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FOREWORD

The 20th Century's nuclear genie has emerged at a time when
Earth's environment and resources have become more precious as
their depletions accelerate. Geologists monitor our mineral
resources and ponder figures of "proven," "probable" and
®speculative' reserves. Intellectuals identify prospects of
severe limitations of growth and explore alternatives to the way
of life as we know it.

Pennsylvania Power & Light Company recognizes the immensity of
decisions which can mean the difference between future enerqgy
supplies or enerqgy shortages. As the role of electricity becomes
more critical in servicing human needs, we, as energy providers,
must continue to be forward thinking and ever aware of social and
environmental considerations which must mesh with plans for
enerqy supplies. In short, we have become, by necessity, more
apt planners weighing carefully our options and impacts on
spaceship Earth.

The 19th Century words of Nietzsche have as much meaning today
for corporate and social decisions as for individual actions.
“Man shapes his own future, and that, as well by what he does as
by what he fails to do."

This Environmental Report for our Susquehanna Steam Electric
Station records the steps we are takan 50 that we will not fail
to serve future generations.

Robert K. Campbell, President
Pennsylvania Power & Liqht Company
April, 1978
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G . CHAPTER 1

PURPOSE OF THE FACILITY AND ASSOCIATED TRANSMISSION

1.0__INTRODUCTION

In January of 1978 the Pennsylvania Power & Light Company
{Applicant) finalized an agreement with Allegheny Electric
Cooperative, Inc. (Cooperative) for the sale of a 10% undivided
interest in the two-unit (1050 MW/unit) Susquehanna Steanm
Electric Station (Susquehanna SES) according to the schedule

below:
Bercent uy ”‘
Applicant 90 1890
Cooperative a0 ~-210
Total 100% 2100

Under the terms of the aqreement, the two parties are owners as
tenants in common. The Applicant, however, has the sole
responsibility for planning, licensing, design, construction,
testing, operation and maintenance of the Susquehanna SES.

‘Ip The current in-service schedules for the Susquehanna units are
February 1981 for Susquehanna Unit 1, and May 1982 for Unit 2.

1.1 SYSTEM DEMAND AND RELIABILITY — APPLICANT

The requirements for adding capacity are based on the anticipated
loads for the system. Table 1.1-1, 1972 Projection of
Applicant's Loads Capacity-Reserves, shows loads, capacities and
reserves for 1972-1983 as contemplated on the Applicant's system
at the time the Environmental Report -~ Construction Permit Phase,
was submitted.. . For the 10 years prior to 1972, Applicant's rate
of winter peak load growth had been in excess of 9% per year.
Indications were that customer loads would grow at about 7% per
year through the early 1980's. Based on this load growth the
additional capacity of the Susquehanna SES units was anticipated
to be needed beginning in 1979. The bottom of Table l.l-1 shovs
generating capacity reserves that were anticipated on the
Applicant's system both with and without Susquehanna SES. Also
shown is the calculated reserve estimate for each year (1972-
1983) as a percent of the expected annual peak load. Generating
capacity reserves were projected to be only 1l4% in 1979 and 2% in
1981 if the Susquehanna SES were not yet in service.
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Table 1.1-2, Applicant's Load-Capacity—-Reserve Summary, 1971-1977 °
{(Actual) , shows actual loads and capacities for the Applicant's .
system in the 1971 through 1977 period (Ref. 1.1-1). °

Since the Susquehanna SES units were conmitted, conditions have
changed substantially. The o0il embargo, the economic recession
during 1974 and 1975, energy conservation efforts and other
factors have had a significant effect on the Applicant's
projections of load growth. This is evidenced by the Applicant's
most recent official load projections which show a load growth
band with growth rates that are substantially lower than the 7%
rate estimated in 1972, and by current indications that upcoming
load prosjections will show a load growth band that is even
further reduced. As a result of these developments, the
Applicant's installed capacity reserves (with Susquehanna SES)
are expected to be substantially above the levels projected when
the units were committed.

The Applicant's most recent load projections include four

separate but related estimates. These are identified as (1) High

Level, (2) Mid-Range, (3) Low Level and (4) Very Low Level. The

growth rate indicated in these projections (1977-1985) is 6.u4%,

5.3%, 3.8% and 2.8% respectively. (This forecast band reflects

the effect of a range of variations in basic load influencing

factors as discussed in Subsection 1.1.1). Tables 1.1-3 through

1.1-6, 1977 Proijection of Applicant's Load/Capacity/Reserves

(1978-1985), show the Applicant's future reserve position based .

Applicant's projected reserves assuming oil fired and hydro
capacity is unavailable. Consideration of these possibilities is
appropriate because of the highly uncertain nature (and
relatively high cost) of the fuel supply for the Applicant's oil
fired capacity, and because of the potential that license
renewals will not be granted for the Applicant's hydro
generation. An analysis of this kind helps establish a broad
perspective for assessing the adequacy and econonmic
practicability of the Applicant's reserve capacity.

Currently the Applicant is planning the addition of electrical
facilities based on the Mid-Range projection. As previously
noted, however, there are indications that the Applicant's
upcoming load projections may be reduced from presently indicated
levels. :

While a reduction in load growth projections will affect the
timing of many of the Applicant's electrical facilities, it will
not change the Applicant's commitment for installing Susquehanna
SES as planned. The advisability of such action was re-affirmed
in a study conducted by the Applicant as late‘as January, 1978.
This study, "An Evaluation of the Cost of Service Impact of a
Delay in the In-Service Dates of Susquehanna SES" (included as
Appendix A), indicated that i£ the Applicant's load growth were

1. 1-2
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at the Mid-Range level, and if Susquehanna SES were delayed one
year, -the Applicant's cost_of service (all costs including
capital related station costs, fuel, operating and maintenance
charqes, and net interchange costs) would increase by about $50
million through 1985 and by more than $900 million over a 35 year '
station life ($159 million - 1980 present worth). If load growth
were as low as the Very Low load projection, and if the station
were delayed one yvear, then the cost of service was found to
increase by about $15 million througqgh 1985 and by more than $350
million over a 35 year station life ($130 million - 1980 present
worth).

In both of the cases described above, the projected operating
cost savings that result with the Susquehanna SES in service as
planned, offset to a considerable extent, the carrying charge
{(capital related cost) savings that accrue in the delay case
during the time of the delay. Furthermore, after the delay
period, annual carrying charges with the units installed as
planned are expected to be considerably less than such charges
would be if the units wvwere delavyed. (This occurs because the
investment costs of the delayed units reflect substantially
increased costs resulting from factors such as an accumulation of
allowance for funds used during construction, escalation and A
bottling-up and restart costs). On the basis of these combined
effects, it is proijected that savings with Susquehanna SES
installed as planned will very quickly offset (1985 or earlier)
the temporary carrying charge savings associated with the delay
cases, and, as previously noted, provide a substantial econonic
benefit over the life of the station. :

In addition to the cases noted above, a variety of other delay
scenarios were examined (Appendix A provides details). The
results of these studies all indicated that the Applicant's cost
of service would increase substantially if the Susquehanna units
were delayed. Thus, it was evident in early 1978, that in spite
of future load uncertainties, a failure to proceed as planned
with the Susquehanna SES project would not be in the best
interest of the Applicant!s customers.

The economic benefits of proceeding with Susquehanna SES
operation as planned have been outlined (and are detailed in
Appendix A). The nature of these benefits is further illustrated
by a consideration of-other relevant capital and operating cost
‘information as described in the discussion that follows.

First, if Susquehanna SES were delayed one year, for example, it
is estimated that it's in-service cost would increase by nearly’
$200 million. As the capital cost of the station increases,
there will be a corresponding cost increase for the Applicant's
customers. For example, assuming a levelized annual carrying
charge of 15% to recover station investment, a $200 million
increase in the cost of Susquehanna SES results in an incremental

10 1-3
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cost-of-service requirement to Applicant's customers of $27
million/year over the station life, based on the Applicant's 90%
ownership of the station.

Second, since the Susquehanna SES will be the Applicant'!s least
expensive base load station to operate, operating costs (fuel,
operating and maintenance costs and net interchange energy costs,
but excluding capital related station costs) -are reduced as a
result of its generation of enerqy. If, for example, operating
cost differences between the Susquehanna SES and the average cost
of the Applicant's coal units are at 7-8 mills/KWH .(as now
projected), and if the Susquehanna SES replaces energy from these
units, operating savings of about $40 million/year could be
realized for each Susquehanna SES unit, assuming station
operation at a 70% capacity factor. Savings are projected to be
$35 million/year for each unit at a 60% capacity factor, and
about $45 million/year at an 80% capacity factor. It is the goal
of the Applicant to achieve an 80% station capacity factor.

To verify this potential for operating savings, a more detailed
analysis recognizing Applicant'!s participation in the
Pennsylvania—New Jersey-Maryland Interconnection (PJM) was made
{the Applicant's relationship with PJM is described in Subsection
1.1.2). This analysis compared (1) Applicant's operating costs
with Susquehanna Unit #1 as scheduled versus costs assuming a one
year delay of the unit, and (2) Applicant's operating costs in
1983 with Susguehanna Units 1 & 2 as planned versus costs without
Susquehanna SES in service by that time. Extremely conservative
conditions were assumed, i.e., that load/energy requirements for
the Applicant and for PJM would be at 1977 levels {no future load
gqrowth) and that currently planned PJM capacity would be
installed as scheduled. Using these assumptions, and other
relevant load and capacity data in conjunction with the
Applicant's Long—-Range Production Cost Model, cost differences
were determined. On the basis of this analysis (assuming a
station capacity factor of 70%), it is estimated that the
Applicant's operating costs increase by about $55 million with a
one yvear delay of Unit #1 (from February 1981 to February 1982)
and by about $120 million in 1983 if both Susquehanna SES units
are not in service. If the Susquehanna SES capacity factor were
60%, these costs differences are projected to be about $45
million and $100 million, respectively. At an 80% capacity
factor these values are estimated to be $65 milliom and $ 135
million. .

If less conservative conditions are assumed, i.e., PJ4 loads 'grow
as proijected and if the Applicant's loads grow at the rate
indicated by the Mid—Range projection, then Applicant's systen
operating costs are estimated to increase by about $90 million if
Susquehanna Unit #1 were delayed one year, and by about $250
million in 1983 (without Susquehanna Units.l and 2), assuming the
Susquehanna SES units operate at a 70% capacity factor. At a 60%

1. 1-4
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capacity factor for Susquehanna SES these cost differences are
estimated to be $75 million, and $215 million, respectively. The
cost differences at an 80% capacity factor are estimated to be
$105 million and $285 million.

In addition to the significant mometary savings that are
indicated for getting Susquehanna SES in service as scheduled,
operation of the station provides a substantial contribution to
the overall national interest by reducing the need for consuming
large amounts of oil. PFor example, it is estimated that in the
early 1980's the Susquehanna SES (operated at a 70% capacity
factor) will reduce o0il consumption on PJM by 10-15 million
barrels per vear.

It should be noted that in addition to these benefits, operation
of the Susquehanna SES as planned reduces the potential impact of
several possibilities that could adversely affect the Applicant's
load/capacity/reserve situation in the early 1980t's.

First, there is the possibility that the future supply of oil for
the Applicantt's (and PJIM's) units will be limited. This can be
particularly significant since, prior to the installation of the
Susquehanna SES, approximately one-third of the Applicant's
capacity is oil-fired. Also more than 40% of. PdM's capacity is
expected to be oil-fired in 1981. If operation of such capacity
is limited, other available capacity for the Applicant and for
PJM could be inadequate to supply customer peak loads. 1In
addition to this possibility there is also the potential for coal
supply problems, as the recent coal miners' strike has painfully
demonstrated. Coal fired generation will comprise more than 60%
of the Applicant's capacity prior to the installation of the 7
Susquehanna SES, and PJM's capacity is expected to be about one-
third coal fired in 198l1. Recognizing these gonditions, it is
apparent that the addition of nuclear capacity in a system such
as the Applicant's (consisting almost entirely of coal and oil
generaticn) represents a prudent step toward a balanced and
diversified systen.

In addition to the preceding, it should also be noted that
because of licensing unertainties there is a potential that the
Applicant could lose up to 222 MW of existing hydro capacity in
the near term future.

%¥hile the likelihood of the possibilities that have been noted is
difficult to assess, there is the potential that the Applicant's
reserves in the early 1980's could, in some cases, be inadequate
to meet customer load requirements. Installation of the
Susquehanna SES as planned provides a margin of safety that
reduces the potential impact of such exposures.

On the basis of the preceding, it is the Applicant's view that
operation of the Susquehanna SES as planned is in the best

1.1-5
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interest of the Applicant, it's customers and PJM. Such
operation provides substantial operatinq cost savings,
eliminates increased station 1n—serv1ce costs that would result
if station operation were deferred, conserves substantial
quantities of o0il, and in addition, provides a supplemental
margin of service reliability for unforeseen contingencies.

Conservation

Historical Conservation Activities

In January, 1972, the Applicant announced a new corporate policy
committing it to an active program ‘for conservation of . energy
resources and rejecting the previous concept of supporting
growth. This determination resulted from a concern over our
Nation's dwindling enerqgy reserves as well as concerns in the
financial, environmental and consumer areas.

The o0il embargo of 1973-1974 confirmed the validity of the
Applicant's decision and resulted in the adoption of widespread
conservation programs throughout the industry.

In Auqust 1974, another corporate statement by the Applicant
entitled "New Approaches for New Conditions" emphasized the
earlier commitment to conservation, and, in particular,
established a load growth reduction goal of 1,000 MW by 1985 from
conservation efforts, with an additional 1,000 MW from pricing,
economics and other effects.

Implementing the various programs required to ‘support these new
corporate objectives, involved a significant departure from
previous promotionally-oriented efforts. This new approach
required identifying significant areas of impact for conservation
efforts, developing various program materials and activities,
training and motivation of personnel, enlisting the aid of
industry allies and most important-communicating these concerns
to consumers and securing their cooperation and support.

Conservation Programs_and Results

As a winter-peaking utility, the Applicant experiences its peak
load on one of the colder days in January or February. A major
contribution to this peak load is the electrically-heated homnes
and ;businesses on the system. Although there is no promotion of
such loads by the Applicant, a sigqnificant number of new
electrically-heated structures are being connected each year. 1In
the residential market, approximately 53% of the new dwelling
units are electrically heated. Hence, electric heating
represents a substantial portion of continuing load growth.
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Residential - It was apparent that the most immediate
contribution toward the Applicant'!s goals could be made by
improving the thermal qualities of new homes and through more
careful sizing and use by customers of the heating systems being
installed. Hence, the new homes market became the focus of
initial conservation efforts. A recent analysis made by the
Applicant of the economic feasibility of higher insulation levels
clearly indicates the benefits of such insulation levels in new
homes. In addition, the electric water heater was identified as
a significant item on which to direct conservation efforts.

Extensive programs were initiated with builders and prospective
home owners to effect load and energy savings. In addition, a :
broad consumer education and information program was conducted to
encourage implementation of energy conservation measures in all
areas, not only space heating and water heating, but also air
conditioning, appliance selection and general usage.

An Enerqy Efficiency Home Avard Program was instituted to
encourage builders to construct homes to meet our thermal
standards. The results which might be obtained from such
improvements were demonstrated by the Applicant's Energy
Conserving Research Home at Schnecksville, Pennsylvania. This
house, using improved thermal construction and a heat punmp,
demonstrated that enerqy savings of 40% or more can be effected.
Also tested in this home was the use of solar heating to
supplement the heat storage supplying the heat pump. Results of .
this test showed that for this latitude, solar space heating is
not presently cost effective.

More recently, five Bicentennial Homes have been conpleted
throughout the service area. These houses incorporate the
latest developments in insulation and efficient energy use and
were opened to the public in order to demonstrate immediately °
viable energy conservation measures such as insulation sheathing,
heat pumps and the use of solar supplementary water heating
combined with heat storage. In the case of solar water heating
this application may prove to be cost-effective in the near
future.

Industrial & Commercial Progqrams

For the last five years an extensive load and energy management
effort has also been conducted with industrial and commercial
customers. The Applicant has worked with such customers to
.orqganize energy management teams which have now been established
within approximately 1,080 customer operations. These teams are
making enerqy surveys of their respective operations and are
developing on-qoinqg plans for reducing loads and enerqgy usage.
In addition, a broad informational and assistance program has
been conducted for this entire group of customers, involving
meetings, seminars, distribution of a variety of conservation
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materials and consulting services. Outstanding customer efforts -
have been recoqnized through the Applicant's Energy Management ‘
Awvard Program. These Avards are presented to customers who have

made significant energy conservation changes or investments in

their businesses or operations in cooperation with the

Applicant!'s enerqgy management program resulting in significant

documented demand and energy savings.

A number of major conferences and workshops were held to inform
and guide influential decision-makers in making appropriate
enerqy decisions on new facilities and to institute effective
enerqy management programs in their businesses. These meetings
involved industry executives, architects and engineers, education
administrators and municipal officials.

The Applicant has developed an Energy Management Training Course
which was presented in 1977 to approximately 135 representatives
of Industrial & Commercial customers and will be presented to
approximately 150 more in 1978. Assistance was also given to
several gqgovernment agencies in developing energy management
prograns for their facilities and also in revising various codes
and requlations, such as the School Plant Guide, to make them
more enerqy~-effective.

Table 1.1-7, Estimated Energy Management Savinqs—Applicani, shovws
a summary of estimated load and energy savings resulting from the
Aprlicantt*s conservation programs and related customer efforts.

o

It is the view of the Applicant that the effectiveness of such
efforts has resulted in large part from the fact that recent
enerqy price increases have provided new dimensions for investing
in enerqgy saving devices and approaches.

T e e e it e e e St e 5.

An extensive enerqy/demand management effort has been conducted
for Applicant's own facilities. Energy management teams have
been established at all major service centers and generating
plants. Surveys have been conducted of all of these facilities
to identify Opportunities for demand and energy reductions.
Those measures which could be done readily have been initiated.
Others requiring major changes or investment are being scheduled
in accordance with availability of funds, timing with other
changes, and the magnitude of savings involved:

Savings from the efforts noted above are estimated to have been
about 30,000 MWH (since 1974) for the Applicant'!s General Office
buildings and Division service centers. Enerqy savings for these
facilities in 1977 are estimated to have been more than 9,000
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MWH, or an approximate 17% reduction in energy use. Peak demand
in 1977 is estimated to have been reduced by about 7,500 KW, or
approximately 30%, as a result of conservation efforts.

Enerqy savings at generating stations have also been realized,
however, measurement of these savings is difficult because of
normal variations in station use over time. It is estimated,
however, that annwual energy savings -of about 1,800 MWH result
from Applicant's conservation efforts at its power plants.

Enerqy Conservation Plans for the Future

In attempting to determine appropriate future energy/demand
management strategies the Applicant has created a Corporate
Enerqgy Planning Council to evaluate altermnatives and recommend
long term action plans. This qroup consists of a cross—-section
of management representatives from all disciplines. .

The following summary outlines the Applicant's planned
conservation program including activities for energy and demand
management (Ref. 1.1-2). Many of the’programs noted are.already
underway while others are in the developmental stage,eand in sonme
cases, must be accepted by regqulatory authorities (i.e.
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission) or enabled by appropriate
legislation. Encompassed in the Applicant's program are the
following strategies:

1. Strengthen efforts to attain conservation goals through
voluntary measures. :

2. Adopt mandatory tariff rules to enforce conmpliance.

3. Introduce experimental time-of-day and residential
demand rates and other pricing policies.

4. Continue to evaluate demand management techniques
invelving direct and indirect utility control of
customqr loads.

To beqin implementation of portions of this program, the
Applicant has stepped up its efforts to encourage voluntary
acceptance of conservation goals by:

1. Recommending to builders and developers to further
increase insulation in new construction.

2. Conducting home enerqy audits for existing hones,
providing assistance to customers in obtaining qualified
installers and in securing loan assistance as required.
The Applicant!s present Home Survey Program is being
focused upon dwellings with central electric heat
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systems as representing the greatest potential load
savings.

3. . Recommending low—-wattage water heaters.
4. Encouraqging exterior insulation of water heaters.

5. Increasing enerqy conservation awareness in
commercial/industrial applications.

6. Reinforcing existing conservation efforts, i.e., Energy
Management teanms, etc.

7. Encouraging use of more efficient applicances.

8. In addition to the above programs developed by the
.Applicant, identification and support will be provided
as a member of the utility industry program National
Energy Watch (NEW) developed by Edison Electric
Institute. Essentially this program identifies closely
with Applicant's own programs.
To better assure the success of its conservation goals, 'the
Applicant filed several new tariff provisions on April 6, 1978.
One provision requires (subject to regqgulatory approval) that
after April 1, 1979 new residential, commercial, or industrial
buildings must meet or exceed insulation standards specified by
the Applicant before electric service will be connected. The new
standards require, for example, that insulation in all new single
homes be installed to meet or exceed the following thermal
resistance levels: ’

MINIMUM LEVELS

Ceiling N R 30
Walls R 16
Floor R 19
Storm Windows or Required

Double Glazing

Insulated Door : R U
These required minimum levels are similar to those recently
released by the National Association of Home Builders and the
Farmers' Home Administration.
For commercial and industrial buildings, the tariff requires that

new structures be. insulated to ASHRAE 90-75 standards -- the
standards developed by the American Society of Heating,
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Refrigerating, and Air Conditioning Engineers and the criteria
reconnended by code-making groups for adoption by municipalities
in their building codes.

In order to develop data with respect to not only the load growth
reduction potential in a variety of new rate designs, but also to
test their impact on the consumer’, the Applicant has included
experimental rate and pricing proposals with its filing. These
include provisions to encourage off-peak storage systems-for both
domestic hot water use and space heating purposes through
residential demand schedules and time-of-day rates. Information
gathered from these experiments will be used in developing future
strateqies to use pricing as an economic incentive (or
disincentive) to accomplish conservation and energy management
goals. The tariff filing also include a prohibition of master
metering, recoqnizing the potential wastefulness of this method.
.Also, the tariff filing clarifies that there will be no
restrictions upon electric heating customers using renewable
enerqy sources such as wind or solar as supplemental energy.

Plans are included to continue research efforts in developing
meaningful data reqarding solar enerqgy and windmill eaergy
assisted systems, as well as a variety of off-peak storage
confiqurations. It is anticipated that appropriate incentives
will be required to obtain successful response to off-peak
storage ideas. The following Applicant and independent research
projects and experiments are planned or under way:

1. Appliance interlock with water heaters.

2. Residential curtailable load.

3. Supplemental enerqy sgoraqe.system.

4, Solar supplemental water heating.

5. Constant enerqy hydronic space heating.

6. Wind and solar energy applications.

7. Industrial Cogeneration.
The impact of certain of the previously described programs is at
the present time somewhat unclear. It is the Applicant's intent
to continue to update these programs, where appropriate, as mnore
and better data becomes available, and thereby increase the
potential for overall program effectiveness.

Effects of Prices on Consumption of Electrical Enerdy

The future growth rate of electrical enerqy consumption depends
not only on changes in the price of electricity but alsc on
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changes in real consumer income, and changes in the price/supply
of competing fuels, particularly oil and natural gas. The -
analyses of these relationships has always been a complex task,
however, in recent years it has become almost futile to attempt
to make such evaluations. This has resulted because responses by
government that impinge on the market have made discernment of
underlying trends and patterns very difficult, and similarly make
the value of future projections seriously constrained. Factors
such as the governments call for patriotic conservation,
legislated performance standards for equipment and buildings,
price requlation and supply requlation all make current
elasticity studies of limited value. When a better understanding
of the impact of these basic influences is achieved, and when the
national energy policy is clarified, then more realistic studies
of elasticity relationships may be possible.

Recognizing these serious shortcomings, various groups have
attempted, nevertheless, to evaluate the price elasticity of
electrical demand. These evaluations (Ref. 1.1-3) have indicated
a long run price elasticity of demand generally in the range of
-1 to -2, i.e., if electricity price increases 1% then
electricity usaqge will decrease in the range of 1% to 2%. It is
the Applicant's view that these values provide an indication of
possible future price/demand relationships, but that external
forces and controls could seriously alter their applicability.

The Applicant's System

The Applicant is the second largest electric company in the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania with an electric service area
covering approximately 10,000 square miles in central eastern
Pennsylvania and a population of 2.3 million (about 20% of the
Commonvwealth's population). .This gystem covers 22% of the
Commonwealth area, which is larger than the land area of New
Jersey and Delaware combined. The Applicant derives about 99% of
its operating revenues from supplying electric service; the
remainder comes from supplying steam heat service in the City of
Harrisburg.

During 1977, about 41% of electric operating revenue from enerqgy
sales was derived from residential customers; 29% from industrial
customers; 27% from commercial customers; and 3% from others.
Typical classes of industrial customers, from the standpoint of
total electric operating sales revenues, were: 1) textile mill
products and apparel, 2.2%, 2) metals products other than steel
manufacturing, 7.2% and 3) steel manufacturing, 4.2% (Ref. 1.1-
4). ' .

The generating capacity of the Applicant?s system, as of March
1978, totaled 6546 MW net winter capability. This is composed of
five steam electric plants, two hydroelectric plants, and a
numnber of combustion turbines and diesel generators. The total
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capacity of the Applicant's system includes a 12.34% share of the |
Keystone and an 11.39% share of the Conemaugh M¥ine Mouth |
Generating Plants, both located outside the Applicant's territory |
in western Pennsylvania and operated on behalf of the owners by

the Pennsylvania Electric Company. Also included is the capacity J
available under a long-term contract from the hydroelectric plant |
of the Safe Harbor Water Power Corporation, in which the , ]
Applicant has a 33 1/3% stock ownership. Table 1.1-8 Applicant's
Installed Capacity as of March 1978, is a list of the Applicant's
generating stations.

Section 401 of the Pennsylvania Public Utility Law (66 PS 1171), }
states that a utility shall furnish and maintain adequate,

efficient, safe and reasonable service and .facilities for the 1
accommodation, convenience and safety of its customers, employees ]
and the public. The section further provides that such service |
shall be reasonably continuous and without unreasonable 1
interruption or delay. To meet this responsibility, the 1
Applicant continuously monitors trends in residential, commercial

and industrial electric power demands on its system and develops

plans for the expansion of the generating capacity to meet

projected future demands.

The PJM Interconnection

The Applicant's bulk power system is operated as a part of the
PJM Interconnection, which consists of the following electric
utility systems (companies not indented are signatories to the
PJM Interconnection Agreement; those shown indented participate
under aqreements with the preceding signatory company): .

1. Public Service Electric and Gas Company

2. Philadelphia Electric Company

3. - Atlantic Electric Company

[}

4. Delmarva Power.% Light Company

5. Pennsylvania Power & Light Coapany

6. Luzerne Electric Div. - UGI Corporation

7. Baltimore Gas and Electric Company

8. dersev Central Power & Light Company

9. Metropolitan Edison Company

10. Pennsylvania Electric Company

11. Potomac Electric Power Company

1.1-13



SUSQUEHANNA SES-ER-OL

The Interconnection is one of the world's largest fully
integrated power pools and the eleven companies serve
approximately 21 million people in a 50,000 square mile territory
(Ref. 1.1=5).

The PJM Interconnection functions to provide an established
deqree of service reliability in a more economical manner and
with better utilization of resources than would be possible if
individual companies operated as isolated power systems. Power
pooling is advantageous because larger, more econhomical units can
be installed and operation of generating stations can be

scheduled more efficiently 'with member companies sharing the

resulting savings. Mutual support is provided during periods of
equipment outage and ncn—-coincident peak loads. An important
aspect of this coordinated operation is that deficiency of
capacity in any one company can be met by short-term purchases
from the others, to the extent that excess power is available.
Should PJM, as a whole, be deficient and unable to obtain
sufficient power from other areas, all PJM companies would share
in any voltage reduction, load curtailment or other measures
necessary to maintain service. ’

In 1977, nuclear capacity on the PJM represented only 14% of the”
Interconnection's total capacity. However, a number of
additional nuclear facilities are planned for the years to cone.
The pro-jected change in PJM net capacity between 1977 and 1981 is
4445 MW and 69% of this total (3060 MW) is expected to Le
nuclear. Even with these capacity additions, only 19% of PJN's
total capacity is expected to be nuclear by 1981 (Ref. 1.1-6).

1.1.1 _LoAD CHARACTERISTICS—APPLICANT

The Applicant is a winter peaking company while the PJM
Interconnection is a summher peaking power pool.
1

1.1.1.1 Applicant's loads

The past anpual peak load demands are shown in Table 1.1-9,
Applicant's Historical Peak Load and Energy Sales Data, (Ref.
l.1-1). Values are shown for the period 1966-1977. The growth
rate for enerqgy was 6.8% per year durinqg this period while the
growth rate of winter peak load was 7.1l%. This reflects the
increased saturation of electric heat installations during this
period. Summer peak loads increased 5.9% per year. .

Applicant's projections of future system loads include four

separate, but related estimates. These are identified as (1)
High Level, (2) ¥id-Range, (3) Low level and. (4) Very Low level.

1.1-174




SUSQUEHANNA SES-ER-OL

This forecast band reflects the effect of a range of variations
in kasic load influencing factors such as economic conditions and
relative fuel prices. Proijecticns of this kind are appropriate
because of the uncertainties surrounding future econonric
conditions and energy-supply relationships. Peak demands and kwh
sales (1977-1985) for these projections are shown in Table 1l.1l-
10, 1977 Projection of Applicant's Sales and Peak Loads.

PJM Loads

Past and future peak loads and enerqy requirements are shown in
Tables 1.71-11 and 1.1-12, PJM Historical and Forecasted Peak Load
and Enerqy Data, respectively (Ref. 1.1-6 through 1.1-8). Peak
loads shown for PJM are for the sumner period.

Load Duration Curves

Annual load duration curves (1981 and 1982) for the four load
projections previously described appear in Figures 1.1-1 through
1.1-16, Applicant's Generation Mix — Percentage of Peak Load With
and Without Susquehanna SES. These curves provide an indication
of the relationship of Applicant's installed capacity {(amount and
type) to the projected 1981-1982 system energy and capacity
requirements. On these curves, loads and capacity are expressed
in terms of a decimal fraction of the system winter peak load.
The capacity shown is arranged based on relative operating costs,
with capacity having the lowest operating cost appearing nearest
the base line of the load duration curve. Also, the generation
capabilities indicated reflect total installed capacity ratings
and do not include provision for scheduled maintenance or forced
outages. Consideration of these factors would reduce the
capacity available for serving the indicated loads at various
times throughout the year.

Based on the curves described above (and the previous discussion
of operating costs in Section 1.1) it is the view of the
Applicant that the Susquehanna SES will provide a solid base of
low cost qeneration that will enable substantial operating
savings.

Fiqures 1.1-17 through 1.1-20, PJM Generation Mix in Percentage
of Peak Load, show Similar data for the PJM Interconnection for
1981 and 1982 based on the PJM Load and Capacity Forecast of June
1, 1977.
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1.1.1.2 Demand Projections—Applicant '

Details of the Applicant's most recent long-range projections of
Enerqy sales and peak loads are included in Appendix Bl1. As
previously noted, however, a substantial re-examination of these
projections is underway, and it is expected that load growth
rates somewvhat lower than indicated by these estimates will
result.

The information provided in Appendix Bl relates to the High, Mid-
Range (referred to as "Expected'" in the Appendix) and Low load
projections. The Very Low projection is not included in the
discussion of Appendix Bl since this estimate was not based on
the indicated methodology, but rather was developed to provide a
basis for internal studies of the effect of a possible
substantial moderation in load growth. The need for considering
such a projection is based on the relatively low load growth
experienced by PJM in recent years. The Applicant's next regular
long range load pro-jection is expected to include consideration
of such a scenario.

Section I of Appendix B1 contains a brief overall summary of the

three previously indicated projections, including highlights of

both the peak load and.energy estimates, as well as exogenous

forecasts and assumptions used as basic inputs to the forecasting ‘
process. .

Section II presents the fcrecast parameters in more detail. The
forecast methodology is discussed initially followed by reviews
of the major demographic, macroeconomic, pricing and energy
availability assumptions that were incorporated. ©Next the
forecasts for service area employment are analyzed and the roles
of conservation and major new loads in the forecast process are
explained.

Section III contains the energy forecast details of the major
residential, commercial and‘'industrial subgroups. Each is
analyzed in a discussion covering the forecasted energy levels
and implied growth. Factors and variables pertinent to the
forecasts are also reviewed. L

Selected forecast tabulations appear in Section IV.

Monthly bata

Monthly KWH data from October 1972 through December 1977 is shown

in Table 1.1-13, Applicant's Historical Monthly KWH Sales (Ref. B
1.1-9) . The Applicant's forecasts of monthly KWH data for the

period October 1972 through December 1978 is shown in Table 1l.1-

14, Applicant's Forecast Monthly KWH Sales. The Applicant does
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not make peak load forecasts on a monthly basis but only for the
sumnper and winter seasons.

Forecasting Methods

In Appendix B2, Applicant's Forecasting Methodology, KWH Sales
and Peak Loads, the Applicant's forecasting methods are

~ discussed. These methods, developed with the professional
support of Data Resources, Inc. (DRI) provide the structural
framework for the Applicant's most recent official load qrowth
projections. The Applicant, however, is continuing to refine and
develop its forecasting methods and it is expected that upcoming
load projections will be based on a somewhat different
methodology than described in Appendix B2.

Appendix C shows the Applicant's response {December 14, 1973)

pursuant to Nationwide Fuel Emergency, FPC Order No. 496,
November 23, 1973.

1.1.1.3 Power Exchanges—Applicant

Past and expected future net power exchanges at the time of the
annual peak are shown in Table 1.1-15, Porecasted Power Exchanges
Between the Applicant and PJMN. - Future projections assume that
all of the Appllcant's qeneratlnq capacity, less an allowance for
forced outages, are in service at the time of the peak. However,
the Applicantt!s capacity is dispatched on an Interconnection
basis. This means that the lowest cost units on the PJM
Interconnection are used to supply the Interconnection load as a
whole. Therefore it is possible that some of the Applicant's
units will not run at the time of the Applicant's peak because
lower cost generation could be avallable from other PJN
companies.

1.1.2 SYSTEM CAPACITY-APPLICANT

The generation needs of the Applicant are primarily dependent on
its projected load forecast, its capacity obligation as a part of
the PJM Interconnection, and on the overall economics of
maintaining a reserve level that will minimize total systenm
costs.

In order to share in the benefits of Interconnection operation,
certain obligations must be met by each of the members of the PJM
Interconnection. Basically, each member of the Interconnection
co-operates with the other members in the coordinated planning
and operation of the bulk power supply facilities of its systen
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so as to obtain the greatest practical degree of reliability and
economy available from the pooling of the respective electric
system facilities. Each member installs or otherwise arranges
for sufficient generating capacity to carry its allocated share
of the forecast capacity requirements of the Interconnection.
Currently, the designated PJM reserve requirement is 20% of the
forecasted peak load of the PJM Interconnected system which
occurs during the sumner.

During the early 1970's, and at the time the Susquehanna SES was
committed, the Applicant's share of the PJM installed reserve
requirement was estimated to be about 18% over its winter peak
load. Revised PJM arrangement (effective June 1974), however,
reduced the Applicant!s allocated share of the PJM installed
capacity obligation to about 5% over its winter peak. In
allocating the overall PJM cavpacity obligation to the member
companies, this new arrangement recoqnizes and gives credit to
the fact that the Applicant is a winter peaking company in a
summer peaking power pool. In addition, the new arrangement also
consider such factors as the relative forced and maintenance
outage characteristics of the ‘Applicant/PJM units, and the
relative ability of the Applicant to accommodate unit maintenance
recognizing the nature of it's system load shape.

While Applicant's PJM reserve obligation is currently about 5%
over its winter peak load, it should be noted that this reserve
level is based on reliability considerations only, and that such
reserve levels do not necessarlly produce minimum_system_costs.
Factors such as the existing fuel mix of generation and the
capital and operating costs of capacity to be added are, for
example, important elements in determining the appropriate
relationship between system reserves and system costs.. If new
capacity with relatively low operating costs (such as nuclear
capacity) can be used to replace substantially higher priced
enerqgy (such as that generated by oil fired capacity), then such
additions may be economically attractive from a total system cost
basis, even though short term reserves are higher than required
for reliability purposes.

Reserve capacity above that required for reliability may also be
desirable for a system with units that are relatively large in
relation to system size ({in 1982 with Susquehanna SES in service,.
more thanm 2/3 cf Applicant'!s total capacity of about 8,500 MW
will be provided by its seven largest units, each rated at 700 MW
or more). This reserve capacity (particularly in a system with a
relatively low reserve requirement such as may be possible for
power pool members) can enable low cost coverage for large unit
outages and help limit the necessity for relatively high priced
enerqy imports (if available) from others. 1In the Applicantt's
case, the cost of such imports depends in large part on PJM's
available capacity and fuel costs. Because a large portion of
PIM's capacity is oil fired, it is likely that in many cases, PJM
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enerqy sales to the Applicant (for the conditions described)
would be from relatively high operating cost o0il fired
generation.

The previously noted factors, i.e., the existing capacity mix,
the capital and operating costs of capacity to be added, the size
of units relative to system size, and PJM conditions (as well as
other factors such as load growth uncertainties and construction
cost escalation rates) all influence the relative desirability of
various Applicant reserve levels. Recoqgnizing these influences,
it is evident that any consideration of system reserve levels for
the Applicant must necessarily include a combined evaluation of
the economic impact of these factors in conjunction with the
previously described system reliability constraints.

The capacity requirements of the Interconnection that were noted
earlier were based on reliability principles and standards for
the Mid-Atlantic Area Council (MAAC). These standards state that
sufficient megawatt generating capacity shall be installed to
insure that in each year for the MAAC system the probability of
occurrence of load exceeding the available generating capacity
shall not be greater, on the average, than one day in ten years.
Among the factors considered in the calculation of the
probability are the characteristics of the loads, the probability
of error in load forecast, the scheduled maintenance regquirements
for gqenerating units, the forced outage rates of generating
units, limited enerqgy capacity, the effects of ccnnections to
other pools and network transfer capabilities within the MAAC
systems. Based on these factors PJ¥ has designated a reserve
objective of 20%. '

As previously indicated, Applicant's share of the PJM reserve
requirement currently is about 5% over its winter peak. There
is, hovever, the possibility that this reserve requirement could
increase toward the current PJM reserve requirement of 20%. If
PJM summer peaking conpanies tend toward winter peaking as more
electric heating loads are substituted for gas and oil, then the
Applicant's credit for peak load diversity will bke reduced and
its capacity obligation could approach the 20% requirenment of
PJM. In addition there are indications that future PJH
conditions may be such that higher PJM reserve levels {more than
20%) will be required to meet currently specified reliability
levels. If the PJM reserve reguirement increases as a result of
such conditions it is expected that an equivalent and direct
change in the Applicant's capacity obligation will occur.
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1.1.2.1 System Capabilities-Applicant

Table 1.1-16, System Capacity-Applicant and PJM, shows system
capabilities for the Applicant and PJM from 1972 through 1985.
Capacities from 1972 through 1977 are actual values and those
from 1978 through 1985 are proiecteq based on present plans.

Table 1.1-17, All Equipment on PJM System, lists all generating
units on the PJM Interconnection together with all prcjected
additions through 1985. Also shown are all sales and purchases,
retirements and reratings. Each generator is categorized by
type. Nuclear and most coal units are considered base capacity,
some coal and all oil fired units are considered intermediate,
and combustion turbines and pumped storage are peaking capacity.

Table 1.1-18, Applicant's Projected Unit Capacity Factors 1978-85
Periods, shows estimated capacity factors for each of the
Applicant's stations. Since all units on the Interconnection are
disvatched on an economic basis, it is expected that similar
types and sizes of units have similar capacity factors.

1.1.3 _Generating Unit Outages Scheduling Procedure-Applicant

In scheduling outages the basic considerations are to maintain a
high level of service reliability and to the extent possible,
minimize overall system costs. This generally means that all
outages would be scheduled durinq the spring and fall periods.
However, there are many ccnstraints that make compromises to this
policy necessary.

Por example, unit outages must be timed to levelize the work load
since only a limited amount of manpower is available for outage
related work. An attempt is made to schedule outages for outdoor
units closer to the summer season to avoid severe weather, and to
coordinate maintenance with major equipment modifications that
require unit outages. Schedules must also consider transmission
line loading limitations on the interconnection due to
construction work on lines or other abnormal conditions. Unit
outage schedules must also meet statutory requirements for boiler
insurance inspection intervals.

In general, not all these items can be met and some compromise is
necessary. The long range schedule is often offset by forced
outages which cause necessary short range changes. If a failure
occurs at a unit which is anticipated to result in an extended
outage, an attempt is made to perform the normal annual outage
work at that time.

1.1-20 -
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1.1-3-1.. _Minimum_System Reserve Reguirement—-Applicant

The Applicant plans to meet its capacity obligation as a member
of PJM, through installation of capacity and/or purchases of
capacity from others. The capacity obligations of each member of
PJM are determined from an allocation of the PJM reserve
requirement.

The PJM nminimum reserve requirement is determined by the PJM
Management Conmittee following their review of probabilistic
analyses of the capacity required to achieve a standard
reliability level' (a loss of load probability of one day in 10
vyears). Currently a PJM capacity obligation of 20% reserve over
the PJN annual summer peak has been designated.

The analyses consider (1) forced and scheduled outage rates, {(2)

daily peak loads and their potential variations and (3)
interconnections with neighboring pools.

1.1.4 EXTERNAL SUPPORTING STUDILES-APPLICANT

As discussed previously in Subsection 1.1.3, studies to assess
the adequacy and expected reliability of power supply are
performed on a total PJM Interconnection basis.

As a result of these studies the PJM Management Committee has
adopted a 20% reserve objective.

1.1.5 REFERENCES

1. 1-1 Pennsylvania Power & Light Company Profile Statlstlcal
Review.1966-1976.

1.1-2 A Study into the Design and Impact of an Energy and
Demand Management Program, July 1977.

1.1-3 The Demand for Electricity: A Survey, by L. D. Taylor
in Bell Journal of Economics, Vol. 6, No. 1, Spring
1975. -

1.1-4 Report of Operations, Pennsylvania Power & Light Co.,

December 1977.

1.1-5 Pennsylvania—New Jersey-Maryland Interconnection - 1976
(Booklet).
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Load/Capacity/Reserve Statistics - PJ¥ and Surrounding
Pools,;, August 1977. ‘

Load & Capacity Forecast, Pennsylvania-New Jersey-
Marvland Interconnection, June 1, 1977.

Yearly Reports on Interconnection Operation 1966 through
1976.

Pennsylvania Power & Light Company Electric Sales
Statistics Total Enerqy Sales.
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e 1.2 OTHER OBJECTIVES—APPLICANT

There are no objectives for this facility other than the
production of electricity.

1.2-1
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1.3 CONSEQUENCES OF DELAY—APPLICANT -

Some slippage and delay in the operation of the Susquehanna SES
has occurred since beqinning the project. PFurther delays fron
the current in-service schedules, however, are highly
undesirable.

Operating cost savings that result from operation of the station
as planned have been indicated in Section 1.1, System Demand and
Reliability. For example, if Susquehanna Unit 1 were delayed one
vear, Applicant's operating costs are projected to increase by an
‘amount in the range of $35 million to $105 million. In 1983,
operating costs without both Susquehanna units are projected to
increase in the range of $70 million to $285 million. Also as
detailed in Section 1.1 and Appendix A, delays from current in-
service schedules for the station are likely to add substantially
to the Applicant’s overall cost of service over the life of the
station. For example, if both of the Susquehanna units were
delayed one year, and if load growth were as low as the Very Low
load proijection, then the Applicant!s cost of service was
estimated to increase by about $850 million ($130'million - 1980
present worth) over an assumed 35 year station life.

In addition to the preceding, it has also been noted that station
operation will conserve oil, provide advantages of a diversified
capacity mix, and provide a supplemental margin of service
reliability for the Applicant's customers and for PJH. Table
1.3-1, Effect of Delay of Susquehanna SES on Applicant's System
Reserves, provides reserve information in terms of the previously
described load pro-jections.

On the basis of ' the considerations outlined above, it is the
Applicant's view that a delay in the operation of the Susquehanna
units is not in the best interest of the Applicant's customers,
and that there is a substantial incentive to operate the station
as currently scheduled.

1.3-1



1972 PROJECTION OF APPLICANT'S LOADS - CAPACITY-RESERVES

SUSQUEHANNA SES-ER-OL

TABLE 1.1-1

(1) Projections indicated in Environmental Re

(2) Combustion turbine and diesel
(3) Susquehanna Units
(4) ( ) signifies a negative number

Note: Applicant'é actual experienced peak load growth rate in the ten i
; year period prior to 1971 was as follows:
1961-66, 9.0%; 1962-67, 9.7%; 1963-68, 10%; 1964-69, 11.2%; 1965-70, 11.8%; 1966-71, 9.6%; and 1961-71, 9.3%.

#

port - Construction Permit Stage (7/72)

Year - 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1983
(actual)
Winter Peak-MWe 3294 3640 3870 4110 4410 4730 5100 5400 5700 6000 6400 7300
Capacity Changes: 7
Fossil -- 765 750 - 800 -- 800 - - -— - -
(2) _ .
C.T.&D.(3) - -— - - —_— - - - - - -
Nuclear - - - - - - - - 1120 - 1120 -—
Reratings ) - 26 %)=~ - - - - - - - - -
Retirements - (134)" /== - - - - - - - - -
Total Capacities
Fossil (2) 2733 3390 4140 4140 4940 4940 5740 5740 5740 5740 5740 5740
C.T.&D. 541 541 541 541 541 541 541 541 541 541 541 541
Hydro 146 146 146 146 146 146 146 146 146 T 146 146 146
Nuclear -= - - —-— - - - - 1120 1120 2240 2240
Firm Purxch., 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76
Total ~ Mie 3496 4153 4903 4903 5703 5703 6503 6503 7623 7623 8743 8743
Reserve Over Winter Peak:
With Susquehanna )
MWe Capacity - - - - - - - - - - 2343 1443
% of Load - - — - - - - -— - - 37 20
Without Susquehanna
ywe Capacity 202 513 1033 793 1293 973 1403 1103 803 503 103 (797)
% of Load 6 14 27 19 29 21 28 20 14 8 2 (11)
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TABLE 1.1-2

APPLICANTS LOAD - CAPACITY - RESERVE SUMMARY, 1971-1977 (ACTUAL)

Year
Winter Peak MWe

Capacity Changes:
Fossil
C.T.&D.
Nuclear
Reratings
Retirements

Total Capacities:
Fossil
C.T.&D.

Hydro
Nuclear
Firm Purchase

Total-MWe

Reserve Over Winter Peak:

‘MWe Capacity

% of Load

1. Corrected to allow for 5% voltage reduction.

1971

3294

2733
541
146

76

3496

202

1972 1973
3598 3662
720 750
26 45
(134) -
3345 4140
541 541
146 146
76 76
4108 4903
510 1241
14 34

1974

3772

4132
539
146

76

4893

1121
© 30

1975

4122

820

)

4956
539
146

76

5717

1595
39

1976

4514

4956
539
146

76

5717

1203
27

Actual recorded peak was 4425 MW.

(1)

1977

4431

5785
539
146

76

6546

2115
48
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TABLE 1,.1-3
1977 PROJECTION OF APPLICANTS LOADS-CAPACITY~RESERVES

Year

Winter Peak Mie

Capacity Changes
Fossil (0il)
Nuclear
Hydro.
Reratings

Total Capacities
Fessil (Coal)
Fossil (0il)
CT & sel
Hydro?§?
Nuclear
Firm Purchase (Hydro) (4)
‘Capacity (5)
Transactions

Total MWe

Reserve over winter peak:
With Susquehanna .
MWe Capacity
%Z of Load

Without Susquehanna
MWe Capacity
% of Load

With Susquehanna
But Without 0il &
Hydro Generation
MWe Capacity

% of Load

Without Susquehanna
0il & Hydro Generation
Mwe Capacity

% of Load

1978

4960

4145
1640
539
146
76

(41)

6505

1545
31

(856)
a7

(HIGH LOAD PROJECTION)

1979
5320

4145
1640
539
146
76
_(50)

6496

(1225)
(23)

Note: See Footnotes Following Table 1.1-6.

Rev. 1, 1/79

1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985
5670 6100 6480 6840 7200 7570
-~ oasM 945 . -- - (@
- - - - - 63
4145 4145 4145 4145 4145 4145
1640 1640 1640 1640 1640 1640
539 539 539 539 539 539
146 146 146 146 146 209
- 945 1890 1890 1890 1890
76 76 76 76 76 76
(110) (65) (31) (62) (93) (125)
6436 7426 8405 8374 8343 8374
- 1326 1925 1534 1143 804
- 22 30 22 16 11
766 326 (65) (436)° ° (807) (1126)
14 5 [6)) (6) (11) (15)
- (1075) (476) (867) (1258) (1660) )
- - (18) €)) (13) Qa7 (22)
(1635) (2075) (2466) (2837) (3208) (3590)
(29) (34) (38) (41) (45) 7
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TABLE 1.1-4
1977 PROJECTION OF APPLICANTS LOADS-CAPACITY-RESERVES

(MID-RANGE LOAD PROJECTION)

Year 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985
Winter Peak MWe 4820 5050 5310 5690 5990 6280 6560 6850
Capacity Changes

Fossil (0il) - - - - - - - —

Nuclear -- -- - 9451 945 - - 2

Hydro - - - -— - - - 63

Reratings - - - —_— - —_— - -
Total Capacities -

Fossil (Coal) 4145 4145 4145 4145 4145 4145 4145 4145

Fossil (0il) . 1640 1640 1640 1640 1640 1640 1640 1640

CT & Q%gsel 539 539 539 539 539 539 539 539

Hydro 146 146 146 146 146 146 146 209

Nuclear - - - 945 1890 1890 1890 1890

Firm Purchase (Hydro)(4) 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76

Capacity (5)

Transactions (41) (50) (110) (65) (31) (62) - (93) (125)
Total MWe 6505 6496 -6436 7426 8405 8374 8343 8374
Reserve over winter peak:

With Susquehanna

MWe Capacity - - - 1736 2415 2094 1783 1524

% of Load - - - 31 40 33 27 22

Without Susquehanna .

MWe Capacity 1685 1446 1126 736 425 124 (167) (406)

% of Load 35 29 21 13 7 2 (3) (6)

With Susquehanna

But Without 01l &

Hydro Generation

MWe Capacity - — - (665) 14 (307) (618) (940)

% of Load - - — (12) 1 (5) 9 (14)

Without Susquehanna,

011 & Hydro Generation

Mwe Capacity (716) (955) (1275) (1665) (1976) (2277) (2568) (2870)

Z of Load (1%) (19) (24) (29) (33) (36) (39) (42)

NOTE: See Footnotes Following Table 1.1-6

Rev. 1, 1/79
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TABLE 1.1-5
1977 PROJECTION OF APPLICANTS LOADS-CAPACITY-RESERVES

(LOW LOAD PROJECTION)

Year 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985
Winter Peak MWe ) 4650 4720 4910 5170 - 5390 5650 5920 6050
Capacity Changes

Fossil (01l) - - -— - - - - —_—

Nuclear - — - 945 945D - - &

Hydro - - - - - - - 63

Reratings - - - - —-— - - ——
Total Capacities

Fossil (Coal) 4145 4145 4145 4145 4145 4145 4145 4145

Fossil (0il) 1640 1640 1640 1640 1640 1640 1640 1640

CT & ?§?sel 539 539 539 539 539 539 539 539

Hydro 146 146 146 146 146 146 146 209

Nuclear - - - 945 1890 1890 1890 1890

Firm Purchase (Hydro)(4)- 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76

Capacity (5)

Transactions (41) (50) (110) _L65) (31) (62) (93) (125)
Total Mwe 6505 6496 6436 7426 8405 8374 8343 8374
Reserve over winter peak:

With Susquehanna )

MWe Capacity - - - 2256 3015 2724 2423 2324

% of Load - - - 44 56 48 41 38

Without Susquehanna

MWe Capacity - 1855 1776 1526 1256 1025 754 473 394

% of Load 40 38 31 24 19 13 8 7

With Susquehanna

But Without 0il &

Hydro Generation

MWe Capacity - - — (145) 614 323 22 (140)

% of Load - - - 3) 11 6 1 2

Without Susquehanna

0il & Hydro Generation

MWe Capacity (546) (625) (875) (1145) (1376) (1647) (1928) (2070) W

% of Load (12) @13) (18) (22) (26) (29) (33) (34) |

NOTE: See Footnotes Following Table 1.1-6.

Rev. 1, 1/79
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TABLE 1.1-6
1977 PROJECTION OF APPLICANTS LOADS-CAPACITY-RESERVES
- (VERY-LOW LOAD PROJECTION)

Year 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985

Winter Peak MWe 4530 4580 4720 4890 5050 5230 5420 5500

Capacity Changes ) ’
Fossil (0il) - - -

Nuclear - - - 945(1) 945(1) - L - (2
Hydro - - - - - - - + 63
Reratings - — - - — — - -—
Total Capacities .
Fossil (Coal) 4145 4145 4145 4145 4145 4145 4145 4145 -
Fossil (01l) 1640 1640 1640 1640 1640 1640 1640 1640
CT & ?5?3e1 539 539 539 539 539 539 539 539
Hydro 146 146 I 1 146 146 146 146 209
Nuclear - - - 945 1890 1890 1890 1890
Firm Purchase (Hydro)(4) 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76
Capacity (5)
Transactions (41) (50) (110) (65) (31) (62) . _(93) (125)
Total MWe 6505 6496 6436 7426 8405 8374 8343 8374

Reserve over winter peak:
With Susquehanna

.MWe Capacity - - - 2536 3355 3144 2923 2874
% of Load - - - 52 66 60 54 52
Without Susquehanna

MWe Capacity 1975 1916 1716 1536 1365 1174 973 944
% of Load 44 42 36 31 27 22 18 - 17

With Susquehanna :

But Without 0il & |
Hydro Generation ' |
MWe Capacity - - - 135 954 743 522 410

%Z of load - - - 3 19 14 10 7

Without Susquehanna,

0il & Hydro Generation

MWe Capacity (426) (485) (685) (865) (1036) (1227) (1428) (1520)
% of Load 9 (11) (15) (18) (21) (23) (26) (28)

NOTE: See Footnotes Following Table 1.1-6
Rev. 1, 1/79 .
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FOOTNQTES FOR_ TAELES 1.1-3 THRU 1l.1-6

Each 1050 MW”Susquehanna unit is owned (as tenants in comnmon)
by the Applicant (90%/945 nmw) and the Cooperative (10%/105
nw).

1985 in-service date is dependent upon FERC approval of Safe
Harbor Water Power License Application (submitted April 1977)
in 1980, the expiration date of the current license.

Applicants hydro plants are operating under iterim FERC
annual licenses pending final action on applications for
long—term licenses.

Pirm purchase with Safe Harbor Water Power Corporation for
one-third of the capacity of the Safe Harbor plant. As noted

in (2) above, the current Safe Harbor License expires in

1980.

The transactions indicated reflect the effect of capacity
arrangements with the Cooperative, and an estimate of the
effect of power supply arrangements with Luzerne Electric
Division (LU) of UGI Corporation. (Arrangements for the
Applicant's supply of power to LU are being finalized,
however, Applicant's official load projections have not yet
been revised to include these arrangements. For purposes of
this report a preliminary estimate of the effects of the LU
power supply agreement has been used, and such effects are
reflected herein as a reduction in the Applicant's capacity.)
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TABLE 1.1-7
ESTIMATED ENERGY MANAGEMENT SAVINGS - APPLICANT

Residential Ind. & Com. Annual Total
Date  xw(10%) xwm(10% ku(10%)  xum(10% KW(10%) Kt (10%)
1974 5.4 7.2 35.3 105.9 40.7 113.1
1975 27.7 37.0 . 76.3 146.6 104.0 183.6
1976 41.5  54.0 46.6 167.6 88.0 221.5
1977 44.3  57.6 56.7 75.0 101.0 132.6
TOTAL  118.9 155.8 214.9 495.1 333.7 650.8
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TABLE 1.1-8
APPLICANT'S INSTALLED CAPACITY AS OF MARCH 1978
NET HW
STATION NET CAPABILITY -- MW
SUMMER WINTER
Hydro
1. Holtwood HES(1l) . 102 102
2. Wallenpaupack HES(1) 44 44
3. Safe Harbor(2) _76 76
(Applicant's Share)
Total Hydro 222 222
Coal
4. Brunner Island 1429 1464
5. Montour - 1495 1515
6.  Sunbury 362 389
7. Martins Creek Units #/1 & #2 298 300
8. Holtwood . 72 73
9. Keystone (Applicant's Share) 207 210
10. Conemaugh (Applicant's Share) 194 194
Total Coal 4057 4145
0il
11. Martins Creek Units #3 & #4 1640 1640
12. Diesels 22 22
13. ‘Combustion Turbines 394 517
Total 0il 2056 2179
TOTAL INSTALLED CAPACITY - 6335 6546

(1) These plants are operating under interim FERC annual licenses
pending final action on Applications for long~term licenses.

(2) The FERC license for Safe Harbor expites in April 1980.
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TABLE 1.1-9

APPLICANT'S HISTORICAL PEAK LOAD AND ENERGY SALES DATA

Winter Peak1 Summer Peak Energy Sales
Year Load MW Load MW KWH _(10%)
1966 2085 1888 - 10,157
1967 2326 19842 10,967
1968 2514 2210 12,081
1969 28502 2430% 13,531
1970 32382 2540 14,683
1971 3294 2661 15,685
1972 3598 2952 17,013
1973 3662 3252 18,865
1974 3772 3128 18,963
1975 4122 3368 19,113
1976 45142 3385 20, 354
1977 4431 : 3545 20,926
Growth Rates 7.1% E 5.9% 6.8%
1966-1977
1. Winter peak values shown for 1967 to\1977 were reached early in

subsequent year. ;

Peaks are those which would have occurred if load. curtailment or
voltage reduction measures had not been in effect. Actual peaks,
some of which occurred at different times than the adjusted
peaks shown above: 1976 Winter - 4425; 1970 Winter - 3157; 1969
Summer - 2339; 1969 Winter - 2812; 1967 Summer - 1943,



Year

1977
1978
1979
1980

1981
1982
1983
1984
1985

1

¢
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TABLE 1

1-10

1977 PROJECTION OF APPLICANTS SALES AND PEAK LOADS

High Mid-Range “Low Very Low

Total Winter Summer, Total Winter Summer Total " Winter Summer  Total Winter Summer
Sales 6 Peak Load Peak Load Sales 6 Peak Load Peak Load Sales 6 Peak Load Peak Load Sales 6 Peak Load Peak Load
KWHx10 MW MW KWHx10 MW MW KWHx10 MW MW KWHx10 MW MW
21,475 4600 3720 21 082(1) 4520 3650 20,925 4480 3620 20,690 4420 3570
22,789 4960 3920 21, 763 4820 3810 21,353 4650 3680, 21,010 4530 3620
24,792 5320 4250 23, 535 5050 4030 21,983 . 4720 3760 21,480 4580 3680
26,387 5670 4500 24,697 5310 4210 22,840 4910 3890 22,120 4720 3780
28,469 6100 4800 26,535 5690 4470 24,131 5170 4070 23,080 4890 3920
30,123 6480 5050 27,857 5990 - 4670 25,051 5390 4200 23,780 5050 4030
31,723 6840 5310 29,111 6280 4870 26,188 5650 4380 24,630 5230 4170
33,264 7200 5540 30,314 6560 5050 27,357 5920 4560 25,500 5420 4310
34,917 7570 5810 31,588 6850 5260 27,909 6050 4650 25,910 5500 4380

Value indicated reflects latest pro;ect1on of 1978 KWH Sales and updates the value indicated in Appendix Bl of this
report, Applicant's Long Range Forecast of Energy Sales and Peak Loads.
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Year
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976

.1977

SUSQUEHANNA SES-ER-OL

TABLE 1.1~11

PJM HISTORICAL PEAK LOAD AND ENERGY DATA

Summer Peak
Load MW

17,852
19,100%
21,590
23,988"
24,816"
25,666
27,852
30,993
29,065
28,969
29,264

32,180

Energy 6

KwH (10°)

97,183
102,595
112,773
122,316
130, 504
136,208

145,158

155,362

151,274
151,439
159,679
163,363

-

1 Peaks are those that would have occurred if load curtailment and voltage
reduction measures had not been in effect.
occurred at different times than the adjusted peaks shown above:
1971-25,529; 1970-23,838; 1969-22,862; 1968-21,206; 1967-18,355.

-

Actual peaks some of which
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(] TABLE 1.1-12

PJM FORECASTED PEAK LOAD AND ENERGY DATA(1)

Summer Peak Enexrgy 6

Year Load MW KwH (10°)
1978 33,890 175,018
1979 35, 440 184,025
1980 37,060 193,047
1981 . 38,660 202,189
1982 40,270 211,288
1983 41,940 220,913
1984 : 43,650 230, 684

1985 45,400 240,612

(1) values indicated are based on PJM Interconnection
0 Load and Capacity Forecast of June 1, 1977.



Month
January
February
March
April
May

June
July
August
September
October
November

December

1972
xwH (106)
Actual

1373.3
1447.8

1604.8

TABLE 1.1-13

SUSQUEHANNA SES-ER-OL

APPLICANT'S HISTORICAL MONTHLY KWH SALES

1973
Kwi (106)
Actual
1729.4
1639.7
1649.0
1493.7
1426.2
1567.9
1565.8
1650.7
1639.4
1460.2
1478.7

1564.5

1974
kwH (106)
Actual

1726.5
1642.8
1649.7
1584.5
1417.7
1428.6
1474.0
1559.6
1611.7
1581.3
1547.1

1739.9

1975
xwe (106)
Actual

1815.7
1770.0
1772.9
1694.5
1478.8
1434.1
1421.0
1513.6
1511.0
1494.9
1492.0

1715.0

1976
xwi (106)
Actual

1959.0
1896.9
1766.9
1684.0
1552.5
1535.7
1529.3
1546.2
1564.2
1609.1
1762.6

1947.3

1977
XwH (100)
Actual
2178.8
2057.6
1856.9
1715.8
1592.8
1537.1
1537.5
1619.3
1628.1
1636.3
1652.8

1913.1






1972

kwH (106)
Month Forecast
January
February
March
April
May
June
July
August
September
October 1315.8
November 1330.7
December 1543.6

APPLICANT'S FORECAST MONTHLY KWH SALES(1)

SUSQUEHANNA SES-ER-OL

TABLE 1.1-14

1973

xwH (106)

Forecast
1706.1
1696.8
1676.4
1618.7
1496.6
1568.0
1577.2
1614.1
1622.7
1469.3
1523.4

1733.3

1974
KxwH (106)
Forecast
1903.9
1785.0
1768.8
1734.7
1581.7
1526.6
1537.8
1569.6
1589.7
1643.6
1692.3

1946.9

(1)All forecasts were made in prior year.

1975

xwi (106)

Forecast
1863.2
1734.8
1765.2
1703.9
1483.6
1618.0
1622.6
1719.3
1723.5
1600.4
1613.3

1878.2

1976

 kwH (106)

Forecast
1990.4
1854.4,
1862.6
1768.2
1586.1
1524.1
1520.9
1622.9
1649.1
1700.5
1714.4

1986.4

1977
xkwi (106)
Forecast
2108.3
1849.1
1953.7
1846.7
1585.6
1566.2
1583.8
1677.5
1669.3
1657.2
%677.0

1908.0

1978
xwH (106)
Forecast
2168.8
2086.7
2005.2
1853.1
1651.9
1593.7
1585.5
1681.1
1655.5
1620.8
1799.7

2061.2
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@ ) TABLE 1.1-15

- FORECASTED POWER EXCHANGES BETWEEN APPLICANT AND PJM

Net MW Power Sale (Purchase) at Peak
For Various Load Projections

Year High Mid-Range Low Very Low
1978 1101 1180 1221 1281
1979 732 872 1042 1162
1980 351 621 951 1091
1981 (71) 289 689 879
1982 338 748 1268 1548
1983 799 1289 - 1889 2229
1984 412 972 1602 2022
0 1985 25 " 665 1305 1805

" Actual power sales (purchases) at peaks since 1972 are as follows:

1972 - (241), 1973-- (958), 1974 - (381), 1975 - 256, 1976 - 1422, 1977 - (210)




Year
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977

1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984

1985

* Actual

(1) PIM capacity values for 1978-1985 period are based on
PJM Load and Capacity Forecast of June 1, 1977.

SUSQUEHANNA SES-ER-OL

TABLE 1.1-16

SYSTEM CAPACITY-APPLICANT AND PJM

Applicant's Summer

Capacity

MW

*4001
*4682
%4492
%4692
%5512
*6301
6294
6285
6275
7215
8194
8163
8132

8100

PIM Summer(1).
Capacity
MW
%*33864
%*35879
*37215
*40245
- %41636
*44362
45754
47269
47234
48807
50501
53198
54974

57434







~NAME.

BAYONNE #1
BAYCNNE #2

BERGEN #4 CT
BERGEN #4 CT
BURLINGTON #8
BURL INGTON #9 (T
BURLINGTON #10 CT
BURLINGTON #10 CT
BURLINGTON #11 CT
BURLINGTON #11 CT
HUDSCN #3

HUDSON #3

KEARNY #12

KEARNY w12

LINDEN #5 CT
LINDEN ¥6 CT
LINDEN #7 CT
LINDEN #8 CT
LINDEN #9

MERCER #3

MERCER #3
NATICNAL PARK #¥1
SEWAREN #6
SEWAREN ¥6
B8ARBADOES #5 C.T.
CHESTER #7
CHESTER #8
CHESTER #9
CROYDON #1-4 CT
CROYDON 41 = 42
CROYDON 31
CROYDON 32
DELAWARE #9
DELAWARE #10
DELAWARE #1l
DELAWARE #12
EDDYSTONE #10
EUDYSTONE #20
EODYSTONE #30
EDDYSTONE #40
FALLS #1

FALLS #2

FALLS #3

MOSER #1

MOSER #2

MOSER #3

PLYMTH MEET #9 CT
PLYMTH MEET #15 €T
RICHMOND #21,22 CT
RICHHOND #2122 CT
RICHMOND #31,32 CT
RICHMOND #31,32 CT
RICHMOND #41 CT
RICHMOND #41 CT

Table 1.1-17

SUSQUEHANNA SES-ER-OL

ALL_EQUIPHMENT ON_THE_PJM_SYSIEM WIIH_THE LISTING_ OF COMBUSTION.JURBINE =_OIL_FIREQ ..

DATE
-M0._YR.

-LOCATION.

BAYONNE, N.J.
BAYONNE, N.J.
RIDGEFIELDy NaoJ.
RIDGEFIELD, N.J.
BURL INGTON, N+Je
BURL INGTON, N.J.
BURL INGTON, NeJ.
BURLINGTON, N.J.
BURLINGTON, N.J.
BURLINGTON, N.J.
JERSEY CITY, N.Jd.
JERSEY CITY, N.J.
KEARNY, N.J.
KEARNY, N.J.
LINDEN, N.J.
LINDEN, N.J.
LINDEN, N.J.
LINDEN, N.J.

L INDEN, N.J.
HAMILTON TWP., N.J
HAMILTON TWP., N.J
NATIONAL PARK, N.J
SEWAREN, N.J,
SEWAREN, N.J.

W. NORRITON THP.,
CHESTER, PA.
CHESTER, PA.
CHESTER, PA.
CROYOON, PA.
CROYDON, PA.
CROYDON, PA.
CROYDCN, PA.
PHILADELPHIA, PA.
PHILADELPHIA, PA.
PHILADELPHIA, PA.
PHILADELPHIA, PA.
EDDYSTONE, PA.
EDDYSTONE, PA.
EODYSTONE PA.
EDDYSTONE, PA.
FALLS TOWNSHIP, PA
FALLS TONNSHIP, PA
FALLS TOWNSHIP, PA
LCWER POTTSGROVE,
LOWER POTTSGROVE,
LCHER POTTSGROVE,

PLYMOUTH TOWNSHIP, PA.
PLYMOUTH TOWNSHLIP, PA.

PHILADELPHIA, PA.
PHILADELPHIA, PA.
PHILADELPHEA, PA.
PHILADELPHIA, PA,

-PHILADELPHIA, PA.

PHILADELPHIA, PA.

PA.

PA.
PA.
PA.

6/

3/70

6/12/70
9/25/75
8/23/76 (INC. RATING)

6/

2/67

5/15/72
6/16/12

11/

6/
11/
127
1/

S/
11/
11/
11/
11/
1/

5/

1775 (INC. RATING)
5/72
1/75 (INC. RATING)
1767
1/76 (INC. RATING)
4/73
1775 {INC. RATING)
1776 (INC. RATING)
1776 {INC. RATING}
1776 (INC. RATINGI}
1776 (INC. RATING)
4/73

11/30/67

11/
6/

1/75 (INC. RATING)
4/69

11/17/65

1/

1776 (DEC. RATING)

¥ 7/21770-

2/

1769

5/20/69

37/

6/69

6/18/174
17247174

8/
8/

1/24/70

S/

6/74
8/74

7769

4/19/769

S/

2769

5/20/67
10711767

3/

7/70

6/21/770
5722770
6/10/70
6/28/70

6/

9/70

5729770
6/11/70
6/17/71

6/
.74
tL/
5/
1894
11/
11/

4/71
8/71
1775 (INC. RATING)
1/71
1775 (ENC. RATING)
4/71
1775 (OEC. PATING)

SUMMER
-DERa_CAR.

19,000
19,000
33,000
11,000
17,000
168,000
844000
1,000
168,000
5,000
123,000
1,000
188,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1+000
1,000
188,000
123,000
1,000
17,000
123,000
-61,000
18,000
16,000
16,000
16,000
216,000
108,000
54,000
54,000
18,000
16,000
16,000
16,4000
16,000
16,000
1847000
18,000
18,000
18,000
18,000
18,000
184000
18,000
35,000
35,000
70,000
2,000
70,000
2,000
24+000
-1,000

WINTER
-DER._CAB.

24,000
24,000
42,000
11,000
21,000
208,000
124,000
0

208,000

0
135,000
. 0
250,000

O0O0O0OO

250,000
140,000
0

* 21,000

135,000
-67,000
229000
21,000
21,000
21,000
272,000
136,000
68,000
68,000
23,000
21,000
21,000
21,000
21,000
21,000
23,000
23,000
23,000
23,000
23,000
23,000
23,000
23,000
45,000
45,000
90,000

0
90,000
0
32,000
0







-NABE_

RICHHMOND #42 CT
RICHMOND #42 CT
RICHMOND ##3 CT
RICHMOND #43 CT.
RICHMOND #44 CT
RICHMOND #44 CT

RICHMOND #51,52 CT

RICHMOND 51,52 CT
RICHMOND #61 CT
RICHMOND #61 CT
RICHMOND K62 CT
RICHMOND #62 CT
RICHMOND #71 CT
RICHMOND #71 CT
RICHMOND #72 CT
RICHMOND #72 CT
RICHMOND #73 CT
RICHMOND #74 CT
RICHMOND 81 CT
RICHMOND' 481 CT
RICHMOND 91 CT
RICHMOND #91 CT
RICHMOND 92 CT*
RICHMOND #92 CT
SCHUYKILL #10
SCHUYLKILL #11 CT
SOUTHWARK #3
SOUTHWARK #4
SOUTHWARK #5
SOUTHHARK #6
CARLL'S CORNER #1
CARLL'S CORNER #1
CARLL'S CORNER #2
CARLL'S CORNER #2
CEDAR #1 CT

CEDAR #2 CT
DEEPWATER JPT A
MICKLETON CT
MIDDLE C.T. #1-2
MIODLE C.T. #1-2
MIDDLE JPT #3 CT
MIODLE JPT #3 CT

MISSCURI
MISSCURI
M1 SSCURI
MISSOURT
MISSCURI
MI SSCURI
VINELAND
VENELAND

AVE.
AVE.
AVE.
AVE,
AVE.
AVE.
#1 C
21 C

JPT
JPT
JPT
JPT
JPT
JPT
T.
T.

CHRISTIANA 11 CT
CHRISTIANA 14 CT
DELAWARE CITY #10
INDIAN RIVER #10

o0

SUSQUEHANNA SES-ER-OL

Table 1.1-17 (Continued)

ALL.EQUIEHENI_QN-IHE.BJH-SISIEH,BLIH_IHE_LLSILNG_QE_CDHBUSIIQN_IUBBINE_:_DIL-EIBED_. _____

~Lacarion._

PHILAOELPHIA,
PHILADELPHIA,
PHILADELPHIA,
PHILADELPHIA,
PHILADELPHIA,
PHILADELPHIA,
PRILADELPHIA,
PHILAOELPHIA,
PHILADELPHIA,
PHILADELPHIA,
PHILADELPHIA,
PHILADELPHIA,
PHILADELPHIA,
PHILADELPHIA,
PHILADELPHIA,
PHILADELPHIA,
PHILADELPHLA,
PHILADELPHIA,
PHILADELPHIA,
PHILADELPHIA,
PHILADELPHIA,
PHILADELPHIA,
PHILADELPHIA,
PHILADELPHIA,
PHILADELPHIA,
PHILADELPHIA,
PHILAOELPHIA,
PHILADELPHI A,
PHILADELPHI A,
PHILAODELPHIA,

PA.
PA.
PA.
PA.
PA.
PA.
PA.
PA.
PA.
PA.
PA.
PA.
PA.
PA.
PA.

PA..

PA,
PA.
PA.
PA.
PA.
PA.
PA.
PA.
PA.
PA.
PA.
PA.
PA.
PA.

UPPER DEERFIELD THP,
UPPER DEERFIELD THP,
UPPER .DEERFIELD TWP,
UPPER DEERFIELD THWP,
NEW JERSEY
NEW JERSEY

OCEAN COUNTY,
OCEAN COUNTY,
SALEM COUNTY,

N.J

€. GREENWICH TWP, NJ
R10 GRANDEy NeJe.
RIO GRANDE, N.J.
RIO GRANDEs N.J.
RI0 GRANDEs N.J.

ATLANTIC COUNTY,
ATLANTIC COUNTY,
ATLANTIC COUNTY,
ATLANTIC COUNTY,
ATLANTIC COUNTY,
ATLANTIC COUNTY,
VINELAND, NEW JER
VINELAND, NEW JER

N.J.
N‘J.
N.J’
N.J.
N.J.
N.J.
SEY

SEY

NEW CASTLE CO., DEL.
NEW CASTLE CO., DEL.
NEW CASTLE COUNTY, DEL.
SUSSEX COUNTY, OFL.

N.J.
Nedeo
N.J.
Nedeo

DATE

~40._YR.

12/728/71
1L/ 1775
9/29/71
117 1775
10/26/71
11/ 1775
6/28/171
11/ 1775
7/13/771
11/ 1/715
7/30/71
117 1775
7/ 8/71
11/ 1/75
10/23/71
117 1775
11/ 1775
11/ 1775
&6/ 1/73
117 /75
&6/ 7/13
11/ 1775
6/ 1713
117 1/75
5/30/769
6/11/71
6/14/67
10/ 9/67
7/26/67
117/ 7768
4/12/73
37 1776
5/26/73
3/ 1/76
6/15/72
< 6/15/72
3/ 1/76
6728774
6/30/70
47 1777
5726771
37 1/76
5/28/69
3/ 1776
1/17/769
3/ 1776
2/ 5769
3/ 1/76
6726772
3/ 1/76
6/18/713
6/20/73
4/17/68
6721767

(DEC.
(DEC.
(DEC.
(INC.
(INC.
(INC.
(DEC.
(DEC.
(DEC.
toEC.
(DEC.
(DEC.

(DEC.

{DEC.
(DEC.

(DEC.

(DEC.
(DEC.
(DEC.
(DEC.
(DEC.
{DEC.

RATING)
RATING)
RATING)
RATING)
RATING)
RATING)
RATING)
RATING)
RATING)
RATING)

RATING)

.RATING)

RATING)

RATING)

RATING)

RATING)

RATING)
RATING)
RATING)
RATING)
RATING)

RATING)

SUMMER |
-DER._CAP.

24,000
=1,000
244000
-1,000
24,000
~-1,000
70,000
2,000
35,000
1,000
35,000
1,000
24,000
-1,000
24,000
-1,000
-1,000
-1,000
564000
-24000
564000
-2,000
564000
-2+,000
16,000
18,000
16,000
16,000
16,000
16,000
37,000
0

37,000
0
46,000
23,000
0
57,000
40,000
0
37,000
0
18,000
0
18,000
0
18,000
0
29,000
-3,000
22,000
22,000
17,000
17,000

WINTER
~DERL_CAP.

32,000
0

32,000

0
32,000

(]
90,000

0
45,000

0
45,000

]
324000

0
32,000

0

0

0
12,000

0
724000

0
72,000

0
21,000
23,000
21,000
21,000
21,000
21,000
46,000
-20 000
464000
-2,000
534000
26,000
~-1,000
79,000
48,000
-2,000
45,000
—1,000
229000
-1,000
22,000
-1,000
22,000
-1,000
35,000
-3,000
284000
28,000
21,000
19,000




~HAME.

KENT SUBSTATION #1.

TASLEY #10 CT
VIENNA #10
ALLENTOWN, CT#1
ALLENTOHN CT#2
ALLENTONN CT#3
ALLENTCHN #4 CT
FISHBACH #1-2 CT
HARRISEBURG, CT#1
HARRISBURG CT #2
HARRISBURG CT#3
HARRISBURG CTH4
HARWCOD CT #1
HARWCOD CT #2
JENKINS CT #l
JENKINS CT #2
LOCK HAVEN #1

MARTINS CREEK #1 CT
MARTINS CREEK #2 CT
MARTINS CREEK #3 CT
MARTINS CREEK #4 CT

SUBURBAN ¥7 CT
SUNBURY #1 CT
SUNBURY #2 CT

WEST SHORE #1-2
WILLIAMSPORT CT #1
WILLIAMSPORT CT #2
CRANE #1 CT
PERRYMAN G.T.S. ¥l
PERRYMAN G.T.S. #1
PERRYMAN G.T.S. #2
PERRYMAN G.T.S5. #2
PERRYMAN G.T.S5. #3
PERRYMAN G.T.5. #3
PERRYMAN G.T.5. #4
PERRYMAN G.T.S. #4
PHILA.
PHILA. ROAD #3 CT
PHILA. ROAD #4 CTY
WAGNER #1 CT
BLOSSBURG #1 CT
WARREN CT

WARREN CT

WAYNE #1 CT

WAYNE #1 CT
HAMILTON #1 CT
HUNTERSTOWN #1 CT
HUNTERSTOWN #2 CT
HUNTERSTOHN #3 CT
MOUNTAIN #1 CT
MOUNTAIN #2 CT
ORRTANNA #1 CT
PORTLAND #4 CT
SHAWNEE #1 CT

ROAD CT #1-2

~LOCATION..

KENT COUNTY, DEL.
TASLEY, VIRGINIA
VIENNA, MARYLAND
ALLENTOWN, PA.
ALLENTORNy PA.
ALLENTOHWN, PA.
ALLENTOWN,, PA.
POTTSVILLE, PA.
HARRISBURG, PA.
HARRISBURG, PA.
HARRISBURG, PA.
HARRISBURG, PA.
HAZELTON, PA.
HAZELTON, PA.
LAFLIN, PA.
LAFLIN, PA.

LCCK HAVEN, PA.
MARTINS CREEK, PA.
MARTINS CREEK, PA.
MARTINS CREEK, PA.
MARTINS CREEK, PA.
SCRANTON, PA.
SHAMOKIN DAM, PA.
SHAMOKIN DAM, PA.
HARRISBURG, PA.
WILL FAMSPORT, PA.
WILLIAMSPORT, PA.
BALTIMORE COUNTY,
PERRYMAN, MARYLAND
PERRYMAN, MARYL AND
PERRYMAN, MARYLAND
PERRYMAN, MARYLAND
PERRYMAN, MARYLAND
PERRYMAN, MARYLAND
PERRYMAN, MARYLAND
PERRYMAN, MARYLAND
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND

BALT IMORE, MARYLAND

BALT IMORE, MARYLAND

ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY, MD.
TIOGA COUNTY, PA.
WARREN COUNTY, PA.
WARREN COUNTY, PA.
CRAWFORD COUNTY, PA.
CRAWFGRD COUNTY, PA.
ADAMS COUNTY, PA.

ADAMS COUNTY, PA.

ADAMS COUNTY, PA.

ADAMS COUNTY, PA.
CUMBERLAND COUNTY, PA.
CUMBERLAND COUNTY, PA.
ADAMS COUNTY, PA.
NORTHAMPTON COUNTY, PA.
MGNRGE COUNTY, PA.

MD‘

—~.

SUSQUEHANNA SES-ER-OL

Table 1.1-17 (Continued)
ALL_EQUIPHENT ON_THE_2J¥_SYSIEM, WITH YHE_LISTING_OE_COMBUSIION TURBINE = OIL_EIREQecao--.

DATE

~M0a YR,

7/20/64
6/30/72
4/ 5/68
1/ 3/67
1/ 3/67
1/ 3767
17 3767
8/20/69
3/21/67
3/27/67
3721767
3727767
1/31/767
1731767
117 6767
10/18/67
11721766
" 6/18/71
6/18/71
6/18/71
6/18/71
1/ 9/70
17 3/171
7/28771
8/14/69
8/31/67
8/31/67
8/ 8/67
L/11/772
9/18/73
47 1/72
9/18/713
4/29/12
9/18/173
4/18/72
9/18/13
8/14/70
9/25/70
9/25/70
8/16/67
S/ 3/11
9/22/72
4/ &/17
8/14/72
4/ 4/17
6/25/11
5/10/71
5/23/71
5/10/71
6/ 1/72
6/ 1772
S/19/1T1
5/ S/T1
6/ 1/72

{INC.
(INC.
(INC.

{INC.

(INC.

{INC.

RATING)
RATING)
RATING)

RATING)

RATING)

RATING)

SUMMER
-DEB,_CAP.

12,000
26,000
17,000
14,000
14,000
14,000
14,000
28,000
14,000
14+000
14,000
14,000
14,000
14,000
14,000
14,000
14,000
18,000
18,000
18,000
18,000
20,000
18,000
18,000
28,000
14,000
14,000
14,000
51,000

[¢]
51:,000

0
51,000

[¢]
51,000

4]
32,000
16,000
10,000
14,000
19,000
55,000

64090
54,000

3,000
20,000
20,000
20,000
20,000
20,000
20,000
20,000
20,000
20,000

WINTER
-DER._CAR.

16,000
33,000
16,000
18,000
18,000
18,000
18,000
36,000
18,000
18,000
18,000
18,000
18,000
18,000
18,000
18,000
18,000
24,000
24,000
24,000
24,000
31,000
24,000
24,000
36,000
18,000
18,000
17,000
55,000

5,000
55,000

5,000
55,000

5,000
55,000

50000
34,000
17,000
17,000
17,000
27,000
73,000

69000
73,000

3,000
26,000
27,000
27,000
27,000
27,000
27,000
26,000
26,000
26,000






-NAME_

TOLNA #1 CT
TOLNA #2 CT
GLEN GARDNER
GLEN GARDNER
GLEN GARDNER
GLEN GARDNER
GLEN GARDNER
GLEN GARDNER
GLEN GARONER
GLEN GARDNER
SAYREVILLE #1
SAYREVILLE #2
SAYREVILLE #3
SAYREVILLE #é4
WERNER C1 CT
WERNER C2 CT
WERNER €3 CT
WERNER #4 CT

BUZZARD POINT {E) CT
BUZZARD POINT (E2 CY
BUZZARD POINT (W) CT
CHALK POINT #1 CT

CHALK POINT 2
CHALK POINT 2
CHALK POINT 2
DICKERSON #1
DICKERSON #1
DICKERSON #1
MORGANTONWN #1
MORGANTONN #2
MORGANTOWN
MORGANTOWN
MORGANTORN
MORGANTOHN
MORGANTOWN
MORGANTOWN
MORGANTOWN
MORG ANTOHMN
MORG ANTOWN
MORGANTOWN
SALEN #3 CT
SEMAREN #6
AE UNASSIGNED
AE UNASSIGNED

covVdPrPRVLLW

TOTAL RATINGS

KAL
¥ A2
#A3
#A4
#B5
#86
#87
#B88
CcY
cT
CcT
cY

cT
cT
cT
CcT
Cc1
Cct
(99
1)
CcT
cr
cT
cY
cT
cT
cT
cT
CcT
CcT

Ccr
cr

CcT
CcT
cr
CcT
CcT
cT
cT
CcT

SUSQUEHANNA SES-ER-OL
Table 1.1-17 (Continued)

ALL_EQUIPHENY ON_THE_£JM_SYSTEM MITH THE ! ISIING_OF_ COMBUSYION_ IURBINE_=.CGIL_EIRED

~LOCATION.

YORK COUNTY, PA.

YOPK COUNTY, PA.

HUNTERDON COUNTY, N.Jo
HUNTERDON COUNTY, N.J.
HUNTERDON COUNTY, N.J.
HUNTERDON COUNTY, N.J.
HUNTERDON COUNTY, N.J.
HUNTERDON COUNTY, N.J.

-HUNTERDON COUNTY, N.J.

HUNTERDON COUNTY, N.J.
MIDDLESEX COUNTY NJ
MIDDLESEX COUNTY NJ
MIDBOLESEX COUNTY NJ .
MIDDLESEX COUNTY, N.J.
MIDDLESEX COUNTY NJ
MIDDLESEX COUNTY NJ
MIDDLESEX COUNTY NJ
MIDDLESEX COUNTY NJ
WASHINGTONe D.C.
WASHINGTON, D.C.
WASHINGTON, D.C.

PRINCE GEORGE'S CO., MD
PRINCE GEORGE'S COe.y MD.
PRINCE GEORGE'S CO.s MD.
PRINCE GEORGE'S CO., MD.
MGNTGOMERY CGUNTY, MD.
MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MD.
MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MD.
NEWBURG, MARYLAND
NEWBURG, MARYLAND
NEWBURG, MARYLAND
NEWBURG, MARYLAND
NEWBURG, MARYLAND
NEWBURG, MARYLAND
NEWBURG, MARYLAND
NEWBURG, MARYLAND
NEWBURG, MARYLAND
NEWBURG, MARYLAND
NEWBURG, MARYLAND
NEWBURG, MARYLAND

LOWER ALUOWAYS CREEK NeJ.
SEWAREN, N.J.

DATE

M0, _YR.

6/ 1772
6/ 1/72
6/16/71
6/18/71
6722711
6/24/171
6/30/71
1/ 2771
/712771
1/16/71
37 1772
3/729/72
6/ 8/72
10/ 3/73

37297712

4/20/72
5/28/72
6717772
5/28/68
127 /75
6/21/68
4/ 4/67
6/28/7174
127 775
4/ L/76
3/14/67
127 /75
4/ 1776
12731770
2/ 2/171
6/28/73
127 1775
10/16/73
11/ L/76
6/12/173
10/16/73
5/3L/73
10/16/73
5/18/73
10/16/73
6/17/71
S5/ 1/82
5/31/782
5/31/83

{DEC.

{INC.
(IfiC.

(DEC.
{DEC.

(DEC.
LINC.
{INC.
(INC.
{INC.
(INC.

(INC.

RATING)

RATING)
RATING)

RATING)
RATING)

RATING)
RATING)
RATING)
RATING)
RATING)
RATING)

RATING)

SUMMER

~DEBL_CAR.

20,000
20,500
20,000
20+000
20,000
20,000
20,000
20,000
20,000
20,000
53,000
53,000
53,000
53,000
53,000
53,000
53,000
53,000
128,000
~49000
128,000
18,000
28,000
2,000
0
18,000
~5,000
0
169000
16,000
54,000
-1,000
0
1,000
54,000
(]

544000

0

54,000

0

38,000
61,000
60,000
--1802000

Se748,000

WINTER
-DEB._CAR.

27,000
27,000
26,000
26,000
26,000
26,000
26,000
26,000
26,000
26,000
73,000
73,000
73,000
73,000
73,000
73,000
73,000
73,000
160,000
o]
160,000
18,000
33,000
0
2,000
18,000
0
-5,000
20,000
20,000
53,500
0
11,500
(o]
53,500
11,500
53,500
11,500
534500
11,500
48,000
67,000
60,000
~-180:000

7+214,000



=NANE_

BERGEN #3

ESSEX #8

ESSEX #8

KEARNY #9

LINDEN #3

EO0GE MOOR #10

EDGE MGOOR #10

HEST SUBSTATION #1

NOTCH - CLIFF #l=-4 CT
NOTCH CLIFF #1-4 C1
NOTCH CLIFF #5-8 CT
NOTCH CLIFF #5-8 CT
RIEGEL -PAPER CT #1

ESSEX #8

TOTAL RATINGS

SUSQUEHANNA 'SES-ER-OL

Table 1.1-17 (Continued)

ALL_EQUIEHENI_QN-IHE_EJU-SISIEH,HLIH-IBE-LISILNG-DE_EQMEUSIIQN_IUBBINE_:_GAS_EIBED__ _____

~LOCALION.

RIDGEFIELDy N.J.
NEWARK, N.J.
NEWARK, N.J.
KEARNY, N.J.
L INDEN, N.J.

WILMINGTON, DELAWARE
WILMINGTON, OELAWARE

NEW CASTLE COUNTY,

BALT IMORE COUNTY,
BALTIMORE COUNTY,
BALTIMORE COUNTY,
BALTIMORE COUNTY,
HUNTEROCGN COUNTY,
NEWARKy N.J.

DEL.

MD.
Mo.
MDO
MD.
N.J.

DATE

~M0._Y8.

17 1767
12711763
17 1776
5/24/767
T/19/767
6/24/63
4/ 1775
6/ 1/64
6/16/69
9/15/75
6/ 2/69
9/15/175
8/28/70
5/ 1782

(DOEC.

(INC.

(DEC.
(DEC.
(INC.

RATING)

RATING)

RATING)
RATING)

RATING)

SUMMER
-DEP._CAP.

17,000
27,000
-27,000
17,000
17,000
13,000
2,000
16,000
66,000
-2,000
66+000
-2,000
22,000
——212000

259.000

WINTER
-0E2a _CAR.

21,000
33,000
-33,000
214000
21,000
15,000
0
20,000
68,000
[¢]
68+000
0
28,000
_-_33€QQQ

295,000



~NAMEL

EDISCN #1 CT
EDISCN &1 CT
EDISCN #1 CT
EDISCN #2 CT
EDISCN #2 LT
EDISCN #3 CT
EDISCN #3 CT
EDISCN #3 CT
LSSEX #9 CT
ESSEX #9 CT
ESSEX # 9 CT
€SSEX #10 C¥
E£SSEX #10 CT
ESSEX #10 C¥
ESSEX KLl CT
ESSEX #11 CT
ESSEX #11 CT
ESSEX #12 CT
ESSEX k12 CT
ESSEX #12 CT
KEARNY #10
KEARAY #10
KEARNY pll
KEARNY #11
LINDEN #5 CT
LINDEN #6 CIT
LENDEN #7 CT
LINGEN #8 (T
BARBADODES #6
BARBADOES #7
RICHMOND #73 (1
RICHMUND #T4 CT
DREPKATER JPT A
MADISON, STREET ¥l
RIVERSIDE #6 C.T.
RIVERSIDE #6 C.T.
RIVERSIDE #7 CY
RIVERSIDE #8 CY
wESTPORT #5 CT
PORTLAND #3 CT
TITUS #4

11TUS #5 C.T.
GILBERT C-4
GILBERT C-3
GILBERT (-2
GILBERT (-1

TCTAL RATINGS

SUSQUEHANNA SES-ER-OL

Table 1.1-17 (Continued)

ALL_EQUIPMENI ON.JHE_BJH_SYSTEM RIIH_THE LISLING.OF_COMBUSIION_JURRINE =_OIL.OR_GAS_EIRED

~LOCATION

EDISON, N.J.

€OISCN, Ned.

EDISON, N.J.

EDISON, NoJ.

EDISON, N.J.

EDISON, NoJd.

EDISCN, NoJ.

EDISON, N.Jo

NEWARK, NoJ.

NEWARK, N.J.

NEWARK, N.Jo

NEWARK, N.J.

NEWARK, NoJ.

NEWARK, Nede

NEWARK, N.J.

NEWARK, NoJ.

NEWARK, N.J.

NEWARK, N.J.

NEWARKs N.J.

NEWARKs NoJ.

KEARNY, N.J.o

KEARNY, NoJ.

KEARNY, NoJo

KEARNY, NoJ.

LINDEN, N.J.

L INDEN, N.J.

L INDEN, N.J.

LINDEN, N.J.

WEST NORRITON TwP., PA.
WEST NORRITGN TwP., PA,
PHILADELPHIA, PA.
PHILADELPHIA, PA.

SALEM COUNTY, N.J.
WILMINGTON, DEL.
BALTIMORE CO., MARYLAND
BALTIMORE (G., MARYLAND
SALTIMORE CO., MARYLAND
SALTIMORE CO., MARYLAND
BALTIMORE CITY, PA.
NCRTHAMPTON COUNTY, PA.
BERKS COUNTY, PA.

BERKS COUNTY, PA.

" HUNTERDUN COUNTY, N.J.

HUNTERDON COUNTY, N.Jo
HUNTERDCN COUNTY, N.J.
HUNTERDON COUNTY, N.J.

DATE

~H0s YR

5/ 6/71
11/ 1775
4/ 1717
11720/71
4/ 1777
6/29/71
11/ L/75
4/ 1717
6725711
11/ 1776
4/ 1/77
6728771
117 1775
&/ 1777
12/23/71
17 /76
4/ 1177
6/ 8772
11/ 1776
4/ 1777
S/ 9/70
11/ 1/75
12/12/69
117 1/75
77 2/70
7/10/70
7/31/70
8/29/70
10721761
6/28/61
12/30/70
12/30/70
4/ 1767
117 1/62
4724770
9/15/75
9/25/70
9/25/70
2/18/69
12/22/67
12/28/67
8/ 5/70
1/22/70
< 8/ 9/70
10/25/70
7729770

(INC. RATING)
(INC. RATING)

{INC. RATING)

(INC. RATING)
{INC. RATING)

(INC. RATING)
(INC. RATING)

(INC. RATING)
{INC. RATING)

(INC.- RATING)
{INC. RATING)

{INC. RATING)
(ENC. RATING)

{INC. RATING)

(INC. RATING)

[INC. RATING)

SUMMER
-DEE._CAR.

146,000
3,000
0
146,000

0
146,000
5,000

(4]

54,000
3,000

0
146,000
9,000
0
168,000
8,000

0
168,000
8,000

(o]
120,000
2,000
120,000
1,000
24,000

24,0007

24,000
24,000
20,000
18,000
24,000
24,000
17,000
11,000
118,000
10,600
22,000
22,000
118,000
15,000
15,000
16,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
-==252000

1,899,000

WINTER
-DER._LAP.

184,000
0

4,000
184,000
4,000
184,000
o]

4,000
65,000
0

6,000
184,000
[¢]

8,000
200,000
0

8,000
200,000
(¢}

8,000
154,000
(4]
160,000
o]

30,000
30,000
30,000
30,000
21,000
21,000
32,000
32,000
22,000
14,000
132,000
0
25,000
25,000
132,000
19,000
19,000
20,000
31,000
31,000
31,000
——212000

2,315,000



|



PL—AE

.Y, .
TRANSACTIGN

Co-op

TRANSACTIUN

PL-AE
PL-AE
PL-AE
PL-AE
PL=-AE
PL-AE

TOTAL

-

Co~-orP
cec-ce
co-0opP
Cu-op
cc-op
co-opP

UGI-APS

TRANS ACT
UGI-APS

TRANS ACT
TRANS ACT
TRANSACT
TRANSACT,
TRANSACT
TRANS ACT

RATINGS

~LOCALION_

SUSQUEHANNA SES-ER-OL
Table 1.1-17 (Continued)

DATE

~M0a_¥YR.

17 1775
11/ 1/80
1/ 1/81
5/31/81
5/ 1/82
5/31/782
5/31/83
5731784
5/31/85

(RETIREMENT)

(DEC.

{DEC.
(DEC.
(DEC.
(DEC.

RATING}

RATING)
RATING)
RATING)
RATING)

ALL_EQUIEMENI_QN_IHE_EJM_SISIEﬁ7HLIH_IHE_LISILNG_QE_IEMEQBABI_QUISIDE_EURCUASE

SUMMER
-DER._CAR.

50,000
65,000
=50,000
-10,000
65,000
-20,000
-20,000
-20,000
~-=202000

40,000

WINTER
-DERL_CAP.

50,000
65,000
-50,000
-10,000
65,000
-20,000
=20,000
-204000
--=20:000

40,000



-NABE.

DEEPWATER #1
Bs L. ENGLAND
B. L. ENGLAND
GREENWICH
GREENWICH
DELAWARE CITY
OELAWARE CITY
DELAWARE CITY
MONTOUR #¥11
MORGANTOWN #1
MORGANTORN #2
MORG ANTOWN #2
MORGANTOWN #2

TOTAL RATINGS

Kl
#2

#l
#2
#3

SUSQUEHANNA SES-ER-OL

Table 1.1-17 (Continued)

ALL_EQulEMENI.QN_IUE_EJH_SISIEHJHLIU.IHE.LLSILNQ.DE_CQAL-DB.QlL-EIBED-SIEAH___..._.___-_-

-LacaYION.

SALEM COUNTY, N.J.
CAPE MAY COUNTY, N.
CAPE MAY COUNTY, N.
GLOUCESTER COUNTY,
GLOUCESTERy N.J.
NEW CASTLE COUNTY,
NEW CASTLE COUNTY,
NEW CASTLE COUNTY,
MONTOUR COUNTY, PA.
NEWBURG, MARYLAND
NEWBURG, MARYLAND
NEWBURG, MARYLAND
NEWBURG, MARYLAND

Jo
Je
N.J'

DEL.
DEL.
DEL.

DATE SUMMER
~M0._ X8« -RER._CAR.
12/31/58 78,000
10/22/62 127,000
11724764 160,000
2711753 12,500
4720774 (RETIREMENT) =12,500
127 1/56 ¥ ‘ 27,000
127 1756 27,000
11/ 1761 65,500
4/30/13 15,000
1/20/70 5564000
6/23/71 558,000
127 1/75 (DEC. RATING) -2+000
4/ 1776 {DEC. RATING) _______.0
1,611,500

WINTER
-DER._CAB.

82,000
127,000
160,000

12,500
-12,500

27,000

27,000

664500

15,000
556,000
558,000

0

-—"=2:000
116164500



SUSQUEHANNA SES-ER-OL

Table 1.1-17 (Continued)

ALL_EQULEUENI_QN_IUE_EJM_SXSIEM’BITH JHE_LISTING _QF_COAL_GCR_GAS_FIRED_SIEAM

DATE SUMMER WINTER
-NAME_ -LOCATION. ~dla YR, -DEB._CAR.  _DER._CAP.

TOTAL RATINGS 0 0






OERGEN

BERGEN

BERGEN

BERGEN

BURLING
SURLING
BURLING
BURLING
BURLING
BURLING
BURL ING
oURL ING
BURLING
ESSEX ¥
ESSEX &
ESSEX #

ESSEX ¥2+43+4454+7 LP

HUDSGN
HUDSCN
KEARNY
KEARNY
KE ARNY
KEARNY
KEARNY
KEARNY
KEARNY
LINDEN
LINDEN
L INDEN
LINDEN
LINDEN
MARIGN
MARICN
SEWAREN
SEWAREN
SEWAREN
SEWAREN
SEWAREN
SEWAREN
SEWAREN
SEWAREN
SEWAREN
SEWAREN
SEWAREN

~NAME.

#1

¥l

*1

#2

TON #1
TON #2
TON #3
TON #4
TON LP
TON #5
TON ¥6
TON w¥7
TON #7 AUX.
1

243
49547

#1
#1
#l1-6
LP (BLR LIM)}
#1-6
#1
¥T AUX
8
¥8 AUX
#1
#2
L
1 &4
1 €4
#10
#10
Hl
#1 AUX
H2
2
#2 AUX
¥3
¥#3 AUX
ke
#4
#4 AUX
¥5

BARBADOES #3
BARBADOES #3
BARBADOES #4
BARBADDES #4
CHESTER #1-3
CHESTER #1-3
CHESTER #1-3
CHESTER K5-6
CROMBY ¥2

OELAWARE #244+5

ALL_EQQIEHENI-QN-IHE-EJM-SXSIEE,HIIH-!HE_LlSlLNQ-QE_QlL_EIBEQ_SIhAﬂ---

-Loca

RIDGEFIELDy N
RIDGEFIELD, N
RIDGEFIELD, N
RIDGEFIELDy N
BURLINGTON, N
BURL INGTON, N
BURL INGTON, N
BURL INGTON, N
BURLINGTON, N
BURLINGTON, N
BURL INGTON, N
BURLINGTON, N
BURLINGTON, N
NEWARK, N.Jeo
NEWARKy N.Jeo
NEWARKs No.J.
NEWARK N.J.
JERSEY CITY,
JERSEY CITY,
KEARNYy N.J.
KEARNY, NoJeo
KEARNYy NoJo
KEARKY, No.Jo.
KEARKNY, N.J.
KEARAY, N.J.
KEARNY, N.J.
LINDEN, N.J.
L INDENy N.J.
L lNDEN' NoJ .
LINDEN + N.J.
LINDEN 4 N.Jo
JERSEY CITY,
JERSEY CITY,
SEWAREN, N.J.
SEWAREN, N.J.
SEHWAREN, N.J.
SEWAREN, N.J.
SEWAREN, N.J.
SEWAREN, N.J.
SEWAREN, N.J.
SEWAREN, N.J.
SEHAREN' NoJo
SEWAREN, N.Je.
SEWAREN, N.J.
WEST NORRITON
WEST NORRITON
WEST NORRITON
WEST NORRITON
CHESTER, PA.
CHESTER  PA.
CHESTER , PA.
CHESTER, PA.
CHESTER COUNT
PHILADELPHIA,

ILO0N_

.J.
.J.
eJe
.J.
.J.
.J.
oJe
.J.
oJe
oJe
oJa
eJe
ede

N.J.
NoJeo

N.J.
Nedo

THP., PA.
THWP, PA.
THP.y PA.
THP.sPA.

Yy PA.
PA.

SUSQUEHANNA SES-ER-OL

Table 1.1-17 (Continued)

DATE

~H0a_YZe

5/11/59
SYARVAL
8/ 1/76
5727760
11716722
11717715
12718715
4/ 3732
3/ 1/74
11712740
6/17/43
11/19/55
11719755
4/16/74
1/ 1723
1/15/24
3/ 1/14
12/10/60
4/ 1711
0/ 0/25
10/ /71
1/15/14
3/30/53
3/30/53
11710753
11710753
5/30/57
12724757
5/31/72
8/23/74
11/ 1775
1/29741
10/ 1/74
12/ 1748
12/ 1748
11/30/48
117 1775
11/30/48
10/16/49
10716749
7/30/51
117 1775
7730751
10711762
3/ 1749
2/ 1177
6/ 1740
2/ 1717
10728724
1/ 1/15
67237175
4/ 1741

9/26/55°

0/ 0/24

(INC.
{DEC.

RATING)
RATING)

(RETIRFMENT )}

(RETIREMENT)
{DEC. RATING)

(DEC. RATING)
(RETIREMENT )

({INC.
(DEC.

KATING)
RATING)

(RETIREMENT)

(INC. RATING)

(INC«. RATING)

(DEC. RATING)
(RETIREMENT)

SUMMER
-QER..LAR.

280,000
7,000
=204+000
2834000
11,200
11,300
11,200
11,300
-45,000
118,000
120,000
180,000
(]
104,000
54,000
112,000
-166,000
3834000
0

220,000
-120,000
-100,000

142,000

0

146,000

0

230,000
225,000
25,000
10,000
-21,000
116,000
-116,000
104,000
(o}
107,000
4,000

0
107,000
0
121,000
3,000

0
326,000
67,000
-2,000
67,000
—2,000
66,000
-66,000
0
124,000
201,000
78,000

WINTER
DELL_CAP.

300,000
0

-20,000
300,000
11,200
11,300
11,200
11,300
-45,000
123,000
128,000
185,000
0
110,000
61,000
115,000
-176,000
415,000
-10,000
220,000
-120,000
=100,000
148,000
0
148,000
0
230,000
225,000
25,000
29,000

0

119,000
-119,000°
107,000

0
113,000
0

0
109,000
0
127,000
0

0
344,000
70,000
=2+000
70,000
-2'000
69,000
-69,000
0
130,000
211,000
89,000



-NAME_

DELAWARE #2+4+5
DELAWARE #2445

DELAWARE
DELAWARE
EDDYSTONE
EDDYSTONE
EDDYSTONE
RICHMOND
RICHMOND
RICHMOND
RICHMOND,
RICHMOND
RICHMOND
RICHMOND
RICHMOND
RICHMOND
RICHMOND
SCHUYKILL
SCHUYKILL
SCHUYKILL

7
#8
K3
#3
#4
#9
#10
#11

¥10
#10
#12
12
12
12
¥1
Kl
#3

11
'l

(BLR LIM)

SCHUYLKILL #5 ¢ 8
SCHUYLKILL #5 & 8

SCHUYKILL
SCHUYKILL
SCHUYKILL
SOUTHWARK
SOUTHWARK
SOUTHWARK
SCUTHWARK
DEEPWATER
DEEPHATER
DEEPWATER

#5
#8
#9
#l
#l
#2
2

#3-4

#S
.7

Bele ENGLAND #3
B.L. ENGLAND #3
B.l. ENGLAND #3

VINELAND
VINELAND
VINELAND
VINELAND
VINELAND
VINELAND
DOVER=MCK
DQVER-MCK
DOVER=-MCK
DOVER~MCK
OOVER-VMCK
DOVER-MCK
EDGE MCOR
EDGE MOOR
EOGE MGOR
EVGE MCOR
EOGE MOOR
EOGE MQOOR
EDGE MCOR

#4=
A7
8
K8
#9
#10
EE
EE
EE
EE
EE
EE
#1
#2
#3
f4
#5
#5
#5

6

RUN
RUN
RUN
RUN
RUN
RUN

WWWWN -

ALL_EQULBMENI-QN_IHE;BJH_SXSIEQJHLIB-IUE,LISILNQ.QE.QIL_EIBEQ-SIEAB

~LOCATION

PHILADELPHIA, PA.
PHILADELPHIA, PA.
PHILADELPHIA, PA.
PHILADELPHIA, PA.
EDDYSTONE, PA.
EDDYSTONE, PA.
EDDYSTONE, PA.
PHILADELPHIA, PA.
PHILADELPHIA, PA.
PHILADELPHIA, PA.
PHILADELPHIA, PA.
PHILADELPHIA, PA.
PHILADELPHIA, PA.
PHILADELPHIA, PA.
PHILAOELPHIA, PA.
PHILADELPHIA, PA.
PHILADELPHIA, PA.
PHILADELPHIA, PA.
PHILADELPHIA, PA.
PHILADELPHIA, PA.
PHILADELPHIA, PA.
PHILADELPHIA, PA.
PHILADELPHIA, PA.
PHILADELPHIA, PA.
PHILADELPHIA, PA.
PHILADELPHIA, PA.
PHILADELPHIA, PA.
PHILADELPHIA, PA.
PHILADELPHIA, PA.
SALEM COUNTY, N.J.
SALEM COUNTY, N.J.
SALEM COUNTY, N.J.
CAPE MAY COUNTY, N.J.
CAPE MAY COUNTY, N.J.
CAPE MAY COUNTY, N.J.
VINELAND, N.J.
VINELAND, N.J.
VINELAND, NoJ.
VINELAND, N.J.
VINELAND, N.J.
VINELAND, N.J.

UOVER DELAWARE
DOVER, OELAWARE
DOVER, GELAWARE
OCVER, DELAWARE
OOVER DELAWARE

DOVER DELAWARE
WILMINGTON, DELAWARE
WILMINGTON, OELAWARE
W ILMINGTCN,. DELAWARE
WILMINGTON, OELAWARE
EDGE MOOR, DELAWARE
EDGE MOUR, DELAWARE
EDGE MOOR,. DELAWARE

SUSQUEHANNA SES-ER-OL

Table 1.1-17 (Continued)

DATE

~H0a_ XB.

L/ /75
6/23/175
8/28/53
4/ 1/53
9/24/74
6/29/76
6/29/16
10/ 6/50
11/16/25
1/20/26
12731771
1/ 1775
6/23/75
8/ 6/35
17 1775
4/ 1776
67237175
7/25/58
L1/ 1775
11/ 1/38
17 1775
6/23/15
11/12/17
10/20/15
3/18/16
8/ L1/47
11/ 1775
4/15/48
i1/ 1/75
0/ 0/30
0/ 0/42
5/27/57
12/31774
4/ 1/75
5/ S/75
0/ 0/47
0/ 0/52
10/ 1755
2/22/174
1/ 1/61
5722770
9/ 1775
9/ 1/75
9/ 1/75
L1/ 4/75
127267176
1718777
6/ 1/51
7/ 1/51
12/ 1/54
4/23/766
8/10/73
9/30/73
9/ 8/75

({DEC. RATING)
(RETIREMENT )

(INC. RATING)

(DEC. RATING)
{RETIREMENT)

[DEC. RATING)
(DEC. RATING)
{RETIREMENT)
(DEC. RATING)

IDEC. RATING)
(RETIREMENT)

{DEC. RATING)

(DEC. RATING)

(INC. RATING)
{INC. RATING)

(INC. RATING)

{INC. RATING)
(INC. RATING)
{INC. RATING)

(INC. RATING)

SUMMER

—DERa_LAR.

-=78,000
0
126,000
124,000
185,000
195,000
380,000
166,000
55,500
55,500
-38,000
-73,000
0

160,000
-33,000
-19,000

0
170,000
~4,000
534000
-38,000
0
15,000
23,000
30,000

1844000

=6,4000

184,000

=-6,000

107,000

24,000
25,000
70,000
80,000
10,000

7:000

8,000
11,000

1,000
17,000
23,000
15,000
15,000
92,000

6,000

5,000

29000
70,000
70,000
82,000

167,000
350,000

50,000
12,000

»

WINTER
-DEBas_CAP.

-89,000
0

128,000
128,000
185,000
195,000
380,000
175,000
58,000
58,000
~40,000
=76,000
0

167,000
~33,000
~19,000

0

175,000
0
54,000
-38,000
]
15,000
23,000
34,000
188,000
0

188,000
-0
108,000
24,000
25,000
70,000
80,000
10,000
7,000
8,000
11,000
1,000
17,000
23,000
15,000
15,000
92,000
6,000
5,000
2,000
70,000
70,000
82,000
167,000
350,000
50,000
12,000



VIENNA
VIENNA
VIENNA
VIENNA

MARTINS C(REEK #3
MARTINS CREEK #4

CRANE
CRANE
GOULD
GOULD
GOULD
GCULD
GOULD
GOULD
RIVERS
RIVERS
RIVERS
RUVERS
RIVFRS
RIVERS
RIVERS
RIVERS
RIVERS
RIVERS
HAGNFR
WAGNER
WAGNER
WESTPQ
WESTPO
WESTPO
WESTPO
KESTPO
WESTPO
WESTPG
CRAWFO
CRAWFO
CRAWFQ
(RANFO
CRAWFO
EYLER
EYLER
EYLER
EYLER
GILBER
GILBER
SAYREV
SAYREV
SAYREV
SAYRFV
SAYREV
E. H.
€. H.
E. H.
E. H.

~BAME_

#5
6
47
#8

¥l

k2

STREET #1
STREET #1
STREET #2
STREET ~2
STFEET 43
STREET #3
IDE #1
IDF #2
[DE #3
IVE #3
I0E &4
IDE #o
IDE na
INE #5
IDE #5
IDE #5

#1

#2

e

RT #1

RT #3

KT #3

PT #4

RT ¥4

RT #13

RT #14
RO #1

RD 42
kD H3
RO ¥4

RD BLRS
#5

#6-7

5-7 BLRS
STATIGN
T 8142
T #3

ILLE #1-3
[LLE #4
ILLE #4
ILLE #4
ILLE #5
WEFNER #1
WERNER #1
HWEKNER #3
WERNER #3

SUSQUEHANNA SES~ER-OL

Table 1.1-17 (Continued)

ALL_EQUIEHENI-QH_IEE-EJM-S!SIEE,HLIH_IHE-LLSILNG_QE-CIL_ELBED_SIEAM__--

-LOCAYION_
VIFNNA, MARYLAND

VIENNA, MARYLAND

VIENNA, MARYLAND

VIENNA, MARYLAND

H4ARTINS CREEK,
MARTINS CREEK, PA.

COUNTY, MD.
COUNTY, MD.

3ALT IMORE
SALT IMORF
BALTIMORE
BALTIMORE
SALT IMORE
JALT IMGRE
BALT IMORE
JALT IMORE
BALT [MORE
BALT IMORE
SALT IMORE
BALTIMORE
BALT IMORE
8ALT [MORE
BALT IMORE
BALT IMCRE
BALTIMORE
BALT IMORE

BALT IMORE
SALT IMORE
BALT IMORE
BALT IMORE
GALT IMORE
BALT IMORE
S8ALT IMORE

city,
cliy,
cITY,
CITY,
CITY,
CITY,

PA.

MARYLAND
MARYLAND
MARYLAND
MARYLAND
MARYLAND
MARYLAND

COUNTY, MD,
CCUNTY, MO.
COUNTY, MDe.
COUNTY, MD.
COUNTY, MD.
COUNTY, MO.
COUNTY, MD.
COUNTY, MD.
COUNTY, 40D.
COUNTY, MD.
ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY, MD.
ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY, MD.
ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY, MD.

cItY,
cityY,
clry,
ciTY,
CITY,
CitY,
CITY,

DAUPHIN COUNTY,
DAUPHIN COUNTY,
DAUPHIN COUNTY,
DAUPHIN COUNTY,
DAUPHIN COUNTY,

BERKS CUUNTY,
3ERKS COUNTY,
BERKS COUNTY,
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