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	Comments


Tex-La Electric Cooperative of Texas, Inc. is a generation and transmission cooperative headquartered in Nacogdoches, Texas.  Tex-La provides wholesale service to approximately 100 megawatts of load served by six of its member cooperatives in ERCOT.  One of the power supply resources that Tex-La uses to serve its members’ load is Denison Dam, which is a 70 MW hydroelectric facility connected to the Oncor transmission system in northeast Texas.  Tex-La and Rayburn Country Electric Cooperative, Inc. share the output of Denison Dam.

The Denison Dam project is owned by the federal government.  The project is operated by the Corps of Engineers, and its output is marketed by the Southwestern Power Administration.  In 2001, to resolve a conflict between federal and state authority, Tex-La and Rayburn Country requested and received a waiver from ERCOT as to the requirements in the protocols to have a resource registered and a resource agreement executed with ERCOT.  As a result, Denison Dam is a resource that would be affected by the proposed protocol revision.

The facility draws some power and energy from the grid when it is not operating, because of a 138 kV transformer that remains connected and energized.  The transformer draws approximately 250 kW of load and approximately 100,000 kWh of energy per month.  The remainder and the bulk of the facility’s station service needs are served by two small hydroelectric station service units.

The cooperatives estimate the cost of the power and energy for the transformer to be approximately $72,000 annually, using TXU’s price-to-beat rates.

Tex-La has several comments it would like to provide in response to the proposed protocol revision.  First, the cost of the proposed remedy far exceeds the actual cost that this situation currently places on the system.  The transformer load only exists when the facility is not operating, and of course the facility operates during peak load conditions, approximately 3,500 to 4,000 hours during a typical weather year.  The transformer load occurs in the remaining hours, which are by and large off-peak hours, and power prices in off-peak hours are low.  In 2002, off-peak prices in the ERCOT north zone averaged approximately $18/MWh.  In contrast, the proposed protocol revision would result in the cooperatives having to pay approximately 6.5 cents per kilowatt-hour or $65/MWh for the proposed service, assuming TXU price-to-beat rates.  Thus, the proposed remedy could cause the cooperatives to pay much more than the actual cost this situation places on the system.  As a result, it would be Tex-La’s hope that a solution could be found that would correct the problem that exists without overly penalizing the cooperatives.

Second, if this revision is to be implemented, then it should be clear in the protocols that non-federal generators should have to comply as well.  The proposed protocol revision applies specifically to federal hydroelectric facilities that received a waiver from the resource registration and agreement requirements in the protocols.  Yet there does not appear to be a similar requirement in the protocols for “normal” resources.  It may be that a requirement exists in ERCOT’s administration of resources, and the requirement is just not explicitly stated in the protocols.  In any case, if the federal facilities are required to have an LSE, then it should be clear in the protocols that all generating facilities are required to have an LSE.

Lastly, Tex-La would like to echo the comments of Rayburn Country in this matter.  Tex-La too is concerned about legal disputes with federal agencies.  Denison Dam is a federal project that under the Flood Control Act is supposed to provide benefits to public bodies, and the proposed protocol revision would dilute the benefits of this preference power.  Tex-La feels that more time would allow the parties to potentially resolve this matter, and Tex-La agrees that 90 days should be sufficient to determine whether any other alternatives exist that may be preferable to the proposed protocol revision.
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