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to forecasts, such as those in Table I-8, which project a significant reduction
in the growth rate in electric power use nationally.

Part of the explanation for the changes in electric energy use that

have occurred since 1973 can be found in the changes in energy prices that
have occurred since that year =- which also served as a major cause of the
accompanying recession. The dramatic fuel price Increases of 1973-1974 re-
sulted in significant increases in the price of electricity, as shown in Table
I-11 for Maryland (13). The more recent years from 1975 to 1977 experienced
far more moderate price increases in electricity (also shown in Table I-11),
and have been accompanied by a resumption of growth in electric power usage.

As the data in Table I-10 and Figure I-9 show, recent experience indicates
a resumption of growth in electric power use in Maryland. In order to meet
that growing demand for electricity, utilities and government agencies must
project future levels of demand and develop an appropriate generation expan-
sion plan.

The Maryland Power Plant Siting Act requires that each utility file
annually with the Maryland Public Service Commission a Ten-Year Plan showing
a forecast of peak load for each of the next ten years, plans for changes in
generating capacity and transmission lines, and possible and proposed power
plant sites (14). The Public Service Commission compiles these filings
into an annual Ten-Year Plan of Maryvland Electric Utilities. The 1978 Ten-
Year Plan, as amended is included in this report as Appendix A.

Figure I-10 shows the growth projections of each of the successive Plans
as well as updates of those projections presented in cases currently before
the Maryland PSC (15). These projections, which are compiled directly from
the forecasts prepared by the individual utilities, have experienced a pattern
of successive reductions in projected growth rates similar to the forecasts
reported nationally by the Regional Reliability Councils to the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (see Figure I-6). Projected average annual growth rates
in peak demand for the State have declined with each successive report, from
the 9.4% rate reported in the 1973 Plan to the 4.5% rate reported in the 1978
Plan. The most recent projections, taken from cases currently before the
Maryland PSC show a growth rate of 4.07%.

Neither the filings by the Maryland utilities nor the Commission's Ten-
Year Plan contain any description of the forecasting methods used, supporting
documentation, forecasts disaggregated by customer class, or a forecast of
energy consumption. However, some of these igssues have been explored by the
Commission in a case intended to evaluate the adequacy of the utilities' long-
range plans (16). Testimony presented by the Maryland utilities in that case
indicates that each utility takes a different approach to forecasting. While
some of the Maryland utilities use a simple extrapolation of historical trends
modified In some way by the judgement of the utility forecaster, others have
begun to use a more sophisticated statistical or "econometric" approach.

Over the past two decades, a2 number of sophisticated techniques have
been developed to forecast the future demand for electric power. These
approaches utilize statistical or mathematical models to determine the effects
of relevant factors on electric energy usage hased on historical data. Factors
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to forecasts, such as those in Table I-8, which project a significant reduction
in the growth rate in electric¢ power use nationally.

Part of the explanation for the changes in electric energy use that

have occurred since 1973 can be found in the changes in energy prices that
have occurred since that year —— which also served as a major cause of the
accompanying recession. The dramatic fuel price increases of 1973-1974 re-
sulted in significant increases in the price of electricity, as shown in Table
T-11 for Maryland (13). The more recent years from 1975 to 1977 experienced
far more moderate price increases in electricity (also shown in Table I-11),
and have been accompanied by a resumption of growth in electric power usage.

As the data in Table I-10 and Figure I-% show, recent experience indicates
a resumption of growth in electric power use in Maryland. In order to meet
that growing demand for electricity, utilities and government agencles must
project future levels of demand and develop an appropriate generation expan-
sion plan.

The Maryland Power Plant Siting Act requires that each utility file
annually with the Maryland Public Service Commission a Ten-Year Plan showing
a forecast of peak load for each of the next ten years, plane for changes in
generating capacity and transmission lines, and possible and proposed power
plant sites (14). The Public Service Commission compiles these filings
into an annual Ten-Year Plan of Maryland Electric Utilities. The 1978 Ten-
Year Plan, as amended is included in this report as Appendix A.

Fipgure I-10 shows the growth projections of each of the successive Plans
as well as updates of those projections presented in cases currently before
the Maryland PSC (15). These projections, which are compiled directly from
the forecasts prepared by the individual utilities, have experienced a pattern
of successive reductions in projected growth rates similar to the forecasts
reported nationally by the Regional Reliability Councils to the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (see Figure I-6). Projected average annual growth rates
in peak demand for the State have declined with each successive report, from
the 9.4% rate reported in the 1973 Plan to the 4.5%7 rate reported in the 1978
Plan. The most recent projections, taken from cases currently before the
Maryland PSC show a growth rate of 4.0%.

Neither the filings by the Maryland utilities nor the Commission's Ten-—
Year Plan contain any description of the forecasting methods used, supporting
documentation, forecasts disaggregated by customer class, or a forecast of
energy consumption. However, some of these issues have been explored by the
Commission in a case intended to evaluate the adequacy of the utilities' long-
range plans (16). Testimony presented by the Maryland utilities in that case
indicates that each utility takes a different approach to forecasting. While
some of the Maryland utilities use a simple extrapolation of historical trends
modified in some way by the judgement of the utility forecaster, others have
begun to use a more sophisticated statistical or "econometric™ approach.

Over the past two decades, a number of sophisticated techniques have
been developed to forecast the future demand for electric power. These

approaches utilize statistical or mathematical models to determine the effects
of relevant factors on electric energy usage hased on historical data. Factors

I-31

ClibPD www fastio.com



ClibPD

Table I-11. Electrical bills in Maryland, 1971-1977, in current dollars

Year _ Residential (&) _ Commercial (P - Industrial (¢)
Bill % Change Bill % Change Bill % Change

1970 11.63 -- -- -- -- --

1971 12.33 6.0 52.07 -- 1,259 --

1972 13.83 12.2 59.05 15.4 1,425 13.2
1973 14.83 7.2 62.75 6.2 1,543 8.2
1974 16.08 8.4 66.42 5.8 1,684 9.1
1975 21.97 36.6 85.44 28.6 2,386 41.7
1976 22.08 0.5 88.29 3.3 2,346 - 1.7
1977 22.78 3.2 92.15 4.4 2,454 4.6
1971-1973 20.3 20.5 22.6
1973-1975 41.1 36.2 54.6
1975-1977 3.7 7.8 2.8

(@) Stute average bill for 500 kWh per month on January 1
(b) state average bill for 1,500 kWh per month at 12 kW on January 1
(©) state average bill for 60,000 kWh per month at 300 KW on January 1
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incorporated in these models usually include the price of electricity and alter-
native fuels, personal income, industrial production, weather, and population.

The models have the advantage of explicitly and quantitatively identifying the
relationships between the appropriate factors and the demand for electricity (17).

In conjunction with the Department of State Planning, the Power Plant
Siting Program has prepared forecasts for two Maryland utilities (BG&E and
PEPCO) as part of a program designed to prepare independent forecasts for all
of the major generating utilities. Forecasts for the Allegheny Power System
and the Delmarva Power and Light Company will be completed in 1979. The
econometric forecasts prepared for PEPCO and BG&E are included in the full
state forecast prepared by the Department of State Planning and included in
this Report as Appendix B.

Table I-12 presents the energy and peak demand forecast from the Depart-
ment of State Planning for the years through 1987. As shown in the last line
in Table I-12, total electric consumption in Maryland is expected to grow by
5.07% annually over the next ten years. Peak demand for the State 1s expected
to grow by 3.33%. While this growth rate represents an increase from the
2.57% anticipated for the 1977-1980 period and from the negligible growth
experienced during the 1975-1977 period {see Table I-18 at the end of this
Chapter and Table B-5g of Appendix B), it represents a significant reduction
from the 9.3%7 annual growth rate experienced from 1966 to 1972.

Table I-12 also includes a column showing an estimated load factor for the
State as a whole. A state~wide load factor is not appropriate for planning
purposes, since capacity decisions are made separately by each utility. The
State load factor is included here only as a general indication of likely
over—all trends in capacity usage.

As can be seen from the Table, growth in energy consumption is expected
to exceed the growth in peak demand over the 1977-1987 forecast period. The
implication of this relatively slower peak load growth, and the accompanying
improvement in the load factor estimate from .38 to .45 over the same period,
is that on a statewide basls, power plant capacity of the Maryland utilities
will be more fully utilized than it is now. Should system demand forecasts
indicate that this trend will continue, then the State may require future
expansion of relatively more efficient base-load capacity.* This conclu-
sion will be more fully explored below.

Figure I-11 shows the demand forecast for each of the Maryland utilities
reported in the Department of State Planning report in Appendix B. The figure
shows the noncoincident peak demand for each utility, and accumulates them
for a state total.

System reliability considerations require that each utility possess
generating capacity in excess of its projected peak load at any given moment

in time, as a margin of safety in the event that system load is greater than
forecast, or in the event of an unanticipated unit outage. The reserve margin

* Capacity planning decisions are made on the basis of an analysis of alter-
native generating plan options on electric utility revenue requirements.

I-34

ClibPD www fastio.com



*A3TTIIN DTIID9[S Ue JO J0IDE]

peoy oy ondwod 03 pasn Ariadoxd (,,peol 103 £3x0uU0 19Y,) SISSOT JO 89U A31auo walsAs Jo stseq sy}
uo ueyl I9yjel ‘soes £31ouo Jo sTSeq Oy} U0 peyndwod a1 axoy peonpard sajewrisd Jojoey peOT SYJ (9

g xtpuaddy woxy eieq (®)

€L e L0°9 (A 9 'V L86T-LL6T
0L°¢ 88°'Y 8s ¥ 0S°S £861-S861
v9°¢ 90°S 88’V 14 A] S861-086T1
LS°T - 0Z°S 68°S 18°¢ 086T-LL61

S931Ey YIMOIY) Tenuuy S5BIdAY

S¥°0 860°ST 255°288°1S YIL b6 ¥E 8¢8°765 LT L86T

12/l 6L1°21 Z6S°L9T LY LO9“THS TS $86°G29°ST S86T

0 98101 265 V8 9¢E rAAANAT 3 Y4 0Z9°686°TT 0861

8¢°0 8y ‘6 905°259°1¢ ¥86°¥$6°02 zZS€L120T  (Tenide) L/61
Te10], TBTIUSPTISSY -UON TEeTIUSPESSY

(q)10328d proT 91BIS

(M) puwq ead 1ea}

(M) A3xoug

(®) L86T-LL6T ‘PUBTAIEN UT pueuap yeed pue sores ASxaue paidefoid ~ZIi-1 OTqEL

I-35

www fastio.com

ClibPD



ClibPD

(MW 68 = JUN 1) SLINN S44110 L¥3IATVI INTIVAINOI

1985

s > = o = 0 "o ~
| f ] I I J | | ]
(MW 626 = Jun 1) SLINN NMOINVSYOW INTIVALINDI
b = & & x = = = = ) o -t
{ I | ] | | 1 | | | { |
o
bt
g& =
A S
= =
=\ S
= o
=
(]
n
E:
/ -
+ =
x o
a = w
o o :g
: = || E
=
=
=

1 1 1 ] 1 I l 1 1

1975

/. 1astio.com

|
< [To3
—

(MW jo Spuesnoy]) NYW3Q X¥3d

I-36

1980

Peak demand forecast for State of Maryland, 1977-1987

Figure I-11.



ClibPD

required by reliability council or power pool agreements varies for each
utility, and is a function of the operating record of the utility's generat-
ing plant and the extent of its interconnections with other utilities, as

well as a function of the level of demand. For planning purposes, the desired
level of reserve capacity is usually considered to be from 15% to 20Z above
peak demand.

A 15% reserve margin has been applied to the State peak demand in Figure
I-11, and the total capacity required to meet Maryland's peak demand and reserve
requirements shown in the top line of Figure I-11. For comparison, the right-
hand scale of the Figure shows the number of units the size of Calvert Cliffs
(845 MW nuclear) or Morgantown (575 MW coal) that are equivalent to this level
of generating capacity. By 1987, Maryland's peak demand is forecast to be the
equivalent of 15.5 Calvert Cliffs units or 23.2 Morgantown units. With a 15%
reserve margin, the total generating requirement is the equivalent of 17.8
Calvert Cliffs units (an increase over present capacity of 3.3 units) and
26.2 Morgantown units (an increase of 5.8 units).

Table I-18 at the end of this Chapter contains a set of tables which
present past data and future projections by both the Power Plant Siting Program
and the utilities themselves for each Maryland generating utility. The tables
include residential, non-residential, and total energy consumption, and peak
demand for each year from 1966 to 1987, as well as annual, 5-year, and 10-year
growth rates for each. Table I-18 also includes data on generating capacity,
load factor, and reserve margin. Table I-1 provides data on Imports and
exports of power by Maryland utilities for each year from 1966 to 1977.

E. Maryland Utilities: Capacity Trends and Plans

The total generating capacity of power plants located in Maryland is
8,633.5 MW, an increase of 913.5 MW over that reported in the 1975 CEIR.
In addition, 594 MW of capacity is owned by BG&E as part ownership of two
Pennsylvania plants, Ja ystone and Conemaugh, owned principally by Philadelphia
Electric. A further 1,969 MW of capacity located Iin the District of Columbia
and Pennsvlvania is owned by PEPCO, including part ownership of the Conemaugh
plant. )

The locations of the operating plants and proposed sites for which land
has been acquired are shown in Figure I-12. The table which accompanies Figure
I-12 gives the capacity, fuel type, and duty cycle of each plant. Where more
than one fuel type is used for a single plant, the larger component is listed
first (i.e., oil/coal indicates that a mixture of oil and cocal is used, but oil
represents the larger amount of fuel). Table I-19 at the end of this chapter
provides the capacity ratings of each of the existing and planned units of the
plants owned by Maryland utilities, including the plants located outside of
the State. Table I-19 also indicates the fuel type for each unit.

The data shown in Table I-19 at the end of this Chapter indicate that the
newer generating units constructed in Maryland have tended to be larger than
their predecessors, and they are most often designed as base—load units. The
rates of growth in demand over the past ten years, and the improvement in load
factors forecast for the future, have made it economically desirable to increase
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the proportion of generation coming from these units with lower operating
cost. Technological improvements in generating systems have resulted in lower
operating costs for larger units operated over a longer period of the duty
evele., As a result, base load units tend to be larger than other units, and
they generate electricity at substantial cost savings.

Given the cost characteristics of base load plants, there are two condi-
tions in which it is generally desirable to add base load capacity rather than
cvceling or peaking units. If base demand ("A" of Figure I-8) is growing rapidly
encugh, the most appropriate plant expansion can be a base load unit even if
demand in the non—base load periods ("B" and "C" of Figure I-8) is growing more
rapidly and the system load factor is declining. The precise point which
determines the relative desirability of base—-load versus cycling capacity is
determined by factors which include the relative and absolute rates of demand
growth during the three time periods (i.e., the change in the shape of the
load curve), the operating costs of new units, and the operating costs of
existing base load units if they were switched to cycling capacity.

Base—-load capacity is also desirable when the system load factor is
improving and base-period growth is occurring more rapidly, filling in the
demand "valleys.” Under those circumstances, the choice is most likely to be
base-load. Depending on the cost reduction that results from improved techno—
logy, and assuming no differences in environmental and other impacts, it is
quite possible that a system whose load factor 1s improving rapidly enough may
be justified in adding base-load capacity even in the absence of peak load
growth.

Total system energy growth in the period from 1966 to 1972 occured at an
annual rate of 9.2%7 in Maryland, and was accompanied by a slightly higher peak
load growth rate of 9.3%Z. The load factor improvements being forecast for
the future indicate that baseload capacity additions may be appropriate in the
future, although these additions are likely to be made at a slower pace than
occurred in the last ten years.

The growth in consumption for the utilities operating in Maryland was
accompanied by major changes in the fuel mix used in generation. Table I-13
shows the changes in generation for the four major Maryland systems from 1960
to 1977 (18).* During that period, Maryland utilities experienced a major
change in the annual growth in net electric generation, which dropped from an
annual rate of 11.4% for the 1960-1968 period to the 6.77 decline experienced
in 1974-1975. At the same time, changing technology, fuel prices, transporta-
tion costs, and pollution control requirements led to major changes in fuel
mix.

* The four systems included in Tables I-13 to I-15 are the Allegheny Power
System, Baltimore Gas and Electric Company, Delmarva Power and Light Company,
and Potomac Electriec Power Company. Because generating capacity 1s planned
on a system—wide basis by these utilities, rather than for the Maryland
portion of their service areas alone, the data in these tables includes
the entire systems except at noted.
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During the 1960-1965 period, 85-90% of Maryland electricity was pro-
duced from coal. As late as 1968 that proportion was still 89%.  But by
1972, only four year later, the proportion of electricity generated from
coal had been cut in half, dropping to 43%Z —— a reduction much larger than
that experienced for utilities nationally. Coal was replaced by oil, which
increased during this period from 3% to 477 as a proportion of total generation
-~ increasing by a factor of 15. This trend continued in Maryland through
1974. By 1975, the introduction of the first nuclear unit as Calvert Cliffs
and increased prices for both foreign and domestic o0il reversed the increasing
share of generation coming from oil. From 1974 to 1977, that share dropped
from 55% to 29%, while nuclear power increased from 0% to 32% and the propor-
tion of generation using coal remained essentially constant.

Table I-14 shows the historic and projected capacity of the utility
systems serving Maryland for the 1966-1997 time period. Over the historic
portion of this period, from 1966 to 1977, capacity trends followed a pattern
similar to the generation pattern shown in Table I-13. 1In comparing the two
tables, however, the different pattern of use for the major plant types is
evident. While in 1977 oil units represented 33.6%Z of total capacity for
Maryland utilities, they provided only 28.5% of total generation. Conversely,
nuclear power plants represented only 9.6% of total capacity, but accounted
for 32.4% of generation. Because of operating cost characteristics, many of
the existing 0il units are operated on a cycling or peaking basis, while the
nuclear units and most of the coal units are operated as base-load plants.
The existing nuclear units tend to have the lowest operating costs of the
plants owned by these systems.

Future additions to generating capacity for the four Maryland systems
are shown in the upper portion of Table I-14 (19). It should be noted that
plans for the 1987~1997 period do not include plant location, and are regarded
by the utilities as tentative and subject to change.

The plans for the 1977-1987 time period, which includes plants under
construction or in advanced planning, maintain the current capacity mix rela-
tively unchanged. Plans for the 1987-1997 time frame, which permit a response
to recent changes in fuel prices, technology and national energy and environ-
mental policies, show a marked reduction in relative and absolute o0il capacity,
and a shift towards nuclear and pumped storage. As noted in the table, a
review of nuclear policy by one of the Maryland utilities may lead to an in-
crease in the proportion of cocal capacity.

The lower half of Table I-14 presents similar capacity data, but does
not Iinclude capacity additions in Maryland for either the APS or DP&L systems
during the 1987-1997 period. Due to the multi-state nature of these systems and
the tentative non-site-sgpecific nature of the plans for this period, it
is not possible to indicate likely additions to Maryland generating capacity
for those systems at this time. Capacity additions by BG&E and PEPCO are
assumed to be located in or adjacent to Maryland or the District of Columbia.
Therefore, the additions to capacity indicated in the lower half of Table
I-14 represent additions that are likely to occur within or adjacent to Mary-
land or the District of Columbia.

Current plans call for a 1987 capacity mix within Maryland that is little
changed from the present. The small shifts that occur in the mix result
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from the fact that no new nuclear capacity is planned for the state during
this time period and from retirement of older coal and oil units. By 1997,
however, Maryland utilities anticipate that retirements of older oil units
and the addition of new coal and nuclear capacity and the construction of
energy storage systems (either pumped hydro or air) will alter the capacity
mix. 0il capacity is expected to decline in absolute amount during that
time period.

Finally, the capacity projections indicated in Table I-14 indicate
that while the capacity growth rate during the second half of the forecast
period is likely to be higher than during the first half, it will remain
below the 8.3% annual growth experienced from 1966 to 1977. Capacity
growth during the 1977 to 1987 period will remain lower than demand growth
as utilities use the excess capacity that currently exists. Over the next
twenty years, the projections in Table I-14 indicate that the four systems
plan to add capacity that is equivalent to 25.2 Calvert Cliffs nuclear
units, or 37.1 Morgantown coal units. The capacity additions within Mary-
land indicated in the lower half of Table I-14 are the equivalent of 8.2
Calvert Cliffs units, or 12.0 Morgantown units.

Table I-15 presents the load forecasts and planned capacity in Mary-
land for each Maryland utility and for the State as a whole. Capacity
plans are those listed in the 1978 Ten-Year Plan {Appendix A of this report),
modified by subsequent submissions to the Maryland PSC. Peak demand fore-
casts are taken from the report by the Department of State Planning
(Appendix B of this report) and Table I-18 at the end of this chapter.

The capacity and demand data presented in the table are presented in
a form that 1s consistent with the data shown in the Public Service Commis-—
sion's Ten-Year Plan. Capacity and demand forecasts presented in that form do
not provide a complete indication of the capacity available to serve Maryland
demand. In the case of Potomac Edison, for example, 1978 peak demand in Mary-
land is proiected to be 1018 MW, but 129 MW of capacity is available in Maryland.
However, the entire APS system of which Potomac Edison is a part has 6679 MW
of capacity available to serve a system peak of 5510 MW, which is 343 MW (or
5.4%) more than is necessary to meet peak demand plus a 15% reserve margin.

In planning for future additions to generating capacity, the planning
area considered by utilities is the entire service territory of the system.
Electricity produced in one part of the system is sent out over the utility's
transmission and distribution lines to all points in the system. In evaluating
the adequacy of the long-range plans of the utilities serving Maryland, it is
necessary to evaluate the load and capacity forecasts and plans for the system
as a whole.

Table I-16 presents projections of total system demand, total system
capacity, and reserve margins for the years 1978 to 1987 for each of the
utilities serving Maryland. Figure I-13 shows both total system peak demand
plus a 15% reserve requirement and total system capacity from Table I-16.
This data is taken from Table I-18.

The data in Table I-16 and Figure I-13 indicate that the current capacity
plans of Maryland utilitles will give the state an adequate supply of electric
power over the next ten years. Based on the demand projections in the Table,
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Figure I-13. Peak demand and capacity forecast for electric utility
systems serving Maryland, 1977-1987
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the reserve margin for all Maryland utilities taken together will range from
25% to 30% during those yvears. As was indicated earlier, desired reserve
capacity ranges from 157 to 20%, depending on such factors as plant size and
reliability and the extent of interconnection.

The state—-wide average annual growth rate projected for peak demand from
Table I-16 was 4.,0%Z. An average annual growth rate of 5% over the period would
result in a reserve margin of approximately 16% by 1987, indicating that even
under conditions of growth in peak demand that are more rapid than anticipated,
the state is likely to have adequate supplies of electricity over this time
period.

Based on all available forecasts, it is expected that each of the indivi-
dual utilitles serving Maryland will have adequate generating capacity and
reserves over the next ten years, as measured by a minimum reserve level of
15%. However, Table I-16 also shows that there is some variation in the ade-
quacy of the electric power supply of the individual utilities.

Based on the APS forecast, the APS system is expected to fall below the
20% reserve level for a four-vear period in the early 1980's. 1In one year,
1982, reserve capacity is expected to fall below 15%, the lowest level antici-
pated for any Maryland utility. Based on the PPSP forecast, the BG&E system
is projected to have 40% to 507 reserve capacity through most of the period,
well in excess of the 207 reserve level. (Table I-18 includes the most recent
forecast prepared by BG&E, which indicates reserve levels falling in the 207
to 30% range during the 1978-1987 forecast period.) Based on the DP&L forecast,
the DP&L system 1s expected to maintain reserves above 207 level until the
mid-1980"'s, and above 15% throughout the entire period. The PEPCO system is
anticipated to experience reserve levels which drop below 20% in 1980 and
1981, based on the PPSP forecast for that system. The forecast prepared by
PEPCO projects levels falling below 20 from 1981 to 1984. Both forecasts
indicate that reserves are likely to remain above 15%Z throughout the entire
forecast period. :

The adequacy of the APS system reserves depends on capacity additions
planned for each of the years 1983 through 1987. APS has anncunced the in-
definite suspension for financial reasons of the three Lower Armstrong units
planned for 1983, 1984, and 1985, and the Corps of Engineers has denied a
permit necessary for the construction of the Davis pumped storage units planned
for 1986 and 1987. This denial is currently under litigation. In addition, a
Federal Power Commission permit for Davis Is under litigation in the Federal
courts.

Table I-17 shows that the level of reserves for the APS without any of
these units would drop below 15% in 1983, and below 0% in 1985 (20). The
construction of Davis alone would not prevent reserves from dropping below 0Z
in this period. Without large purchases of capacity from other systems or
other alternative plans, it is likely that the APS system will be unable to
meet its anticipated load. Comparison of the data in Tables I-16 and I-17
shows that without the Davis and Lower Armstrong units, state-wide reserves
drop below 15% by 1987, indicating that the capacity planned by other Maryland
utilities may be barely adequate to meet APS requirements, assuming no other
changes in the forecasts for this period. Reliance on the continuous use of
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large imports of power may result in reduced system reliability for all the
systems involved, however. The ability of the APS system to meet projected
electric power demand in the Potomac Edison service territory is currently the
subject of investigation by the Maryland Public Service Commission.

The 1978 Ten Year Plan (Appendix A) lists the additions to generating
capacity planned within Maryland for the next ten years. Plant additions by
Maryland utility systems which are located outside of Maryland are not all
included in the Ten Year Plan, but are included in Table I-18. The new units
planned within Maryland have been included in the map in Figure I-12, above.

As can be seen from the plant statistics in Tables I-19 (21) and I-20 (22)
and the map of Figure I-12, older plants in Maryland, as elsewhere, were located
near load centers in urbanized areas. Examples can be seen in BG&E's Gould
Street and Westport plants and PEPCO's Benning Road and Buzzard Point units.

As was discussed in the 1975 CEIR, the introduction of high voltage transmis-
sion lines (of 230 kv or greater) has reduced the cost of siting power plants
further from metropolitan areas by reducing line losses and right-of-way
requirements. Suitable sites for large power plants of the scale most commonly
used for baseload units are difficult to find in urban areas. The high popula-
tion densities of urban areas violate Nuclear Regulatory Commission population
criteria for location of nuclear plants (23), and also result in a concentra-
tion of transporation and industrial activities which cause high air pollution
levels (see Chapter II). Further, the pollution control devices required by
the Clean Air Act Amendments {see Chapter II) require large landfill areas for
coal-burning plants. For a 1,200 MW coal unit, approximately 1,100 acres are
required for waste disposal over the operating life of the plant. Tracts of
this size are rarely available in urban areas, necessitating off-site disposal
for such wastes.

All of these trends and constraints favor the siting of large base load
and cycling power plants in non—urban areas. The 1975 CEIR depicted the shift
away from urban siting. Of the plants and sites included in the current Ten
Year Plan, only Brandon Shores is within 20 miles of a metropolitan area. The
sites currently listed in the Ten Year Plan follow the trend of siting outside
of metropolitan areas.

The 1978 Ten Year Plan lists new units planned at seven sites in Maryland,
as well as six sites at which no units are currently planned. These Maryland
sites are described briefly, by utility, in Table I-20.
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Table I-18. Projected and actual energy demand, capability and growth
rates for Maryland utilities. 1966 through 1987
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Table I-18a. Allegheny Power System (total system

) (a)

teor mergn Sales (W) (<) Peak Load OW) (C) Capacity | eeorn Load

rowt 3 : - Margin

Rates (B) Residentialio. caeovial Total Summer Winter o8 (c) ) Factor
1966 3,711,236 | 11,000,930| 14,712,166 2,425 2,661 2,343 - 12.0 68.9
1 7.13
5

10

1967 4,027,051 | 11,279,560 15,306,611 2,453 2,863 2,646 - 5.8 67.7
é 8.51 2.53 4.04 1.15 7.59

10

1968 4,409,112 | 12,253,335 16,662,447 2,749 3,017 3,222 6.8 68.8
é 9.49 8.63 8.86 12.07 5.38

10

1969 4,845,511 | 13,357,748 | 18,203,259 2,941 3,343 3,809 14.0 67.7
é 9.90 9,01 9,25 6.98 10.81

10

1970 5,318,888 | 14,800,345 | 20,119,257 3,206 3,785 4,293 17.6 68.0
% 9,77 10.80 10,53 9.01 13.22

10

1971 5,604,162 | 15,584,594 | 21,278,756 3,327 3,769 4,819 27.3 69.3
1 7.08 5.30 5.76 3.77 - 0.42

5 .94 7.21 7.66 6.53 7.21

10

1972 6,136,732 | 16,678,103 | 22,814,835 3,622 4,039 5,503 37.2 69.9
1 7.77 7.02 7.22 8.87 7.16

5 8.79 8.14 8.30 8.11 7.12

10 .

1973 6,614,299 | 18,057,714] 24,672,013 4,040 4,230 5,965 41.0 1 71.6
1 7.78 8.27 8.14 11.54 4,73
5 8.45 8.9 8.17 8.00 6.99

10

1974 6,808,969 | 18,134,728| 24,943,697 3,916 4,272 6,663 57.6 73.6
1 2,94 0.43 1,10 - 3.7 0.99
5 7.04 6.31 6.50 5.89 5,03

10

1975 7,228,634 | 16,732,055 23,961,589 3,959 4,650 6,429 40.1 64.8
1 6.16 - 1.73 - 304 1.10 8.85
5 6.33 2.48 3.56 4,31 4.20

10 6.47

1976 7,523,518 | 19,180,935| 26,704,453 4,204 5,031 6,429 28.8 66.1
1 4.08 14.63 11.45 8.21 8.19
5 5.73 4.24 4,65 5.1% 5.95

10 7.32 5.72 6.14 5.86 6.58

1977 8,095,776 | 20,151,533| 28,247,309 4,539 5,174 6,429 24.3 68.7
1 7.61 5.06 5.78 5.95 2.84
5 5.67 3.86 4,36 4.62 5.08

10 7.23 5.97 6.32 6.35 6.10

1978 8,521,000 | 20,340,236 28,861,236 4,720 5,460 6,429 17.7 66.6
1 5.25 0.94 2.17 3,99 5.53
5 5.20 2.41 3.19 3.16 5.24

10 6.81 5.20 5,65 5.55 6.11

1978 9,007,000 | 21,735,500| 30,742,500 4,870 5,750 7,055 22.7 66.7
1 5.70 6.86 6.52 3.18 5.31
5 5.75 3.69 4,27 4.46 6.12

10 6.40 4,99 5.38 5.17 5.57
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Table I-18a.

Allegheny Power System (Continued)

Year and Energy Sales (MWh) (c) Peak Load (MY) (c} " Reserve
Growth N oo dential{, o0 Total Stme Wint Tty | Margin F
Rates () || =7 Residential o T er M) 3] actor
1980 9,529,000 | 22,807,200 32,336,200 5,170 5,100 | 7,681 25.9 65.5
1 5.80 5.93 5.18 6.16 6.00
5 5.68 6.39 6.18 5. 48 5. 58
10 6.00 a.42 4.86 2.39 3.89
1981 10,086,000 | 23,716,000] 33,802,000 5,390 6,505 § 7,681 20.1 65.3
1 5.85 3.08 4.53 4.26 4.84
s 6.04 4,34 4.83 4.70 .01
10 5.88 529 4.74 4,94 5.43
1982 10,634,000 | 25,048,500] 35,682,500 5,625 6,765 | 7,681 13.5 65.8
1 5.43 5.62 5.56 4.36 5.79
5 5, 61 4,45 4.78 4.38 5,51
10 5.65 a.15 4.57 4.50 5.29
1983 11,234,000 | 26,027,200{ 37,261,200 5,875 7,005 8,500 186 65.6
1 5.64 3.91 4.42 4.44 3.55
5 5.68 5.05 5.24 4.48 511
10 5.44 .72 .21 3.82 517
1984 11,833,000 | 27,202,800] 39,035,800 6,205 7,480 § 8,00®) 195 64.6
1 5.33 4.52 4.76 5.62 6.78
5 5.61 4.59 4.89 .96 5. 40
10 5.68 1,14 4.58 4.7 5.76
1985 12,485,000 | 28,501,400 | 40,986,400 6,560 790§ 9,5n@) 216 64.6
1 5.51 4.77 5.00 5.72 5.21
5 5.55 4.56 1.86 4.88 5.23
10 5.62 5.47 5.51 5.18 5.40
]
1986 13,143,000 | 29,732,000 | 42,875,000 6,850 8,200 | 10,0n¢} 215 64.2
1 5.27 4.32 4,61 C 4,42 5.34
5 5.44 4.63 4.87 4,91 5.33
10 5.74 4.48 4.85 4.81 5.12
1087 13,849,000 | 30,900,600| 24,749,60 7,130 8,620 10,571(':)J 22.6 64.0
1 $.37 3.93 4.37 4,09 3.98
5 5.43 .29 4.63 4.86 a.97
10 5.52 4.37 a7 4.62 5.24

{a) Data represents the entire APS system, including Potomac Edison, West Penn Power Co., Monongahela Power Co.

(b) 1 yr growth, percent
5 yr avg. growth, percent
10 yr avg. growth, percent
{c) Forecast prepared by APS
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Table I-18b. Potomac Edison Company (Maryland Portion)¥*

www fastio.com

I-53

Year and Energy Sales (Mwh) (<) Peak Losd (MY) (€) |
. Nor- Copacity | herorn § Load
Rates (b) [ Residentialip oo via1| Total Simer Winter o) (c {%3)1’} a4yl Fector @)
1966 488,702 931,649 { 1,420,351 336 129
1 .
5
10
1967 539,658 | 1,014,555 { 1,554,213 362 129
é 10.43 8.90 9.42 7.74
10
1968 599,608 ) 1,114,952 | 1,714,560 390 129
é 11.11 9.50 10.32 7.73
10
1969 664,955 | 1,221,389 | 1,886,342 420 129
]5. 10.90 9.585 10.02 7.69
10
1970 730,579 | 1,894,813 | 2,625,392 S50 129
é 9.87 §5.14 39.18 30,95
10
1971 787,501 | 2,504,470 | 3,301,971 601 129
1 7.79 32.18 25.77 9.27
5 10.01 21.87 18,38 12.33
1¢ .
1572 850,904 | 2,624,932 | 3,475,836 656 129
1 B.05 4.81 5.27 9.15
5 9.53 20.94 17.47 12.63
10
1973 929,917 | 2,784,849 3,714,766 682 129
1 9.29 6.09 6.87 3.96
5 9.17 20.09 16.72 11.83
10
1574 985,282 | 2,725,246 3,710,528 693 129
1 5.95 - 2.14 - 0.12 1.61
5 8.18 17.41 14.49 10.53
10
1975 1,065,026 | 2,629,187 3,694,213 802 129
1 8.09 - 3.52 - 0.44 15.73
5 7.83 6.77 7.07 7.84
10
1976 1,142,266 | 3,911,928 5,054,194 916 129
1 7.2% 48,79 36.81 14.21
5 1.72 11.90 8.89 8.79
10 8.86 15.43 13.53 10.55
1977 1,234,939 ] 4,118,514 5,353,453 1,018 129
1 8.11 5.28 5.92 2.13
5 7.73 9,43 9.02 9.19
10 8.63 15.04 13.17 10.89
1978 5,632,368 1,071 129
1 5.21 5.21
S 8.68 9,45
10 12.63 10.63
1979 5,969,184 1,135 129
1 5.98 5.98
5 9,58 10.37
10 12.21 10.45
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Table I-18b.

Potomac Edison Company (Maryland Portion) (Continued)

Year and Energy Sales (MWh){c) Peak Load (M) (€) ity Reserve
Growth . . Nort- Capa Margin Load
Rates(b) [[Residentiallo .o +sa1 Total Summer Winter o) (<) RG] Factor (4

1980 6,373,894 1,212 129

1 6.78 6.78

5 11.53 8.61

10 9.28 3.22

1981 6,747,404 1,283 129
1 5.86 5.86
5 5.95 6.97

10 7.41 7.88

1982 7,152,248 1,360 129
1 6.00 6.00
5 5.96 5.96

10 7.48 7.56

1983 7,538,536 i ‘1,443 129
1 6.10 6.10
5 6.14 6.14

10 7.40 7.78

1984 8,082,549 1,537 129
1 6.51 6.51
5 6.25 6.25

1¢ 8.10 8.29

1985 8,582,051 1,632 129
1 6,18 6.18
5 6.13 6.13

10 B8.79 | 7.36

1936 9,145,033 1,739 129
1 6.50 6.56
5 6.27 6.27

10 6.11 6.62

1987 9,749,520 1,854 129
1 6.61 6.61
5 6.39 6.39

10 6.18 6.18

(a) Data represents only the Maryland portion of the Potomac Edison Service territory

(b) 1 yr growth, percent
§ yr avg. growth, percent
10 yr avg. growth, percent

{t) Forecast prepared by Allegheny Power System

{(d) Not calculated separately for Maryland portion of system.
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Table I-18c.

Baltimore Gas and Electric Company

b
ng_ m]:d | &manales (h) £b) Peak Load (V) (b) ity Resarve BGGE Forecast(c)
Rat tn . ; (a) || Residentialip - de:;t ja1| Total Summer Winter o <) Ha'(r,‘g]ln Factor oummeT R;fe‘:"
Peak rgin
1966 2,347,000 { 6,306,000 &,653,000 1,817 1,422 1,866 2.7 58.9
1
5
10
1967 2,548,461 | 6,797,355| 9,345,816 1,927 1,558 2,005 8.7 59.8
§ B.58 7,79 8.01 6.05 9.56
10
1968 2,933,422 | 7,238,078] 10,171,500 2,179 1,683 1,898 - 12.9 57.7
é 15,11 6.48 8.83 13.08 8.02
10
1969 3,285,000 | 7,880,000} 11,165,000 2,306 1,792 2,046 - 11.3 59.7
% 11.99 8.87 9.77 5.83 6.48
10
1970 3,664,564 | 8,306,165} 11,970,729 2,496 1,954 2,290 - 8.3 59.0
é 11,55 5.41 7.22 8.24 9.04
10 '
1571 3,864,160 { 8,620,399] 12,484,559 2,605 2,053 2,290 - 12.1 58.7
1 5.45 3.78 4.29 4,37 5.07
5 10,49 6.25 7.61 7.47 7.62
10
1972 4,102,000 | 8,889,000 12,991,000 2,960 2,006 2,917 - 1.5 53.9
1 6.16 3.12 4,06 13.63 - 2.29
5 9,99 5.51 6.81 8.9 5.18
10
1973 4,617,840 | 9,722,029 | 14,340,819 3,334 2,302 3,491 4.7 52.7
1 12,58 9,38 10.39 12.64 14.76
5 9,50 6.08 7.11 8.88 6.46
10 .
1974 4,469,140 | 9,520,845 | 13,989,985 3,190 2,177 3,294 3.2 53,9
1 (- 3.22) (- 2.08) | (- 2.45) - 4,32 - 5.43
5 6.35 3.86 4,61 6.71 3.97
10
1975 4,664,000 | 9,194,000 | 13,858,000 3,256 2,301 4,402 35.2 52.4
1 4.36 - 3.43 - 0.94 2.07 5.10
5 4.94 2.05 2.97 5.46 3.32
10
1976 4,887,793 | 9,870,413 | 14,758,206 3,234 2,418 4,408 36.3 56.2
1 4.80 7.36 6.50 - 0.68 5.08
5 4,81 2,12 3.40 4,42 3.33
10 7.61 4,58 5.48 5.93 5.45
1977 5,231,000 | 10,231,000 | 15,462,000 3,588 2,640 5,162 43,9 52.7
1 7.02 3.65 4.77 10,95 9.18
5 4,98 2.85 3.54 3.92- 5.65
10 7.46 4.17 5.16 6.41 5.42
1978 5,070,266 | 10,912,567 f15,982,773 3,234 2,770 5,162 59.6 3,740 38.0
1 (- 3.07) 6.66 3.37 (- 9.87 4,92 4.24
5 1.89 2.34 2.19 (- 0.61) 3.77 2,32
10 5.62 4,19 4,62 4,03 5.11 5.55
1979 5,292,654 |[11,282,637 |16,575,291 3,357 2,900 5,162 53.8 3,930 3.3
1 4,39 3.39 3.7t 3.80 4.69 5.08
5 3,44 3.45 3.45 1.03 5,90 4.26
10 4.89 3.65 4.03 3.83 4.93 5.48
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Table I-18c.

Baltimore Gas and Electric Company (Continued)

Energy Sales

o) ©) ]|

Peak Load (1) (B}

BGGE Forecast )

Year and Reserve
.. Growth 2 Non- N caPaCity bhrgin Load Summer He
pates (a) [[Residentiallp, sontial| TOtA " Suanet Winter o L&) (5 Factor Peak th:gr:ne
1980 5,553,001 | 11,993,630 17,546,721I 3,510 3,046 5,162 47.1 4,110 25.6
1 4.92 6.30 5.86 4.56 5.03 4,58
5 3.55 5.46 4,83 1.93 5.77 4.77
10 4.24 3.74 3.90 3.47 4,54 5.11
1981 5,823,603 | 12,719,192| 18,542,795 3,676 3,190 5,162 40.4 4,310 19.8
1 4,87 6.05 5.68 4.73 4.73 4,87
S 3.57 5.20 4.67 2,60 5.70 §.91
10 4.19 3.97 4.04 3.50 4,51 5.16
1982 6,121,884 | 13,464,105] 19,585 ,'389!I 3,849 3,342 5,721 48.6 4,520 26.6
1 5.12 5.86 5.63 4,71 4,76 4.87
5 3.20 5.65 4.84 1.41 4,83 4,73
10 4,09 4,24 4.19 2.66 5.24 4,32
1983 6,446,135 | 14,234,493 20,680,628 4,029 3,505 5,771 42.0 4,730 21.0
1 5.30 5.72 5.59 4.68 4,88 4,65
13 4.9 S.46 5.29 4,49 4.82 4.81
10 3.39 3.89 3.73 1.91 4,29 3.56
1984 6,796,829 | 15,036,050} 21,832,879 4,219 3,675 6,331 50.1 4,940 28.2
1 5.44 5.63 8.57 4,72 4,85 4,44
5 5.13 5,91 5,66 4,68 4,85 4,68
10 4,28 4.68 4_55 2.84 5.38 4,47
1985 7,174,723 | 15,874,458 23,049,181 4,418 3,855 6,456 46.1 5,160 25.1
1 5.56 5.58 5.57 4.72 4.90 4.45
5 5.26 5.77 5.61 1.7 4,82 4.66
10 4,40 5.16 5.22 3.10 5.30 4,71
1986 7,576,536 | 16,713,496] 24,290,026 4,620 4,042 6,456 39.7 5,390 19.8
1 5.60 5.29 5.38 4,57 4.85 4,46
5 5.40 5.61 5.55 4.68 4,85 4.57
10 4.48 5.41 5.11 3.63 5.27 5.24
1987 9,007,837 | 17,596,305 | 25,504,142 4,833 4,239 6,798 40,7 5,630 20.7
1 5.69 5.28 5.41 4.61 4.87 4.45
5 5.52 5.50 5.50 4,66 4.87 4,49
10 4,35 5.57 5.17 3.02 4.85 4,61
(a} 1 yr growth, percent
5 yr avg. growth, percent
10 yr avg. growth, percent
(b) Forecast prepared by PPSP
{c) Forecast prepared by BGEE
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Table I-18d. Delmarva Power and Light Company (total system) (a)

Year and Energy Sales (Wh) () Peak Load (0)(c) capacity | FESCTV Load
Growth . : Non- {d) Margin
Rates (b) Residential Residential Total Summer Ninter oy (€] ) Factor

1966 838,548 | 2,636,665 3,475,213 710 617 799 12.5 62.8
1

5

10

1967 910,547 | 2,855,780 ) 3,766,327 748 680 836 11.8 64.7
1 8.59 8.31 8.38 5.28 10.18

5

10

1968 1,037,222 | 3,400,021 | 4,446,243 898 751 864 - 3.8 63.1
é 13.91 19.37 18.05 20.12 10.54

10

1969 1,108,945 | 3,743,009 | 4,851,954 955 859 853 - 10.6 65.0
é 6.91 9.80 9.12 6.30 14.33

10

1970 1,280,420 | 3,897,514 | 5,177,934 1,045 947 1,045 0.0 63.7
é 15.46 4.13 6.72 9.47 10.33

10

1971 1,380,763 | 4,093,144 | 5,473,907 1,135 986 1,210 6.6 62.0
1 7.84 5.02 5.72 8.61 4.08

5 10,49 9.19 9.51 9.83 9.84

10 .

1972 1,463,821 | 4,457,202 | 5,921,113 "1,259 1,043 1,237 - 1.7 61.0
1 6.02 8.90 8.17 10.94 5.76

5 9,96 9.31 9.47 10.99 8.95

10

1973 1,629,640 | 4,771,818] 6,401,458 l 1,508 1,201 1,406 - 6.8 55.1
1 11.33 7.06 8.11 19.76 15.14
5 9.46 6.96 7.56 10.92 9,84

10

1974 1,597,471 | 4,641,354| 6,238,825 1,447 1,144 1,301 24,5 55.8
1 - 1.97 - 2.73 - 2.54 - 4.03 - 4,73
5 7.57 4.40 5.16 8.68 5.91

10

1975 1,672,180 | 4,345,147 | 6,017,327 1,463 1,187 1,959 13.8 53.8
1 5.48 - 6,38 - 3,55 - 11 3.73
5 2N 2.20 3.05 6.96 4.61

10

1976 1,787,663 | 4,473,186 | 6,260,849 1,434 1,276 1,9Mm 37.4 57.3
1 6.91 ~ 2.95 4.05 - 1.08 7.51
5 5.30 1.79 2.72 4.79 4,11

10 7.86 5.43 6.06 7.28 7.54

1977 1,924,723 | 4,612,038 | 6,536,761 1,609 1,402 2,052 27.5 52.8
1 7.67 1.10 4,41 12.21 9.88
5 5.63 0.68 2.00 5.03 6.09

10 7.77 5.91 5.69 7.97 7.51

1978 1,949,612 | 4,843,885 | 6,793,497 1,710 N/A 2,227 30.2 N/A
1 1.29 5.03 3.03 6.26
5 3.65 0.30 1.20 2.55

10 6.51 3.58 4.33 6.65

1979 2,009,950 | S,181,002| 7,280,952 1,800 N/A 2,310 28.3 N/A
1 7.71 6.96 7.18 5.26
5 5.62 7.22 3.4 4.46

10 6.59 3.30 4.14 6.55

f
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Table I-18d. Delmarva Power and Light Company (total system) (Continued)

Year and Encrgy Sales (Mwh) (€) Peak Load (M¥)(C) Reserve
orowth - - Capacity : Load
Ra: es(b) Residential Res?g:nt(i(.l 31 Total Summer Winter oy (€1 ]\h(rsg)m Factor

1980 2,249,924 5,393,335 | 7,643,259 1,890 N/A 2,710 43.4 N/A
1 7.14 4.10 4.98 5.00

5 6.12 4.42 4,90 5.25

10 5.80 3.97 6.11

1981 2,380,702 5,876,192 | 8,334,075 1,980 N/A 2,709 36.8 N/A
1 11.47 8,95 9.69 4.76

5 5.90 5.61 6.01 6.66

10 5.60 3.3 4.36 5.72

1982 2,507,883 5,925,941 | 8,433,824 2,070 N/A 2,722 31.5 N/A
1 5.3 0.85 0,59 4,55

5 5.44 5.14 5.23 5.16

10 5.53 2.39 3.60 5.10

1983 2,637,650 6,192,999 | 8,830,649 2,170 N/A 2,722 25.4 N/A
1 5.17 4.51 e f| 4.83

5 6.23 5.04 5.39 4.88

10 4.93 2.64 3.27 3.7

1984 2,775,979 6,430,890 | 9,206,869 2,270 N/A 2,722 19.9 N/A
1 5.24 1.84 4,26 4.61

5 5.74 4.42 4,81 4,75

10 5.68 3.31 3.97 4,61

1985 2,906,426 6,705,276 | 9,611,752 2,370 N/A 2,821 19.0 N/A
1 4.70 0.84 4.40 4.41

5 5.25 4,45 3.98 4.63

10 5.68 4.43 4.79 4.94

1986 3,046,865 7,035,350 §10,082,215 2,470 N/A 2,346 15.2 N/A
1 4.83 4.92 4.89 4,22

5 5.06 3.67 3.76 4.52

10 5.48 4.63 4.88 5.59

1987 3,194,811 7,405.925] 16,600,736 2,5%0 N/A 3,141 21.3 N/A
1 4,86 5.27 5.14 4,86
5 4.96 4.56 4.68 4.58

10 5.20 4.85 4.95 4.87

(a) Excludes energy sales to Dover and Easton; includes only the portion of Dover and Easton peak
demand provided by DPGL

(b) 1 yr growth, percent
S yr avg. growth, percent
10 yr avg. growth, percent
(c) Forecast prepared by DPEL

(d) Excludes sales for resale in Maryland
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Table I-18e.

Delmarva Power and Light Company of Maryland

Year and Energy Sales (Mih) (€) Peak Load () (¢) Reserve
Growt! : Ton- Capacity | pargi Load
Rates (b) i Residentially ooy, 10y Total Summer Winter o () {‘g)l?d) Factor(d)

1966 158,797 299,477 498,274 141 116 105
1
5

10

1967 220,454 327,383 547,837 149 139 105

1 10.89 9.32 9,95 5.67 15.83
S - .

10 i

1963 253,058 367,772 620,830 177 155 132

é 14.79 12.34 13,32 18.79 11.51

10

1969 288,757 410,236 698,493 197 164 132

% 14.11 11.55 12.59 | 11.30 5.81

10

1970 321,865 451,257 773,122 210 206 132

é 14.47 10.00 10.61 6.60 25.61

10
1971 354,861 480,329 835,190 227 227 282
1 10.25 6.44 8.03 8.10 10.19
5 12.29 9.91 10,88 9,99 14.37
10
1972 389,453 510,769 900,222 278 233 282
1 9.75 6.34 7.79 22.47 2.64
lg 12.05 9.30 10.44 13.28 10.88

1973 441,38F 563,605] 1,004,986 "327 290 252
1 13,33 10.34 11.64 17.63 24,46
5 11.77 8.91 10.11 13.06 13.35

10

1974 457,947 569,227{ 1,027,174 319 275 252
1 3.75 1.00 2.21 - 2,45 - 5.17
5 9.66 6.77 8.01 10.12 10.89

10

1975 483,370 593,163| 1,076,533 342 294 252
1 §.55 4.21 4.81 7.21 6,91
5 B.47 5.62 6.85 10.25 7.37

10

1976 542,509 647,974 1,190,483 315 47 252

1 12.23 9.24 10.58 - 7.89 18.03
5 6.85 6.17 7.3% 6.77 8.86

10 10.56 8.02 9.10 8.37 11,58

1977 623,778 733,443] 1,357,221 384 400 252
1 14,98 13.19 14.01 | 21.90 15.27
5 9.88 7.50 8.56 6.67 11.41

10 10.96 8.40 9.50 9.93 11.15

1978 655,911 787,717 1,443,630 390 N/A 252
1 5.15 7.40 6.37 1.56
5 8.24 6.92 7.51 3.59

10 9.99 7.91 8.80 8.22

197% 704,979 863,973} 1,568,955 412 N/A 252
1 7.48 9,68 8.68 5.64
5 9.01 3.70 8.84 5.25

10 9,34 7.73 8.43 7.66
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Table I-18e.

Delmarva Power and Light Company of Maryland (Continued)

Year and Ewr;vﬁ Sales (M) (<) Peak Load (M4)(C) city| Reserve
. Growth B s - . Capa Margin Load
Rates(b) [|ReSidentialip,cideneiar| Total Susme x Winter own () ) @] Factor@
1980 749,888 921,654 | 1,671,545 436 N/A 252
1 6.37 6.67 6.54 5.83
5 9.18 9,21 9.20 4.98
10 8.83 7.40 8.02 7.58
1981 800,740 978,465 | 1,779,211 462 N/A 252
1 6.78 6.16 6.44 5.96
5 8.10 8.59 8.37 7.96
10 8.48 7.37 7.86 7.36
1982 853,336 | 1,045,251 | 1,898,589 493 N/A 252
1 6.57 6.83 6.7 6.71
5 6.47 7.38 6.94 5.12
10 8.16 7.42 7.75 5.90
1983 905,688 | 1,114,185 | 2,019,876 523 N/A 252
1 6.13 6.59 6.39 t 6.00
5 6.67 7.18 6,95 6.04
10 7.45 7.05 7.23 4.81
1984 960,747 | 1,168,717 | 2,129,465 554 N/A 252
1 6.08 4.89 5.43 5,93
5 6.39 6.23 6.30 6.10°
10 7.69 7.46 7.56 5.67
1985 1,014,699 | 1,241,103 | 2,255,805 589 N/A 252
1 5.62 6.19 5.93 6.32
5 6.24 6.13 6.18 6.20
10 7.70 7.66 7.68 |t 5.59
1986 1,072,143 | 1,323,171 | 2,395,316 621 N/A 252
1 5.66 6.61 6.18 | 5.43
5 6.01 6.22 6.13 6.09
10 7.05 7.40 7.24 7.02
1987 1,120,042 | 1,405,751 | 2,534,794 652 N/A 618
1 5,31 6.24 5.82 4,99
s 5.76 6.11 5.95 5.75
10 6.11 6.72 6.45 5.44

{a) Data represents the Maryland port
data includes only the portion of

(b) 1 yr growth,

S yr avg. growth, percent
10 yT avg. growth,

(c) Forecast prepared by DPEL, Easton not inlcuded in plant capacity.

(d) Not calculated separately for Maryland portion of system.
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Table I-18f.

Potomac Electric Power Company (total system) (@)

(M) (€) Load c
Year and Energy Sales ) Peak o () C Reserve PEPCO Forecast (d)
G Residential|, No"" Total Summer Winter Ciéty Mergin Summer Reserve
Rates (b) Residential DG ) Factor Peak Margin
1966 1,978,031 5,660,581 | 7,638,612 2,123 1,249 2,363 11.3 N/A
1
5
10
1967 2,084,517 | 6,194,069 ) 8,278,586 2,283 1,385 2,395 4,9 N/A
é 5.38 9,42 8.38 7.54 10.89
10
1968 2,401,544 | 6,915,402 | 9,316,946 2,627 1,520 2,973 13.2 N/A
é 15.21 11.65 12.54 15.07 9.75
10
1969 2,648,658 | 7,605,966 110,254,624 2,759 1,622 2,973 7.8 N/A
é 10.29 9.98 10.06 5.02 6.71
10
1970 2,931,982 | 8,251,123 [11,183,105 2,908 1,813 ‘3,708 27.% N/A
é 10.70 8.48 9.08 5.40 11.78
10 '
1971 3,037,526 | 8,696,058 |11,733,584 3,045 1,919 4,259 9.9 N/A
1 3.60 5.39 4.92 4.71 5.85
5 8.96 8.97 8.96 7.48 8,97
10
1972 3,121,794 | 9,068,504 |12,190,298 3,479 1,990 4,454 28.0 N/A
1 2.77 4.28 3.80 14.25 3.70
5 8.4 7.92 8.05 8.79 7.52
10
1973 3,529,039 | 9,704,095 13,233,134 3,680 2,159 4,721 28.3 N/A
1 13.05 7.01 8.55 5.78 8.49
5 2.48 7.01 7.27 6.97 7.77
10
1974 3,304,222 | 8,884,725 12,188,947 3,502 2,012 4,933 40.9 N/A
1 - 6.37 - 8.44 - 7.39 - 4.84 - 6.81
5 4,52 3.16 3.52 4.88 4.40
10
1975 3,399,452 | 9,322,077 12,721,529 3,623 2,145 5,190 43.3 N/A
1 2.88 4.92 4,37 3.46 6.61
5 3.00 2.47 2.61 4.49 3.42
10
1976 3,484,531 | 4,603,245 13,087,776 3,500 2,334 5,010 43.1 N/A
1 2.50 3.02 .88 - 3.39 8.81
5 2.78 2.00 2.21 2.82 3.99
10 6.38 5.43 5.53 5.13 6.45
1977 3,617,267 |10,029,546 13,646,813 5,857 2,508 5,013 30.0 N/A
1 3.81 4.44 4,27 10.20 7.46
5 2.99 2.03 2.28 2.82 4.74
10 5.67 4.94 5.13 5.38 6.12
1978 3,761,400 ]10,472,600 14,234,000 4,011 5,003 24.7 N/A 3,922 27.6
1 3.98 4.42 4.30 3.99 1.69
5 1.28 1.54 1.47 1.74 1.28
10 4.59 4.24 4.33 4.32 4.09
1979 3,907,300 (10,821,300 14,728,600 4,123 4,990 21.0 N/A 4,007 24.5
1 3.88 3.33 3.47 2.79 .17
5 I1.41 4.02 3.86 3.32 14.77
10 3.96 3.59 3.69 4.10 3.80
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Table I-18f.

Potomac Electric Power Company (total system) (Continued)

Year and Energy Sales (Mwh} (C) Peak Load (M¥) (<) ‘ sty l:;ser\re PEPCD Forecastid)
Growth . Non- S Capac Tgin Load Summer Heserve
Rates (b) || Residential ip, o qentia] Total s @) ") Factor Peak Margin

1980 4,058,700 {11,076,400 }15,135,100 4,191 4,990 19.1 N/A 4,098 1.8

1 3.87 .36 2.76 1.65 2.27

5 3.61 3.51 3.54 2.96 15.82

10 3.31 2.99 3.07 3.72 3.49

1981 4,231,600 |11,276,200 |15,507,800 4,242 4,990 17.6 N/A 4,220 18.2
1 4,26 1.80 2.46 1.22 2.97

5 3.96 3.26 3.45 3.92 12.58

10 3.37 2.63 2.83 3.37 3.32

1932 4,404,100 |11,423,700 15,827,800 4,284 5,231 22.1 N/A 4,350 20.3
1 4.08 1.31 2.06 0.99 3.08

5 4.01 2.64 3.m 2.12 2.43

10 3.50 2.34 2.65 ] 2.16 2.26

1983 4,590,300 111,571,800 (16,162,100 4,322 5,231 21.0 N/A 4,484 16.7
1 4.23 1.30 2.11 0.89 3.08

5 4.06 2.02 2.57 1.50 2.7

10 2.66 1.76 2.02 1.62 2.00
1984 4,790,300 |11,703,300 (16,494,100 4,358 5,231 20.0 N/A 4,563 14.6
1 4.36 1.14 2.05 0.83 1.76

s 4.16 1.58 2.29 1.1t 2.63
10 3.78 2.79 3.07 2.29 2.68

1985 4,999,700 (11,824,000 06,825,700 4,393 5,631 8.2 N/A 4,638 21.4
1 4,37 1.03 2.00 0.80 1.64

5 4.26 1.31 2.14 0.95 2.51
10 3.93 2.41 2.83 1.95 2.50

1986 5,234,900 P1,853,400 17,088,300 4,420 5,631 27.4 N/A 4,712 19.5
1 4.70 2.49 1.57 0.61 1.60

5 4.35 1.00 1.96 0.83 2.23
10 4.15 2.13 2.70 2.36 3.02

1987 5,484,400 [11,961,700 |17,446,100 4,453 5,631 26,5 N/A 4,787 17.6
1 4,77 0.91 2.09 0.75 1.59
5 4,49 0.93 1.97 0.78 1.93

10 4.25 1.78 2.49 1.45 2.18

{a) Data includes the entire FEPCO system; data excludes energy sales to SMECD; data includes SMECO peak
(b) 1 yr growth, percent

5 yr avg.

10 yr

avg. growth,

growth, percent

percent

{c) Forecast prepared by PPSP
(d) Forecast prepared by FEPQD
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Table I-19. Generating capability and fuel type by generating umit for
Maryland utilities

For all utilities:

1. GT units are gas turbines; IC units are diesels; all other umits
are steam.

2. Changes in net capability include additions, retirements and deratings.

3. Station total is given as capability at peak season (Tables A and B,
Winter; Tables C and D, Summer)

4, For stations with joint ownership capability listed in the tables is
the utility's share of total station capability. The total capability
of jointly owned units is as follows:

Summer Winter
Conemaugh 1 850 850
yA 850 850
S IC 1 11 11
Dickerson 4 800 800
Keystone 1 840 850
2 840 850
IC 3-6 11 11
Peach Bottom 2 1,051 1,055
3 1,035 1,035
Safe Harbor 228 228
Existing Expansion 188 188
Salem 1 1,090 1,090
2 1,115 1,115
GT 3 38 48

I-63

ClibPD www fastio.com



‘Table I-19a. Allegheny power system (the Potomac Edison Company, West
Penn Power Company, Monongahela Power Company)

Net Capability OW) | .
Unit Year Fuel Type S,‘f.a'éﬂ“
Sumzer Winter °
Existing Svstem
Albright 1 1952 73 % Coal
2 1952 73 75 Coal
3 1952 137 140 Coal 202
Ammstrong 1 1958 173 180 Coal
2 1959 176 1380 Coal 360
Celanese 1 1937 7 10 Cogen.(Nat.Gas) 10
Ft. Martin 1 1967 276 276 Coal
2 1968 S55 535 Coal 831
Hatfield's Ferry 1 1969 500 535 Coal
2 1970 500 835 Coal
3 1971 500 S50 Coal 1,660
Harrison 1 1972 640 640 Coal
2 1973 640 640 Coal
. 3 1974 640 640 Coal 1,920
Hydre Stations (8) 7 10 Hydro 10
Lake Lynn 1-4 1926 52 52 Hydro 52
Milesburg 1 1950 22 23 0il
2 1950 22 23 0i1 46
Mitchell 1 1943 85 89 Qil
H 1949 84 89 0il
3 19563 282 291 Coal 469
Rivertom 1 1949 38 39 0il 319
Rivesville S 1943 46 48 Coal '
6 1951 2 94 Coal 142
R.P. Smith 3 1947 38 39 Coal
4 1958 89 0 Coal 129
Springdale 7 1945 85 86 0il
8 1954 134 137 0il 223
Willow Island 1 1949 57 S8 Coal
2 1960 131 138 Coal 246
Additions and
1978-1987
Celanese 1 1578 M (10) Cogen.(Nat.Gas
Pleasants 1 1979 626 626 Coal
z 1980 626 626 Coal 1,282
Lower Armstrong 1 1983 630 630 Coal
2 1984 630 630 Coal
3 1985 630 630 Coal 1,890
Davis 1 1986 250 250 Hydro
2 1986 250 250 HEvdro
3 1987 250 250 Hydro
4 1987 250 250 Hydro 1,000
Long Range Additions, ' 3,455 | Fossil
1988-1997 3,788 Nuclear
: 950 Hydro
Total Existing System 6,403 6,429
Total Net Additions to 1987 4,135 4,132
Total Plarmed System to 1987 10,538 10,561
Total Long Range Additiens,
1988-1997 8,230
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Table I-1%b. Baltimore Gas and Electric Company

Net Capahility (W) :
tnit Year Fusl Type | SEATieD
Summer Winter o
Existing System
Calvert Cliffs 1 1975 810 820 Nuclear
2 1977 810 820 Nuclear 1,620
Conemaugh (2) 1 1970 50 90 Coal
2 1971 90 50 Coal
IC A-D 1970 1 1 Cil 181
C.P. Crane 1 1961 192 193 0il
2 1963 192 193 01
6T 1 1967 14 17 0i1 398
Gould St. 3 103 104 0il 103
Keystome (20.99%(2) 1 176 179 Coal
2 177 178 Coal
IC 3-6 2 2 jou 355
MNotch Cliff GT 1-4 64 68 Gas
GT 5-8 64 68 Gas 128
Perryman GT 1-4 204 240 041 204
Philadelphia Rd. GT 1-4 64 68 0il 64
Riverside 1 58 59 0il
A 39 60 0il
3 61 62 0il
4 78 79 0il
5 65 66 Oil
GT & 128 132 0il
GT 7 22 25 0il
Gr 8 22 25 il 493
H.A. Wagner 1 137 138 oil
2 134 135 0il
3 319 321 Coal
4 398 400 0il
GT 1 14 17 0il 1,002
Westport 1 19 19 0il
13 16 16 0il
14 16 16 0il
3 53 59 0il
4 68 69 0il
G § 118 132 0il 295
Safe Harbor 1931
et Lot 152 152 Hydro 152
Bethlehem Steel --
Entitlement 167 169 0il 167
Additions and (Removals),
1978-1987
Branden Shores 1 1982 610 620 0il
2 1984 610 620 011
Westport 1 1982 . (19} (19) 0il
13 1982 (18} {16) 0il
14 1%a2 (18) £16) oil
Safe Harbor
Entitlement 1985 125 125 Hydro
Dickerson(3) 4 1987 400 400 Coal
Westport 3 1987 (58) (59) gil
Long Range Additions 400 0il
1988-1997 ' 1,600 Coal
1,300 Nuglear
800 Hydro
{955) 0il
Total BExdsting System 5,162 5,232
Total Net Additicns to 1987 1,636 1,655
Total Planned System ta 1987 6,798 6,387
Total Long Range Additions, 3,145
1988-1997

(a) Srations with joint ownership
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Table I-19%. Delmarva Power and Light Company

Net Capability (MW) ,
Unit Year Fuel Type S%ag.gn
Summer Winter ’ 0
Existing Svstem
Bayview IC 1 1964 2 2 Cii
c 2 1964 2z 2 0il
Ic 3 1964 2 2 0il
Ic 4 1964 2 2 0il
ic S 1964 2 2 Qil
e 6 1564 2 2 0il 12
Cape Charles Ic 1 1547 0.3 0.8 0il
ic 2 1936 0.8 0.8 Gil 1.6
- Christiana GT 11 1973 20 26 0il1
GT 14 1973 20 26 0il 40
Conemaugh (3) 1 32 32 Coal
2z 31 31 Coal
IC A-D 0.4 0.4 0il 63.4
Crisfield I 1 1968 1.5 2.5 0il
Ic 2 1968 2.5 2.5 0il
Ic 3 1968 2.5 2.5 0il
. IcC 4 1968 2.5 2.5 0il 10
Delaware City 1 1956 27 27 0il
2 1956 27 27 0il
3 1961 65.5 66.5 0il
GI 10 1968 17 21 oil 136.5
Easton Ic 3 1936 0.5 0.5 0il
Ic 4 1941 0.6 3.6 0il
IcC 5 1947 0.8 0.8 0il
IC 6 1950 1.2 1.2 0il N
Ic 7 1954 2.4 2.4 0il
Ic 8 1957 2.5 2.5 0il
Ic 9 1961 2.2 2.2 0il
IC 10 1956 3.5 3.5 0il
1 1968 3.6 3.6 0il
12 1970 4.1 4.1 oil
13 1973 5.6 3.6 01l
14 1973 5.6 5.8 0il 32.6
Edge Moor 1 1951 70 70 0il
2 1951 70 70 0il
3 1954 82 32 0il
4 1966 167 167 0il
5 1973 412 412 0il
GT 10 1963 15 15 0il 316
Indian River 1 1957 39 ag Coal
2 1959 39 90 Coal
3 1870 162 165 Coal
GT 10 1667 17 19 0il 357
Kent oI 1 1964 12 15 0il 12
Kevstone (2) 1 1967 11 3 Coal
2 1%68 A 32 Coal
IC 3-6 1968 | 0.4 0.4 0il 62.4
Madison Street GI' 1 1962 1 14 0il
Ic 2 1948 0.5 0.5 i1 11.5
McKee Run {Dover) 1 1961 15 15 0il
2 1961 15 15 0il
3 1975 108 105 0il 135
Peach Bottom(2)
z 1967 79 79 Nuclear
3 1974 78 kit Nuclear 157
Salem (@) 1 1977 80 81 Muclear
GT 3 1971 3 4 33
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Table I-19c,

Delmarva Power and Light Company (Continued)

Unit Year Fuel Type | Station
Summer Winter - Total
Tasley I 1 1929 0.3 0.3 0il
e 2 1937 0.5 0.5 0il
IC 3 1929 0.5 0.5 Cil
GT 10 1972 26 33 ICi1 27.3
Vienna 5 1948 17 17 011
6 1949 17 17 011
7 1951 40 40 0il
8 1971 150 155 il
GT 10 1968 17 19 011
IC A 1965 0.5 0.5 0il 241.5
West Gr 1 1964 16 20 011 16
Additions and (Removals),
1978-1987
Eagton 21-22 1978 12.5 12.5 01l
Easton 3 1978 (0.5) (0.5) i1
Salem{a) 2 1979 83.0 85.0 [uclear
Indian River 4 1980 400.0 400.0 Coal
Easton 4 1981 (0.6) (0.6) il
Easton 25-24 1982 12,5 12.5 0il
Easton 7 1984 (0.5} 0.5) il
Unidentified 1985 100.0 100.0 Dil
Easton 25-28 1986 . 25.0 25.0 oil
Edge Moor 1 1987 (70.0) 70.0) pil
Viemna 8-6 1987 (34.0) (34.0) pil
Easton 5 1987 { 0.8) (0.8) jpin
Easton 1987 { 0.5} {0.5) pil
Vienna 1987 400.0 400.0 Coal
Long Range Additions, 200 Fassil
1988-1997 1,300 Inidentified
Total Existing System 2,214.8 2,266.8
Total Net Additions to 1987 26,1 926.1
Total Plammed System to 1987 3,140.9 3,192.9
Total Long Range Additions -
1988-1997’g 1,500 1,500
(a) Stations with joint ownership
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Table I-15d.

Potomac Electric Power Company

| Yet Capability 0#)

thit Year Fuel Type | Siatiom
Sumnar Winter : Total
Existing System
Berming Road 10 1927 28 28 0il
11(®) 1979 2 (23} 0il
12 1931 28 28 0il
13 1947 47 47 il
14 1952 26 26 0il
15 1968 275 275 0il
16 1972 275 275 011 679
Buzzard Point 1(e) 1933 (28 (28) 0il
2 1938 30 30 0il
3 1940 48 S0 0il
4 1942 43 50 Qil
5 1943 48 50 0il
-] 1945 48 50 il
GT East 1968 124 160 0il
GT West 1968 128 160 0il 474
Chalk Point 1 1964 330 330 Cozl
2 1965 330 330 Coal
3 1975 602 602 0il
GT 1 1957 18 18 0il
GT 2 1974 30 35 Cil 1,310
Conemaugh (@) 1 1970 83 33 Coal
2 1971 82 82 Coal
IC A-D 1970 1 1 0il 166
Dickerson 1 1959 182 182 Coal
2 1960 183 183 Coal
3 1962 182 132 Coal ’
Gr 1 1967 13 13 0il 560
MoTgantown 1 1970 356 556 Coal
P 1971 556 556 Coal
Gt 1 1970 16 20 0il
Gr 2 1971 16 20 0il
6T 3 1972 34 65 Cil
Gr ¢ 1972 54 65 oil
GT 5 1972 54 65 0il
Gr 6 1972 54 65 0il 1,360
Potomac River 1 1949 36 37 Coal
2 1950 66 67 Coal
3 1954 102 102 Coal
4 1956 102 102 Coal
5 1957 102 102 Coal 458
Additions and {Renewals]),
1978-1987 .
Potomac River 3 1978 (1.3} (1.3 Coal
4 1978 (1.3} (1.3) Coal
5 1978 1.4) (1.4} Coal
1-2 1979 (3.0} (3.0) Coal
Dickerson 1-2 1979 {10} (10 Coal
Chalk Point 1-2 1982 (8) (8) Coal
4 1982 - 600 600 il
Benning 10-14 1982 (129) (129) 0il
Buzzard 1-6 1982 (222) (222) il
Dickersan @) 3 1985 400 400 Coal
Long Range Additions, 600 Uniqown
1988-1997 500 Hydro/PS
Total Existing System 5,007 5,142
Total Net Additionms to 1987 624 516
Total Plamned System to 1987 5,831 5,758
Total Long Range Additions
1988-1997 1,100

(a) Stations with joint ownership

(b) Berming Neo. 11 turbo-generator can only function as a replacement for No. 10

and No. 12 turbo-generators but cannot ogperate concurrently with them

(c) Buzzard No. 1 is "mothballed" and may be reactivated at a later date.

effective capability is currently considered to be 0.
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