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What is the CPCN Process? 

PSEG has submitted an application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity (CPCN) at the Maryland Public Service Commission (PSC) on 
December 31, 2024 (Case #9773). The PSC can issue or deny a CPCN permit. 
Approval provides authority to construct or modify generating stations or high-
voltage transmission lines. This gives the utility authority of eminent domain.

Things to Watch/Read: 

Stop MPRP, Inc. Webinar with Carolyn Elefant  
In this webinar, Carolyn Elefant talks about the PSC CPCN process. 

Stop MPRP, Inc. Blog Post on the CPCN Process  
This blog post is a summary of the webinar and provides a good overview of the process. 

Video of PSC Case No. 9471 (Transource Case)  
This is one of the video recordings from Case No. 9471 at the Maryland PSC, which is also 
known as the Transource Case. This case is very similar to the MPRP case (In the Appendix 
you will find a document with important timestamps for easier navigation).

What is an Intervenor? 
An intervenor is a person or entity who opposes or advocates for a particular 
project such as the Maryland Piedmont Reliability Project during the PSC CPCN 
process. Being an intervenor makes you party to the case and grants you certain 
rights to challenge the decision.  

Disclaimer: This fact sheet is provided for informational purposes only and is not intended as legal advice. 
The information contained herein aims to provide a general understanding of the CPCN process and the 
role of intervenors. The Tri-County Coalition does not assume any responsibility for actions taken based on 
the content of this document. For tailored advice to your specific situation, the Coalition recommends 
consulting with an attorney familiar with the CPCN process.

The MD CPCN Intervenor Fact Sheet  
Chapter 1

https://youtu.be/3O3S4Tc7wPs
https://stopmprp.com/articles-and-updates/f/how-the-maryland-psc-will-review-psegs-cpcn-application?blogcategory=CPCN+Permit+Process
https://youtu.be/_0LOFehFIes
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Who Can Intervene? 
• Individuals 
• Organizations; Businesses 
• Municipalities; Counties 
……………………………………………… 
• If you are directly or indirectly affected 
• All ten routes will be submitted, so if you 

are anywhere within the study area, you 
might want to consider intervening 

• If it affects your organization or business 
……………………………………………… 
• Individuals can intervene on behalf of 

themselves (pro se), as this is a quasi-
judicial hearing 

• Organizations, businesses, municipalities, 
and counties will need an attorney to 
represent them 

1. If you are the owner of a business or 
incorporated farm you can intervene as 
an individual and still talk about your 
farm or business (see “Shaw Orchards” 
in Appendix) 

2. If an organization or business decides 
to intervene as a “passive intervenor” 
the cost for an attorney may not be 
substantial 

3. If an organization would like to 
coordinate legal efforts, please reach 
out to MPRPopposition@gmail.com 

• The PSC encourages counties to intervene 

Why Intervening Might 
Be Important For You 
• If you do not intervene and the PSC issues 

the CPCN permit, you might forfeit the right 
to participate in any further proceedings 

• Intervenors preserve their right to judicial 
review 

• Intervenors can present evidence, provide 
testimony, question witnesses and receive all 
filings 

Definition of “Passive 
Intervenor” 
“Passive intervenor” is not a term that is 
recognized by the PSC. However, it is a good 
descriptor for limiting your involvement to 
the petition phase while still retaining your 
right to negotiate and challenge decisions 
later down the line. What this entails is that 
you submit a petition to intervene, but do not 
provide testimony and you would not have to 
participate in cross examinations. The benefit 
of passive intervention would be the ability to 
monitor the case by receiving documents 
related to the case. You would also retain the 
ability to participate in further proceedings.

Sample Intervenor Petitions 
Carolyn Elefant suggests to “stick to what you know and care about deeply. By focusing on 
personal, specific, and meaningful aspects of your situation, your intervention will carry 
greater weight and contribute valuable insights to the case” (see Stop MPRP, Inc. Blog 
Post).  
Attached in the Appendix are Sample Intervenor Petitions.

For more information or if you have questions, please feel free to reach out to MPRPopposition@gmail.com. 

mailto:mprpopposition@gmail.com
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Courtesy of Wakefield Valley Citizens to Protect Farmland Coalition  

Similar Transmission Line PSC Case Example—The Transource Case No. 9471  
This case from 2017 was settled prior to the PSC decision and moved to existing right of ways. 
The 2017 Transource Project is similar to MPRP, but only stretched 5-miles through Harford 
County. The link to the archive of documents filed in this case is here. The PSC hearing log is 
available on Maryland PSC’s YouTube page. Below are useful timestamps from a June 2019 
meeting that was published on YouTube (7:44:32 hours). These notes provide insight on what 
testimony looks like. 

• Public testimony starts at about the 38 minute mark by the Tanners and Scotts who own 
farms and also talk about mortgage devaluation. Daniel Scott is a landowner who leases 
55 acres for corn and soybean farming (50 minute mark).   

• Landowner, Baron Shaw owns an agritourism/pick your own apples, peaches, 
strawberries business and also has soybean and corn acres and discusses aerial spraying 
issues and use of drones through a program with University of Pennsylvania. His 
testimony starts at 1:12:54. He is also an engineer so his testimony is interesting 
regarding how reconductoring was not considered but should have been due to age of 
existing lines.   

• Amy O’Neal represents STOP Transource Citizens Action Committee (a non-profit 
like STOP MPRP, Inc. with 300 members). Her testimony starts at about 1:52:00 and 
ends at around 2:13:45. She talks about the project not benefitting citizens and local 
legislators and PJM attended meetings. It was opposed by Harford County Council and 
state legislators. They asked if it was a NIMBY organization to which Amy O’Neal 
responded that their interest was in getting it moved from a greenfield project onto 
existing right of ways using updated technology to the benefit of all. She was cross-
examined a good bit and it is worth listening to. 6 bills were submitted in the legislature 
as the result of opposition and legislator support.   

• There is a lunch recess during which the video stays on between 2:13:46 - 3:15:30.   
• At 3:16:30 they discuss MD Ag Preservation Foundation (MALPF) easements related 

to whether the company is entering into commercial transmission or an electric company 
performing public service. If it is commercial activity it violates MALPF easements held 
by the Tanners. The testimony was stricken because the witness was not present and not 
an attorney.  

• Fred Kelly’s (power plant assessor for Power Plant Research Program (PPRP) with 
the DNR) testimony starts at 3:22:30.  His testimony is exhibit 12 to the case files on-
line. At 3:27:45 starts the meat of his cross examination regarding use of existing 
transmission lines or adding lines to existing towers on specific sections of the proposed 
line. He discusses the incompleteness of the early application and the fact that he was 
unaware of the existing lines in the area owned by BGE and the environment/habitat that 
existed. Citizen groups made that site visit happen so it just goes to show how important 
feedback from citizens is to developing alternatives which were submitted through 
PPRP to PJM to test solutions. PPRP (representing the major branches of government) 

https://webpscxb.psc.state.md.us/DMS/case/9471
https://www.youtube.com/@MarylandPSC/search?query=case%209471
https://youtu.be/_0LOFehFIes
https://youtu.be/_0LOFehFIes
https://youtu.be/_0LOFehFIes?t=2279
https://youtu.be/_0LOFehFIes?t=4374
https://youtu.be/_0LOFehFIes?t=6739
https://youtu.be/_0LOFehFIes?t=11788
https://youtu.be/_0LOFehFIes?t=12148


recommended to the PSC to deny the CPCN for the greenfield project. 3:42:43 
discussion of property value impact in a nonspecific way. His testimony ends at 3:52:16. 

• Dwight Etheridge starts at 3:54:30 and lasts to 6:21:19. He is an Energy consultant 
on behalf of PPRP/DNR and his testimony is highly technical in many places. At 
4:04:30 his cross examination testimony begins. He discusses congestion that results in 
higher electric bills. He discusses PJM market efficiency projects to bring more power 
from PA into MD into BGE, PEPCO and primarily Dominion zones (Virginia). Peach 
Bottom area transmission carries high load and lines carrying more energy into Maryland 
would relieve congestion although it is not the biggest congestion issue in the PJM 
market area. He discusses the complexities of transmission developers working with 
existing utilities to develop existing lines without sharing data 4:34:30. At 5:04:49 he 
discusses the market monitor report used to prepare his testimony. At 5:30:00 he 
discusses complexities of having organizations upgrade existing structures. He also 
discusses PJM bundling proposals over time and not looking back at viable options from 
earlier projects. Their focus is too narrow at times on cost-benefit-ratio, not weighing 
aesthetics and public interest. They could direct consultants to go study infrastructure that 
exists and siting issues. PPRP is the entity responsible to take these factors into account. 
5:52:00 gets into discussion of alternatives and what would be required of PJM and PPRP 
and implications of adding new generation in Maryland meeting state goals. This would 
reduce the requirement to relieve congestion from the north 6:02:00. At 6:16:32 they 
discuss solar getting added to the grid through increases capacity of the lines. Congestion 
and benefit cost ratio win developers proposals with PJM, not public interest or 
environmental issues.   

• Roger Austin, engineer starts at 6:24:12 and ends at 7:03:21. 6:32:20 starts his cross 
examination. He talks about congestion, generation and the impact to prices. He also 
discusses new renewable generation and the ability to solve issues and meet state goals 
but could exacerbate congestion in the area. Senate Bill 516 related to Solar Generation 
was discussed. The good of the entire PJM region is not considered in this hearing, it is 
Maryland only for PSC. So Pennsylvania issues should not drive the decision 
6:58:15. Doesn’t this diminish the purpose of regional planning and cost allocation?   

• 7:19:25 closing summations start. Impacts to Farming, MALPF easements overridden 
for cost benefit analysis to electric utility customers. We pay more for many services to 
benefit the whole. Socioeconomic factors are not considered by PJM. The commissioners 
wanted party’s briefs to cover MALPF easements and statutory responsibilities, and 
consideration of local government concerns and aesthetics. An attorney mentioned the 
advantages to Marylander’s of PPRP as opposed to PA with no entity like this 
representing state environmental and other issues. Demand forecasts in Maryland are flat 
and disruption to customers is evident. PJM issues with FERC application are discussed.   

The above is only 7 hours of testimony from one of a dozen YouTube videos from the hearings 
on this one case. See this link to view the other days of testimony.   

https://youtu.be/_0LOFehFIes?t=14075
https://youtu.be/_0LOFehFIes?t=23054
https://youtu.be/_0LOFehFIes?t=26365
https://www.youtube.com/@MarylandPSC/search?query=case%209471
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