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Introduction 
Public water is a daily necessity for the everyday Johns Hopkins University student. The 
presented data will follow the energy trails stemming from the transportation of water to Johns 
Hopkins University. I will denote significant links revealed in the data and provide hypothetical 
explanations for each. 
 
Energy Trails for Water at Johns Hopkins University 
 
Figure 1: Energy Trails for Water at Johns Hopkins University 

 
 
Figure 1 draws out the entire web for Johns Hopkins University’s water and power. Before 
analyzing the table, it important to recognize that Montebello Filtration Plants #1 & #2 and 
Ashburton Filtration Plant are both public facilities. Because the local municipality owns these 
filtration plants, the local government delivers all power. The process in which the city’s 
bureaucracy delivers power is through the Baltimore Regional Cooperative Purchasing 
Committee (BRCPC). The BRCPC contracts IPC USA, WGL Energy Services, and BGE 
(Exelon) to provide the city with heating oil, electricity, and natural gas respectively. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



WGL Energy Services 
BRCPC contracts WGL Energy Services to produce and PEPCO to deliver all the electricity 
needed for the city of Baltimore. WGL Energy Services provides three buyer options based on the 
percent share of wind power used in the energy production. Figure 2 displays the 3.5% wind 
power option. For this option, WGL Energy Services guarantees that at least 3.5% of the 
electricity will be produced by wind power. As seen in Figure 2, WGL Energy Services provides 
6.9% wind power in the 3.5% option, undoubtedly surpassing the minimum. The same formula is 
seen in Figure 3 and Figure 4 which represent the 50% and 100% options respectively. The city’s 
environmental score depends entirely on which plan the bureaucrats chose to purchase. Based on 
Baltimore’s recent financial problems and “green” energies tending to cost more, I can guess that 
the city chose the 3.5% wind power option. This is not entirely horrendous; fossil fuels account 
for less than half of the total energy production. The city can still improve in the electricity realm 
but it is off to a good start choosing to partner with WGL Energy Services. 
 
Figure 2: Percentage of Energy Sources for 3.5% Wind Power Option 
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Figure 3: Percentages of Energy Sources for 50% Wind Power Option 
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Figure 4: Percentages of Energy Sources for 100% Wind Power Option 

 
 
A Second Speculative Look into WGL Energy Services 
When returning to WGL Energy Services’ website, on September 29, 2015, to obtain more 
information on manufacturers for each particular energy source, I found that the data was 
removed (Figure 6). Whether they are updating information, performing site maintenance, or 
experiencing server disruption, it raises questions as to why WGL Energy Services would take 
down its information after knowing that its energy trails were being analyzed (Figure 5). 
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Figure 5: Communications with BRCPC – September 29, 2015 

 
 
Figure 6: WGL Energy Services' Data Website - September 29, 2015 1:27PM EST 

 
 
IPC USA 
BRCPC contracts IPC USA for the production and delivery of all of Baltimore’s oil needs. As 
seen in Figure 1, the three providers for IPC USA are Sinclair Oil Corporation, Valero Energy 
Corporation, and Sunoco. Each of these companies utilize a wide range of environmentally 
harmful methods including but not limited to fracking, arctic drilling, and site neglect. These 
companies also fail to offer any “green” solutions for their customers. The city’s connection to 
this corporation only hurts its environmental image.  
 
BGE (Exelon) 
BRCPC contracts the BGE, a sub group of Exelon, to produce and deliver all of Baltimore’s 
natural gas needs. The BGE purchases their natural gas from a myriad of different drilling 
companies. While natural gas extraction and use is destructive to the environment, it is still a 
necessity for many homes in the United States. There is a commonly used method, however, 
which tries to reconcile the destructiveness of natural gases; many companies offer a 100% 
carbon neutral natural gas opportunity. This program ensures the customer that the amount of 
carbon he consumes will be neutralized with green programs such as growing forests in Brazil or 
building windmills in United States. Figure 7 displays the percentage of companies partnered 
with BGE who offer a 100% carbon neutral natural gas program. Figure 7 shows that only 17% of 



the partnered companies offer the program. Before making quick judgment, it is important to note 
that although many of the businesses do not provide the carbon neutral program, they do offer 
other “green” programs such as environmentally friendly tankers, avoidance of tar sands drilling, 
and planting forests in damaged areas. The city’s contract with BGE is advantageous to their 
environmental image. Although more of BGE’s companies should offer carbon neutral programs 
to ensure environmental sustainability, BGE is one of the better companies in the natural gas 
field.  
 
 
Figure 7: % of BGE Providers Who Offer Carbon Neutral Programs 
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The Carbon Footprint of Water at Johns Hopkins University 
What is the carbon footprint of tap water at Johns Hopkins University? Furthermore, is tap water 
more ecofriendly than bottled water? In order to analyze inquiry, I decided to compare carbon 
footprints of one-liter of tap water and one-liter of bottled water. Because of the city’s inability 
for rapid response (Figure 5), I assumed that BRCPC uses the 3.5% option from WGL Energy 
Services for reason previously stated. I also assumed the national average for the water treatment 
facilities’ kWh per million gallons and Figure 9’s “% use” column. It is important to note that in 
Figure 9’s “% use” column, the total percentage results to 107%. This is due to the national 
average of 7% electricity lost through distribution. 
 
When all data is calculated, one-liter of tap water results in .204g of CO2. As you can see, tap 
water has an environmental impact at Johns Hopkins, especially when considering the large 
amount of students using the tap. But in comparison to bottled water, tap water is an 
environmental savior. A one-liter bottle of Fiji water has a carbon footprint of 250g of CO2. That 
is 1,225 times more environmentally destructive than tap water. No matter how dirty the energy 
producers for BRCPC are, the carbon footprint of tap water will always be smaller than the 
footprint of bottled water. 
 
 
Figure 8: Total of WGL Energy Services' Grams of CO2 per kWh through the 3.5% Option 

  
% of 
Production 

Average Grams of CO2 
per kWh 

Total Release from WGL Energy 
Services per kWh 

Coal  0.326 909 296.334 
Natural Gas 0.154 465 71.61 
Oil 0.002 821 1.642 
Nuclear 0.315 6 1.89 
Wood or 
Biomass 0.04 1500 60 
Wind 0.069 13 0.897 
Hydro-
electric 0.048 4 0.192 
Solar 
Voltaic 0.003 105 0.315 
Other 0.043 0 0 
  

  
  

Total 1 3823 432.88 
 
Figure 9: Total Grams of CO2 per kWh from all of BRCPC's Partners 

  % of Use Average Grams of CO2 per kWh Total Release CO2 per kWh 
Electricity 0.87 432.88 376.6056 
Natural Gas 0.071 465 33.015 
Oil 0.129 821 105.909 
  

  
  

Total 1.07 1718.88 515.5296 



 
Conclusion 
Johns Hopkins University water’s energy trial is a mix of dirty and semi-clean programs. 
Although Johns Hopkins University cannot change the contracts the BRCPC has authority over, 
they can lobby the local government. Because of the university’s strong positive presence in 
Baltimore, Johns Hopkins University can easily pressure the legislators and BRCPC to change the 
contracts to more environmentally friendly corporations. 


