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1979 Highlights

* 4 4 hulhion kilowart-hours required by
participating systems.

o Cross revenues of $118,5658. 472

* [ssue of $100 million in Series D Power
Revenue Bonds.

* Peak desnand of 970,035 kilowatts set
August 3.

¢ Purchase of Integrated Transmussion
System components valued at $10.4
million.

* Recerpt of American Public Power
Association’s Scartergood Award for
leadership in the public power industry,

MEAG

The Municipal Electric Authority ot
Georgia, created by the 1975 Georgia
CGeneral Assembly to assure adequate,
dependable and economical supplies of
electricity in areas where ten percent of
the state's population lives, is the bulk
power supplier to 47 parucipants which
operate their own electnic distribution
systems.



To Our Readers

The vear 1979 for MEAG proved to be

a continuing test of our ability to keep
electric rates level in our third year of
operanon. We are pleased to report that
we passed this test in excellent condition
despite rising costs from almost every facet
of operanons.

Further, our preliminary estimates tor
1980 appear to confirm our major goal of
keeping the same rate structure for this
period. This means that for the past three
years, we have been able to provide bulk
electricity to our parficipants at an average
kilowatt-hour cost of 24 mills, which is
substantially below alternative sources.

The vear just ended saw Georgia's
second nuclear electric generating unit go
into commercial operation in the third
quarter. The actvation of Unit 2 at Plant
Hatch doubled our nuclear capacity, and
because of the very low fuel cost of this
generation, plaved a major role in helping
keep our rates level.

Another important factor in helping our
cines hold down their rates was the adop-
non by several addinonal participants of
electronic load management systems. We
continue to recommend that participants
examine closely this method of cost-
curting to determine the benetfits to their
particular load structures. Most have found
that the savings expertenced in the first |8
to 24 months of operation pay all equip-
ment and installation costs, so savings
beyond that period are virtually free

[nterest rates on the bonds we sell to
continue the Authority's purchase of
generation and tra=smission properties
continued to climb during 1979 as the
result of addinional compenticn between
borrowers for capital. Because of the
demand for tur ds in the municipal bond
market, we stepped up our program of
visits to institunional investors in all parts
of the country. At each stop, we discussed
MEAG's on-going program of purchases,
the savings experienced by our participants
and the financial security of any investment
in MEAG. In virtually every instance,
MEAG's reputation for achievement was
well known, which made our discussions
‘vith these very demanding audiences
much easier.

Any list of the vear's highlights would
have to include the honor given us in June
by the American Public Power Association
during the annual conference of this group
in Seattle. Cinnng MEAG tor "enhancing
the prestige of and making substanual
contributions to APPA and the public
power industry,” APPA presented to the
Authority the E. F. Scattergood Achieve-
ment Award, given annuaily to an out-
standing APPA member utility.

The last of the Authority’s currently
planned generating units goes into operation
in the vear 1989. Last year, we began to
look at additional sources of generation in
order to keep pace with the demands of
our participants. Among the dptions being
considered are low-head hydro, co-genera-
tion using manufacturing process steam,
pumped storage and conventional steam-
electric generating plants. Our preliminary
studies indicated at least three low-head
hydro sites had the potential for generating
peaking energy on a cost-efficient basis, so
we will examine these sites in addinonal
dezail this year.

The inflationary factors about which we
commented on these pages last year con-
tinue to drive up the cost of doing business
bv increasing interest rates, pushing up-
ward the cost of fuel and raising the salaries
we must pay fo confinue to attract com-
petent staff members. All of these factors
are combining o hasten the day when we
will be forced to increase the price we
charge for supplying our 46 cities and one
county with electricity. However, with the
continuing cooperation and assistance of
our participants, we intend to delay this
action as long as possible by continuing
naght control over expenditures, geming the
maximum from a small but highly profes-
sional staff and exploring every opportuniry
to keep energy costs as low as possible.

/ohm

(. N. Manlev
Chairman

=

Donald L. Stokley /
General Manager



MEAG’S
PARTICIPANTS

Their Story

The narrative portion of this third MEAG
Annual Report tells thve story of kilawarte-
hours and consumption; of generating
plants and transmission lines; and of
dollars collected and spent.

But the real measure of how successful
we are is how well we serve our 47
participants in meeting their electnc
energy needs. So we asked the people who
represent Our participants: mayors, city
managers and utility commissioners, to
express their feelings about MEAG. On the
following pages, you will find a cross-
section of their responses, along with some
information about themselves and their
cities. From communities large and small,
urban or rural, highly industrialized or
agriculture-oriented, the response was the
same: MEAG is saving us and our
customers money while serving us well.

We are grateful for their enthusiastic
support of MEAG and pledge our
continuing efforts to maintain our
reputation as one of America’s most
successful joint action power suppliers.

L

Review of Operations

Generation and Transmission

For the .nird consecurive vear, our rates for bulk power supplied to participants
dropped slightly, despite the effects of inflation on fuel costs, purchased power
and interest rates. The following table shows how bulk power costs (in mills
per kwh) have declined since MEAG's inception:

Bulk Project Supplemental
Year Power Power Power
1977 24.73 19.93 26.11
1978 2406l 20.56 26.86
1979 24 44 18.58 31.47

Although many economists had forecast gloomy prospects for 1979, the year
proved to be one of relatvely level electrical consumption and demand, with
slight increases in both areas. Total bulk power and federal hydroelectric energy
delivered to our 47 participants was 4.36 billion kilowatt-hours (kwh), up four-
tenths of one percenr over 1978, while demand rose seven-tenths of one per-
cent, to 910,907 kilowatts (kw ). These slight increases, rather than the four to
seven percent annual growth experienced during earlier periods, were caused
by the overall state of the economy, variables in the weather, conservanon, load
management and reduced industrial growth.

Of the total energy provided to participants by MEAG, 55 percent was project
powet while supplemental purchases from Georgia Power Co. accounted for
the remaining 45 percent. When compared to the 1978 ratio of 36 and 64 per-
cent, respectively, the increase in lower priced project power accounts for the
overall cost reducnon. In addinon to bulk power supplied by MEAG, parnci-
pants received 620,704,400 kwh from the Southeastern Power Administration,
which markets the federal hydroelectric energy.

The Georgia territorial peak load of 10,213,000 kw occurred berween the
hours of 5 and 6 p.m. on August 8, 1979. During this hour, MEAG's contribu-
von to the peak was 970,035 kw (measured at the generator bus and includ-
ing power furnished by the federal hydroelectric projects) or 9.5 percent of
the territorial peak. One of the major reasons for this small expansion in de-
mand over the previous vear was the growth of electronic load management
systems among paracipants. At the ime of the 1979 peak, 13 participants had
these load management systems in operation, while it 1s esnmated that by the
time of the 1980 peak day, 16 cities will be peak-shaving by controlling the opera-
ton of air conditioning compressors and electric water heaters. This growth in
systems to hold down the peak load has both short-range and long-term impli-
cations, in that it currently saves participants money by cutting demand charges
while over the long run, it delays the need to build expensive new generation
capability just to meet peak-hour demands.

Our owned generating capacity increased by 135,405 kw on August 8, 1979,
when Unit 2 of the Edwin 1. Hatch Nuclear Generating Plant was declared in
commercial operation. This unit achieved intial criticality on July 4, 1978, and
was expected to be operational in December of that year. However, problems
discovered in the startup testing phase imposed a delay of several months. One
difficulty in particular was that certain pipe supports, or hangers, pulled loose
from their mounts when subjected to extreme pressure shocks. To correct this
problem, more than 800 hangers in each of the rwo Hatch units were replaced.
Because of this discovery, reactors nationwide had to be checked and many
underwent the same replacement procedure.

Retained capacity also increased significantly during the past year, from
198,188 kw on December 31, 1978, to 298,894 kv by the last day of 1979. These
increases are attributable to the placing in commercial service of Unit 2 at Plant
Hartch and the increased retention of capacity of Unit 1 of Plant Wansley and
Unut | of Plant Hatch. These periodic increases in retained capacity are in keep-
ing with our sellback agreement with Georgia Power Co.

One of the year's bright spots was the high availability of the generating units
at plants Hatch and Wansley. Hatch 2 was operated at 30 percent for the four full
months in which it was in commercial operation. In simular fashion, both Wans-
ley units continu~d to be outstanding performers, wit' nits | and 2 generanng
at 71 and 77 percent of capacity for the year. These records were among the
major reasons why we were able to keep the kwh cost of delivered energy to
participants at basicaily a level rate of 24 mulls.

A $10.4 million purchase of transmission and distribution facilities on August
23 served to bring MEAG into parity in the statewide Integrated Transmission



stem ([TS ). This acquisition of 165 miles of transmission lines, two trunsmis
n substatnons and nine distribution substations aiso reduced panty payvments
r MEAG from an average of 00 per month ro approximately 34 000
monthly. Current projections indicate 19580 annual receipts ot $100.000 rather
4 1 ayments for the ‘se of the [TS
st as was done in 78, Georgla Power Co. lowered its forecast of the rerri
rial growth rate dDecause f economi nditnons nservanon and the re
t natural gas constraints fr residennal and industrial hookups. From
rediction of an annual growth ot 4.59 percent through 1994, peak demand
rowth w vered 52 percent per vear The l-‘.i: A(s staft predicted that
CaAK e ind would increase 4.82 percent each vear through 1994
red territonial forecast caused Georgia Power Co. to further delay
ind 4 of Plant Scherer to February 1987 and February 1989, the latest
e complenon dates under the terms of )'s contract with the com
A irrent with the announcement of tl lelay in mid-September, Leor
ver roposed rhat the co-owners of Scherer units 3 and 4 consider
ng up their interests in those units and doubling their present ownership
T t aird 2. If accepted, this proposal would enable Georgrta Power
further Jdela INCe r sell one YOUth remaining units to ununes outside
€ i
fter n ths of negotianon and discussion, the Authority recom nded
roposal, known as Project 3, ro its participants because of the many bene
tters. First nstruction cost estimates for units | and 2 are
rmer, sir therr complenon dates of 1982 and 1984 are near-term. and
' nuch turther along. At year-end, Unit | was past the 50 percent
t 5 ind sall expected to begin operaton late in 1981. Another
r rage Project 3 1s that a new buvback schedule starting with no
MEAG the tirst vear and 1ing reasing oy ten percent each succeeding
ear would it MEAG's requirements much berter. Finally, adoptnion of this
rofect wot we parncipants approximately $10C million in financing because
he earlier unies are less expersive than the later ones, plus addinonal operating
wings would accrue to the participants over the life of the facility
\t this wrinng, more than 95 percent of our 47 participants have agreed to
W oproject and it s expected that the remaining cites will Sign their agree-
e Mav 15 The Project 3 agreement sl provides MEAG wath an option
wquire up to 15.1 percent capacity in Unies 3 1 4 if it proves advantageous
eneration program. [t exercised, this would be a separate project
March 28, 1979, an accident at the Three Mile Island nuclear electric
generanng tacility ot Metropolitan Edison ( lus the extensive media cover
e of this acadent, raised doubts in the minds of mullions of Americans con-

Total MEAG Participant Demand-1979

X
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A citizen of Doerun for more than 40
vears, Mavor B. C. Crowell enumerates

some o the high points of living in the
small Colquitt County town in south
Georgia: friendly people, good security,
fertile soil and low electrical rates. Said
Mavor Crowell, owner of a gas station and
auto parts store, "MEAG is one of the best
things that ever happened to Doerun.”

The town’s 460 electricity customers
include a sportswear manufacturer that
employs 200 workers and peanut and
fertilizer plants that are also sizable
operations and big electricity consumers
for the small town of 1,133. Load
management poses no problem; the city
cuts back on funcrions such as water
pumping and, if things really get serious,
will ask the sawmill or the outskirts of
town to decrease its electrical usage.



College Park Ciry Manager Don Stome cites
“"MEAG’s helping us keep our rates low" as

the primary advantage in the city he has
managed for more than two vears. "All
we have to do is to compare our rates
with those of other power suppliers,” said
Stone, whose utilities operation serves
nearly 10,000 electric customers. "We
have one of the lowest rates in the state.”

With a population of approximately
26,000, College Park is one of MEAG's
largest participants. In early 1979, the ciry
completed a half million dollar electrical
rehabilitarion project that, during a period
of several vears, included the installation
of new transtormers, wires and poles. The
svstem was converted from 7 kilovolts to
12 kv. With electrical loads growing,
erplained Stone, the completed work will
enable the city to provide better service to
customers.

erning the satery of nuclear power. On April 3, 1979, the co-owners of all

electric system tormed a high-level Nuclear Safery
ate safety-related design, operanon and training
ispects of plants Hatch and Voetle in Georgia and Farley in Alabama. MEAG

nuctear plants in th

“eVview ' ASK rorce

! )

selected as its representatives on this task torce Dr. Lynn Weaver, head of Geor-

h's School ot Nuclear Engineering, and Edward Wiot, of NUS Corp

Both reports of the grour i that the nuclear plants in Georga and

Aabama are being oper d sately, and that the co-owners are commuitted to all

ruture enhancements ot

In order to assist us in our generanion planning tor the next decade, we en
gaged the Stone & Webster Engineering Corp. to develop a long-range genera-
1 n. 1 19 1

non plan. | hetr analysis showed the continuing dbenefits of rrojects 1 and 2, and

ncluded that Project 3 would indeed be beneficial to MEAG, the same con-

G 8 b : :
clusion reached in a study by R. W. Beck & Associates. The report also stated

hat turther ownership of nuclear, coal-fired and pumped-storage capacity
ttered the least expensive means of meeting MEAG's future requirements
Because it has been estimated that the wood waste products of Georgia could
supply five percent of the tczal energy requirements of the state, MEAG has
‘e have

=‘\'§‘i‘- red several avenues eading to the utilzation of these products.
liscussed possible cneratnng sources with two lumber companies in the state
ind we continue 1O wWOrk wirh the wood utnzanon group at \Ecnrzm Tc't.."\
Several Army installanions in Georga have large, heavily-forested reservations,
so discussions concerning the use of waste wood from these areas are continuing
[n most parts ot Georgia, the wood wastes wathin a 50 mile radius would support
1 generanion unit of about 17 mw, while also providing steam for certain indus-
trial processes

Hydropower could also have an important role in any future MEAG generat-
ing projects. Duning 1979, we 1denntied three existing Corps of Engineer dams
which were not equipped wath turbines when built but which have a potential
tor electric generanon. These three sites: Carter's Lake Reregulanon Dam on the
Coosawattee River; the New Savannah Lock and Dam near Augusta; and the
Andrews Lock and Dam on the Chattahoochee River in southwest Georgia
ire currently undergoing feasibility studies by Stone & Webster. These studies
are expected to be complete during the las* quarter of 1980, and should assist us
in determining which of the three have a cost. benetit potential to become
MEAG hydro projects

Legal and Regulatory

Two parnal requirements (PR rate cases affected the amounts MEAG paid for
purchases of supplemental energy during the vear 1979. The PR-3 rate, which
was filed with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commussion (FERC) on Decem-
ber 30, 1977, was finally settled by all of the parties involved in January 1979
and forwarded to FERC for approval. This approval came on June 13 of last
year, and on August 24, following filing of a revised rate schedule by Georgia
Power Co., MEAG refund checks totalling $4.4 million were mailed to partc-
ipants

The PR-4 rate request, which was filed by Georgia Power Co. on December 1,
1978, went into etfect July 1, 1979, representing a four percent increase over
PR-3 rates. A negonated sertlement was reached in the PR-4 matter and filed
with FERC early in 1980. Part of this settlement included a moratorium on any
turther increases untul N. vember 1, 1980

Effecive October 1, 1979, FERC ruled that utilities collecting increased rates
under bond must pay the existing prime rate, compounded quarterly, on any
amounts required to be refunded, rather than the nine percent simple interest
previously charged. It is hoped that this action gives an added impetus for utili
ties filing higher rates to settle expedinously to avoid payment of the higher
interest rates.

It 1s encouraging to note that FERC Chairman Charles Curtis has proposed a
one-year nimetable tor complenng action on wholesale rate cases. Curtis has also
predicted that the problem of pancaking—the filing of one rate increase before
a previous one is settled—would disappear if Congress amended the Feceral
Power Act to prevent any rate increase from taking effect until FERC found it
just and reasonable

The state legisiation which would remove MEAG's exemption from ad
valorem tax remained in Senate committee at the close of the 1979 session of
the Georgia General Assembly. The matter came up again during the 1980 ses-
ston, and a bill was passed which continued the ad valorem exemption on Project
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In LaFayette, City Manager Grady
McCalmon has found MEAG tobe a
primary selling point in attracting industry
to the city of 7,000. Working with the
Georgia Department of Industry and
Trade, McCalmon is encouraging
industries to look seriously at LaFaverte.

"I've discussed MEAG and the role the
organization plays in the community,” said
the city administrator. “Industries want to
be assured their present electrical loads
will be met, as well as those they’'ll require
tor tuture expansion.”

In early 1980, McCalmon was working
with two industrial prospects considering
LaFaverte as a prime location. Betore the
vear is over, one of the industries,
predicted McCalmon, will announce plans
to locate in the northwest Georgia city



Active in local and regional politics since

she was a teenager, Lillian Webb has served
Norcross as its mayor for the past six vears,
following a four-year stint as a member of
the city council. The Norcross native,
mother of four, 1s also chairman of Electric
Cities as well as a member of the execunive
board of the Atlanta Rezional Comniission

"We became a MEAG participant,”
Mavor Webb said, "because it offered us
three important advantages. First, it
promised us the chance to have a voice in
the decision-making process of our power
supplier.

"Next, it allowed us to be more
competitive with other cities in trving to
encourage new industry for Norcross,
because we could assure prospects of being
able to serve any size electrical load,” she
continued

"Finally, MEAG gave us the chance to
stabilize our rates for a fcw vears, rather
than impose increases on our customers
almost every vear. And the earnings from
our electric svstem have enabled us to
make some city improvements that we just
didn't have the tax dollars to do otherwise.
As vou can tell, I'm a great supporter of
MEAG, and I'm delighted that the
organization has been so successful in irs
short history”’

o}
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Participant Report

We are graterul tor the spirited support proviged us by parucpants guring the

vear ISt ended was evidenced DV their enthusiastic acceptance
Of an Invitation to meet with Investment analysts visiting the Authority JHJ
discuss the advantages to th idual systems and customers of MEAQG's
achie Thev were quick to point out that since MEAG's formation, par
ncapants could make all-out efforts to artract industries of any sze. confident

in the knowledge that electric energy demands can and will be met from MEAG's
capaniines

Partic 1ipants also responded wholeheartedlv when we asked them to speak On

ur behait at legisianve gs at both ':‘{(' state and natuonail level. 1 heir col-

lective input had a major ir n some proposed legisiatton dDeing <« "bldw'!’(‘d
by the Georga General Assembly and was also important in discussions before
lawmakers and the various regulatorv agencies of the federal government in
Washington, D. (

We were pleased at the number of local officials, both elected and appointed

our regular monthly Authority meetings in Atlanta and at three

who arrende
yther locations around the state during 19/9. They also showed grear interest

in special meenngs on specific topics such as Project 3 and ad valorem tax legis

i@anon, ustening to our presentauons or and making Kknown their
views to elected officials 1n letters, pix ntormal meetungs. dSuch
support 1s indicative of the active roie partacipar In the planning and

growth of MEA(

y 1 1
terest was also murrored in the inaustnail

This same

growth experienced by participant municij

and consuming int

alines during 1979 and early 198C

Tvpical of the expansion plans of major firms, the Miller Brewing Co. announced

plans early in the vear to build a $28 ion

aluminum <an manutacturing

plant in Moultrie. Annual wages and purchases for this facility are eshmated at
Projected Peak Demand and Power Supply

2000

1000




¢ miliior e new plant, expected e emplov about 200, wall provide a por
¢ f rhe nraines need t Miller's i_-i“ nillion brewery in Albany. ¥
rthwest of M erie
irrer le, Strarton Industries, a major manutacrurer of carper hber,
X led their capacity by leasing a 100,000 square toot building and adding
car oA mi ¢S, And Laurange received a boost In its econom vhen
three new plants were announced tor the city's industrial park. There r
Manutactuning emploved 120 people to build incubators, the Whinng
r taciiity assemt g tracked vel S pr bs tor about 135, and
N v 35 Y es were hir bt the new } Hosiery mill
A\ 35 mullion investment by Moorman Manufacturing in Cordele during the
ir 1S expected to pr 1 DS rS vhen their new cattie and hog fee ant
ens X Isewhere in Crisy inty, Retco’s tacility at Warwick employs
n the manufactur § & ol warfare suits for the Arn Another 300
¢ VEre Create b rdele area it )‘4\>L,. WO major shopping centers
vere oper
imatl ternanona r egar nstruction of a A U square oot
§ [ \ A 1 Other musicai
- ne _— ( it with a
. vork
Norcr fOor an electronics
facturing a tor up to 2.000
X L t ne it these industries
Wwing ser ME A( irticipant sys bs and increased eco-
aviry produced by these developments add further stability and strength
T | 4 rmme S
Financial
For the rwelve months ended December 31, 1979, MEAG recorded gross re

enues ot 118,568,472, Bulk power sales to participants rotaling 3,.741,.482.798

kwh provided revenues ot 391,44 Y, while capacity and energy sales to Ueor

!

- £ 194 T34 A fad :
gia Power (i iccounted for the remaining 34 /.10, 7 33. Although b ik power
energy use by our 4/ parncipants increased shightly over 1978, revenues from

] % r al e » » > 1
iracipants actually Jdecreased one h Of a percent because the average bulk

power cost declined. Bulk power includes all delivered power except partci
ants' SEPA allocanons

[he cost of bulk power supplied in 1979 to our participants averaged 24.44

Is per kwh. Included in this figure is 1,700,972,563 kwh of supplemental

ower purchased trom Georgla Power Company at an average delivered cost

i 3147 n while project power was supplied tor 18.58 mulls per kwh. These

3 sertlement refund of 36,074,603 but do not include the
v FER

PR -4 settlement, which has not yet been approved b

the Hirst N vear, the previous vear s acrual «

OS{s are compared

3 1 T 1"
m our paracipants during that period Bex ause dDui-

Vvith revenues

1 '
ngs or projex n a Ddudgeted Dasts, any under- or over-oiling 1s ag-

sted at that om 9 vear-end settlement resulted in a MEAG refund to

ants of 56,176,750, Major reasons for this refund included greater in-

terest earnings on invesrments than ated: higher capacity tactors on gener
inng plants and adjustments for ge n and transmiussion costs relanng to
37 7 S

¢ Authority's capiral expenditures tor purchase and construction of gener
fing plants and transmissic ines increased shghtly in 1979, trom 3100.8 mil
n 378 ro 3109 3 million. However, these outlavs are expected tO increase
grnuticantly in 1980, when major investments in plants Vogtle and Scherer will
¢ require Ind 'rOject 3, when approved, will also ac nrtora
\ The tollowing rable is a cay ~ule summary of direct cap

picstee cluding capitalized interest) for 1978, 1979 and 1980

Capital Expenditures

{in millions of dollars)

Year Project | Project 2 Project 3 Total
J N 39 7 4.1 S100S8
W79 ) 7 ) 3
IS (estimated X% 15.3 1048 Y

On January 17, 1979, the Authority sold $100 mullion in Series D Power Revenue
Bonds tor a ner interest cost of 7. 009 percent. With this sale, the weighted aver
on MEAG bonds was 6.316 percent An-

778

IRe Net interest cost of n.i

&

Alex Howell, Sr. was city manager of
Bl.kely, another MEAG participant city,
before he became Fairburn’s city manager
514 vears ago. For the south Fulton County
town of 3,800, he foresees steady but not
booming progress. Feeling confident that
Fairburn could supply electrical power to
any size industry because of MEAG, he
would like to see more industry come to
town in the long-range furure.

"We feel that our electrical operation
is a smooth-running one,” Howell
commented. "Our residential, commercial
and industnal electricity customers are
pleased with the service and the reasonable
rates we are able to offer through our
association with MEAG.”

A turture project that will upgrade
Fairburn’s service to its 1,500 electrical
customers is a new substarion that should
be completed in midsummer 1980.



Claude Lawson, a Fort Valley native who

owns and operates Quality Cleaners, was
appointed chairman of the city's utilities
commission in early 1980 and feels that
“Those who understand urtilities chink
MEAG is one of the best things the city has
ever done.” A member ot the commission
since April 1974, Lawson emphasized,
"People who are in a position to assess
MEAG's impact on the city are glad we
have the benetits that MEAG affords.”

In May 1979, the city of 10,000
instituted a $136,000 load management
system that has been an economic plus tor
the town and a source of pride for Lawson
and the commission. The system has
worked so well, in fact, that Lawson would
like to share Fort Vallev's success story
with towns ot comparable size throughout
the country

1 QA “ y
ther sale, the Sernes E issue in January, 1980, retlected the precipitous rise in

“.?"‘li; nterest rates ror ponas ir ne vear, when it was priced at a net in

rerest cost of 7.875 percent. This 3125 mullion sale ot securities raised our net
nrerest wt tor S8R50 mulhion utstanding to 6.546 percent

Bex

ause Of the current uncertain state of the dbond market and the record high

interest rates required to se ng-term obligations, the Authority in early 198
Degan to examine all aspects of alternanve methods of tinancing. Some of the
options being considered inciude additional bank lines of credit and the sale ot

tax-exempt commercial paper or notes with terms Of (ess than ten years

The Authority’s two current projects had been expected to require approxi

mately $1.207 billion in financing through 1987 in addition to the 3850 mullion

\ready raised. If Project 3 1s

$ expected, this adds an aadinonai

financing requirement of appr 15 million, but saves $313 mullion in

P * | 2 $98 mill Th r ws the
Proiect 1| and 2 costs tor a net savin | million. 1 his chart shows the

approximate amounts required each year (in mullions of dollars) to carry out

the total financial program of the Authority

MEAG Financing Schedule

800 ' - 800

[n late 1979, the MEAG financ:ial staff began the implementation and testing ot

1 new computerized money ‘nanagement system called Moneymax. With this
new system, expected to be fully operational by mid-1980, MEAG can maxi
mize its earnings on investments, monitor daily cash flow requirements and
mprove its accounting for invesrments

\s data automaton requirements continued to grow, the Authority approved
n September 1979 initiation of a preliminary study concerning the purchase

t in-house computer ipment. Proposals were subsequently received from

several vendors and these proposals are being ev aluated by the staff. A recom-
mendation to the Authority is expected by June 1980

Keeving the financial community informed, always a matter of high priority,
received ‘ncreased emphasis in 1979, with a significant number of visits to insti-
rutional investors, analysts and rating agencies. We plan to continue our eftorts

n this area because Of our dbeliet that our relany ely low Average interest Cost 1s at

east partly due to our policy of discussing MEAG's programs and achieve-

ments trequently with a varniety of audiences in the financiali community



Auditors’ Opinion

Financial Section

Municipal Electric Authority
of Georgia:

We have examuned the balance sheets of Municipal Electric Authority of Georgia
as of December 31, 1979 and 1978 and the related statements of net revenues
and accumulated net revenues and of changes in financial position for the vears
then ended. Our examinations were made in accordance with generally accepted
auditing standards and, accordingly, included such tests of the accounting
records and such other auditing procedures as we considered necessary in the
circumstances.

In our opinion, such financial statements present fairly the financial position
of the Authority at December 31, 1979 and 1978 and the results of its opera-
nons and changes in its financial position for the years then ended, in conformity
with generally accepted accountng principles applied on a consistent basts.

Our examinations of the financial statements of the Authority also compre-
hended the accompanying separate balance sheets of the Authority's Project
One and Project Two as of December 31, 1979 and the related statements of
net revenues and accumulated net revenues and of changes in financial position
for the vear then ended, and our opinion stated above is to be considered as
applymg thereto.

Our examinations also comprehended the supplemental schedules of changes
in assets of the bond resolution funds and other funds of the Authority’s Project
One and Project Two for the year ended December 31, 1979. In our opinion,
such supplemental schedules, when considered in relation to the basic financial
statements, present fairly in all material respects the information shown therein.

Deloitte Haskins & Sells

Atlanta, Georgia
February 29, 1980
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Balance Sheets

MUNICIPAL ELECTRIC AUTHORITY OF GEORGIA

1979 Authority Total
ASSETS Project One Project Two 1979 1978
Utility Plant, at cost (Note 1(d) ):
Electric plant:
Elecmc plant in service $345,494 246 $ 30,520.342 $376,014,588 3.53,364.279
Construction work in progress 154,284,680 22,958,255 177,242,935 192,282,316
Total 499,778,926 53,478,597 553,257,523 445,646,595
Less accumulated depreciation 41,529,925 2,020,603 43,550,528 29,481,133
Electric plant—net 458,249,001 51,457,994 509,706,995 416,165,462
Nuclear fuel 23,264,566 23,264,566 24,918,680
Less accumulated amortization 6,386,152 6,386,152 7,527,428
Nuclear fuel—net 16,378,414 16,878,414 17,391,252
Total utility plant—net 475,127,415 51,457,994 526,585,409 433,556,714
Special Funds—Primarily short-term security
investments, at cost, which approximates market,
and accrued interest (Note 2):
Construction fund 82,057.606 25,088,875 107,146,481 10,245,285
Debt service fund, excluding deposits for payment of
accrued interest on power revenue bonds: [979—
$21,915,131, and 1978—3$19,091,776 54,419,580 15,688,170 70,107,750 67,021,842
Reserve and contingency fund 5,995,575 434611 6,430,186 4,697,157
General reserve tund 501,285 501,285
Total special funds restricted under
revenue bond resolunions 142,974,046 41,211,656 184,185,702 141,964,284
Bond annicipation note fund 195,982 195,982 40,063,167
Total special funds 143,170,028 41,211,656 184,381,684 182.027.15_1_
Current Assets:
Operanng Fund—Primanly short-term security
investments, at cost, which approximates marker,
and accrued interest (Note 2) 17,146,728 4,927,845 22,074,573 18,954,264
Deposits in debt service fund for payment of accrued
interest on power revenue bonds (Note 2) 18,652,575 3,262,556 21,915,131 19,091,77
Deposit in bond anticipation note fund for payment
ot accrued interest { Note 3) 610,000 610,000 214,167
Supplemental power account—Primarily short-term
security investments, at cost, which approximates
market, and accrued inrerest (Note 1(a) ) 9,560,903 9,560,903 9,879,107
Net utility revenue accounts receivable from Participants
billed and accrued (Note 2) 352,188 352,188 3,635,287
Other receivables 851 333,269 334,120 492 358
Fuel stocks, at average cost 3,051,264 1,556,145 4,607,409 3,658,966
Prepayments 173.134 85.242 258,376 69,675
Total current assets 49,547,643 10,165,057 59,712,700 55,995,600
Deferred Debits:
Depreciation, amortization, and other expenses to be
recovered from future revenues from Participants
(Note 1(¢)? 19,783,111 825,331 20,608,442 13,209,884
U namortized debt expense 7,526,701 1,633,179 9,159,880 8,465,047
Total deferred debits 27,309.812 2,458,510 29,768,322 21,674.931
Total Assets $695,154,8908 $105,293,217 $800,448,115  $693,254,69
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December 31, 1979and 1978

1979 Authority Total
LIABILITIES Project One Project Two 1979 1978
Capitalization:
Power revenue bonds (Note 2 ):
Series A $295.635,000 $295,635,000 $297,850,000
Series B 149,075,000 149,075,000 150,000,000
Senes C 74,875,000 74,875,000 75,000,000
Series D 100,000,000 100,000,000
1978 Series $100,000,000 100,000,000 100,000,000
Unamornzed discount on long-term debt (947,593) (192,437) (1,140,030) (533911)
Total power revenue bonds 618,637,407 99,807,563 718,444,970 622,316,089
Bond anncipanion notes pavable (Note 3) 40,000,000 40,000,000 40,000,000
Accumulated net revenues ( Note 1(c)) 10,612,396 266,287 10,878,683 6,886,456
Total capitalization 669,249 803 100,073,850 769,323,653 669,202,545
Liabilities Pavable From Construction Fund 3,744,384 1,345,354 5,089,738 491,328
Current Liabilities, excluding current marurities of
power revenue bonds payakle from debt service fund:
1979—%$3,510,000, and 1978—$3,265,000:
Accounts pavable 2,898,136 9416 2,907,552 4,142,083
Accrued interest on power revenue bonds 18,652,575 262,556 21,915,131 19,091,776
Accrued interest on bond anticipation notes 610,000 610,000 214,167
Net unlity revenue billing adjustment 602,041 602,041 112,797
Total current liabilines, excluding
current maturities of power
revenue bonds 22,160,711 3,874,013 26,034 724 23,560,823
Commirments and Contingencies ( Nores 4 and 5)
Total Liabilities $695,154.8908  $105,293,217 $800,448,115 3693254696

SEE NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS ON PAGES 17-19
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Statements of Net Revenues and Accumulated Net Revenues

MUNICIPAL ELECTRIC AUTHORITY OF GEORGIA For ihe vears ended December 31, 1979and 1978

1979 Authority Total
Y- Project One Project Two 1979 1978
Revenues:
Project power $ 53,832,301 $11,200847 $ 65,033,148 $ 4753379
Supplemental bulk power (net of suppuer refunds
of $4,722.400 in 1979 and $3,180,301 in 1978) 53,535,324 53,535,324 64,255,118

Total revenues

107,367,625

11,200.847

118,568,472

111,788,297

Expenses:
Project power operating expenses exclusive of

depreciation and amortization of utlity plant 34,820,790 10,431,040 45,251,830 31,208,308
Supplemental bulk pcwer purchases 53,535,324 53,535,324 64,255,118
Toral project power operaung expenses,
exclusive of depreciation and amortization,
and supplemental bulk power purchases 58,356,114 10,431.040 98,787,154 95,463,426
Interest charges (and credits) (Note 4):
Interest on long-term debt payable from
Project power revenues 18,756,024 2,621,000 21,377,024 16,502,259
Interest on investments (9,138,346) (2,488.287) (11,626,633) (6.632,507)
Interest charges—net 9617.678 132,713 9,750,391 9,869,752
Deprecianion and amornizanon charges (and credits):
Depreciation of electnic plant 10,921,009 918,255 11,839,264 9,379,643
Amortization of nuclear fuel 4,443,007 4,443,097 2,325,171
Amortization of debt discount and expense 1,378,939 274,665 1,653,604 1.449617
Depreciation and amortization to be recovered
from tuture revenues from Participants (11,075.152) (822,113) (11,897,265) (10.174.170)
Depreciation and amortization charges—net 5,667,593 370,807 6,038,700 2,980,261
Total expenses 103,641,685 10.934.560 114,576,245 108,313,439
Net Revenues (Note 1(¢)) 3,725,940 266,287 3,992,227 3,474,858
Accumulated Net Revenues—Beginning ot year 6,886,456 —_ 6,886,456 3,411,598
Accumulated Net Revenues—End of year $ 10612396 $ 266,287 $ 6,886,456

$ 10,878,683

SEE NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS ON PAGES 17-19




Statements of Changes in Financial Position

MUNICIPAL ELECTRIC AUTHORITY OF GEORGIA

For the vears ended December 31, 1979and 1978

1979 Authority Total
Project One Project Two 1979 1978
Sources of Working Capital:
Operations:
Net revenues 3,725,940 $ 266,287 $ 3,992,227 3,474,858
Depreciation and amortization charges—net 5,667,893 370,807 6,038,700 2.980,261
Total 9,393,833 637,094 10,030,927 6,455,119
Proceeds from power revenue bonds, less debt
discount and expense 97.045 446 97,045,446 171,183,113
Special funds 58,991,732 8,991,732
Proceeds from bond anticipation notes pavable 40,000,000
Interest on investments of construction fund deferred 4,498,706 4,498,706 2,431,961
Liabilities payable from construction fund 3,744 3584 854,026 4,598,410 491,328
Total 114,682,369 10,482,852 25,165,221 220,561,521
Uses of Working Capital:
Utnlity plant additions:
Electric plant, net of accumulated depreciation
at. e of purchase, $2,937,363 in 1979 and
$2.055,147 in 1978 93,671,418 11,709,380 105,380,798 96,123,652
Nuclear fuel, net of test pertod amortization,
$495,967 in 1979 and $523,042 in 1978 3,930,259 3,930,259 4,707,315
Bond principal renirements 3,265,000 3,265,000 2,150,000
Special funds 11,345,965 11,345,965 106,879,725
Liabilines payable trom construcnon fund 2,376,173
Total 112,212,642 11,709,380 123,922,022 212,236,865
Increase ( Decrease ) in Working Capital
(excluding current maturizes of power revenue bonds) 2.469.727 $(1,226528) $ 1,243,199 $ 8,324,656
Components of Increase ( Decrease ) in Working
Capital (excluding current maturities of power
revenue bonds ):
Operating fund 4,218,480 $(1,008171) $ 3,120,309 7,846,119
Deposit in debt service fund for payment of accrued
Literest on power revenue bonds 3,367,084 (543,729) 2,823,355 5,229,608
Deposit in bond anticipation note fund for payment
of accrued interest 395,833 395,533 214,167
Supplemental power account (318,204) (318,204) 561,093
Net unility revenue accounts recevable from
Participants billed and accrued (3,283,099) (3,283,099) (3,489 909,
Other receivables (1,823) (156,415) (158,238) 424,097
Fuel stocks 626,627 321,816 948,443 1,276,628
Prepayments 105.431 83,270 188,701 43334
Accounts pavable 1,122,315 112,216 1,234,531 1,776,091
Accrued interest or power revenue bonds (3,367.,084) 543,729 (2,823,355) (5,229 808)
Accrued interest or bond anticipation notes (395,833) (395,833) (214,167)
Net unlity revenue billing adjustment (489,244, (489,244) (112,797)
Increase (Decrease) in Working Capital
(excluding current maturinies of power revenue bonds ) $ 2469727 $(1,226528) $ 1,243,199 $§ 8.,324656

SEE NOUTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS ON PAGES 17-19
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Project One Supplemental Schedule of Changes in Assets
of the Bond Resolution Funas and Other Funds

MUNICIPAL ELECTRIC AUTHORITY OF GEORGIA

Cash and
Investments,
December 31, Debt
1978(2)(3) Proceeds "
Bond Resolution Funds:
Revenue Fund
Operatng Fund:
General Operating Account $ 6,166,094
Payroll Account 28,174 ‘
Nuclear Fuel Account 4,355,021 $ 4,536,000
Revolving Construction Account 250,000
Fossil Fuel Account 2,117,606
Working Fund 250
Total Operating Fund 12917,145 4,536,000
Reserve and Conangency Fund:
Renewal and Replacement Account 2,202,718
Decommussioning Account 777.960
Reserve Account 1,376,150 84,000
Total Reserve and Contingency Fund 4,356,828 54,000
General Reserve Fund
Construcnion Fund 36,927,621 71,893,207
Debt Service Fund:
Debt Service Account 23,691,383 13,269,152
Debt Service Reserve Account 38,661,448 S,140643
Total Debt Service Fund 62,352,831 21,418,795
Total Bond Resolution Funds 116,554,425 97,932,002
Other Funds:
Supplemental Power Account 9,759,222
Bond Annapation Note Fund 40,005,403
TOTAL $166,319,050 $97.932,002

1) Receipts from bond proceeds include inverest recerved at issuance ($304.152)  nd are net of underwriters’ fees ( $1.725,000) and bond discount (2 #47 150).

(2) Investments exclude interest recetvabie of $1.8581,127 at December 31, 1978 anc $5.406.684 at December 31, 1979.

( 3) Cash and investments at December 31, 1978 exclude receivables trom Georgi: Power Companv ot $2.130,599

14



For the year ended December 31, 1979

Cash and
Investments,
Power Investment Disburse- December 31,
Bullings Interest Transfers ments 1979 (2)

$ 56,829,657 $ 251,131 $(45,575,519) $ 11,505,269
636,161 8,355,367 3,052,498 $ 6,105,124
992 334 216 335,309 28,173
729,523 3,900,934 4,483,532 9,037,946
21872 38,693 63,242 247,323
89,163 13,039,929 13.618,133 1,628,565
2,175 2,175 250
1.477.711 25,671 414 27,554,889 17,047,381
171,022 1,168,178 1,065,401 2,476,517
70,616 515,984 1,364,560
i 187,729 437,571 2,085,450
429,367 2,121,733 1,065,401 5,926,527
LT 38,942 461,058 500,000
L I, 5,080,787 (4,464, 295) 31.235,544 78,201,776
- 2,316 22.961,284 37,203,166 25,020,969
3,315,527 (3.315,527) 46,811,091
] 5,617,843 19,645,757 37,203,166 71,832,060
56,829,657 12,895,781 (2,139.852) 108,564,269 173,507,744
558,401,794 910,548 (413.543) 59,230,322 9,427,699
i 2,706,045 2,553,395 44,460,736 798,107
$115.231,451 $16,512,374 $ - $212,261,327 $183,733,550

15



Project Two Supplemental Schedule of Changes
in Assets of the Bond Resolution Funds

MUNICIPAL ELECTRIC AUTHORITY OF GEORGIA

For the vear ended [ ecember 31, 1979

Cash and Cash and
Investments, Investments,
December 31, Power [nvestment Disburse- December 31,
1978 (1) Billings Interest Transfers ments 1979 (1)
Revenue Fund $12505828 $ 54641 $(10,380.278) $ 2,180,191
Operatung Fund:
General Operating Account $ 5,067,962 352,586 444 247 2,150,604 $ 3,714,191
Pavroll Account 224,820 224820
Revolving Construction Account 250,000 24,5349 (24,849) 250,000
'_thlssal Fuel Account 585,232 45 483 8,164,723 7.903,008 892,430
- Total Operating Fund 5,903,194 422918 8,808,941 10,278,432 4,856,621
Reserve and Contningency Fund:
Renewal and Replacement
Account 146,400 017 135,479 37,808 257,088
Reserve Account 175,550 16,739 (16,739) 175,550
Total Reserve and
A Contingency Fund 321,950 29,756 118,74C 37.808 432,638
( ’f"_‘.'!‘ Reserve Fund — —
( \_ﬂ_’\srrucnun Fund 30,627,183 2,626,781 110,111 5,894 320 24,469,746
Debrt Service Fund:
Debt Service Account 14,515,109 1,003,640 2,047,360 7,068,887 10,497,222
Debt Service Reserve Account 7.972.470 704,874 (704,874) 7.972,47C
____ Tnta_l_(\-ht Service Fund 22,487,579 1,708,514 1,342 486 7068887 18,469,692
TOTAL $59.339906 $12,505,828 $4842610 $ - 328,459,647 $48,228,697

1t 1) Investments exclude interest receivable of $575.976 at December 31, 1978 and $1.173,360 at December 31. 1979
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Notes To Financial Statements

MUNICIPAL ELECTRIC AUTHORITY OF GEORGIA

For the vears ended December 31, 1979and 1978

1. GENERAL MATTERS AND ACCOUNTING POLICIES

(a) General Martters

The Muniapal Electric Authornity of Georgia (the “Authority”)
is a public corporation and an instrumentality of the Srate of
Georgia, created by an Act of the 1975 Session of the General
Assembly of the State of Georgia (the "Act”) to supply electricity
to local government electric distribution systems. The Act pro-
vides that the Authority wall establish rates and charges so as to
produce revenues sufficient to cover its costs, including debt serv-
ice, but it may not operate its projects for profir, except insofar
as any such profit will inure ro the benefit of the public. Forry-six
cittes and one county (the "Parncipants™) of the State of Georgia
have contracted for power with the Authoriry.

The Authority and Georgia Power Company ("GPC™) are
party to agreements governing the ownership and operation of
electnc generanng and transmussion tacilines. GPC manages the
construction and operation of the Authority's generating facilities
and operation of the Authority’s transmission facilities, desig-
nated Project One and Project Two. These agreements require the
Authority to sell to GPC declining portions of the output and
services o1 =ach generating unit of Project One and Project Two
during the first eight years of commercial operation. Failure of the
Authority to meet any obliganon to GPC under these agreements
in respect of a specific plant would allow GPC to invoke its reme-
dies in respect ot the Authority’s entire interest in that plant.

Project One consists of 17.7% undivided ownership interests
in each of four nuclear-fueled generating units, 10% undivided
ownership interests in each of six coal-fired generanng units, sep-
arately-owned transmussion facilities, and working capital required
tor the Authonty’s bulk power supply operagon. Acquisition of
these facilinies is financed by the issuance of revenue bonds pur-
suant to the Power Revenue Bond Resolution adopted August 30,
1976 as subsequently amended.

Project Two consists of 5.1% additonal undivided ownership
interests in each of six coal-tired generating units which have been
wquired with proceeds from revenue bonds issued pursuant to
the General Power Revenue Bond Resolution adopted March 22,
1978 and readopted April 19, 1978

Project One began operations on January 27, 1977 and Project
Two began operanons on June 21, 1978.

Suppiemental bulk power supply is that portion of the Partiai-
pants’ bulk power supply in excess of their entitlement to Project
Une power and the output and related services of Project Two.
Pavments recetved by the Authority from the Participants for
supplemental bulk power supply are not pledged under either
resolunion,

The Project One and Project Two Power Sales Contracts be-
nween the Authonity and each ot the torty-seven Participants
require the Authority to provide, and the Participants to purchase
trom the Authonity, all of the Participants’ bulk power supply, as
defined in the contracts. Each Parnicipant is obligated to pay its
share ot the Authority's operation and debt service costs of each
project.

The resolutions require that payments by Participants for proj-

ect power be deposited in special funds and be used only for
operation costs, debt service, and other stipulated purposes. The
resolutions also establish construction funds to hold assets for
payment of project acquisition costs.

Other fuads are used to hold assets not subject to the restric-
nons of the resolutions but designated for specific purposes.

(b) Basis of Accounting

The accounts of the Authority are maintained substanually in
accordance with the Uniform System of Accounts of the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission, as required by the Power Sales
Contracts with the Participants, and are in conformity with gen-
erally accepted accounnng principles. A separate set of accounts
is maintained for each of the Authority’s projects.

(¢) Revenues and Net Revenues

The Power Sales Contracts -ith the Participants provide for bill-
ings to the Partucipants for ou put and services ot both projects to
provide for payment of current operating expenses, payment of
debt principal and interest (debt service), and deposits in certain
tunds, all in compliance with the bond resolutions. These billings
and the related expenses are accounted for as follows:

Portion of billings that provides for current operating ex-
penses and interest expense—Operating revenues are accrued
and include an amount equal to these expenses: a bil'ng adjust-
ment s made in the following vear for the difference berween
the amount accrued and billable and the amounts of interim
bills rendered. There i1s no resulting effect on Net Revenues.

Portion of billings that provides for payment of debt the pro-
ceeds of which were used in the acquisition of utlity plant,
etc.—The excess of depreciation of electric plant (straight-line
method), amortization of nuclear fuel (unit-of-production
method), amornzation of debt discount and expense (bonds
outstanding method), and certain operating expenses over such
portion of the billing is accounted for as an amount to be re-
covered from future billable project revenues and is classified
as a deterred debit. There is no resulting effect on Net Revenues.

Portion of billings that provides for deposits in the Reserve
and Conrtingency Fund and Operating Fund and for pavment
of debt the proceeds of which were used in the acquisiton ot
trutial working capital- -There are no expenses that relate to this
portion of the billings; as a result, such portion represents the
Net Revenues for the period.

Earnings on investments of the Construction Funds and the
Bond Anticipation Note Fund reduce the cost of utility plant addi-
tons to the extent that the earnings are allocable to construcnon
work in progress; otherwise, the earnings reduce the deferred
debits to be recovered from Participants. Earnings on investments
of other funds reduce the billings to Participants for current oper-
ating expenses.

Accumulated net revenues are invested in various funds of the
Authority and are subject to disposition in accordance with the
provisions of the resolutions.




Notes To Financial Statements

MUNICIPAL ELECTRIC AUTHORITY OF GEORCGIA

(d) Utility Plant
The cost of unlity plant includes direct and overhead costs and the
net cost of funds borrowed by the Authority and used for con-
SIrUCTIOn purposes.

The Authority computes depreciation of electric plant by the
straight-line method over the expected service life of the plant,
using composite annual rates of 3.70% for nuclear-fueled generat-
ing plant, 2.76% for coal-fired generating plant, and 3.10% for
rransmission and distribution plant. The cost of decommission-
ing the nuclear-fueled generating plant promptly after each unit
has been taken out of service has been considered in the establish-
ment of the composite anr.al depreciation rate.

Amortizanion of nuclear fuel is based on the quannaty of heat
produced for the production of electric energy. GPC, acting for
the Authonty, has a nuclear fuel supply contract whereby the
ownership of certain spent nuclear fuel assemblies will revert to
the supplier; no provision has been made for nuclear fuel storage
costs which mught be incurred if reprocessing services are not
available when required for these nuclear fuel assemblies. For
nuclear fuel assemblies not subject to the above contract, provi-
ston is betng made tor esumated storage and disposition costs.

When property subject to depreciation is retired or otherwise
disposs . of in the normal course of business, its cost, together
with its cost of removal less salvage, is charged to accumulated
deprecianon.

The cost of maintenance, repairs, and replacements of minor
items of property is charged to main.enance expense accounts.
The cost of replacements of property (excl.**ive of minor items of
property) is charged to udlity plant accounts.

2. POWER REVENUE BONDS
The resolutions authorize the issuance of Power Revenue Bonds
in the aggregate principal amount of $1,600,000,000 and the issu-
ance of General Power Revenue Bonds in the aggregate principal
amount of $260,000,000, for the financing of the projects. Such
aggregate principal amounts of bonds have been validated by court
judgments. The resolutions permit the issuance of additional
bonds for certain purposes, including completion of the projects.

Power revenue bonds issued under the resolutions are secured
by pledges of project power revenues attributable to the respective
projects after payment ot their operating expenses, as well as
pledges ot the assets in the funds established by the bond resolu-
nons. Each Parnicipant’s payment obligations under the Power
Sales Contracts are general obligations to the payment of which
the Participant’s full faith and credit are pledged.

Project One Power Revenue Bonds outstanding at December
31, 1979 were as tollows:

Series A:
3.707 to 5%% maturing annually to 1995 $ 92,140,000
6% maturing in 2000 with annual sinking

tund requirements beginning 1n 1996 54,265,000

6.207 maturing in 2009 with annual sinking
tund requirements beginning in 2001 149,230,000
Toral $295.635,000
——

Series B:
3% o 67 maturing annually to 1998 $ 49,685,000
6.10% maturing in 2002 with annual sinking
tund requirements beginning in 1999 20,460,000
6'4% maturing in 2012 with annual sinking
fund requirements beginning in 2003 78,950,000
Tortal $149 075,000
Series C:
4% to 5.70% maturing annually to 1998 $ 22,600,000
67 maturing in 2004 with annual sinking
fund requirements beginning in 1999 17,305,000
64" maturing in 2012 with annual sinking
tund requirements beginning in 2005 34,970.000
Total $ 74,875.000

Series D:
514% to 6.700 maturing annually to 1998 $ 20,395,000
647 maturing in 2003 with annual sinking

fund requirements beginning in 1999 14,890,000

7% maturing in 2015 wath annual sinking
fund requirements beginning in 2004 64,715.000
Total $100,000.000

On January 18, 1980 the Authority sold $125,000,000 princi-
pal amount of Power Revenue Bonds, Series E, with interest rates
ranging from 6.40% to 7% and with annual maturities and
sinking fund requirements to 2018.

Project Two General Power Revenue Bonds outstanding at
December 31, 1979 were as follows:

1978 Series:

4.60% to 6'4% maturing annually to 1995 $ 20,870.000
6% maturing in 2002 with annual sinking
fund requirements beginning in 1996 22,620,000
6.70% maturing in 2006 with annual sinking
fund requirements beginning in 2003 18,310,000
6.80% maturing in 2012 with annual sinking
fund requirements beginning in 2007 38,200,000
Total $100,000,000

Scheduled principal maturities for the next six years of power
revenue bonds outstanding at December 31, 1979 were as follows:

Maturity Date Project One Project Two
January 1, 1980 $3.380,000 $ 430.000
January 1, 1981 3,945,000 450.000
January 1, 1982 6,010,000 70,000
January 1, 1983 6,260,000 500,000
January 1, 1984 6,535,000 520.000
January 1, 1985 6,845,000 550,000

3. REVOLVING CREDIT AND TERM LOAN AGREEMENT
A revolving credit and term loan agreement (the ""Agreement’’)
between the Authonty and a group of banks allows the Authority
to borrow up to $40,000,000 in Term Advances and up to
$60,000,000 in Revolving Credit Advances, untl March 31, 1980.
Borrowings under the Agreement bear interest at the lesser of an
annual rate of sixty-seven percent of the rate of interest available
for ninety day loans to substantial and responsible commercial




For the vears ended December 31, 1970 and 1978

borrowers of the participating banks (the prime rate ) or 9%, Com-
pensanng balances of $4,045,000 are to be maintained bt are not
legally resericted as to withdrawal.

On December 6, 1978 the Authority borrowed $40,000,000
in Term Advances maturing March 31, 1980. Such notes bore
interest at the annual rates of 9% at December 31, 1979and 7.7%
at December 31, 1978, The Authority intends to repay such Term
Advances with bond proceeds obtained trom the ssuance in Jan-
uary 1980 of Series E, Power Revenue Bonds. Such bond proceeds

are plelyed tor the repayment of the Term Advances.

4. CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM
The Authority has substantial commitménts in connection with
the acquisiion and construction of the: projects.

It 1s esumated that the total cost of aquisition and construction
will be $1,554,000,000 for Project One and $197,000,000 for
Project Two and that bonds in these principal amounts, including
bonds previously issued, will be required to be issued to pay the:
cost of acquisition and construction The Supreme Court of the
State of Georgia has validated bonds in the aggregate principal
amount of $1,600.000,00C for the purpose of financing Project
One and $260.000,000 for the purpose of financing Project Two.

The Authority has tentatively accepted an otfer by GPC under
which GPC would purchase the Authority’s 15.1% interest in two
coal-fired generating unies, Scherer Units 3 and 4. and the Aurhor-
ity would purchase an addinonal 15.1% interest in two coal-fired
generating units, Scherer Units 1 and 2 (which would be financed
by the Authority as a separate project). Final acceptance of this
ofter is conditioned, among other things, upon the Participants’
execution of power sales contracts with the Authority for the out-
put and services of these addinonal interests. If the offer is ula-
mately accepted by the Authority the present esumated cost ¢
acquisition and construction of Project One and Project Two wou'id
be reduced.

Delays in . struction or changes in environmental and regula-
tory standards could increase the cost of such facilities.

An operaung license must be obtained trom the Nuclear Regula-
tory Commussion prior to operation ot a nuclear unir.

The cost of unlity plant additions during 1979 and 1978 in-
cludes the net cost of funds borrowed by the Authority and used
for construcnion purposes, as tollows:

Project One  Project Two

1979:
Interest on long-term debt $21.506,800 $3.904,157
Interest on investments 6,822,636 3,005,014
Net cost of funds $14684.164 3 399143

197R:
Interest on-long-term debe $15,298,133 $2,062.318
[nterest on investments 2,052,288 251,665

Net cost of funds $13,245.845 $1,211,153

5. CONTINGENCIES

Nuclear fuel reprocessing services are currently not commercially
available. The unavailability of reprocessing services when needed
would necessitate arrangements for storage of spent fuel at sub-
stantial cost.

The Price-Anderson Act limits the public liability of a licensee
of a nuclear power plant to $560,000.000 for a single nuclear
inaident, which amount is to be covered by private insurance and
agreements of indemnity with the Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion. Such private insurance and agreements of indemnity are
carned by GPC for the benetfit of all co-owners of the plants. Effec-
nve August 1, 1977, as part of a program to phase out the govern-
ment indemnity portion of the public protection program provided
by the Price-Anderson Act, each licensee of a nuclear power plant
became obligated, in the event of a nuclear incident, to pay a de-
terred premium of up to $5,000,000 per incident for each licensed
reactor operated by it but not more than $10,000,000 in a calendar
year. The government indemnity was, after such iate, reduced
by the aggregate amount of all deferred premiums payable. The Au-
thority 1s liable for 1ts 17.7% share of any such deferred premium.

GPC, on behalf of all the co-owners of the plants, is a member
of Nuclear Murual Limited, a mutual insurer established to pro-
vide property damage insurance to members’ nuclear generating
plants. [n the event of catastrophic losses to the insurer, the mem-
bers are subject to assessments in proporaon to their participation
in the mutual insurer. The portion of the maximum present assess-
ment tor GPC which would be pavable by the A.uthority is approx-
imately $4.860,000.

GPC has filed new supplemental bulk power rates with the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commussion. The Authority has been
charged under these rates, which are subject to refund, since July 1,
1979. Any refi:nd will be distributed by the Authority 1o Partici-
pants in progortaon to their respective purchases of supplemental
power.
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General Information

AUTHORITY
MEMBERS

Gayle Manley

Chairman

Albany, Georgia
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Services, State of Georgia)

W Roland Clayton'
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Thomasville, Georgia

(Retired Superintendent, Themasville
Water and Light Department)

H. B. Lovworn*"*

Secretary- [reasurer
LaCrange, Georgla

( Manager, City of LaGrange )

Charles A. Newcomer, Jr."
Assistant Secretary- [reasurer
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John W. Dent
Cartersville, Georgia
{Mavor, City of Cartersville)

Wallis Hardeman, Jr
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( Retired Businessman )

Frank L. Olson

Cordele, Georga

( Manager, Crisp County Power
Commussion )

E. B. Pope
Washington, Georgia
( Mavor, City ot Washington )

Alpheus Stakely
College Park, Georgia
(Retired Businessman )
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*Member, Awdit Commurtee
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Donald L. Stokley
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Paul R. Heim
Director ot Engineering
and Operations

Paul F. Jackson
Director of Financial Services

Mack D. Secord
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OFFICES
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225 Peachtree Street
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(404) 659-1555

General Counsel

L. Clifford Adams, Jr.
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(Partner —Heard, Leverett and A cams)
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Lex Jolley & Co., Inc
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Co-Trustee
Trust Company Bank
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