 330 

Potassium (K) 1150 

Silica (Si02 ) 10 

Hanqanasa (Mn) 0 . 07 

Vice President 
Laboratory Services 

II£MB£R AMERICAN SOCIETY t"OR TF.STING AND MATERIALS 
•• r __ �.:" .. 10 . ..... '''N'lrt ;5 rtliablt to tht bul or our knowledge; lhi:. and ;lll ft'poru af. th.' suIt pro�rt)' or our cli,nla. 



ABCO 
LABORATORY, INC. 

6660 SECURITY BOULEVARD • BALTIMORE, MARYLAND • 21207 

TELEPHONE AREA CODE JOI 944.-8110 

CERTIFICATE 

TO 8alti�ore Gas � $lec t r i c  Co. DATE January 6 .  IS7S 
SI\G Plant 
Baltimor e ,  r.iary!and 2 12-'J� 

At t n :  Hr . Abe e.agle 

LJBOR.lTOR'), NUMBER �/:::l76 SAMPLE Pond Water SalDpl� 1/5/76 

RE.CEtYE.D FROM Jalivered DATE. 1/5/78 

Sam?le submit ted for determination of aluminum content. 

Method: APHA XIV, �riochr oroe Cyanine R 

Resu l t s :  
Aluminum as Al • 0 . 1 7  m;;J/L 

At your request , we deterrei ned t h e  aluoinum content 
of 3al t i more C i t y  water from our tap using the saDe method : 

Aluminul!I as Al 0.05 m9/1.. 

Comments: 

The Balt i more City Water Dept . Laboratory reports the following values 
(or aluminuo i n  city water at the f i ltration plants for the pe�d 
7/76 - 6/77: 

Mont ebello plant . Average 0.06 mg/L 
Ashburton plant . Average 0 . 04 Ibg/L 

Maximum 0 . 13 mg/L 
Maximum 0 . 06 mg/L 

� • •  ,.tt/ull, .u�.i . r.4 
Abeo Laboratory. 



Aoco 
LABORATORY, INC. 

6660 SECURITY BOULEVARD • BALTIMORE, MA.RYLAND • 21207 

CERTIFICATE 

TO Baltimore Gas � Slectric Go . ,  
SNG Plant 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 

ATTN. : Mr.  Aile aagle 

TELEPHONE AREA CODE 301 944-8110 

DATE January 1 0 ,  1976 

UBOR4TORY NUMBER .,cas SAMPLE City Tap ' .... ater at SNG Plant I/G/7S 

RECEIY£D FROM Oeli \ler�d D4TE January S: ,  1978 

Sample submitted for d'e'ter-mination' of- aluminu m content. 

Methcd: APiiA XIV, .e.xiochrome Cyanaii'Hl! R 

Resu l t :  
Aluminum, as A l  • • • • • • • • • 0 . 03 mg/L 

. . 

, .. 

..'5. o 



United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF TJ:lE SECR,ETARY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 . 

BR 7 7 /1128 

-Mr . Barton I. .  House 
Assis tant Adminiatrator 
Puela R.egulation 
Economic Regulatory Adminiatratioa 
Department o f  Energy 
Washl�gton, D .  C .  20461 
Dear Hr • . House : 

FEB 8 1978 

Thank you for your letter o f  December 1 2 , : 19 7 7 ,  transmitting 
OPERArIO�S �opies of the Department of Energy ' s  draft environmental 

impact e t atement for the ' allocation .o f petro leum feedstock 
to the Baltimore Cas and Electric ' Company ' s  SNG plant at 9 rEa 78 2J: !Stollera Point, Baltimore County, Ka�ylaDd . 

Our commente are presented according to the format of the 
Btatemeut or by subject. 

Vater Quality Impacts 

We bave 8tro�g reservations about the nature of the e f f luent 
discharge, especially the fact that Aluminum, a tozic material, 
viII be released in amounts that viII degrade the receiving 
water s .  We believe that the statement should discuss in 
greater detail the possible adverse effects Aluminum can have 
on the already stressed biota in Baltimore Barbor. 

Purther. ve do not acc�pt the principle of dilution as an 
acceptable and reliable means o f  reducing the lethal nnd/or 
d�gra41�t effects o f  hazardous substances in the discharge. 
The ability of the recei�ing waters to properly dilute and 
render biol�gically acceptable. prescribed amounts of tozic 
and hazardous Bubstances is directly related to the total 
amounts of- these substances being discharged from all sources. 
The statement repeatedly declarea that the di-lut10n is 
ezpected to reduce the effluent to nonhazardous levels . A 
monitori�& program 5hould be instituted to determine whether 
d11ut10n 1s effectively providing a satisfactory level of 
prote�t1on to the aquatic environme n t .  The size of the area 
of the receiving waters that is being degraded by the dis­
charge, i . e  . •  the " mixing zone," should also be described. 
The design and plans for implementation o f  a mooitoring 
program should be discuased 10 the final statemeo t .  



2 
The draft s t a tement points out that the harbor 18 characterized 
by a wel 1-�i%ed surface layer. However . nothing 18 said about 
the cODstruction or placement of the discharge

' p i p e .  Por 
axamp l e .  i t  would b e  helpful to know whether the outfall will 
b e  in the water or on land; 1 f  in the water, at what depth. 
and whether the pipe will b e  eq�ipped with d i f f u s e r s .  This 
and other p e r t inent information about the outfall should b e  
presented in the final s t a t ement. 

We suggest serious consideration b e  given to these observations 
for we cannot accept the thesis that the benthic fauna found 
in the receiving waters are insignificant . As depauperate 
as the harbor is . the fact that' it s t i l l  supports plants and 
animals is an inrlicatluu that the area iA nperatip� as a 
viable ecosystem. Every feasible means should b e  employed to 
reduce th� allloouuL u£ additlon.:ll p., 1 1 l1rllnt8 entering the barbor. 
Emphasis must be placed on malulalning the pr.9P�r vater 
quali,l:y so t ha t .  hop efully . the way back to higher water quality 
1� not eliminated as . a reacbdLl� ,6�1. 

Alternatives 

Greater consideration might b e  given in the final s t a tement 
to increasing biological treatment of the e f f luent . perhaps 
by creating a number of evaporation ponds in the 47 acres of 
open area remaining on the project s i t e .  

We hope these comments w i l l  b e  helpful to you i n  the 
preparation of the final s t a t emen t .  

1 
\ 

-

Larry E .  Heierotto 
''!3!�t�ECRETARY 



February 7 ,  1978 

Mr .  Barton R. House 
Assistant Administrator 
Fuels Regulation 
Department of Energy 
Washington, D .  C .  20461 

Dear Mr .  House : 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
The Assistant Secretary 'or Science and Technology 
Washiogtoo. D.C. 20230 

(202) 377-3111 

This i s  in reference to your draft environmental impact 
statement entitled, ftAllocation of Petroleum FeedstocK, 
Baltimore Gas and Electric Company , Sollers Point, 
Maryland . - The enclosed comment from the National Oceanic 
afid Atmospheric Administration is forwarded for your 
cons idera tion . 

Thank you for giving us an opportunity to provide this 
comment. which we hope will be of assistance to you. 
We would appreciate receiving twelve (12)  copies of the 
final statement. 

:'

i

j

erelY, 

( ��ey R .  Gfd r\A�,e. 
Deputy A sist Secretary 
for Environmental Affairs 

Enclosure : Memo from Mr .  George P .  Cressman 
Director, National Weather Service , W 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic ilnd Atmospheric Adminiscration 
NATIONAL WEATHER SERVICE 
Silver Spring, Md. 20910 Wllx2/HJA 

JAN 2 S 1978 

TO: Dr • .  William Aron 
Direc��ffice �y and Conservation. EC· 

ho��ss�n 
niTP.r.�OT J N��inn�l WP��hP.T SpTVir�) W 

FROM: 

SUBJECT : DEIS 1712.34, Allocation of Petroleum Feedstock 

Our comments are relatively minor. On page 4-1' second paragraph, the 
fourth sentence should read, ttThe National Weather ServiCe Fo:rec�st 
Office at Washington, D.C. i.ssue� air stagnation advisories and 
statements for the State of Maryland .tt 

Air pollution alerts during the past three years were due to photo­
chemical pollution. These p�llutants were hardly discussed . There 
Is brief discussion of N02 • less of hydrocarbons. This brief treat­
ment of photo-chemical pollu:tants and their precursors may be 
justified if the plant opera.tes only in winter and the tan�ge presents 
no significant chance of lea.k.age or emissions from May to October . 

�.<.�. , . f , , ), 
'�I \ f 

<, �-
.� '" .. , . .  " ,. 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION I I I  

6TH ANO WALNUT STREETS 
P H I LADELPHIA, PENNSVLVANIA 19106 

Mr. Finn Neilsen 
Office of Fuels Regulation 
Department o,f Energy 
2000 H Street, N.W. 
Washingoon; D.C. · 20461 

January 30. 1 978 

Re: Allocation of Petroleum Fuelstock. BaltilTDre Gas and Electrk 
Company. Sullers Poi nt. Maryl and SNG Plant 

Dear Mr. Neilsen: 

We have completed our review of the Draft Envi ronmental Impact 
Statement for the above referenced project. Our review indicates 

, that the Synthetic Natural Gas (SNG) production faci l i ty will 
discharge approximately six part per million (ppm) of al uminum to 
the Bal timore Harbor. The source of the a l uminum 1 s  not defined i n  
the Envirorvnental Impact Statement. Furthenoore. conversations 
with the Maryland Department of Natural Resources NPDES staff 
indicates that the discharge of al uminum is not incl uded in any of 
the effluent l imitation pe!'1'1its for the facil i ty. 

, EPA requests that the EIS :be revised to incl ude the source of 
aluminum. i ts chemical nat'ure. and its impact on the water qua l i ty of 
the harbor area surrounding the SNG facility. Further, any adverse 
impacts to aquatic l i fe in the vicinity of the discharge should be 
noted i n  the document. 

We cannot pass judgement on the environmental impacts of the SNG 
facil i ty until our questions concerning the discharge of tOxic 
quantities of al uminum are resolved. Therefore, we have assigned 
the document an EPA EIS Ca tegory Rating of ER-2 (Environmental 
Reservations due to a lack of sufficient infonmation to determine 
environmental impact) .  



. . 
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The classifi cation and the date of EPA ' s  comments wi l l  be published 
in the Federal Register 'fn: accord" with our responsibi l i ties promulgated 
under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act Amendments . 

If you have any questions concerning this review. please do not hesi tate 
to contact us. 

. . 

. " , ' . 

, ; , 

, '" 

Sincerely yours, . . � \ (\ l l , L l"",-V � t....:e-X." -, v,-'\... ro.o:;. 
Nicholas M. Ruha 

. Chief 
[IS and Wetlands Review Section 



RffiIOHAL PLANNING COIlNCIL 
701 st. Paul St:reet 
Baltimore, Mar,rland 21202 

PKlJECT IDENTIFICATlON 

Jurisdiction: .Baltimore County 

R & R Pil. No. 71-471 
B &: P Committee January 6. 1978 

Project Name: Allocation. of Petroleum Feedstock to Baltimore Gas and Electric ' s  
Sollere Fbint Plant - Draft EIS 

A�p1icant: U.S. Department of Energy 

"DESCKlPl'ION 

1his is a draft Environmental Impact statement for an appliQation filed by 
the Baltimore Gas and Electric Company (JIG &: E). EG &: E .is requesting an 
allocation of 1,000tOO� barrels of naphtha to be used to produce synthetic 
natural gas (SNG). This process will offset deficiencies in natural gas 
supplies to BG &: E'a rim cuatomers (ftsidential, cOlIIID8rcial and industrial) .  

1li &: B has completed construction of a SNG facil! ty at Sollers Point. It 
.is at thie plant that the naphtha will be used. Initially, llG &: E is 
requesting an allocation of l t OOO,O')O barrels per year until the Spring of 
1978. At this time, the allocation would be increased to 2,186,000 barxels 
per year. 

The environment that will be influenced by the Federal Energy Administration 
action Is primarily the site surrounding the SNG facUity. The site is an 
industrial section of the Baltimore Metropolitan area. 

Adverse Environmental impacts .prilDarily involve the discharge of air 
contaminants and waste water effluents. 

COMHENT 

!£hie facility would help relieve the region ' s  natural gas shortage. Relieving 
this shortage is a goal of the General Development Plan. CUrrentlYt natural 
gas users are being forced to utilize oil; coal and electric energy because 
of increasing natural gas curtailments. 'lhese cu�&ilments impact the 
:region t s  air quality, energy costs, demand for new electric senerating 
faoilitiest :regional economic grovth and the national balance of p�nts. 



R & R File 110. 77-477 

COMMENTS (CoDt'd) . 

-2- B & P Committee January 6 ,  1978 

".Ihe alte of this facility is situated in an area that is industrial and in 
addition, it viII utilize its waterfront location. It 1a alao adjacent to 
.n existing lIaltialore Gas and Electric facility. 

It 1a felt that tbe negative impacts of this facility are greatly overshadowed 
by" the need for -increased gas supply in the Ba1 timore region. 

1 HEREBY CERTIFY that at its 166th meeting held January 2U. 191B, 
the �glonal Planning Council concurred in this Review and Referral 
Hcmo1'QtldwD "nit inr:orporated it into the minutes of that meeting. 

Date �t.� Januazy 20, 1918 

Executive Direotor 



dOl: Mr. Bdmund Cueman 
Director, Plann.in& COmmission 
County Office Building 
�stminster, Mar,rland 211$1 

ill'S. Jarruerr 3, 1978 

» .. p .... u.... 1/6/78 
• P C .... u.... 1/20/78 

D 10iAt II'C/CIIIIS1 -... CJ'cl. ("" to 60 do.To) 

�I WiJtBlL OOOBDllU.TOR BVIBV SlMMIf 

AnUoaat. u.s. Department of lIbergy 

Jlooject: .&llocaticm or Petroleum hedstock to lIalt1more Gal 4: Electric' .  Sol.1era 
Point Plant - .Dn.Ct ElS 

. ..  1 111. 10. '  77-477 

eo-.b 1Ibaul4 110 ._4 lIT' Jarruerr 16, 1978 
----------------_ ... ------_._-------------

!b1. pz"Ojact )au 'bee l'ozvuode4 to the follovS.Dc local 4epan-a.ta or ..-cia. 
(Cbeck appropriate bl� ... 4 att&ch ocmaent. hom the nv.lev1D& -..reDc1 •• ) I 

_____ Planns"B __ ....JPDbllc Vo _ 

_____ .. rt .......... tal p..,tecU"" ___ � ...... '""-n B!lat1au 

____ Oth ... (.poClt:r)I=;��;;��;;;;;;�;;;;��;;�;; __ 

----------------------------�-----------------------------------------------------

JU mSDI CTICII" S 0CJtmII'l"S 

Check y . 
_____ D11 . jurh41ctio:n. baa DO oomment. on th11 particular project. 

_____ Dd. PlOj.ct 1. cOMietent YUh or contribute. to the I'Ul.tl1l.-za.t 
of local. coaprebe11li"ft plane, SOu. and obJectivee. 

_____ IJh1. plOJect rai.ea plOblelU coocem1nc inoolllpatlbl11t7 viC local. 
plana, or intersove:mmental. enY1ronmental or civil riabte i.we. 
and a meet1n&" with the appl1caDt !!. requested (attach COlllllleDt..). 

_____ 'DdB projeot maes problema concem1a,g incompatibility vitb local 
plane , or intergovernmental, envil"Onlllental or oinl right. tewe8, 

.however, .. lleet1n& vttb the applicant 1. E.2! "que�ted .(at� .COlII1IIeDU). 
) 

_____ 'Jh1. project 18 aenerallJ' oone1etent with local plane, bolt qual1f)1.nc 
COJDI:Denta are nece8B&r7 (attach COlZI1IIen-w). ' .  

---------------------------------------------------+----,;.:i7----------------------------

IIE'roIlll m. 1l1.,...{....., .. ' / WM -
rJV\rd1nator, MetropoU tan C1e.,.h�OUM. ./ e= C . 

ional Ple.nn1n,g Councu titl. Planning Di rector 
. st. Paul Street 

klttmore, Pfar,yland 21202 AaeDc7. Carrol l  County Planning Conmi ssion 

Dote ____ ,;.Ja:;""u"'a'""'C-.:.1,;.S:..' ..;1,;.9_18 
____ _ 



I'ID!: Mr. Larry Beich, D1.mctor 
Department of Planning 
222 E. Saratoga. street 
B&l timore , Maryland 21202 

Ill!!:. JIUIU&r,Y J. 1978 

• •  p .... t1D!r. 1/6/78 
• P C ... t1D«: 1/20/78 

o Jo1D' IIPC/CIIIIS.l .. 01 .. 0,..1. ("p to 60 ...,.) . - ' .. , . 
REGIOW,l PI , . "  . , . .  � - • .  " . , . I-.J 

AppUouatl u.s. Department of Rners;y 

IZolect: Allocation of Petroleum Paedatock to Baltimore C� !'Oint Plaut - lmLf't ns 
• •  I r11 • •  0 . .  77-477 

eo-.to Bboul4 be "_4 JI.f' JIIDU&%)' 16. 1978 

C• ' . . • . . . . 

-----------------------.. -----.. ---------.----.. --.. ----------------_. --
�. project !au been 1'orvar4ed to ttle f'oll� local dAlp&rtara.t. or a.pncha 

(Cbeok appropnde "bl.u. c4 attach ocm.nt, fro. the ftvi.-d.n« -cencle,): 

v/'" Pl...",in« · Pu.bl1c VOID 

_____ 1nv1:roDlDlmtal Pl'oWCUClill __ -,_ .. loUcms 
____ otho", (opoo1t7)c-_________________ _ 

--------------------------------------------- --------------------------------------.. -----
JtJmSDICTICIf' £ � 

Olea (be 

_____ lJh1a juriediction baa no ooaaenta OIl thh particu1u project. 

_____ 'lb18 project 11 conabtent With ·or �ntr1buto8 to the MrUl..MIlt 
01 local comprehensive plana, lOale and objectives. 

_____ 'Ddl project rai ••• problem, concel'rllftB inC(Nl)p&t1bl11t7 with local 
plane, or intergovernmental , envtroJ\lllental or civil rights i,sue, 
and a _etins wUh the appl1cant .!!. requeated (attl.Ch cOlD:mentt). 

_____ 'lb18 project rataea problem. concenUn« incolllpat1"bl11ty vith 100&1 
plan., or intergovernmental. environmental or civil rights tssus., 
however, a meeting witb the applicant 18 � reque,te4 (attach comment.). 

v::: '1h1. project 1a senerel17 con.latent with Joeal plAM, but qual1fY1n1" 

:::-::--
�����

-
�

-
������

-
����

-
�:::=Jt1�----;--------Coordinator. Ketropol1taD C1.�ouo. . � '\ 

Regional Flonnir>& Council 'lU1. ___________ -'-, __ 
701 st. Paul Stroot 
IIalUI>O ... Jlu71an4 21202 JceDcJ:' _____________ _ 

Date ___________ _ 



ro: Mr. Ian:r .lch. Director 
Department o£ Planning 
222 B. Saratoga Street 
Jalt1JDore, Ma.r)'land 21202 

Date: Ja."JUa'rY ). �197a 

, . . ' 

REGIDI·: . �  r' .. .. " 
.. . . . .  � 

SUBJECT: PROJECT NOTIFICATION REVIE'1Il 
JAN 20 ,0" 

'''1' ' ' - ·.-: 1�;"�iU:10 11"'''' ."." '. 
'ppl! ca..."t: 'J .5. Deparlcent of Energ:,' 

�ject: A:location of Petro1c-ur: Fee!!stock to Ba.l timON Gas 8J'!.! Eleo:tric' S 
Z:)l1ers Poi�t Fl&'"lt - Draft EIS 

R '- R Pile No. : 77-417 
Co:;:e:::b Sh��le be Re't'.1med By: Je.nuary 16, 1978 

____ 'l'::.lis· 2€"'�cy t� no coo:llllente Oll t�..ie pa:-ticu1e.� project • 

. ___ �.ie project is CO!lsiste!lt vith or contrlU.ltes to the !\ufU�nt 
of locel c·::Jtl.'preher.6ive Jo1e.. .. '...I3 , g':)als and objectives . 

_____ 'l'r.J.6 project rAises is .. uee. :::o!'l�";'!T.ir,g ino:o!llpatibility v!tt. 
pIe..-:!; or lr.t�rp.reITlrle:;.te.l :pro'ble:l� e..�d e. me£'till8 WiUl the 
ll. J:"E;�l.!-=-:>t:(!,;! (Specify belc,",,) . 

'T!:J.is p::".)jt:ci; r.liGes issues concerning incot!opetibl!ity \o"ith 
Cor i!'lte:-e;'Overn=:e::te.1 probleoG, t,·::n.;cver, a lDoeting witi, the 
1� n�t �queeted · (S�ecify �lov). 

local 
� . . ... e;;?",-l.ca."l w  

Ioed p!C:..-:� 
8pp1iC:a!",t 

XX This p::"'.:>j!!::t is t;enet'3.11y consistent ... 1th local plans. but q·.J�1ify.u-i' 
eCl�;;�s arc nec('s.:;a:·y (S,ecify below) .  
We are supportive of the additional supply of natural &a8 t o  maintain 

C::>.:,:.··.mts ...!!EV�e.-EE._!.!!'m_!E!iu8tr1al. co�_�rc1�d other ',&8 CODR"mers . ..du;dog 
periods when shortages and curtaUments might otherwise be created. Although there 
are��_�����g�!. t��._£.t_i.!!�.l need f....2.!� facility .t....1h.1B. t'me. '0 V'",....Df the 
LNG program all � Point·. our essential criticism relates to the apparent attitude 
of the applicant toward environmental degradation 10 .s:.tS.sYP.stancesJlb.en tbe �iron .. nt 
curfinHY·fiiffi''tO'''m.ee·i-.tandards setby fed;�al and state agencies. In particuUr. 
we feel that the applicant 8hould not incr!!sJL!�d_��l� the rrcion eY�ua1Ly 
satfiTylng-rMprove<lvater quality and air quality standards. The time to avoid further 
environmental degradation is now - before the new ttsillty beB!DA-aPCratfgDS _ ratber 
than-talU!f-�en C08ts of retro-(ittlGB';�ay be areater. 

Ri:.W�; TO LOCAL EEF£:\.RI.L COOiIDru:.roR 
JiJ.�·;--';:> ABOVE • 

Tit1
.
e Chief. Ec�, •• �1"J8 .. 1t..L... __ _ 

Aaency Bdti!l9n City Plaantng Depr. 

/ 



.... : Mr. Kenneth Green 
Director of Planning 

DlD:: JIIDWL%)' 3, 1978 

4S South Main Street 
lIel Air, Ma:ry.land 21014 

. ..  P .... t1JI«: 1/6/78 
a p e  .... t1JI«: 1/20/18 

o Jo1Jlt III'C/CI!BS1 _ow C7cl.�,�. 

IUBDC'I, WiiHBlL COOllDDQ'roB B'VlIV &'tIJIKUD' 

AppUoaDt, 11.S. Depa.rtment of' Bbergy 

:rzo�.ctf .llloeaticm of' Petroleum Feedstock to Baltimore Gas 
Po1Jlt Plllllt - Draft !:IS 

a .. a rue ... . .  77-477 
_nt. _0 be ._0 lIT- JOZN&lY 16, 1978 

----------------------------------------_._.----------_.----

tb1. proj.ct bu beeD f'ozvuded to the f'olloving local 4epart:zDente or apncies 
(Cbaclc aRP::ropr1ate blllmlta l1li.4 attach oOlllDent. f'.I'OID th. ftvievb&' .".nci •• ) 1  

____ Pl_'1IB __ �"'l>Uc ¥o _ 

_____ am_tal PzotocU"" __ --'- .1.U .... 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

.JUBISDICTICIf'S CCJoIItDn'S - ATIACHED. 

Check � • . -
_____ 1IJh1. jurh41ctioa baa D.O oommente OIl thia particular project. 

_____ 1IJh1. project 1. conebtent vi th or <?ontr1butea to the f'ulfllt.nt 
of local oomprebe1l81ve plane. £O&1a and objecUvea. 

_____ 'lh1. project rata.a problema oonc.mine inoompatibility with local 
plana, or Intergovernmental, environmental or civil rlshte laauel 
an4 a meeting vith the applicant !!. requeated (attach comment.). 

_____ Na project raiael problema ooncemina inoompatibillty with local 
plana, or lntergov8m.mental, environmental or civil r1shta 188u8., 
bovever. a meet1.na' nth the applicant 1a n2! requeeted (attach co�nta). 

__ --" __ 'Dda project 18 senerall7 oonabunt with local plana. but quaUf'y1.nc 
comment. are nacee.ar,r (attach comment_). 

--"--------------------------------------------------------------�---- ------- --?t--
RE'l'lJIiII 1'0. Slcnat=e1-- -!4.. '.d 0, 
Coordinator, Jletropol1 tan Clear1.a&houae 
I'!aional. Plann1ng Councll title ,.1!D .. 'r",e"o,-""o!.r ... __________ _ 701 st. P.ul Sh •• t 
Jaltimoze. �laDd 21202 Aseno7. Planning & Zoning Department 

Date January 20. 1918 
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Regional Flanning Council 
101 St. Paul Street 
Baltimore. Maryland 21202 

near Sirs: 

, 

February I, 1978 
- ­

�-- , 
RE::,\C' " .  ' ,.- .. ' 

re: Project 77-477 

FEB " " 

' . • - ! ' -,'0 'S' Al" " - . 'j." , . .1 '-1'1 I h ·'''' 
. ' ' 

Draft EDVironmental Impact. 
Statement fer Baltimore Gas ; 
and Electric ' s  Sollers ?oint - • 

Plant 
• •  

This draft· l� the most irre8ponsible, reprehensible, ludicrous 
and incorrect ElS statement it has been my displeasure t o  read. 
Although the site is io an industrial section of Baltimore ,County, 
the document does not pOint out tJ:!;at this site is surround"ed by 
residential properties. At vhat point is ebe need for an -increased 
gas supply overshadowed by the health aod well-being of the people 
vho live in this area? At wich point will heavy indust"dal 
pollutants straogle the last resident of the greater Dundalk area? 
At what point viII the residents be protected? At present, we are 
polluted by the Dundalk Marine Terminal, Bethlehem Steel Corporation 
at Sparrows Point and by roads carrying he*yy truck traffic being 
routed through our community. 

Hov to specifics. Having sat in on the origioal application 
hearing by the BC&£ for this facility, we were assured that no 
additional pollutants would be placed in our waters, 00 which we 
are sp�nding millions to clean up. In the hearing, the noise factor 
was never brought uP. and therefore was not considered , but bow can 
anyone be so irresponsible as to s.y that additional noise Is no 
factor because of the noise that is present. Studies recently under­
taken h�ve shown that the noise levels in this area are already above 
acceptablo levels. 

It mia:ht. be. of interest .. to you aDd �o BOllE that some of the 
better crabbing in this area Is done right out from sbore at the 
BG&E Sollers Point Plant and could be adversely affected by the intro­
duction of pollutants. 
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To state that this project will contribute any additional 
pollutants to the air and water of this area shows a total lack 
of regar� for the people living in the area • .  The lIS tries to 
shift additional eavironmental impacts by discussing the, eon� 
version from oil to coal by �jor plants; however, I would like 
to ?oint out that tlhc EPA I a policy 15 to IlIAk� 6U.1,:� ttw.l lu\!! W",ll:!l'� 
are safeguarded from. run-off from such products . 

The st.ate:nent "overall air pollution and water quality .... 
progr� within the Baltimore m.etropolitan area are necessary" is 
a statement that should be foll��d 'througb with, aS ' it Is our 
feeling that no additional pollutants should be added to our en­
vironment. '�f£luents discharged into the Baltimore harbor a�e. 
not hazardous with the exception of concentrations of alw:::dDWD . "  
Such ambiguity - how can you have an exception t o  a �ystem which 
is "non-haz::!.rdous"? 

We are fully cognizant of the necessity for this plant , 
because of the shortage of natural gas, but feel that with better 
design and stricter pollution controls, all pollutants can be 
eliminated and therefore "the Greater Dundalk Community Council 
must �o on record as opposing the expanding of BG&E ' s  Sollers 
Point gas operation I.1;I,til §uch time as the addttional pollutants 
can be eliminated. 

TIt : l  

Very truly yours , 

-rr 3: "'''1<. (. :1 J (l:'\ )' ... 

'thomas )(roeD, President 
Greater Dundalk Community C��il 

• 



February 28, 1978 

IIEIIlIIANDUII TO: Govenor Blair Lee 
Senator P .  Sarbanes 
Senator C .  Mathias 
Congres,sman C. Long 
Secreta.ry Dr .  N. Soloman 
Councilman John O' Rourke 
Mr. T. Kroen, President Dundalk Community Council 
O.S. Department of Energy� 
Eavironmen!al Protection Agency 
U.S. Council on Environmental Quality 
Regional Planning Council of Central Maryland 

FIlOII: Jane Rahl Apson� President Logan Village Improvement Assn. 

IE :  Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS ) :  
Allocation of Petroleum Feedstock, Dept. o f  Energy 
(DOE/EIS·0002.D) Decembex 1977 Baltimore Gas & Electric Co. 
Sollers Point� Maryland Synthetic Natural Cas Plant (SNG) 
Project 77·477 

I am representing more than 5000 citizens of Logan Village who are angry with 
the system that allows our quality of life to be degraded and permits anyone 
to violate the existing legal safe guards .  Our community is located adjacent 
to "East Turners" on Dundalk Avenue and is also bordered by Belclare and Sollers 
Point Roads " (see attached map - Attachment 91) .  We take 1mbridge with a number 
of imPortant items in the EIS under discussion: 

' . 1 . Defiaitioa of Affe.ted Eavir ..... a' 

We are protesting the small area chosen by the" Dept . of Energy (DOE) 
a8 the "environment affected by the action" ( in Section 4). Logan Village� 
a8 veIl as Watersedge (Sollers Point Rd, Dundalk Avenue & Bullneck Creek) also 
unrecognized by tbis EIS� have been affected by the previous testing a�d pre· 
l1.minary useage of the SNG plant at Sollers Point. We, along with "Est/Wst Turners" 
have been shocked by tbe flames� startled by the loud "popping" and choked by the 
sulfurous stink. Raving made the point that Section 4 does "not take iDto account 
a large enough land area� we will proceed with further inaccuracies of Section 4. 

On page 4-1 the Carnegie Plats area (as the citizens group calk itself) 
i8 erroneously called l"West Turnersll. 

On page 4-3 one of the recreational areas not mentioned is the water 
off Sollers Point ' currently being-used for crabbing, boating and fishing. The 
EIS goes on to say (page 4-"4) that "the water has little recreational value" . 
That atotemcnt 10 very 3imply false. 

Ve, in L08go ( a stable blue collar working neighborhood of homes, 
both row aud single family bungalows (resident awned) are very insulted by the 
description (Section 4.2  page 4·5) of the "stable neighborhood" in terms cal· 
culated to appeal to the prejudice in most of the "wealthy white collar class" 
Who viII make the final decision on this EIS and tbe resulting allocation. 

(cont) 
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11. Adverse Environmental Effect of Heat Radiating Into The Atmosphere. 

Ve find mentioned throughout the EIS (pages 3·11, 3-15, 3-16, 3-18) 
Various atmospheric outlets that will exhaust heated air and DO area of the RIS 
addresses the possibility of tbis heating affecting air stagnation in the 
sumner or atmospheric changes of any kind (page 7-1) « lbe word "radiation" is 
used In the list on page 3-11 but it is not defined. I assume since it is in 
106 BTU per hour, it is heat» . 

III. Pire and Hazard Safety. 

Logan Village is very concerned about the safety of our area (see 
Attachment 2 & 3). We note that in Section 3 the future tense Is consistently 
used to describe the fire protection equipment (page 3-23, 3-24). We hope 
tbat the BG&E SNG plant has not been operating this past year without the 
necessary protection. We realize that the aafety precautions for this type 
of facility are stringent but we question vb} the statement (5-44) "It 1s _ expected that any fire which might occur at the SHC tac11ity would be confined 
to the plant site". can be made . What other preparations (other than describ­
ed in pages 3-23 & 3-24) contribute to that above statement? We are 8150-
concerned abou� the large use made of propane gas in the process. 

IV. Air Quality Effects. 

Tbe EIS is inconsistent with respect to air quality. "Occasionally 
(the SHG facility will) exceed air quality standards " (2-2) and this plant 

vill have a "small" impact on air quality (2-3, 7-1). But also therein 1s 
stated "adverse impact cannot be avoided (2-5, 7-1, 9-1). Logan Villagers, 
in fact all Dundalk reSidents, already know tbat the current air quality stan­
dards are exceeded in the Baltimore metropolitan reg ton particularly S02 and 
particulates (4-13, 5-27). But the DOE requires: "All national, state and 
local air quality standards applicable to this p�ant' should be met while the 
SHG facility is operating at design/operational capacity" (5-19) . We want 
this compliance especially when the plant is put ioto an operational =ode . 

Tbe analysis of air quality includes a lengthy discussion of pre­
vailing winds (4-16, 5-20). The measure of these w£pds is taken at the Balti­
more Washington International Airport, which is ahoYt our altitude and sits 
well off the bay and harbor area. But. the SHG facility is at "Riveredge" 
(an appropriate name) - i t  is directly on a large body of vater. It i s  basic 
earth science that the thermal changes between land and water determine daily 
changes (night va. day) in ground level air circulation. local tbermal wind . 
This lIS docs not take this situation into account when definin8 the lesward 
f.llout of air pollutants. It makes no attempt to address the impact of the 
air pollutants in our neighborhoods during the longer air stagnation/inver • 

• 1011 pe.ri,ods of the swrmer months. 

Hawhere does any discussion of air quality address the S02 (mentioned 
throughout parts of section 4 and 5.4) . as the stench of rotten eggs: . •  "We could 
.180 choke on the odorant added to the gas as a safety precaution (3-11). 

(cont) 
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Alternative control systems for air quality are discussed in depth 
in Section 10.3.3, but are dismissed as having IIsubstant.ial cost". (lO-l. 10-41) 

We want to know dollar figures and comparision of these costs to the total 
profits expected per year and per the lifetime of this facility. We want clean, 
fresh smelling air. the "relative insignificance" of the ·output of air pollut­
ants from this facility compared to existing excess pollution is no excuse to 
contribute to the existing sins against the residents of this urban area . 

v. Vater qualIty Effects. 

the problems of water qual�ty are stmllar to those of air quality. 
The lIS makes the statement that "the vater quality is bad" (2-2) and will 
"not DOW support a significant aquatic system" (2-2, 4-25); that the "waste 
vater is non-hal!!ardous" (2-4, 5-30) but "an adverse impact cannot be avoided" 
(2-5, 3-19� 5-31. 5-33, 7-1, 9-1). 

A _jor fallacy we found concerns the use of water off Sollers Point as 
a recreational area (2-3, 5-4). The major premise of all statements about 
vater- quality can be proved false by the fact that many of us in these Sollers 
Point communities do more boating, fishing and crabbing (for the blue crab) 
off -the BG&E Riverside facility. The crabs are there and are edible. This 
disproves the statements on pages 4-23, 25, 34, 5-30, 42. To say impact on 
our water viII be insignificant because "aquatic organisms" will move from 
the area" is irresponsible considering th� long fight (we lve just begun to win) 
to bring the blue crab back home to Sollers Point and Bear Creek. We must 
maintain the water balance on the side of the crab whose lifeline is very 
delicate; an,excesses viII affect �hem (5-30, 5-32). 

Erosion Is another factor contributing t'o water quality. Page 6-4 
.entiOnB planting to mitigate this problem. We feel planting is a must 
cod it goes hand-in-hand with air and visual quality. 

Another coot,ribution to water pollution could be the site of the off­
alte disposal of such things as Stretford' solution and oil waste. we, want 
to know where the "off-site industrial dump" ,(3-18, 3-21 5-35, 6-3) is slt­
oated. If it goes to Norris land fill, then Back River and tbe Chesapeake 
Bay will be polluted with waste anyway (Attachment D4- 5 part series by Judy 
Ioggs: Norris Land Fill-Dundalk Eagle. Feb. 24, 19n, Mar . 3, 1977, Mar. 11. 
1977, Karch 17, 1977. March 24, 1977 IW Iluda tt ) .  Reference i s  made to 
alternative waste vater treatment systems (Section 10). As with air quality, 
these alternatives are said to be of "excessive costs" (10-44) . 

VI BOise Po�lution. 

Again, like air and water quality, noise levels in our area are 
at or above state standards already (2-2, 4-25. 4-28) and that "adverse 
impact eannot be avoided" (2-5) . But the noise addition of the SNC facihty 
ia "inaudible on. top of high background noise" (2-4) or "negligible" (5-36) . 
Bow can. �A be "insignificant" and at the same time be" equivalent to doub­
ling of traffie" , background noise energy (5-39)? lhe EIS places more onus 

' for noise on traffic (4-10, 5-4]). But to have an increase of 10dBA on top 
of existing base noise when Riverside is operational (4-31) means tripling 
ehe noise producing energy of the base noise level (because dBA are 10 x log 
of the Doise producing energy)4 

(coot) 

I 
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Ve caUDot afford the psychological impact of added noise. Because 
ve are workers in industrial sites, we work all day in Doisy environments 
and eome home to sleep in the Doise of our "residential" environment. We 
do DOt care who generates the noise - we cannot afford ita impact. 

Tbe only mitigattng measures mentioned are planting of live trees 
a • •  buffer' (5-42, 6-3) . Why are no other controls proposed (Section 10)? 

Irreversible mental angUish, sleeplessness, shattered nerves, etc. 
are Qot mentioned in Section 9 as being a negative consequence of noise ex­
cess over loog periods of time. We want peace and quiet: . 

VII 'viaual QuaUty. 

the community defined for measuring the impact of the SNG facility 
Ie vaS'}' 8a:lll cOIIIPared to the Dunl:!e1k ("."mmI.lI:d t"y ("i_l0) . r:i t1 ;-:enl'l hJ!lve seen 
the flares of the SNG facility from the other end of Dundalk and feared a 
.. jor fire. The lIhole. :t'�E:wn it' F( gure. 5�2-l can see the flare. 

Tbe mitigating measures for llaprove.meot of 7isual quality. the 
piantlng of tall trees ('-42. 6-1) wll1 do DOte thaD � If pl���u."'l! lu vl�. 
A thick planting around the. plant site petimete�:r�O�f�f�1�v:e7,�a�r�d,-,-s of trees and 
shrubs both decidAl-ous and conifer will: f!.1JAlb�E6 

1. inhibit erosIon (S�43, 6-4); 
2. �lean the air and help precipitate the particulates; 
3. baffle noise (6-3) ; . 
4. cut back on water runoff (6�4). 

nl Alternatives 

A.. Design Alternatives 

. We have previously discussed these. We wish to see all design 
.lte�tives compared io cos� of ' installation compared to the BG&E expected 
profits. EIS adDdta that BG&E estimates the cost of SNG would raise the. 
price of gas to about $3.00/mcg, about 8X increase (5�12,13). Therefore, 
the 'switch to SNG must have add�d cost burdens on the consumers , that is- . 
on us. 

B. Conservation Alternatives 

Neither sections addressing conservation (2-6, �ect10n 10) men­
tion any alternat.ive powers. We now have graots ayailahle to home owners who 
wish to install solar powered hot water heaters. Also, what about the use of 
vind power to generate electricity freeiD$ sas and oil for otber uses? 

'. 

We expect 80mQ bis3Ca io �he choice of cuoh emaIl camplBG in 
the BG&E survey (lO-LS, 10-17) and questiOD the validity of the study. 

c. AdministratIve Alternatives 

Pinally. aDd most critically, vc have oeriouo qUections about the 
Deed for the SNG facility to be in service at full design capacity as it would 
be if the BG&E' request for naptha is granted. 

(cont) 
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During the original hearIngs , before the CODstruction permits were 
granted, we understood that the SHe facility would only be used as a supple­
ment during peak drain seasons and be operating in complete compliance with 
eaviroomental laws and standards .  We are not impressed by the flowery words 
of Section 10.1 and 10.2. We cannot see the need for the SNG facility to be 
used full time- if it will result in further pollution to our living area . 

SUMHARY 

We, as a community improvement association, are primarily interested in the 
quality of life and the well-being of our Citizens, and have accepted as our 
guiding principle that any construction and/or alteration of any facility in 
our community. must be in compliance with the environmental standards and laws 
of the State of Maryland, part1cularly, but not li�ted to Doise standards as 
mandated by the Environmental Noise Act of 1974. Furthermore, said compliance 
shall be completed concurrently with the changes to said facilities, and fur­
ther we resolve to be morally obligated to reject. resist and find not ne­
gotiable any attempt to circumvent or lover � existing environmental stan­
dards. 

the residents of this community must vehemently object to this EIS; which. 
In effect states that the operation of the synthetic gas plant (Project 77-
477) should be approved; because, the area already suffers from high levels 
of pollution (vater, noise and air) , and that the added pollution caused by 
this facility will be of little or no consequences to �e people living 
there, furthermore. these people are used to living under already existing 
high pollution levels ; therefore, the additional pollution can be tolerated. 
These assumptions are absurd and because of thiS, we must seek the protec­
tion of our governmental leaders to protect us from such stupidity. We are 
insulted that the Department of Energy considers our environment, our quality 
of life, our very sanity. insignificant compared to the energy needs of the 
area. 

Also the original intended use of the facility must not be compromised. that 
is, the SHe facility be only used as a supplement during the peak usage 
season - winter. ( We understand this only includes commercial use. and 
does" not consider industrial requirements). 

We .lso believe that the safety of the community must be protected. by pro­
viding concurrently with the start of the operation; ample safety equipment . 
procedures and personnel. In this respect, we believe that the Maryland Port 
Authority and the u.S. Coast Guard must be consulted to insure the continued 
safe operation of the Dundalk Marine Terminal in light of the proposed use 
of shipping channels near the Termina� for naptha transfer! 

We believe that this facility' s  operation constitutes yet another major threat 
to the quality of our human environment . therefore, careful consideration must 
be given by all concerned - federal agencies. local leadership and elected 
officials . ( see attAchmPntR #5 & 6) 

Attachment 1 2  ha� hp-p.n withdrawn and is available on request. 
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