Before the
UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

DOCKET NO. 50-382

In the Matter of

Louisiana Power & Light Company

AMENDMENT NO. 3

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT

Louisiana Power & Light Company, Applicant in the above captioned

proceeding, hereby files Amendment No. 3 to its Final Environmental Report.

This Amendment No. 3 amends the Final Environmental Report, including
updated information on cuntinuing monitoring programs, MSU load forec. :t, and

other miscellaneous items.

Wherefore, Applicant requests the licenses specified under Docket No.
50-382.
Respectfully submitted,

LOUISIANA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

w_ POX Clgeeed?

D. L. Aswell
Vice President-Power Production

DATE: August 24, 1981



STATE OF LOUISIANA )
) SS
PARISH OF ORLEANS )

D. L. Aswell, being duly sworn, states that he is Vice President-Power
Production of Louisiana Power & Light Company and that he is authorized on the
part of said company to sign and file with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
this amendment.
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. D. L. Aswell

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN Mre me, a%}ty 3\})11(: in and for the Parish
and State above named, this day o v /
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My Commission expires:
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INSTRUCTION SHEET

This Amendment contains additional information which is submitted
to the NRC for the purpose of presenting updated information since
the last Amendment was issued.
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1.1 SYSTEM DEMAND AND RELIABILITY

1.1.1 INTRODUCTION

In 1970, the applicant, Louisiana Power & Light Company (LP&L), deterr aed
that . “ditional electric genarating capacity would be needed to meet its
forecast 1977 peak system load. In crder to satisfy this neced, LP&L a -ounced
plans, in September 1970, to construct a nuclear generating station. Ine
station, named Waterford Sieam Elec :ic Generating Station Unit No. 3, and
called Waterford 3 in this report, is located on the Mississippi River in St
Charles Parish, n_ar Taft Louisia i. In 1972 LP&L prepared a Construction
Permit Environmental Report (CP-ER) as part of its application to the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission for the construction permit. NRC granted LP&L a
construction permit (NRC Docket No. 50-382) for Waterford 3 in November, 1974.

LPS&L has now prepared this Environmental Report as part of an application to
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission for an Cperating License for Waterford 3.
The granting of a Construction Permit approved both ithe site location and the
basic station des ' gn. on the basis or jafety criteria and environmental
considerations and g' ‘nted permission to proceed with conmstruction, which LPSL
promptly did. In comparison, the analysis conducted for thc operating
license, contained in this report, recognizes the completion of these earlier
decisions. Therefore, at this stage of construction (more than 80% complete),
the analysis herein addresses only the need for a timely operation o.
Waterford 3.

l1.1.141 Louisiana Power & Light Company

LP&L is an investor-owned utility serving iarge portions . “orthern and
Southeastern Lou’'siana. LP&L supplies electric service tr me'. the needs ..
its approximately 500,000 customers (approximately 1,345.)00 people as of
January 1, 1978) within aa area of approximately 19,500 :quare miles located
in 46 of Louisiana's 64 parishes (counties). Figure l.l-. shows the area
served by LP&L.

LP&L is an operating subsidiary of ‘tiddle South Utilities, Inc. (MSU), a
holding company which owns three other operating companies; a service company,
Middle South Services, Inc. (MSS); and an electric penerating company, Middle
South Energy, Inc. (MSEL). MSEI owns the Grand Gulf Nuclear Station /NRC
Docket Nos. 50-416 and 50-417). The four operating companies are Arkansas
Power & Light Company (AP&L), Louisiana Power & Light Company (LP&L)
Mississippi Power & Light Company (MP&L), and New Orleans Public Service Inc.
(NOPSI). Figur> 1.1-2 shows a map o the MSU System.

The four operating companies have provided power generation and transmission
facilities as an integrated electrical system for more than forty years.

Thesc four companies also own a fuel management company, System Tuels; Inc.

Louisiana Power & Light Company, together with the other three Middle South
operating companies, are members of the Southwest Power Pool (SWPP).

1.1-1 Amendment No. 3, (8/81)
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Figure 1.'-3 shows the SWPP facilities. The forty-one entities who are
members of the SWPP are listed in Table l.l1-1. The SWPP is one of the
councils of the National Electric Reliability Council and provides for
crordination and planning among i*s members and for the setting of minimum
standarcs to assure a high deg . of reliability of electric service. LP&L is
also a member of the South Central Electric Companies (SCEC), an eleven member
utility group organized for the purpose of exchanging diversity power with the
Tennessee Valley Authoi.:y (TVA).

Lale DEMAND PROJECTIONS
1:1.2.1 Background

The 1 te 1960's and the early 1970's was the period during which LP&L
undertook the planning for the ccustruction and operation of Waterford 3.
Over this period - culminating in the receipt of the Construction Permit in
November, 1974 - the planning bases used were substantially different than
towards the end >f the 1970's.

Prior to the reccssion period of the early 1970's, the ioad growth in the LP&L
system exceeded 10 percent per year. The primary boiler fuel in LP&L's systemr
was natural gas and long term natural gas contracts were negotiated for each
new power generating unit. During this period, the construction time for
large generating units was typically less than 5 years.

These planning ' -ctors were such that in Amendment No. 2 teo the Waterford 3
Construction Permi. Envirommental Report, dated August, 1972, LP&L noted that
"Waterford 3 was scheduled for commercial operation in January, 1977 to
provide the generating capacity to meet the projected increase in demand".

During the intervening vears of construction since this demand projection was

made, much has changed with respect "~ availability and rrices of fuels
employed in the production of elec the growth in power demand, the
prevailing economic conditions and construction period for new power

generatiug stations. For example, during the period 1975 to 1975, the annual
growth in power demand decreased to 6 percent, This decrease was probably due
to the economic recession in the area which LP&L serves and the nation as a
whole. For the years 1976 and 1977, the annual growth in demand within the
LP&L system was once ag.in 10 percent. In addition, during these years the
construction period for large power plants jumped to approximately 10 years
and long term natural gas contracts were very difficult to obtain. Over the
same period, the price of fuel oil increased at a very rapid pace. These
factors became increasingly influential to predictions of power demand, and
consequently to the method LP&L and MSU used to forecast demand.

beleled Former Methodology for Demand Forecast

During the period in which LP&L was initially planning Waterford 3's
construction and operation, "P&L's methodology for developing the peak
forecast included the following steps: An energy forecast was developed from
the individual forecasts of the industrial, residential, and commercial
sections of LP4L's Consumer Service Department. The energy forecasts were

1.1-2 Amendment No. 2, (10/80)
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developed by the managers of each of these sections based on their knowledge
of past history and their judgement of the growth potential of the area LP&L
serves., To their forecasts were added system losses in order to project a
total internal kWh sales for LP&L. An estimate of the future annual load
factors for LP&L was then dereloped based on LP&L's judgment of the potential
in the area it serves and the social and economic conlitions which would
prevail during the period being estimated. These load factors were then tsed
to convert the energy forecasts into peak demand estimates, 7The estimates
were based on average weather conditions with the 4ssumption that if normal
weather conditions prevailed, the estimate would be accurate, Table 1.1-2
compares the forecast estimate with the actual maximum load wi.ich occurred in
the years 1966~1978. In general, this forecasting methodology proved to be
very effective in predicting future load energy requirements for LP&L during
this period, particuiarly during more stable economic conditions.

At the time of the initial submittal of this OLER i.,e. September 1978, the
peak power demand was again forecasted. This forecast ut lizeu the
methodology described above taking into consideration the cconomic recession
of the mid-1970's and indicated that there existed a need for the power
generating capacity to be supplied by Waterford 3 in the summer of 1982, (As
a result of NRC licensing delays and construction schedule -.odifications,
Waterford 3 is now planned to be available for the summcr peak power demand
period or 1983).

It was becoming clear to LP&L and MSU that this forecasting methodology was
quite limited in its ability to incorporate an increasingly complex economic
and social enviromment in the prediction of electrical energy requirements,
Developments such us the 1974 ard 1979 oil price increases and ensuing
economic downturns indicated that other forecasting methodologies wc.'d be
necessary to predict future ~nergy requirements under unstable conditions. In
order to account for these conditions, LP&L developed jointly with Data
Resources Incorporated and Middle South Services a new econometric based load
forecasting system. This forecasting system is described ‘n detail in the
following section.

1:5+2.3 Present Methodology for Demand Proj.ction

In order to accurately forecast peak power demands for the economic conditions
which have evolved since the mid-1970's, LI'.1 has refined their forecast
methodology aud developed an econometric model. The model is comprised of a
set of analytical and structural models designed to provide a forecast of
megawatt hour (MWH) consumption by class of service and megawatt peak demand.
Three models comprise the system, The first is an economic and demographic
model of the area LPLL services; the product of this mcde)l is an outlook for
the local econumy. The second i+ a set of model components that translate the
outlook for the economy, assumptions concerning local weather conditions,
energy prices, energy supply constraints and technological factors, intc the
expected future consumption of electricity by the major user classes:
residential, commercial, industrial and other. The third model within the
system calculates the expected neak demand based on the contribution to peak
demand of the weather sensit.ve componen.s and the base loa.!' requirements of
the user classes,.
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The parameters of these structural models are determined both through the use
of econometric techniques and by incorporating the results of engineering
studies and surveys of the d fferent customer classes, The predominant
econometric technique utilized is ordinary least squares regression.

A forecast is obtained from the LP&L Load Forecasting System in the following
manner: First, the necessary input assumptions on the U.S. macro-economic
outlook, local weather conditons, energy prices, energy supply and
technological factc~s are developed. These assumptions are reviewed for
consistency. Second, the load forecasting system is solved based upon these
inputs. Next the output of each of the model components is reviewed.

Finally, the output is adjusted to account for effects to the model's
equations fiom factors not having sufficient historic information to form a
basis to mathematically project their future influence. 1In all cases,
judgement and information available through field surveys, engineering
studies, and other exongenous studies are incorporated into the final
forecast., Thus the forecast is no: simply an extrapolation of the econometric
equations in the system, The forecast is based on all relevant information at
hard.,

The system is designed to provide LPSL with the necessary means to undertake a
structural analysis of the area it serves and its future load requirements.
The structural approach is considered crucial in analyzing these future
requirements, It allows the forecaster to identify the underlying

det ‘rminants and assess their future impact on load within a consistent and
systematic framework., For example, the model identifies the current and
future saturation of major residential appliances within the service area., It
identifies the impact of the growth in per capita income, prices, etc. on
these saturations. At the same time the system realizes that a maximum
saturation (100%) exists. Thus by explicitly identifying these end-uses and
their grow:h limits, the model properly accounts for the fact that once
saturated, the impact of these applicances on residential usage per custom>r
is limited, It is this structural deri-, that provides the user with a well
defined tool for forecasting aanalysis.

A detailed description of the model is containe? in Appendix 1-2 of this
ascument,

1:.1:2:3 Other Considerations in Assessing Demand Forecasts and the
Scheduling of Commercial Operation

Information concerning tlie demand projection methodology and its forecast has
been included in this document for purposes of information and to satisfy the
format requirements of NRC R-gulatory Guide 4.2, Revision 2. 1In the case of
Waterford 3, the demand forecast done in the early 1970's was the basis of
scheduling construction and operation,

Once the Construction Permit was approved in 1974 and construction initiated,
the feasibility and economics of the construction schedule and process, as
well as the external influence of procedures for operating license approval,
are the significant factors affecting the date of commercial operation.
Therefeve, in this Operating License Envirommental Report, the focus of the
analysis in this chapter is the benefits that would be derived from the timely
operation of Waterford 3.
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1.1.3 BENEFITS OF THE OPERATION OF WATERFORD 3

This section describes the advantages that will accrue to LP&L's customers by
the timely operation of Waterford 3, These result directly from the provision
of 1104 MWe (net) to the areas served by LP&L and MSU from this nuclear fueled
station, and can be categorized into two types: cost savings to LPSL
ratepayers, and an increase In the system reliability through generating
capacity availability from using an alternative fuel,

1.1.3.1 Economic Advantages of the Operation of Waterford 3

Since all of LPAL's presently available generating capacity utilizes either
oil or natural gas and because the cost of these fuels has increased
significantly since Waterford 3 was first planned, and is expected to continue
to increase into the 1980's and beyond, it can be shown that a primary benefit
of a 1983 commercial operation date of Waterford 3 will be a very substantial
economic gair to LP&L's customers in the form of reduced fuel expense. LPSL,
as a part of the MSU System, operates under economic dispatch, so that the
delivered incremental cost of all energy sources, whether generated or
purchased, is as low as posible for each hour. This policy will allow a
reduction of the use of generation dependent on high cost gas and fuel oil, by
relying on the nuclear-fueled Waterford 3.

The resultant cost savings to LP&L's customers is a benefit of Waterford 3
which can be quantified over the first ten years of operation. This period is
considered a sufficient time period for the complete impact on customer bills
to take effect.

LP&L has performed a revenue requirements analysis which deomonstrates this
savings to their customers. This analysis also demonstrates the change in
revenue requirements (i,e. the amount of money LP&L's customers must pay
through their monthly bills) under various scenarios of the commercial
operation date for Waterford 3. This unit is expected to be operat.onal in
1983, An economic analysis of all the costs and benefits associated with a
forced res _heduling of this operational date has three components which would
impact customer bills. These componeuts are as follows:

1) Capacity equalization charges which LP&L pavs to other MSU
companies;

2) The reduction in fuel expense 'y utilizing the nuclear-fueled
Waterfrrd 3 in lieu of more costly gas and oil resourcesj and

3) The revenue rejuirement to provide a rate of return on the
Waterford 3 plant whea it enters LP&L's rate base.

The revenue requirement component is a cost increase to LP&L's customers;
however, this is greatly oifset by savings in capacity equalization charypes
and fue! expenses, If the plant is delayed from operating for 24 months, the
following economic benefit of the net effect of the three components on
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1980's would essentially be limited to the cost of oil and nuclear fuel as

follows:
ESTIMATED FUEL COST TO LP&L (MILLS/KWH)

YEAR #6 0il Nuclear Fuel
1980 30.74 -

1983 63.7 10.0

1986 9% .4 1.7

1989 141.0 12.5

The fuel cost savings of nuclear fuel over oil (or natural gas at the uil
equivalent price) are obvious from this analysis. The timely commercial
operation of Waterford 3 will greatly reduce the need fpr costly oil and
natural gas generation and allow for substantial economic benefits to the LP&L
ratepayers, It is this difference in fuel costs which, if a 24-month delay in
operation is avoided, will accumulate into a $450 million savings over the 10
year period 1983 to 1992. .

1.1.3.2 System Reliability Advantages of the Operatior of Waterford 3

During the 1977 peak demand period, 92 percent of the MSU System generating
capacity was fueled by natural gas and/or fuel oil. By the 1983 peak period,
the MSU System and LP&L will have approximately 67 percent and B0 percent,
respectively, of their generating capacity fueled by natural gas or oil. The
latter figure of 80 percent utilization of gas or oil by LP&L includes the
contribution of the nuclear-fueled Watecrford 3 to the LP&L system, showing
that Waterford 3 is the first generating capacity to be added to the LP-.
system which is not fueled by natural gas or oil.

The capacities of the oil- and gas-fired units will, in the future, become
increasingly more suitable for intermediate -~d peaking operatinn and less
suitable for base load operation, due to fuzl supply curtailment and rapidly
escalating costs, The growing severity of this situation renuires the
addition of Waterford 3, as buse load capacity, to the LP&L's system as soon
as it is available and licensed for comm:rcial operation.

The tir ly operation of Waterford 3 would thus not only provide for this more
efficient and reliable fuel mixture, but also a reduction in the use of scarce
natural gas as encouraged by the Power Plant and Induastrial Fuel Use Act of
1978, Furthermore, this act also includes statutory prohibitions zgainst the
use of natural gas by existing generating sc.ations a: a primary c ergy source
after January 1, 1990. This prohibition, in addition to the continually
diminishing ability (throughout the 1980's) of LP&L to secure long term
contractual purchases of natural gas, adds to the demonstration that Wateiford
3 will bring to the LP&L system a fu 1l type for base load capacity which is
clearly needed. Therefore, the addition of Waterford 3 to LP&L's sys*om as
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soon as it is available for commerc al operation will be a substantial
improvement in the fuel mix which ncw exists, and, consequently, will be a
significant improvement to the reliability of the service to LP&L's customers.

The operation of Waterford 3 will also provide an advantage through the
addition of substantial capaci’y to the LPAL system, and, consequently a
substantial increase in the reserve capacity within the system., As the
requirements for system planning have changed through the 1970's - as
reflected, for example, in the development of a new forecasting methodology,
explained in Section 1.1.2 above - several factors have encouraged the
increasing of system reserves thereby improving system operating economies
theough the development of large reserve margins than traditionally needed.
The operation of Waterford 3 on schedule will offer this advantage to the LP&L
and MSU Systems.

l.1.4 RESERVE MARGINS

bidiks) Introduction

Ensuring a reliable electric cupply requires that an adequate amount of
generation is provided, that an adequate supply of fuel exists, zad that
sufficiently scrong interconnections are made with other utilities. An
adequate amnunt of generation consists of: 1) the amount necessary to supply
the pesk load, 2) a margin of reserve above the peak to offset generating unit
forced outages and dcratings, unit maintenance, and load fourecast error and 3)
a diversification of generating units, The assurance of an adequate fuel
supply depends on provision of a mix of generation sufficiencly diversified by
fuel type to ensure minimal discontinuance of service if the supply of any
fuel is interrupted, unavailable, or excessively expensive for a period of
time. Addition of the nuclear fueled Waterford 3 to LP&L's system will add
approximately 20 percent capacity of a new fuel type to the system. Section
1.1.3.2 describes this advantage in detail.

1.1.4.2 Changes in Reserve Margin Criteria

The uncertainties associated with the accurage predictions oif the factors
used in the demand forecast and planning process ' 1s impacted LP&L's ability
to forecast the electrical requirements of its cu. comers. This uncertainty is
composed of both statistical variance associated with econometric models, as
well as uncertainty regarding the future prices and availability of fossil
fuels,

In a recently prepared report for the Electric Power Reserarch Institute (1)
(EPRI) it was concluded that:

= "Low reserve margins are usually more costly than high reserve
- "
mar ~1ins
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= "Demand uncertainty justifies higher planning reserve margins for
many utilities"

-~ "A utility that needs to replace uneconomic capacity should use a
relatively high planning reserve margin"

These three conclusions (among others in the study) were based on a case study
of three utilities to determine the impact on cost of various levels of
capacity,

The ficst conclusion from the study regarding the higher cost of low reserve
margins is a result of the fact that the lowe. the reserve margin the greater
the probability ~f an outage and also the greater the probability of using
high cost generation. It was estimated that the combined costs of outages and
the increased use of high cost oil or gas generation "resulting from
insufficient capacity tends to outweigh smaller increases in the cost of
electricity that results fiom the fixed costs of excef. capacity".

The second conclusion of this study, that demand uncertainty justifies higher
reserve margins, comes about as a result of the finding that low reserve
margins are more costly to consumers than higher reserve margins. Demand
uncertainty results in a potential for reserve margins to be higher or lower
than those forecasted as needed, Therefore, it is prudent to plan for higher
reserve margins because this can result in lower costs  Since the economic
factors which influence energy demand have been highly unpredictable in recent
years, it is warranted to assume that forecasts will also possess a similar
degree of uncertainty. Thus LP&L is prudent to plan for higher reserve
margins as long as demand uncertainty is likely to be great.

Similarly, the last point also applies to LP&L. Study findings suggested that
for utilities with a high percentage of "gas- .r oil-fired base and
intermediate load capacity, the installation of coal or nuclear baseload
capacity will decrease greatly total future costs". The conclusion goes on to
suggest that these utilities should consider increasing their planning reserve
margins in the short term if, by doing so, it permits an accelerated
replacement of uneconomic gas and oil fired capacity in base load operations.

This situation is identical to the current generation environment at LP&L. A
timely commercial operation of Waterford 3 will greatly reduce future cost and
ensure greater system reliability,

Based on the three test cases, the EPRI study found that least cost reserve
margine could range fiom 20 to 40 percent, depending on fuel cost escalation
rates and the percentage of oil- and gas-fired generation. Both of these
factors are relevant to LP&L, as discussed above.

MSU, with the participation of LP&L, is presently assessing the adequacy and
effectiveness of the reserve margin criteria, now in place, which has
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historically been utilized for the i.st two decades. To overcome som: «f the
problems discussed in the EPRI study, as well as the accounting for the
increasingly lengthy lead t.ime ueeded for constructing and licensing new
generating stations, it has been recommended to MSU that the presently used
reserve margin criteria be substantially increased.

Nevertheless, for formar compliance to Regulatory Guide 4.2 Revision 2, the
presently utilized reserve margin criteria is included herein.

P LPéL's Present Reserve Margin Criteria

LP&L, along with the three other operating companies of the MSU System, plan ' 3
their generation and transmission jointly, according to the "Criteria for

Planning, Operation and vesigning" of the MSU System. Criteria pertinent to
generation planning are as follows:

1) Ceneration Capacity

"Planning of capacity additions must provide _that the total
generating capacity available to the Middle South System shall be
such as to exceed the predicted annual peak load responsibility by an
amount equal to the largest of:

3
(a) 25 percent of the annual peak responsiblity, or l

(b) The sum of the capability of the largest generating unit and
one-half of the capability of the next larger unit",

The method used is further described in Section II, page 3 of the same
publication as follows:

"1) The loss of load probability method of calculating the
probability of load exceeding availible capacity shall be used as
a guide for the comparison of the reliability of alternative
expansion plans. The method shall include considerat.on of
uncertainty in prediction of load and shall employ the best
available statistical data on generator characteristics,
including forced outage rates. The method will also consider
hour-by~hour characterisitics of the load, availability of
quick-start generation and effects of interconnections and
agreement with neighboring systems.

2) The maximum capability assign 4 to any generating unit shall be
that which has been demonstrated by actual test under the most
adverse conditions that might exist during the loading period
being considered. And further, there shall be no greater
dependence upon interconnections with adjacent areas that is
agreed to by said areas or is deemed prudent by good engineering
judgment."
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l.1.4.4 Method of ScheduliQEZMaintenance Outages

Planned and unplanned outages of generating units are factors that must be
considered in the planning for system reliability through adequate reserve
margins. Planned outages for unit maintenance can be properly scheduled to
minimize advirse et ec's to system reliability,

LP&L has a planned waintenance schedule well into the future for each of its
generating units, ihese planned schedules are based on manufacturers'
recommendations, unit history, and State of Louisiana requirements for
inspection of fired pressure vessels. They could occur concurrontly with unit
modifications., LP&L, as well as the MSU System, experiences a drop in peak
demand during the fall, winter, and spring mont -, while the largest peak
demand occurs in the summer. At present, the scheduled outages occur in the
fall, winter and spring months as based on the MSU System generating capacity
requirements and rese-ve margins and as reflected by the load requirements of
LP&L customers.

The procedure for preparing a planned maintenance schedule for the MSU System
for a particular year is as follows: during the summer, LP&L proposes outage
schedules for the fall of the same year through the spring of the following
year for each of the generating units in LP&L's system. Similar schedules are
proposed by each of the other operating companies of the MSU Systems and are
submitted to the MSU System's Operations Center for review and coordination.
Any changes to the proposed LP&L schedule are coordinated by LP&L with the
superintendents of the generating stations involved. The MSU System's
proposud scheule is then coordinated with the other members of SWPP. A final
approved schedule for the entire MSU System is then sent to each of the MSU
System operating companies by the MSU System's Operations Center.

It should be noted that the planning of maintenance is a dynamic activity and
any planned schedule must be flexible enough to account for unplanned

occurrences as much as it is possible to do so.

1.1.4,5 Ef fect of Interconnections of Reserves

The primary effect of interconnections is to maintain a high degree of bulk
power system reliability by providing stability during transitory conditions
and emergency assistance during capacity shortages. This allo.s LP&L and the
MSU System to optimize its reserves and intall less capacity t an would be
required if there were no interconnections. Future interconnec.tions will be
made when required and when they are matually advantageous to both parties.

1.1.4.6 Additional Factors Affe:ting Reserves

1.1.4.6.1 Increased Forced Outage Rates and Reduced Unit Capability

Several additional factors, whose aggregate effects cannot be entirely known,
could alse limit the availability of installed capacity, thus further
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affecting the reserve mirgin and the cost of electricity to LP&L's customers.
In addition to these factors discusseu in Section 1.1.1.2, the following
points must be considered,

1)

2)

1.1.4.6.2

Increased Outage Rates

a)

b)

c)

Increased forced outage rates are experienced when using oil in
generating plants designed primarily for natural gas fuel;

Forced outage rates are generally higher on newly installed
units. Because of the number of large units going on line ir
the MSU System “~ the early 1980's, this factor could become
important; and

Increased forced outage rates are experienced when operating
gas turbines continuously at outputs near maximum ratings.

Reduced Unit Capability

a)

b)

c)

Because of the original design for natural gas, the capability
of many boiler units is reduced when burniag oilj

Even if fuel is available, its quality and grade may not be
that for which the unit was designed to best utilize. This
could have a deleterious effect on unit efficiency and
capacility; and

Reductions to conform to envirommental restrictions

Effects of Energy Conservation

The effects of energy conservation by LP&L customers are becoming increasingly
important factors to incorporate into future peak demand and energy need
forecasting and are therefore important in the consideration of the available

system reserve.

LP&L is active in both conserving energy and promoting energy

conservation by its customers.

The LP&L efforts include, but are not limited to, curtailment of nonessential
loads within generating plants and offices, appeals to the general public to
use electricity in a wise and efficient manner, and encouragement of the use
of efficiciency-promoting techniques and programs.

1)

Efficiency of Production

With regard to efficiency of production, LP&L, as part of the MSU
System, operates under economic d’spatch so that the delivered
incremental cost of all energy sources, whether generated or
purchased, is as low s possible for each hour. The MSU System
continually strives to operate in the mest efficient manner. For
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example, the exchange of capacity (diveraity exchange) between the
MSU System and the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) allows the MSU
ystem to provide capacity and energy to TVA in the winter, which

TVA returns in the summer. The MSU System and TVA are summer and

winter peaking systems, respectively,

er Education and Promotion of Conservation

the gen i public to cornserve energy have been

by LP&L for many yeais through its advertising and

education programs. Long before there was general
ion of the value >f energy conservation, LP&L was promoting
nsulation standards which exceeded both the generally

*d residential construction standards for *he time and the

1

he Veterans Administratios and Federal Housing

.

otes ynservation through advertisements on television
weather shows, radio commercials, newspaper advertisements, monthly
bill insert messages, t:uck posters on LP&L vehicles, the Consumer
Energy Team (from LP&L's Spleaker Bureau), and brochures for

stomar distribution and the "Energy Today & Tomorrow" program.

;onsumer Energy Team was formed in 1974 to help bring the

)rtance of energy conservaticn to its customers. Team members

*ak to community organizations on a variety of subjects,

iuding the necessity for, and various means of, conserving
energy. Company promotion of the Energy Efficient Electric Home
informs customers that through improved thermal control, cooling
ind heating requirements can be reduced as much as 50 percent,
LP&L has premared and distributed to customers many brochures
dealing with ¢S on saving energy. Coneervation is emphasized in
the "Energy Today & Tommorrow" program which is presented to high
school students throughout the area. This program, which has

S v

gained significant local - and some national - press covarage, 1s
sponsored by LP&L and other utilities in Louisiana, ard is
idministered through the University of New Orleans. LP&L's home
economists work on energy conservation topics witk high school
*conomics teachers and students, homemakers' clubs and individual

msumers in an effort to help customers use electric energy more
*fficiently. Company representatives who contact commercial and
industrial customers encourage these customers to implement energy
management programs.,

| 18 a copy of the report supplied on November 29, 1973
leral Power C ission in accordance wit. FPC Order 496.
report contains specific steps undertaken by LP&L to effect

m in the consumption of electric energy.
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Load Management for Conservation

LP&L utilizes a two-tier approach to load management and
conservation. At the system level, a task force, composed of
representatives of all companies, has been active for nearly two
years in studying methods of load management tn effect
conservation. One basic premise is improving the efficiency of
utilization of electric energy.

The second tier approach is conducted by LP&L, which is actively
promoting the heat pumps and the enmergy efficient home for all new
construction in the area LP&L serves. LP&L has engaged Tulane
University to make a comprehensive study on heat pumps. A test
program involving ten installations utilizing the waste heat from
air conditioning to help in water heating is underway and a
retrofit insulation program has been introduced. Furthermore, as
part of this approach, LP&L consumer service representatives are
continually counseling residential, commericial and industrial
customers on methods to more efficiently use electric service.

1.1.4.7 Conc lusicn

The commercial operation of Waterford 3 at the start of 1983 will bring
several advantages to LP&L's customers through system reliability and economic
benefits., Waterford 3's operation follows a period when there have been
numerous factors afecting the traditional bases for system reliability >
planning including the establishment of reserve margin criteria. These .
factors originating from fuel mix, unit size, economics, interconnections, and

energy conservation, have caused increasing uncertainty in the accuracy of
system planning and the adequacy of the established reserve margins. The
substantial increase in the reserve margin by the addition of Waterford 3 to
tne LP&L and MSU system, as described in the following section, will be of
great importance ia assuring a sufficiently large reserve margin to ensure
that these uncertainties ar: overcome.

1.1.5 LOAD CHARACTERISIICS AND SYSTEM CAPACITY
l.1.5.1 Load Characteristics
1.1.5.1.1 Louisiana Power & Light's Syscem

A summary of LP&L's maximum hourly loads, net energy requirements and owned
capabilities for the years 1965 through 1980 is shown in Table 1.1-3. During
these years, LP&L's peak hourly load, growing at an average annual rate of
approximately 10.4 percent, has risen from 942 megawatts to 4078 megawatts.
The peak hourly loads for 1980 include the loss of 300 megawatts in Rural 3
Electric Cooperative peak load. Table 1.1-4 presents LP&L's projected maximum
hourly load and energy requirements for the period 1981 through 1986.
Projections of future customer peak demands, as of May, 1981, indicate peak
demand in 1982 of 4356 megawatts. The average projected increase in peak
demand is approximately 4.7 percent per year for the period 1981-1986.
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It should be noted that peak hourly load must be adjusted by firm purchases
and sales to determine peak load resporsibility, upon which reserve margins
are calculated, The net adjustment, however, is generally small. The
projected annual increase in net energy requirements i~ approximately 5.2
percent for the period 1981-1986.

1.1.5.1.2 Middle South Utilities' System

A summary of the MSU System's maximum hourly loads, net energy requirements
and owned capabilities for the year 1965 through 1980 is shown in Table

1.1-5. During this period, the maximum hourly load for the entire MSU System
has grown at an average annual rate of approximately 8.0 percent. The net
enerpy requirements for the MSU System have grown at an average annual rate of
approximicely 7.8 percent during the same fifteen year period. Table 1.1-6
presents the MSU System's projected maximum hourly load and energy
requirements for the period 1981-1986. Through 1986 the MSU System's net
energy requirements are expected to grow at an average annual rate of
approximately 4.3 percent.

The owned capabilities and maximum hourly loads for both LP&L and the MSU
System are graphically depicted in Figure 1.1-4, which indicates the
relationship of the MSU System reserve margin to the timely operation of
Waterford 3. This relationship is also shown in Table 1.1-6. With Waterford
3 and the Grand Gulf Nuclear Station (scheduled to start operation in November
1982) operating, the reserve margins for LP&L and the MSU System would be 47.8
percent in 1983, 38.7 percent in 1984 and 36.1 percent in 1985. Should
Waterford 3's and Grand Gulf's capacity not be available, reserve margins
would fall to 27.4 percent in 1983, 19.3 percent in 1984, and 17.5 percent in
1985.

1.145.1.3 Southwest Power Pool's System

The average annual percentage growth in maximum hourly load for the Southwest
Power Pool has been approximately 8.0 percent for the yers 1965 through 1979.
Future maximum hourly load growth is projected at 4.1 percent annually from
1981 through 1986. A summary of SWPP's historical and projected load and
capability is shown in Table 1.1-7.

1.1.5.1.4 Monthly Load Analysis

Tables 1.1-8 and 1.1-9 contain the forecasts of LP&L's and the MSU System's
monthly loads and capability, respectively, for the period 1982-1984. This
period includes the first year of operation for Waterford 3. Monthly
information is not available for the year 1982 from the Southwest Power Poolj
however, the historical monthly patterns for this group are similar to those
experienced by the LP&L and the MSU System. This has been particularly true
during times of extreme maximum loads, thus precluding plans for exchange of
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diversity power within the group during peak periods. For exampie, during the .
years 1969 through 1973, diversity between non-coincident and coincident peak

loads in the Southwest Power Pool averaged less than 1.7 percent, varying from

0.3 percent to 3.6 percent (2),

Ealaduded Load Duration

The loed duration curves for 1983, the initial year of operation of Waterford
3, are presented in Figures 1.1-5 and 1.1-6 for LP&L and the MSU System,
respectively, The load duration curves for the two years following 1983 are
not expected to vary significantly from the 1983 load duration curves.
(Projected load duration curves are not published by SWPP). For the past
twelve years, LP&L's annual load factor has been increasing steadily from 57.3
percent in 1967 to 65.7 percent in 1980. A comparison of Figures 1.1-5 and
1.1-6 indicates that the load factor for LP&L is slightly greater than that of
MSU.

1el:5:2 System Capacity

1:1:5:2.1 Introduction

The generation and transmission capabilities of LP&L and the three other
operating companies of the MSU System are coordinating through the Operating
Committee in accordance with the System Agreement, LP&L FERC Filing #48.
Feserves of the five operating companies are shared through the System
Agreement, Through this arrangement, each company is able to install larger ‘
and mrre economical generating units than would otherwise be feasible if each
company operated independently. In other words, when the installation of a
company generating unit gives one company in the MSU System a temporary excess
in capacity, the excess and its cost is shared by the other MSU System
operating companies. In this manner, each company either owns or has under
contract its appropriate portion of the total MSU System capacity.

1:1.5.2.2 Power Exchanges

The power exchanges or firm purctise which LP&L expects to exist during the
early years of Waterford 3's operation are shown on Table 1.1-4. The major
portion of this power exchange is LP&L's portion of the diversity interchange
with the Tennessee Valley Authority. The remaining portion is the exchange
which occurs between LP&L and the other nperating companies in the MSU
System. Table 1.1-6 shows the firm purchases which the MSU System expecis to
exist during the period 1981-1986. Firm capacity purchases and rales during
expected peak hour demand periods are considered in establishing the schedule
of generating capacity additions and retirements.

1.1-16 Amendment No. 3, (8/81)
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1.1.5.2.3 Generating Capacity Changes

LP&L and the MSU System are planning to meet projected demand increases
through a series of additons (. their bulk power supply capacity. Tlable
1.1-10 lists each unit operable at the time of the annual peak of 1970 for the
MSU System, including LP&L's units. It should be noted that the
Arkansas-Missouri Power Company did no® become » member until 1971 and,
therefore, their contribution to the MSU System is not included in Table
1.1-10. Table 1.1-11 contains a summary of actual capacity changes for the
MU System, including LP&L's, for the period April 1970 through 1980. Table
1.1-12 contains the MSU System's planned capacity additions and retirements
for che period 1981 through 1986.

1.1.6 EXTERNAL SUPPORTING STUDIES

1.1.6.1 Relationship to Power Pool Reserve Criterion

LPSL is a member of the Southwest Power Pool (SWPP) as described in Section
l1.1.1.1, which has minimum reserve criteria., Since LP&L is a member of tha
MSU System, it must comply with the MSU System reliability criteria. The MSU
System criteria for the minimum reserve margin meet or exceed all similar
criteria recommended by SWPP(3).

1:1.6:.2 Studies of Area Power 3upply for 1983

Load and capability studies of the SWPP region are conducted annually using
inputs from the member utilities. Reference 3 is a current report of the SWPP.

1.1.6.3 Regional Reserves for 1983

As given in Table 1.1-7, SWPP will have 31.0 percent reserve margin in excess
of peak load responsibility in 1983, provided all the units scheduled for
operation that year do go into operation. In addition reserve capacity within
SWPP, if operable, is available to member companies for sale but its
availability cannot be guaranteed.

1.1-17
Ame1dment No 3, (8/81)
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TABLE 1.1-1

SOUTHWEST POWER POOL

MEMBER SYSTEMS -- JAN, 1, 1981

SYSTEM

City of Alexandria

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corp.
Arkansas Power & Light Company
Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc.
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative, Inc,

Central Kansas Power Company, Inc.
Central Louisiana Electric Company, inr,
Chanute Municipal Utilities

City of Clarksdale

Coffeyville Municipal Water & Light

Western Power Div., Central Telephone & Utilities Corp.
Empire District Electric Co.

Grand River Dam Authority

City of Greenwood

Gulf States Utilities Ce,

City Power & Lignt, Independence, MO,
Kansas City Power & Light Co.

Kansas Gas & Flectric Co.

Board of Public Utilities, Kansas City, KA,
KAMO Electric Cooperative, Inc.,

Kansas Power & Light Co.

City of Layfayette

Louisiana Power & Light Co,
Mississippi Power & Light Co.
Missouri Public Service Co,

New Orleans Public Service Inc.
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co.

Public Service Company of Oklahoma
City of Ruston

St. Joseph Light & Power Co.

Southwestern Electric Power Co.

City Utilities, Springfield, MO,
Sunflower Electric Cooperative, Inc.
Southwestern Power Administration
Southwestern Public Service Co,

Western Farmers Electric Cooperative

Winfield Municipal Light & Power
West Texas Utilities Co.

Amendment No 3, (8/81)
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TABLE 1.1-2

COMPARISON OF ANNUAL FORECASTED PEAKS VS. ACTUAL PEAKS FOR

LOUIZ1/NA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

(1966-1978)

Forecasted Peak Actual Peak
Year (Mw) ( Mw)
1966 1150 1156
1967 1320 1284
1968 1480 1498
1969 1710 1779
1970 2050 1872
1971 2310 2096
1972 2500 2389
1973 2770 2563
1974 3070 2692
1975 3233 2883
1976 3215 3180
1§77 3394 3515
1978 3994 3852

Deviation
|

0.52
2.73
~1.22
~4.,04
8.68
9.26
4.44
1.47
12,31
10.83
1.09
~3.57

3.56

Amendment No 3, (8/81)
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Capadbility with Curtailment
Purchases without Reserves

a. MSU Pool
b. Other

Total Capability (1+2)
Maximum Houriy Load

Fiva Sales with Reserves
Firm Purchases with Reserves
Load Responsibility (4+5-6)

Reserve Margin (3-7)

1967

898

942

78

Net Energy Requirements (gWh) 4695

1966

Lil4

=210

1111

1148

168

980

5759

Units in megaswatts unless otherwise noted

1967

1348

145

1498

1284

105

1175

6844

ANNUAL CAPABILITY,

362

1715
1498
42
140

1400

7591

1969

1892

-1%

1920
1779

118

1722
198

8796

L&]u

1887

194
89

2170
1872
74
185
1761
409

9763

Loss of Rural Electric Cooperative's Load in Spring of 1980 resulred
in a loss of about 100 M :, peak load and 700 gWh in energy requirements

Installed cavability at time of system peak

ON JUSupudWY
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2439

2096

157

2007

432

10739

Ltb

2616

-1 30
249

2735
2389
220
143
2466
269

12060

LOUISIANA POWER & ".iCHT_COMPANY

OAD, AND_ENERGY HISTORY*

1973

3622

-J3&Jd

103
3015

2563

147
2416
599

1317

2544

443

13865

-97

30

837

2883

1104

15046

1976

=-3is

«UuUbd

Jlsu

3023

985

17289

1971

-141

s
&1%0

3515

158
3357
B33

19438

165

687

618

21375

“daD

LUl
i34

“nsl

“U9)

M7

704

25097

‘.

L85

oy

L0778

36

«3ls

bob

23945
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9.

Capabi'ity with Assumes

Fuel Constraints
Purchases without Reserves

a, MEU Pool
b, Other

Total Capability (1+2)
Maximum Hourly Load

Firm Sales with Reserves
Firm Purchases with Reserves
load Responsibility (4+5-6)
Reserve Margin (3~7)

Percent RKeserve ([8-~7]x 100)

TABLE -4
1 ISTANA POWER & LIGHT ¢

ANNUAL LOAD AND CAPABILITY FORECAST 381-1988
1981 1982 1983 84 1985 1986

4245 4245 5349 5280 524 i
106 1006 1096 1016 1317 1319
233 233 FEE) 233 199 199
518« 5483 6678 6529 6756 6695
4130 4356 4505 6732 4989 519
0 0 0 0 ) 0
80 85 87 25 25 25
4050 4271 1518 4707 4964 5166
1134 1213 2160 1822 1792 1529
28.0 28.4 47.8 38.7 36,1 29.6
24460 25978 26834 27963 29106

10, Net Energy Requirements (gwh) 22611

'Forecut as of June 10, 1981.

Units in megawatts unless otherwise noted.
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TABLE |.1~
(Sheet

-
]

3

(Cont'd)

of &)

SOUTHWEST POWER POOL

- -
ANNUAL LOAD AND CAPABILITY FORECAST
SUMMARY 1965-19%%

HISTORICAL (1977, 1978, 1979, 1980)

Net Dependable Capability
All Scheduled Imports

All Scheduled Exports
Total Resources (1+2-3;
Inoperable Capability
Operable Resources (4~5)
Peak Hour Dcuand(Z)
Interruptible Demand
Demand Requirements (7-b)
Margin (6~9)

Scheduled Outage

. Adjusted Margin (10~11)

Net Energy 'gWh)

Estimated

Data nct available for 1980.

Notes given on Sheet &

44938

549

44389

36847

35

36312

71577

4558

3019

179549

1978
46453
8688
4343
50798
304
50494
39191
0
39191
11303
5720
5583

191530

49009
1777
47232
38783
124
38659
8573
3385
5188

193849+
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TABLE 1.1+7
Sheet & of &)

SOUTHWEST POWER POOL

~
ANNUAL LOAD AND CAPABILITY FORECAST

SUMMARY 1981-1986" 1)

D. Projected ’ (1981-1985)
1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986
1. Net Dependable Capabilirty 54309 58247 61794 63339 66421 67918
2. 11 kheduled Imports 5334 4712 4521 4235 38y 3478
3. All Schedu'ed Exports 4454 3890 3982 2528 3379 322
4. Total Resources (1+2-3) 55189 59063 62735 54046 LULLS] 68274
5. Inoperable Capability 0 17 17 77 17 17
6. Operable Resources (4-5) 55189 58986 62658 63969 66786 68197
7. Peak Hour Demand'>) o413 46142 47953 50012 51976 54033
8. Interruptible Demand 115 115 115 115 115 115
9. Demand Requiremen: . (7-8) 44019 46017 47838 49897 51861 539i8
10. Margin (6~9) 11170 12969 14820 14072 14925 14279
1. Schedu':d Outage 0 0 0 0 0 0
12, Adjusted Margir "10-11) il170 12969 14820 14072 14925 14279
13. Net Energy (gwh) 214935 224431 233248 243337 253376 264389

® Units in megawatts unless otherw.se noted

member companies plus non-member companies.

Actual load, capability, and energy data (1965-1972) are for the SWPP as reorganized in 1969, based on 34
Data (1973-1986) are based on I3 member companies pluis non-member

companies, included in SHPP Coo dination Council, Report to the Feder.. Power Commission, April 1, 1980.

Peak loads (1965-1979) are actua! simultanecus loads of SWPP member systems.

(1981~1986) are based upon non-simultanecus loads of SWPP member systems.

(4)

Recommended SWPP minimum reserve levels:

Data format (1977-1986) differs from foriat for previcus years.

Projected peak loads

122 for 1963~1969 and 151 thereafter.
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1984 FORECAST

System Capadbility

a. Without Curtailment
b. dith Curvailment

Sales without Reserves
Purchases without Reserves

a. MSU Pool
b. Other

Total Capability (1-2+3)
System Maximum Hourly Load
Firm Sales with Reserves
Firm Purchases with Reserves
Load Responsibility (5+6-7)

Margin in Excess of Lo~d
(4~8)

Percent Margin in Excess
of Load (9 7 8 x 100)

* Forecast as of June 10, 1981.

WSES-3
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TAS.E |.1-8
(Sheet 3 of 3;

LOUISIANA PCWER & LICHT COMPANY

MONTHLY LOAD AND CAPABILITY FORECAST - i982, 1983 and 1984*

January February March April fay June July August CSeptembe- October November

5452 5652 5452 5452 5452 5652 5452 5452 5452 3452 %52
5202 5202 522 5280 5280 22180 5280 3280 5180 5180 3202
0 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 v
1065 1065 1069 1023 1017 1016 1016 1016 1016 1018 1065
233 233 233 233 2% 233 233 233 233 233 233
6500 6500 6504 6536 6530 6529 6519 6529 6529 6531 6300
3502 3407 3123 3218 4117 4732 4732 4732 4732 3833 3407
25 25 2> 0 0 0 0 0 0 V) 25

0 0 0 0 0 25 25 25 25 0 0
3527 3432 3148 3218 <il7 4707 4707 4707 4707 3833 3432
2973 3068 335+ 3318 26413 1822 1822 1822 1822 2698 3068
84.3 89.4 106.6 103.1 58.6 38.7 38.7 38.7 38.7 70.4 59 .4

Units in megawatrs unless otherwise noted.

vecember

5452
b FATP

1065
233

6500
2502

25
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1982 FORECAST

System Capability (Note 1)

a. Without Curtailment
b. With Curtaiiment

Sales without Reserves
Purchases without Reserves
Total Capability (1-2+3)
System Maximum Hourly Load
Firm Sales with Reserves
Firm Purchases with Reserves
Load Responsibility (5¢6~7)

Margin in Excess of lLoad
(4~8)

Percent Margio in Excess of
Load (9¢8 x 100)

*Forecast as of Junme 1(, 1981,

Market 17, 12, & 13

WSES-3
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TABLE 1.1-9
(Sheet | of 3)

MIDDLE SOUTH SYSTEM

MONTHLY LOAD AND CAPABILITY »LXECAST - 1382, 1983 and 1984%
January February March April May June  July  August
13560 13560 13560 13560 13560 13560 13560 13560
12739 12739 12739 12842 12842 12842 12842 12842
0 0 0 6 0 0 0 9
446 44n “hn 4an 44 448 @an “ah
13185 13185 13185 13288 13288 i."v4 13288 13288
1952 1737 7092 7307 9349 10746 10746 10746
362 362 Je2 150 150 0 u 0
184 184 184 184 184 396 396 396
8130 7915 72710 7273 9315 10350 10350 12350
5035 5270 5915 9015 3973 2938 2938 2938
62. 66.6 8l.« B82.7 82.7 8.4 28.4 8.4

Units in megawatts unless otherwise noted.

Note (1) Grand Gulf 1, 1125 Mw Added in April

103 Mw Retired Dec.

3lst.

September Uctober November Uecemder
13560 13560 a5 14854
12842 12842 13833 13835

Q0 v v v
“an “ab “at sh
13288 15288 18279 le27y
10746 8704 71737 1952
0 o 212 212

396 184 184 Ine
10350 8520 1765 1980
.38 4768 6514 6299
8.4 56.90 83.9 18.9
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1983 FORECAST

System Capability (Note 1)

a Without Curtailment
b. With Curtailment

Sales without Reservas
Purchases without Reserves
Total Capability (1-2+3)
System Maximum Hourly Lead
Firm Sales with Reserves
Firm Purchases with Reserves
load Responsibility (5+6-7)

Margin in Excess of Load
(4~8)

Percent Margin in Excess of
Load (9+8x100)

*Forecast as of June 10, 1981,

(Note 1) lses !, 461 Mw added
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TABLE 1.1-9

(S.eet 2 of

3)

MIDDLE SOUTH SYSTEM

January

15012
14205

470
14675
8244
212
185

8271

640"

17.4

February

15012
14205

0
470
14675

8022

8049

6626

82.3

March

15012
14205

470
14675
7353
212
185

7380

7295

April

» L6

22412

470
15882

71576

185

7391

8491

114.9

16116
15412

470

15882

9693

185

9508

6374

67.0

Units in megawatts unless otherwise noted.

in January

Lynch 2, 74 Mw retired Dec 3I
Sterlington 5, 44 Mw retired Dec 31

Waterford 3, 1104Mw added in April

June

16116
15412

470
15882

11141

27

10744

5138

47.8

July

I6lle
15412

470
15882

11141

397

10744

5138

47.8

MONTHLY LOAD AXu CAVABILITY FORECAST - 1982, 1983 and 1984

Ausqii

16116
15412

470
15882

11141

10744

5138

47.8

Septemoer

6116
15412

470
15882

11141

397

10744

5138

47.8

Uctober

16116
15412

v

470

15882

9024

0

185

5839

7043

79.7

November

Iell®
L3309

470
15779
8022

6l

7898

7881

¥9.8

Uelemnoer

lolle
1250Y

13779

8l44

8120

7659

2%.3
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TABLE 1.1-9
(Sheet 3 of 3)

MIDDLE SOUTH SYSTEM

1984 FORECAST

danuary February March April May  June July August September October November Decemver
System Capability (Nete 1)
1. With,ut Curtailme.t 15998 15998 15998 15998 15998 15998 15998 15998 15998 15998 15998 15998
b. With Curtailment 15210 15210 15210 15288 15288 15288 15288 15288 15288 15288 15210 i5210
Sales without Zeser.:s 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 V)
Purchases without Reserves 470 470 470 470 470 470 470 470 470 470 470 470
Total Capability (1-2+3) 15680 15680 15680 15758 15758 15758 15758 15758 15758 15758 15680 15680
System Muximum Hourly Load 8481 8252 7564 7793 9571 11461 11461 11461 L1461 9283 8252 8481
F.rm Sales with Reserves 61 61 61 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 61 61
Firm Purchases with Reserves 36 36 36 36 36 97 97 97 97 36 36 36
Load Responsibility (5+6~7) 8506 8277 7589 1757 5935 11364 11364 11362 11364 9247 8277 8500
Margin in Excess of Load
(4~8) 7174 7403 8091 8001 5823 4394 4394 4394 4394 6511 8403 7174
Percent Margin in Excess of 84.3 89.4 106.6 103.1 58.6 38.7 38.7 38.7 8.7 70.4 89.4 84.3

Load (974 x i00)

*Forecast as of June 10, 198l.

Units in megawatts unless otherwise noted.

(Note 1) Lake Catherine 1, 52 Mw Retired Dec. 3ist

Lake Catherine 2, 51 Mw Retired Dec. 3lst
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Year

1970

1971

1972

APSL
APSL
Ark-Mo
Ark=Mo
LP&L
LP&L
MP&L

NOPS1

LP&L

Unit

Ritchie #3
Mabuivale #1 - &
Jim Hill

Mammoth Springs
Buras #8
Ninemile #4
Baxter Wilson #2
Patterson #)
Little Gypsy #3

Sterlington #3
(Retired)

Sterlington #4
(Retired)

Bures #1 -~ #5
(Retired)

Notes given on Sheet 3

(18/8) ‘€ ON juswpusay
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Type
GCas/0il
Gas/0i1
Gas/0i1
Hydro

Gas/0il
Gas/0il
Cas/0il
Gas/0il
Gas/0il

Gas/04i1

Ges/0i1

Gas/0il

TABLE 1.1~11
(Sheet | of 3)

NIDDLE SOUTH SYSTEM
ACTUAL GENERATING CAPAC

APRIL 1970-1980

RIL 1970-1980

TY CHANGES

Commercial Operation

runction(” Retirement Date Net Mw uurm(
Peaking October 18
Peaking Deceader 73
Poaking 3 35
Peaking 3 i
Peaking January 19
Base May 748
Base September 25 171
Peaking April 3 e
Beae December 6 01‘“’
—— December 31 =32
— December 31 -32
—-- December 31 ~10

2)
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TABLE 1.1-11
( Sheer 2 of 3)

MIDDLE SOUTH SYSTEM
ACTUAL GENERATING CAPACITY CHANGCES
APRIL I97”<liﬁﬂ

" Commercial Operation
1)

(18/8) ‘t ON 3juawpuauwy

Year Company Unit Type t“n;[lon‘ Retirement Date
1973 Ark~=Mo Mammoth Springs Hydro = January 1
(Retired)
LPSL Sterlington #7A Gas /011 Peaking spril 1S
LPSL Sterlington #78 Gas/011 Peaking April 13
LPSL Ninemile #5 Gas/01l Base June 12
1974 LP&L Sterlington #7C Gas/0il Base August
Ark-Mo Blytheville #1/3 0il Peaking October
AP&L Arkansas Nuclear
#i Nuc lear Base December
1975 MPSL Gerald Andrus Gas/0'1 Base January
LPSL waterford °l Gas /01l Peaking June
LP&L waterford #2 Gas/0il Peaking September
1976 No capacity changes
1977 No capacity changes

Notes given on Sheet 3

~

v

763

38
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MIDDLE SOUTH SYSTEM
Al Iell GENE N;ﬁ\il INlr.rk.\t'A( ITY HANGE S
APRIL 1970=19580
1978 No Capacity Changes
1979 No Capacity Changes
19K0 APMI Arkansas Naglear Nuclear tase Apral 831
Une #2

1980 < A White Blutt #1 Coal Base Aupust hY
1980 APl wWhite Elutt #2 Coal Base August 465
(1) - '

The unit's function as specitied is tor 1979 based upon the ftuel available at that time.
(2)
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