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CHAPTER VI
SOCIQECONOMIC IMPACT

The construction and operation of an electric generating
station may have significant economic, demographic, and social
effects upon the community where it is located. These effects
may be viewed as beneficial to the community or seen as costly
and disruptive. Among the many possible beneficial or positive
effects of power plant construction and operation are:

« increased local employment

* a larger tax base

* added personal income

* increased economic diversity

Commonly considered negative impacts of power plant construction
and operation include:

* housing shortages

« inadequate public facilities and services, e.g., schools
and police protection

* higher labor costs and prices

* changes in cultural composition

* transportation inadequacies and congestion
* increases in municipal expenditures

The socioeconomic effects of power plant construction stem
from the rapid increase in population resulting from a sudden
increase in the local work force during plant construction. The
influx of workers who relocate within the area, as well as those
who commute to the plant site can potentially create demands
that exceed the capacity of the public and private services,
facilities, markets, and institutions -- the local social and
economic infrastructure -- which serve a given community,
county, or region. Figure VI-I illustrates the potential
socioeconomic impacts and their interrelationships.

The magnitude of these social and economic effects are
determined by a variety of specific factors, particularly the
size of the construction project, the size and diversity of the
economic base of the local economy, and the infrastructure of
the local community. A jurisdiction with a large and well-deve-
loped economic base is generally more able to meet the service,
employment, and economic requirements of major construction
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projects more readily than a jurisdiction where a construction
project is the dominant new economic force in the area.

A recent major power plant construction project in a rural
Maryland community was the Calvert Cliffs nuclear power station
(completed in 1975). Descriptions of the socioceconomic effects
of the Calvert Cliffs power plant construction project are found
in studies by the Maryland Power Plant Siting Program (1) and by
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) (2). The PPSP study
concluded that the major negative impacts associated with the
construction of Calvert Cliffs were in the ares of labor force
shortages, housing shortages, increased housing costs, and
transportation access. Positive impacts identified by PPSP's
study were employment gains and increased tax revenues to
Calvert County.

The NRC study generally concurred with the results of the
PPSP study. In addition, the significance of the economic,
population, housing, public service, and social structure
effects to the individuals and groups that constitute the social
system of the Calvert Cliffs area was assessed by the NRC.
Economic effects, including employment, income, and fiscal
effects were identified by the NRC as the most important impacts
of the project, although the groups studied were differentially
affected. Similarly, population, housing, and public service
impacts were found to affect certain groups positively, and
other negatively. 1In general, the area surrounding Calvert
Cliffs experienced rapid large-scale development as a result of
the power plant construction project, and this development
caused considerable changes to the social structure and politi-
cal interrelationships of the area.

The rural agricultural orientation of the area changed to a
more contemporary, suburban atmosphere. The business and
professional community expanded, diversified, and acquired a
dominant role in local public affairs. A large-scale change
occurred within the black community during the construction
period of the project. Employment and income due to the
construction project diversified the economic base of the black
community and provided a significant increase in income.
Out-migration patterns diminished and housing for the black
community improved during the construction period. Following
construction, blacks experienced high unemployment and pressure
to return to their former jobs, although some beneficial impacts
remained in the form of new employment opportunities in the
local economy. As a result of the construction and operation of
the Calvert Cliffs plant, BG&E became an important element in
the local economy. Representatives of BG&E became members of
the business community and the company became the county's
largest employer. The role of the large-scale farmer as the
traditional focus of the business community was substantially
reduced and the increased suburban growth strengthened the
importance of the business and professional community as a
source of income to the local economy. Other functional groups,
including construction workers, landowners, watermen and
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retirees, were studied and it was concluded that their major
characteristics did not change significantly over the study
period.

In order to assess the potential impacts on communities
adjacent to the proposed sites for future power plants in
Marylandg, the Power Plant Siting Program supported the
development of a socioeconomic impact assessment methodology and
model (3). This model was computerized (4) and first applied as
part of the Eastern Shore Power Plant Siting Study which
evaluated four sites potentially suitable for fossil and nuclear
power plant development on the Eastern Shore of Maryland (5).
Projections of the socioeconomic impacts that would result if
these sites were developed for power plant use were described
in the 1978 Cumulative Environmental Impact Report.

The PPSP impact assessment model was also applied to
estimate the social and economic effects of the expansion of the
existing Vienna generating station by the Delmarva Power and
Light Company (DP&L) (6). DP&L was granted a Certificate of
Public Convenience and Necessity to construct a 608 MW coal-
fired generating unit, Vienna Unit 9. The potential socicecono-
mic impacts of the Vienna Unit 9 power plant development are
presented in the 1982 Cumulative Environmental Impact Report.

Once a power plant comes on line, the local county govern-
ment receives a significant increase in tax revenue from the
utility. The revenues received by local governments once a
plant begins to operate provide new flexibility in the options
available to the locality, including capital improvements,
improvement of the local housing stock, expansion of social
service activities, and reductions in tax rates.

Due to very high capital costs of central station generat-
ing units, tax receipts from these facilities tend to be
substantial. Tax revenues received from a power plant can dwarf
other revenues and expenses in the budget of a rural county. It
is not uncommon in such cases for the county to reduce tax rates
significantly, which has the effect of reducing power plant tax
revenues as well. Such rate reductions have occurred in Calvert
County as a result of the tax revenues received from the Calvert
Cliffs nuclear plant (2).

Table VI-1 displays the revenues received in Fiscal Year
1982 by all Maryland counties from electric vtilities and also
indicates the size of the revenue increase relative to total
county revenues. These tax payments vary substantially, and
depend largely on the size, age, and fuel type of the facilities
(including transmission facilities) owned by utilities in each
county, as well as on local tax rates. The impact of a large
facility on the budget of a largely rural county is most evident
in Calvert County. The budget impact of an older plant in a
rural county may be seen in the cases of Charles County. Even
in large counties such as Anne Arundel, Baltimore, Calvert,
Montgomery, and Prince George's and in Baltimore City the
presence of power plants are evident in the tax receipts.
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An end product of the combustion of coal is ash. Fly ash
is the very fine, 1light ash which is carried in the stack
gasses; it is removed by precipitators or filters before the
stack gasses are passed into the atmosphere. Bottom ash is
heavy ash which falls to the bottom of the furnace where it is
collected. 1In general about 8 to 14 percent of the weight of
the coal burned is collected as ash, and 75 to 85 percent of
this is fly ash. Fly ash looks and feels like gray talcum
powder, bottom ash is almost black, cinder-like material.l

Since 1950, approximately 21 million wet? tons of coal ash
were collected at power plants in and adjacent to the State of
Maryland (l). Some of this ash was sold but most was disposed
of as waste in landfills or placed in managed storage for
future use. About 708 acres of land in the state contain ash
emplaced either separately or in combination with commercial,
industrial, or domestic wastes. An additional 500 acres are
currently devoted to ash landfilling operations. About one
million tons of ash per year are now generated by power plants
within Maryland. Expectations are that this amount will double
by 1%94.

Maryland attempts to protect the integrity of ground and
surface water resources at ash storage sites through a regula-
tory program of permits and certificates.3 The State also
attempts to develop economically profitable uses for existing
ash sites and encourages the use of ash as a resource, thus
reducing the demand for landfill space.

PPSP has initiated several studies to aid the state in
requlating ash disposal operations. Results of studies complet-
ed over the last two years are reported here. They pertain to:

———— —— ey 2w ——— ——

lcoal-fired plants equipped with scrubbers to remove gaseous
sulfur oxides from the stack gases produce scrubber sludge in
addition to ash. No sulfur dioxide scrubbers are presently
operating in Maryland, and none are planned until at least 1994.

2ash is generally collected dry and then conditioned by adding 15
to 20 percent water to prevent dust problems during trans-
portation. "Wet tons" represents weight after conditioning.

3The state currently regulates discharges to ground and surface
water at operating ash sites via NPDES and State Discharge
Permits, Industrial Waste Management (217) Permits, and/or the
Public Service Commissions Certificate for Public Convenience
and Necessity.
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* sources and quantities of ash collected in Maryland and
identification of all ash disposal sites.

= potential environmental impacts and evaluation of some
specific ash sites.

* the economics of ash disposal and use within the state;
and the institutional constraints to further development
of ash utilization.

A. titi and Dj iti

ion ~

From 1950 to 1988, the cumulative total of ash collected by
the major power plants in and adjacent to Maryland was approxi-
mately 21 million wet tons. This total includes approximately
16.5 million wet tons of fly ash and approximatelf 4.5 million
wet tons of bottom ash, including boiler slag. The periods
over which the various plants produced ash are listed in Table
VII-1.

Figure VII-1 is a profile of ash collection at these plants
during the 38-year period. The top half of the figure repre-
sents annual collection and distinguishes between fly ash and
bottom ash, including slag. The bottom half of the figure is a
pictorial presentation of Table VII-1l. For any particular plant,
the horizontal bars depict the intervals of time over which at
least one unit of that plant was generating ash.

The quantity of ash collected rose slightly between the
1950's and early 19608's, but remained fairly stable. Most of
the ash was generated by the numerous but small baseload power
plants located near or within the city limits of Washington and
Baltimore. These stations included PEPCO's plants at Potomac
River, Buzzard Point, and Benning Road as well as BG&E's
Riverside, Westport, and Gould Street plants.

During the last half of the 196#s and the 1978s, the amount
of power generated in Maryland rose rapidly as did the amount of
ash collected., The increase in ash collection was attributed
mainly to PEPCO, whose Dickerson, Chalk Point, and Morgantown
plants reached full operation at various times during this
period (See Figure VII-1l). At the same time BG&E, and to a

lpoiler slag 1s formed in wet bottom cyclone boilers. BG&E's
Crane Station is the only plant in Maryland equipped with these
boilers, and it produced all of the boiler slag collected in
Maryland. The total amount of boiler slag represents only about
ten percent of all bottom ash collected.
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