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THE MARYLAND GENERAL ASSEMBLY
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401-199]

December 30, 2003

The Honorable Robert L. Ehrlich. Ir.
Governor

The Honorable Thomas V. Mike Miller, Jr.
President of the Senate

The Honorable Michael E. Busch
Speaker of the House

Members of the Maryland General Assembly

Ladies and Gentlemen:

The Task Force to Study Moving Overhead Utility Lines Underground was created
pursuant to Chapter 179 of the Laws of 2002 (Senate Bill 653). The task force was charged with
making recommendations on how to facilitate and lower the cost of relocating overhead utility
lines underground and reporting to the Governor and the General Assembly by December 31,
2003,

The 22-member task force met five times between August and December 2003 and
focused primarily on how to facilitate the undergrounding of electric power lines, although
consideration was given to undergrounding all wires — including telephone and cable television -
that are located overhead. The recommendations represent a broad consensus of the task force
membership and are envisioned to be achievable even within the significant budget constraints of
the near future,

The task force expresses its appreciation for the time and effort invested by all members.
Sincerely, Y
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Chairman
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Task Force to Study Moving Overhead
Utility Lines Underground

Introduction

Chapter 179 Acts of 2002 established the Task Force to Study Moving Overhead Utility
Lines Underground. The task force’s primary purpose was to identify ways to facilitate and
reduce the costs of moving overhead utility lines underground. The task force began its work in
August 2003 and completed its activities in December 2003. This report is the final report of the
task force.

The report consists of four sections. The first section is an introduction, the second
section provides some background information, the third section describes the activities of the
task force, and the fourth section presents the findings and recommendations of the task force. In
addition, enclosed with this report are appendices that include information considered by the task
force.

Background

Over the past few years, weather-related power outages have been the focus of several
inquiries by the Public Service Commission (PSC) and the General Assembly. One of the
strategies to make the electric supply and distribution system more storm resistant has been to
underground more overhead lines. In fact, since 1969, State law has required that all utilities be
located underground in new subdivisions. However, recognizing the continuing, substantial
legacy of overhead wires throughout the State, the General Assembly established this task force
to study and make recommendations on how to facilitate and lower the costs of placing utility
lines underground, as well as to consider how to improve coordination between utilities and
municipal corporations for construction projects on or near roadways where undergrounding
utilities may be an option.

To place the work of this task force in context, it is important to recognize the work that was
conducted as a result of power outages caused by a severe ice storm in January of 1999 and
Hurricane Floyd’s passage through Maryland the following September. The three main
documents that were produced then, and considered by the current task force, are enclosed with
this report as follows:

® Appendix A - the report of the Tusk Force to Ensure Utility Services, May 2000,
® Appendix B — the Exeter report - Undergrounding Electric Utiliny Lines in Marviand,

December 30, 1999 (prepared by Exeler Associates, a Silver Spring consultant, pursuant
to recommendations of the Tusk Force to Enswre Utility Services); and
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@ Appendix C — the report of the Selective Undergrounding Working Group — Report 1o
the Public Service Commission on the Selective Undergrounding of Flecrric
Transmission and Distribution Plart, February 14, 2000 (pursuant to PoC Order 75823)

Following the two significant weather events of 1999, the Governor appointed the Task
Force to Ensure Utility Services, which issued its final report in May 2000. (Appendix A).
Although the task force report contained several detailed recommendations on actions to be
taken — including actions by the Maryland Energy Administration, Department of Natural
Resources, Department of the Environment, Department of Transportation, Department of
General Services, Department of Business and Economic Development, Department of
Management and Budget, Department of Housing and Community Development, and Office of
Planning — most of those recommendations were not implemented. One item that was
completed and considered was the Exeter report, Undergrounding Electric Utility Lines in
Marvland (Appendix B), which was completed on behalf of the Maryland Energy
Administration and Power Plant Research Program in the Department of Natural Resources, and
which was referenced in, and appended to, the task force’s final report, as well as the report of
the Selective Undergrounding Working Group. The principal finding of the Exeter report was
that the wholesale undergrounding of overhead electric lines was not viable due to cost, but that
selected portions of distribution lines should be prioritized for undergrounding based on: (1)
cost; (2) improvement of reliability; and (3) aesthetics and other factors.

The same weather events of 1999 also prompted the PSC to conduct Case No. 8826, /n
the Matter of the Investigation into the Preparedness of Maryland Utilities for Responding (o
Major Outages, which was a comprehensive review of utilities’ readiness to prepare for and
respond to major power outages like those caused by those storms. One result of this case was
Order 75823, issued in December of 1999, which called for a collaborative process to consider
the benefits and detriments of selectively undergrounding segments of the transmission and
distribution systems. Pursuant to this order, the Selective Undergrounding Working Group,
consisting primarily of electric utility representatives, met and submitted a report on February
14, 2000 (Appendix C). In brief, the working group found that:

° the large-scale undergrounding of electric power (and other utility) lines is not a
wholesale, viable means of improving reliability;

o the average cost of undergrounding eclectric power lines is $900,000 per mile
(undergrounding additional telecommunications lines was estimated to cost over $l
million per mile):

] the useful life of underground cables is shorter than that of overhead lines:
e in a given time period, frequency of outages may be lower for overhead lines: and
o the duration of outages can be two or three times longer for underground cables versus

overhead lines.

Overall, the report found that while undergrounding may be desirable for aesthetic or public
policy reasons, the impact on reliability is unclear and the costs are substantial.
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Task Force Activities

The task force met five times in 2003. During the first meeting the task force went over
its charge and set the agenda for the remainder of its meetings. Suggestions for future meetings
included obtaining information on what other cities have done regarding undergrounding of
utility lines, an overview of the current State and local regulatory schemes, consideration of the
financial effect on customers from burying utility lines, and reviewing past reports on the
subject. It was made clear to the task force that, since 1969, all new subdivisions must have their
utility lines placed underground.

The second meeting of the task force covered several topics and concluded with a tour of
undergrounding projects in Annapolis.  The task force heard about other jurisdictions’
approaches to underground utility lines, which, apart from a handful of discrete projects,
essentially consisted of including the “intent to underground all utility lines” in a comprehensive
plan. In addition, it was brought to the task force’s attention that the State Public Utilities Article
— Title 12, Subtitle 3, actually sets forth a clear process for undergrounding overhead utility lines.
The task force also discussed Contributions In Aid of Construction (CIAC) and its impact on the
cost of undergrounding projects. Under federal law, contributions to utilities for undergrounding
projects which are not considered a public benefit are treated as revenue to the utility and are,
therefore, taxable. The costs of undergrounding projects are “grossed-up” so that utilities may
recover the costs that are incurred as a result of the tax; for this reason, the recovery of these
costs is sometimes referred to as a “gross-up” tax. For undergrounding projects that are
considered to be for the public benefit, typically those projects along public roads and highways,
the gross-up burden does not apply.

Annapolis learned from the City of Frederick’s failed attempt to surcharge customers for
undergrounding and decided to pay the full cost with no add-on charges to residents or
businesses. Initially, Annapolis attempted to have its portion of undergrounding costs for the
historic district paid across the entire rate base of the State, but a 1987 ruling by the Court of
Special Appeals upheld the Public Service Commission’s finding that Annapolis’s costs were
chargeable only to Annapolis customers and were not eligible for rate base treatment.
Ultimately, Annapolis secured sufficient grant monies from the State, and {inanced the remainder
of the cost of undergrounding through the local tax base, to move their projects forward in
distinct phases that are still being implemented today.

The task force also learned of some pros and cons of undergrounding. Regarding
reliability, underground lines are initially more reliable: however, underground lines do not have
as long of a useful life as overhead lines, and it is more difficult to locate and repair a problem
that occurs on an underground line. In some cases, simply de-watering trenches in order to
conduct the repair work can be difficult. Repair costs are generally higher and more time-
consuming for underground lines, and it was noted that there are currently many more miles of
directly-buricd cables, rather than buried ducts that require much higher up-front investment, but
make it easier to repair damaged lines. Buried ducts typically are used under roadways and in
urban settings, but not in rural installations. Installation and maintenance of underground
transformers presents further cost and salety issues.
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During its third meeting, the task force was briefed on the 1999 Exeter report,
Undergrounding Electric Utility Lines in Maryland. The report focused on how undergrounding
might improve reliability during major storms, and, as noted above, concluded that wholesale
undergrounding was not viable because of the cost. It was noted by task force members, in
regard to one of the report’s recommendations concerning pilot projects (Appendix B, pages 10-
11), that although utilities may have collected some cost/benefit data since the report, no pilot
projects have been undertaken specifically to gather data for a comprehensive analysis of
undergrounding projects. Also, it was noted that there are reports delivered annually to the PSC
on the status of undergrounding, and the PSC has raised no concerns regarding the
undergrounding of facilities throughout the State. In general, the task force was made aware that
there was no good news regarding the cost of undergrounding. The average cost to underground
was estimated by electric utilities to be $900,000 per line per mile (consistent with the findings
of the Selective Undergrounding Working Group) which averages the higher costs in urban areas
and the lower costs for rural lines,

The task force also received an overview of the CIAC, or gross-up tax. Electric utility
representatives explained that they charge the tax because they must pay State and federal taxes
based on the entire cost of an undergrounding project, which is considered new revenue. The tax
does not apply to “public benefit undergrounding,” and the utility makes the final call on whether
a project qualifies. It was the opinion of utility representatives that the decision regarding the
applicability of the tax is straightforward and leaves little room for discretionary judgment. It
was unknown what portion of the 27.4 percent tax 1s State and what is federal.

In a brief presentation of a 2001 survey report entitled, Utility Undergrounding Programs
(produced by Scientech, a consultant that offers the 80-page report for $1,200 per copy — which
the task force did not purchase for consideration), it was noted that the report did not include
significant details on funding modes and sources for undergrounding projects, but simply listed
+as sources to consider: special assessment arcas; undergrounding districts; community
development block grants; TEA-21 funds; other federal highway funds; and State or local
downtown improvement funds. The report did note that methods to reduce construction costs
included undergrounding where work was already planned and combining multiple utilities in a
single trench. The task force raised concerns regarding the equity of special assessment areas.
and 1t was estimated that older neighborhoods could require 10-15 years of planning and
development for comprehensive undergrounding. Overall, task force members agreed that
undergrounding is an expensive process and one that requires a lot of cooperation between
utilities, governments, and consumers.

Most of the fourth and fifth meetings of the task force concerned developing conclusions
and recommendations, and reviewing the final report of the task force. Nevertheless, several
items were brought to the task force’s attention.  As part of any new construction, although the
cost-sharing between utilitics and developers may vary, the buyer ultimately pays for the cost of
the utility infrastructure. If undergrounding is to ensurc reliability and safety, there is a strong
argument for reflecting those costs in the rates; if undergrounding is for aesthetics then the cost
should not be in the rates paid by customers. It was also brought to the task force’s attention that
there can be collateral damage from undergrounding. For example, third party damage resulting
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from any excavation activities is a common occurrence and a major problem for natural gas
providers. The same concerns would apply as more overhead utilitics are placed underground.
Finally, it became apparent to the task force that undergrounding is a complex effort for local
governments, and few, if any, local agencies have the expertise to undertake such an effort,

Findings and Recommendations

Because in the past three years little significant change has taken place as relates to
undergrounding, the findings of this task force do not differ substantively from those of the Task
Force to Ensure Utility Services, the Exeter report, or the report of the Selective Undergrounding
Working Group. In short, the task force finds that:

1. an existing legal framework exists to facilitate undergrounding; no new laws are
necessary to facilitate undergrounding projects;

2! in many cases, improved aesthetics is the primary reason to underground overhead
utilities:

& in addition to improving aesthetics, undergrounding can enhance public safety, as well as
provide the opportunity to upgrade telecommunications infrastructure;

4, undergrounding remains very expensive — cost is the primary obstacle to the relocation of

overhead wires;

S economies of scale can be realized when undergrounding if all overhead utilities (electric,
cable TV, telephone) are relocated at the same time;

6. further savings can be realized if undergrounding is done in connection with planned
infrastructure improvements to roadways or other underground utilities:

% undergrounding, whether for public safety and reliability or for aesthetic reasons, is
appropriate and desirable in certain instances;

3. while the frequency of outages may be significantly improved in the short-term, the long-
term reliability of undergrounding is more questionable;

9, underground cables are more susceptible to damage during excavation activities: and

10. while underground outages may occur less frequently, they generally take longer to
repair.

The task force’s recommendations also reflect some of the recommendations made in the
previous reports. The task force offers the following recommendations:

Recommendation # 1. The Attorney General should solicit an opinion and
clarification from the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) on the applicability of the
Contributions in Aid of Construction (gross-up tax).

Although there is conflicting anecdotal information regarding the applicability of the tax,
currently, if an undergrounding project is being completed primarily to improve acsthetics, then
the gross-up tax is applicable. A utility representative stated that it is their experience that the
IRS is unwilling to offer opinions on the applicability of the tax in hypothetical cases. If
undergrounding is interpreted generally to be for public safety reasons, and therefore a public
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purpose, contribution payments for undergrounding would not be defined as an addition to
capital, and not a Contribution In Aid of Construction, and thus not subject to the gross-up tax
(typically along roads and highways).

Because the primary obstacle to undergrounding is cost, and because at 27.4 percent of
total project cost, (as stated by one utility) the tax represents a significant portion of that cost, the
task force believes that any financial relief may permit more of these projects to go forward.

Recommendation #2. The Maryland Department of Planning (MDP) should serve
as a clearinghouse to assist local jurisdictions and groups that are interested in
undergrounding.

Although current law and regulations provide a framework for implementing an
undergrounding plan, there is no place an interested party can go to get comprehensive advice on
the most effective and low-cost ways to complete an undergrounding project. If MDP were to
solicit information on undergrounding projects from various jurisdictions and utilities, it could
provide substantial assistance to those who choose to explore undergrounding i their
communities. For example, the City of Annapolis has significant experience that it would be
willing to share on its projects that have been undertaken with owners of overhead utilities.

A clearinghouse of information would also, in part, achieve Recommendation #2 from
the Exeter report (Appendix B, page 10) regarding data collection on a variety of
undergrounding projects. This kind of consolidated information - including model approaches
to design/engineering, financing, and innovative construction techniques -- would be invaluable
to groups who have no expertise in undergrounding, but are considering undergrounding projects
i their own communities.

Recommendation #3. Local governments, State and local highway authorities,
MDP, and owners of overhead facilities should identify opportunities for
undergrounding in construction and repair planning, and all parties should work
closely to coordinate undergrounding activities.

This recommendation applies particularly to public works projects at and around public
roadways. While relocating overhead facilities underground can be very costly, 1t can be done as
efficiently as possible when well-coordinated between local governments, owners of overhead
facilities, the PSC, other State offices, and contractors. As mentioned in Findings #5 and #6,
placing multiple utilities in a single trench, particularly when construction activities may already
be planned for other reasons, can reduce overall project costs and, practically speaking, must be
done in order to completely remove utility poles that support the electric. cable, and telephone
wires. Additionally, because roadway projects arc typically considered to be for the public good.
these projects are generally not subject to the gross-up tax.

Task force members stressed the need for close communication with all parties mvolved
m an undergrounding project in order to realize a successful outcome.
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Task Force to Ensure Utility Services
Executive Summary

The Governor appointed the Task Force to Ensure Utility Services in September 1999, in
response to the power outages caused by several severe storms affecting Maryland. The creation of
this Task Force coincided with the Governor’s request that the Public Service Commission (PSC)
investigate Maryland public utilities' emergency response and disaster mitigation plans.

While the PSC investigation primarily focused on utilities’ preparedness efforts, the work of
the Task Force involved examining the degree to which utility, State, and local emergency
management officials worked together to prepare for and respond to natural disasters such as
Hurricane Floyd. Its primary task was to recommend long-term solutions to (1) shorten the time
needed to restore power when outages occur and (2) mitigate the severity of future outages, waste-
water treatment plant disruptions, and other related problems encountered as a result of natural
disasters.

The Task Force held eleven meetings, including two meetings to receive public input. The
Task Force appreciates the insight provided by those who testified at its meetings, including
numerous citizens and representatives from various businesses, Maryland public utilities, the Public
Service Commission, the Office of People’s Counsel, Maryland Department of Natural Resources,
Maryland Emergency Management Agency, Maryland Environmental Service, Maryland
Department of the Environment, and local and county governments.

Based on the testimony received, the Task Force developed recommendations that, when
implemented, will reduce the time required to recover from natural disasters and improve the
resiliency of our existing utility systems.! The Task Force recommendations are in two sections:
recovery and resiliency. The first section recommends actions utility and emergency management
officials should take to improve their ability to respond to major storm events and reduce the time
required to restore power. The second section outlines measures that will enhance the resiliency of
our systems over the long-term.

The recommendations developed by the Task Force complement the findings and
determinations of the Public Service Commission in Case No. 8826, In The Matter Of The
Investigation Into The Preparedness Of Maryland Utilities For Responding To Major Outages.
Accordingly, recommendations of the Task Force should be implemented in conjunction with the
PSC’s ongoing work.

'"Due to her position as a member of the Public Service Commission, Catherine Riley
abstained from voting on the recommendations contained in the final report of the Task Force.
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Task Force to Ensure Utility Services
Recovery Recommendations

(D

(4)

(3)

(6)

(7)

Maryland Emergency Management Agency (MEMA) should conduct extreme emergency
preparedness simulation training sessions. These sessions should simulate the effects of
extreme weather conditions in at least two geographic areas of the State (e.g., extreme
flooding on the Eastern Shore or one million people without power in suburban Maryland).

MEMA should convene utility representatives, local emergency management officials, and
911 operators to develop a more effective system for communicating incidents.

Utilities should accelerate the development and deployment, where possible, of a standard
electronic map data base that accepts direct data input from 911 systems, in addition to
keyed information with the ability to report by standard geographic units. Such a data base
should contain Geographical Information System (GIS) coordinates of critical facilities
identified by utility and emergency management officials.

Where feasible, Maryland 911 systems should develop and deploy the ability to
electronically transmit incident reports to electric and gas utility storm centers. In the
interim, an appropriate version of the Allegheny Power 911 standard information form
should be adopted by all electric and gas utilities.

In cooperation with local emergency management and utility officials, MEMA should
develop prioritized resource asset lists to be distributed to all utilities. In addition, MEMA
and utility officiais should develop a system to deploy these assets during major storm
events.

Electric and gas utilities that do not automatically identify callers as having special needs
should deploy special override numbers or other communication protocols to provide special
needs customers with priority service. The Baltimore Gas and Electric (BGE) “209" number
system is an example of this type of program.

Local emergency response agencies, in collaboration with the electric and gas utilities,
should develop back-up options (e.g., generators/iransportation) for medically at-risk
customers. The utilities and the local emergency response agencies should communicate
these options to the customers, with local emergency response agencies responsible for the
provision of emergency services. )

All electric and gas utilities should deploy interactive voice response systems, similar in
capability to the Allegheny Power system, to provide customers with as accurate as possible

10
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(10)

power restoration times. Technical developments, such as automatic data conversion of
account addresses with phone numbers or electronic alarm technology adaptation, will
advance such response systems. Adequate numbers of properly trained and equipped field
staff are essential to the success of such a system in large-scale emergencies.

The Public Service Commission (PSC) should develop a method to compare and evaluate
utility performance in service restoration operations (see PSC Order 75 823).

Utility officials and the Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) should work
together to explore the adoption of an emergency hours restriction procedure similar to
Delaware’s procedure.

11




Task Force to Ensure Utility Services
Resiliency Recommendations

(M

(2)

(3)

4

()

(©)

LA e

The PSC staff, the Department of Natural Rescurces (DNR), the Maryland Office of
Planning (MOP), and the utilities should jointly develop a systematic approach to routine
tree trimming on both public rights-of-way and private property. The goal of this effort is to
improve the reliability of overhead lines. Toward this end, existing and alternate trimiming
guidelines and cycle times should be compared and evaluated. In addition, DNR and MOP
should publish planting guidelines for public rights of way and pursue their adoption by
local governments.

The utilities should develop and enforce more robust easement agreements to address rear
lot line access and tree trimming standards. Additionally, the utilities should develop an
education campaign to inform the public of (a) the importance of routine tree trimming and
(b) the location and existence of underground utility lines. Increasing public awareness about
these issues will help improve utility system reliability.

Where they contribute to resiliency, the deployment of automated reclosers, such as those
used by PEPCO and BGE, or other similar-purpose technology should be accelerated.

The Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) should examine current regulations
with the intent of prohibiting sewage pumping facilities that do not have access to

emergency power back-up with sufficient fuel resources.

Storm water diversion designs should be included in all new or retrofitted sewer line

projects, particularly where topography prohibits flood mitigation storage systems.

Undergrounding selected portions of the above ground electric distribution system 1s
expensive, but it will reduce the impact of major storms. New development has enjoyed the
benefit of underground feeder lines since 1969. Undergrounding 1s not intended to, nor
necessarily will it, improve general (non-storm related) reliability. The undergrounding of
the most vulnerable parts of the overhead system should be explored to protect the public
health, safety, and welfare. A multi-part phased approach is recommended. Utilities must
receive timely recovery of all their costs of undergrounding in order for a significant
program to succeed.

During Calendar Year 2000:
(a) The Maryland Energy Administration (MEA), in cooperation with the Office of the

Attorney General, should determine and pursue State and/or federal action needed to
eliminate the federal “gross-up” tax on non-utility funded undergrounding.

12
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(b)

(c)

The Task Force encourages the careful adoption of a protocol to prioritize
undergrounding opportunities. State agencies should proactively cooperate with the
utilities and the PSC on this endeavor (see PSC Record of Decision (I):
Undergrounding Electric Transmission and Distribution Plant).

MDOT, the Department of General Services (DGS), and MEA should identify and
use three existing and ongoing undergrounding projects in different parts of the State
to detail costs and benefits and describe standards needed to complement the work
program recommended in item 6(b) above.

By January 2001, the Task Force recommends that a three-part funding system for the
undergrounding of selected segments of the above ground electric distribution system should
be ready to implement.

(a)

(b)

(c)

The cost of addressing the undergrounding priorities in recommendation 6(b) should
be borne by:

1. State government
2. Local government
3. Utilities

MEA should work with the utilities, OPC and PSC staff to make recommendations
to the PSC concerning how the utilities will recover the costs they will encounter in
an undergrounding program in a timely manner.

MDOT, the Department of Business and Economic Development, the Department of
Housing and Community Development, and DGS should identify locations where
other State infrastructure projects provide the opportunity for significant cost
reduction for undergrounding projects.

13



Task Force to Ensure Utility Services
Findings and Recommendations

Recovery Recommendations

Recommendation #1

Maryland Emergency Management Agency (MEMA) should conduct extreme emergency
preparedness simulation training sessions. These sessions should simulate the effects of extreme
weather conditions in at least two geographic areas of the State (e.g., extreme flooding on the
Eastern Shore or one million people without power in suburban Maryland).

Long-range weather forecasts by the National Weather Service Prediction Center indicate
that the East Coast is likely to experience increased hurricane and tropical storm activity in the
coming years. In light of these forecasts, utility, State, and local emergency management officials
should take additional steps to prepare to respond to these major storm events.

The Task Force recommends that MEMA conduct extreme emergency weather preparedness
training sessions. Additionally, MEMA should explore a partnership agreement with Johns
Hopkins University (JHU) to use JHU’s existing assets to further the effectiveness of these training
exercises. The Task Force believes such training sessions would improve the readiness and
capability of the public and private sectors to respond efficiently and effectively to a vanety of
large-scale storm events throughout the State.

These sessions should, at a minimum, be attended by representatives of all utility, State and
local emergency management agencies. Such training sessions should supplement any emergency
training sessions currently conducted by MEMA, other government agencies, and the utilities.

Recommendation #2

MEMA should convene utility representatives, local emergency management officials, and
911 operators to develop a more effective system for communicating incidents.

The Task Force received testimony from utility officials that a single incident may generate
more than 37 phone calls from individuals, 911 call centers, and local fire and police stations.
Further, the Task Force learned that when a single incident generates multiple incident reports, the
utilities must sort through inaccurate or conflicting information before dispatching a crew to the
scene of the incident. The Task Force also found that restoration efforts were hampered when
utilities failed to inform local government agencies after an incident had been handled. For
example, if a utility had responded to reports of a downed live wire, it may not automatically inform

14



the local government when it may safely remove any traffic barricades or other debris.

To address this issue, the Task Force recommends that MEMA work with 911 operators and
utility and emergency management officials to develop a more efficient and effective system for
communicating and responding to incidents. While the Task Force recognizes that an incident may
require a unique response, a system or communication protocol should be developed to ensure that
utilities (1) receive accurate and coordinated information about an incident; (2) send a crew to
quickly assess the incident; (3) make the scene safe and address any public safety issues; (4) notify
the local government that any public safety issues have been addressed; and (5) continue its
restoration protocol.

Recommendation #3

Utilities should accelerate development and deployment, where possible, of a standard
electronic map data base that accepts direct data input from 911 systems, in addition to keyed
information with the ability to report by standard geographic units. Such a data base should
contain Geographical Information System (GIS) coordinates of critical facilities identified by utility
and emergency management officials.

System restoration efforts start with the ability to receive accurate incident reports. The
Task Force received testimony stating that utilities did not always receive complete information
regarding the location of an incident. For example, a utility may be notified of a downed wire near
an elementary school without being given the school’s address. Receiving incomplete information
unnecessarily prolongs the utilities” response time and hampers restoration efforts.

To address this issue, the Task Force recommends that the utilities continue to work with
emergency management officials to identify the location of all critical facilities within their service
territories. The Task Force further recommends that utilities develop and deploy a standard
electronic map database that locates critical facilities using Geographic Information System (GIS)
technology and that interfaces with local enhanced 911 systems. The use of a common site
identification system by all concerned parties will ensure that the utilities receive accurate
information about the location of all incidents reported.

Recommendation #4

Where feasible, Maryland 911 systems should develop and deploy the ability to
electronically transmit incident reports to electric and gas utility storm centers. In the interim, an
appropriate version of the Allegheny Power 911 standard information form should be adopted by
all electric and gas utilities.



The Task Force finds that the current system in place to respond to calls from 911 centers is
paper and labor intensive. The Task Force is aware that the utilities are moving to upgrade internal
and external communication facilities to develop a more seamless flow of information that can be
clectronically transmitted; these efforts should be applauded.

Officials from Allegheny Power testified that the company provided a standard information
form to 911 centers. When the 911 center receives a call, it faxes the information form directly to
the utility’s storm center. At the storm center, a dedicated fax machine immediately rings to notify
dispatchers of the incoming emergency call. While this process does allow for direct
communication between the 911 center and the utility’s storm center, the Task Force recommends
that MD 911 systems develop and deploy technology that allows them to electronically transmit
incident reports to the utilities’ storm centers. Maryland 911 centers currently have the ability to
electronically transmit incident reports to the local fire and police stations. Until this technology is
implemented, the Task Force recommends that the utilities adopt an appropriate version of
Allegheny Power’s system of the standard reporting form and dedicated fax machine.

Recommendation #35

In cooperation with local emergency management and utility officials, MEMA should
develop prioritized resource asset lists to be distributed to all utilities. In addition, MEMA and
utility officials should develop a system to deploy these assets during major storm events.

The Task Force agrees that in order to maximize restoration efforts, utilities should work
with MEMA to develop a coordinated system of resource asset management (e.g., assets such as
trucks or tree-removal equipment). In cooperation with local emergency management and utility
officials, MEMA. should develop resource asset lists that are distributed to all utilities. MEMA
should update the availability status of these resources on 2 regular basis so that the utilities can
quickly procure and deploy necessary resources during major storm events. With more extreme
weather conditions forecasted, more extensive use of emergency management and other State and
local resources may be required.

Recommendation #6

Electric and gas utilities that do not automatically identify callers as having special needs
should deploy special override numbers or other communication protocols to provide special needs
customers with priority service. The Baltimore Gas and Electric (BGE) 209" number system is an
example of this type of program.

During severe storms, crew dispatchers at the public utilities often cannot handle the
increased volume of emergency calls. The Task Force recognizes that the utilities have initiated
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efforts to address these issues. For example, BGE and PEPCO have deployed more robust
communication systems and have enhanced personnel training cfforts. BGE also found during
Hurricane Floyd that utilizing dedicated phone lines allowed its county representatives located at the
local emergency management offices to bypass the general telephone queue and immediately reach
a dispatcher. The Task Force supports and applauds the continued improvements to these
communication systems.

Customers with special electricity needs due to medical or other critical conditions must be a
high priority for all utilities. The Task Force recommends that dedicated phone lines should be used
for these customers if the utility’s customer service system does not automatically identify callers as
having “special needs” (such as Allegheny Power’s system, described in Recommendation #38).
Customers with medical and other special needs should be able to reach a customer service
representative in the event of an outage without experiencing an extended wait.

Recommendation #7

Local emergency response agencies, in collaboration with the electric and gas utilities,
should develop back-up options (e.g., generators/transportation) for medically at-risk customers.
The utilities and the local emergency response agencies should communicate these options to the
customers, with local emergency response agencies responsible for the provision of emergency
services.

The Task Force received testimony from several citizens illustrating the medical problems
they encounter when extended power outages occur. Some individuals indicated that their medical
condition required reliance on energy-consuming medical equipment. Others noted that they
suffered serious health risks if exposed to extreme temperatures. While some citizens reported
purchasing generators to prepare for power outages, others stated that they lacked the financial
resources to purchase such equipment.

Medically at-risk customers should be aware of and have access to back-up options in the
event of an outage. The Task Force believes that local emergency response agencies are most able
to provide these services in the event of an emergency. With the customer’s permission, the utilities
should provide local emergency response agencies with updated lists of medically at-risk customers
and advise the agencies of the most effective options. Because the utilities have an established
customer service relationship mechanism, the utilities should communicate the options to these
customers. The local emergency response agencies should provide the services during an
emergency.

Recommendation #8

All electric and gas utilities should deploy interactive voice response systems, similar in



