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Thermoelectric Withdrawals

2010 withdrawals by category,
in million gallons per day
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Purpose

e Better understand the uncertainties In
thermoelectric withdrawal data
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Purpose

e Better understand the uncertainties in
thermoelectric withdrawal data

* Improve the usefulness of thermoelectric
water-use information
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Subset of 754 Plants in All Three Federal Datasets
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Nuclear Power Plant, Once-through Saline Cooling

2500

2000

Withdrawal, MGD
S

[y
o
o
o

500

USGS Model EIA USGS C

o

ompilation

. R



Nuclear Power Plant, Once-through Saline Cooling

| AWM. VT.7V.1

2500

2000

Withdrawal, MGD
S

[y
o
o
o

500 -

Lowest USGS Model EIA USGS Compilation

o




Nuclear Power Plant, Once-through Saline Cooling

| AWM. VT.7V.1

2500

2000

Withdrawal in Common

Withdrawal, MGD
S

[y
o
o
o

500 -

Lowest USGS Model EIA USGS Compilation

o




Nuclear Power Plant, Once-through Saline Cooling

| AN Yool

2500

2000

Withdrawal, MGD
G
3

[y
o
o
o

500 -

Lowest USGS Model EIA USGS Compilation  Highest

—"

= N




Nuclear Power Plant, Once-through Saline Cooling

| AN Yool

2500

UNCERTAINTY

2000

700 MGD

Withdrawal, MGD
G
3

[y
o
o
o

500 -

Lowest USGS Model EIA USGS Compilation  Highest

[ 5~

—"




Subset of 754 Plants in All Three Federal Datasets
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PLANT-LEVEL COMPARISONS
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Compilation-reported withdrawal compared
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2010 EIA vs:Compilation W|thdrawal

362 plants with same cooling-system type
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COEFFICIENTS COMPARISON
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Considerations

"« Withdrawal data vary widely among the datasets
— Many plants have three different values
— Federal and State data vary widely at individual plants

 What next? What changes might be made? ’ﬂ/%
— Best practices for measuring and reporting? .'fii:
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Considerations

~» Withdrawal data vary widely among the datasets
— Many plants have three different values
— Federal and State data vary widely at individual plants
e What next? What changes might be made?

— Best practices for measuring and reporting?
— Consensus definitions, methods across agencies?
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— Consensus definitions, methods across agencies?
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Considerations

Withdrawal data vary widely among the datasets
— Many plants have three different values “
— Federal and State data vary widely at individual plants

e What next? What changes might be made?
— Best practices for measuring and reporting? |
| — Consensus definitions, methods across agencies?

..+ Easy to identify, hard to realize

 Thoughts on improving data quality
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Questions?

mharris@usgs.gov
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