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Comment Summary and ERCOT response

Subject:  Jacksboro to West Denton 345-kV project

	Entity
	Comments
	ERCOT Response

	Tractabel – Cesar Seymour 9/17/03
	Tractebel Energy Marketing, Inc. submits the following comments and questions regarding Oncor’s report of 8-15-2003 which proposes the construction of a new 345kV line between Jacksboro and West Denton.

1. Based on our analysis it is clear that additional 345 kV transmission is needed in the region.  In fact, our studies indicate that choosing only 1 of the proposed alternatives may be inadequate from the perspective of providing a secure and reliable grid.

2. We believe that Alternative 1 (Willow Creek – West Denton) is more desirable than the Proposed Project (Jacksboro – West Denton) for the following reasons:

· As Oncor indicated in their analysis, and as is confirmed by our analysis, Alternative 1 and the Proposed Project are electrically substantially similar in terms of solving transmission issues in the region.

· Alternative 1 provides an approximate $8 million savings as compared to the Proposed Project.

· Given that Alternative 1 and the Proposed Project are electrically substantially similar, there appears to be little benefit gained from the expenditure of an additional $8 million.

· Can Oncor identify any additional benefits of the Proposed Project that would justify the expenditure of that additional $8 million?

· Siting issues:

· Everything else being equal, one might expect that a shorter route would encounter fewer siting issues than a longer route (Alternative 1 = 40 miles, Proposed Project = 52 miles).

· We do not know the exact routes the different rights-of-way might take; however, it is worth noting that Lake Bridgeport appears to lie on the line between Jacksboro and West Denton.

· We might expect that if the Proposed Project approaches Lake Bridgeport, that the project could encounter resistance from property owners near the lake.

· Has Oncor fully studied the other siting issues one might expect to encounter for the Proposed Project versus Alternative 1?

· Oncor uses the assumption of $5,000/acre for R.O.W. for both the Proposed Project and for Alternative 1.  Is that assumption really valid?  Is the route for the Proposed Project more likely to incur land costs that are higher than those for Alternative 1?

A summary of the study, which was completed for Tractebel by Eugene G. Preston, PE, PhD is shown below.  The studies use the 2006 summer peak cases provided by Oncor.  The study methodology was to maintain generation loading as was done in the Oncor study, except that wind generation was varied up to its expected maximum capacity for 2006 of 1712 MW.  N-1 contingencies were identified as wind generation was increased.  In the summary table, the “Limiting Circuits” column identifies the N-1 contingencies.  The negative numbers in the “No New 345 kV Case 4A” column illustrate that the N-1 contingencies occur even before the wind generation is loaded above zero, and thus strongly supports the need for new 345 kV transmission.

Inspection of the table also shows that the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 are very similar in terms of the level to which wind generation can be increased prior to experiencing an N-1 contingency.  This similarity, along with the cost difference and the other issues identified above, require that the alternative be more carefully studied and that consideration be given to selecting Alternative 1 instead of the Proposed Project.

LIMITING CIRCUITS

No New

345 kV

Case 4A

Proposed

Project

Case 4B

Alternative 1

Case 4C

1902 JOHN SS  345 -  1907 VENUS N  345 ckt 1

RATG = 956
-208 MW

-21 MW

11 MW

1887 EVER 2BT 345 -  1888 DEC  T   345 ckt 1

ratg = 1072
-271 MW

-81 MW

-57 MW

1869 BENB A T 345 -  1874 BENBRK A 138 ckt 1

ratg = 599
-949 MW

-28 MW

47 MW

 986 W.DENT C 138 -  988 W.DENT B 345 ckt 1

ratg = 448

426 MW

135 MW

1870 BENB B T 345 -  9975 SERIES-R 138 ckt 1

ratg = 570
-325 MW

697 MW

598 MW

1853 ROANOKE  345 -  1854 ROANOKE  138 ckt 1

ratg = 517
-826 MW

3 MW

86 MW

1859 EAGLE MT 345 -  1860 EAGLE MT 138 ckt 1

ratg = 597
-602 MW

-104 MW

19 MW

1436 PARKER   345 -  1859 EAGLE MT 345 ckt 1

ratg = 1195
182 MW

>1712 MW

>1712 MW

1421 WILLOWCK 345 -  1436 PARKER   345 ckt 1

ratg = 1072
711 MW

>1712 MW

>1712 MW

1870 BENB B T 345 -  1873 BENBRK   345 ckt 1

ratg = 1175
907 MW

>1712 MW

>1712 MW

1874 BENBRK A 138 -  1955 CALMONT  138 ckt 1

ratg = 504
653 MW

>1712 MW

>1712 MW

1876 WLFHOL   345 -  1880 ROCKY CK 345 ckt 1

ratg = 1072

1261 MW

1577 MW

1601 MW

1436 PARKER   345 -  1869 BENB A T 345 ckt 1

ratg = 1052

1327 MW

>1712 MW

>1712 MW


	

	Oncor Response to Tractabel – Larry Reiter 10/10/03
	The are several reasons for pursuing a Jacksboro – West Denton line rather than a Willow Creek – West Denton line (Alternative #1).  They are as follows:

· The Jacksboro – West Denton results in a better system design.  Presently, there are two independent sources to Jacksboro Switch with only one exit.  Adding the line to West Denton would provide the second independent exit.  There are four independent 345 kV paths from West to North.  One goes through Comanche Switch, another goes through Wichita Falls, and two go through Graham to the metroplex.  Loss of the line between Jacksboro Switch and Willow Creek would continue to result in the loss of two paths to the metroplex if Alternative #1 is used.  The line from Jacksboro Switch to West Denton corrects that situation. 

· As stated in the report, the Jacksboro – West Denton line would create a Graham to West Denton path consisting of a double circuit line with one circuit in place using 2 – 1590 kcmil ACSR (approximately 85 miles in length).  Alternative #1 creates a Graham to West Denton path similar to the proposed project except that it will include a 21 mile section of 2 – 795 kcmil ACSR on single circuit structures (approximately 96 miles in length).  This 21 mile line section will overload under slightly higher transfer levels for loss of the Graham – Parker & Benbrook double circuit line.   

· With Alternative #1, rebuilding the Jacksboro – Willow Creek line section for the above overload could result in significant congestion costs because two West to North paths would be interrupted.  With the proposed Jacksboro – West Denton line the above line section would not overload.  If it did overload for any future reason, its removal from service for reconstruction would not interrupt two West to North paths and would therefore result in much lower congestion costs.    

· Based on previous generation interconnection studies, the Jacksboro – West Denton line would place the system in position to better handle possible generation additions in the northwest and west, than Alternative #1.  Alternative #1 takes a good site for a future generation addition (from a transmission perspective) and makes it better, but to the detriment of multiple other sites that have been studied to the northwest and west.  If some of the previously studied generation is installed, loss of the Jacksboro – Willow Creek line will overload the Graham - Parker 345 kV line (60 miles) with Alternative #1, whereas with the proposed project this line would only load to about 64 %. 

· The intent of routing the line from Graham to Jacksboro Switching Station and from there on to West Denton was to place the 345 kV line near Bridgeport and Decatur in position for future area support.  A new 345/138 kV switching station in the Bridgeport and Decatur area would provide needed support to the 138 kV system that serves the cities of Bridgeport, Chico, and Decatur. 

Whether the cost of land to the north, farther from Ft. Worth, is more expensive than land nearer Ft. Worth and the Alliance Airport is debatable.  For rough estimate purposes it was felt that it would average out the same.
	ERCOT staff concurs with this response.
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