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SPPG Report to TAC 
The Small Public Power Group of Texas (SPPG), comprised of the small Municipally Owned Utilities (MOUs) of Bridgeport, Farmersville, Hearne, Robstown, Sanger, and Seymour, submits this report to the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) concerning the nine questions posed at the TAC meeting of April 28, 2016, with regard to SPPG’s appeal of Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 149, given that no Transmission Operator (TO) currently serves as the designated TO (DTO) for the affected MOUs that are the members of the SPPG.  
As a result of the information reported below on the nine questions, SPPG has received some conceptual proposals that appear promising and worth pursuing further regarding contractual terms and other legal and technical aspects, as discussed in more detail below.  The SPPG therefore requests an additional tabling to the August 2017 TAC meeting so as to try to execute one or more initial contracts relating to DTO service.
Background

As the TAC Report for the April 28, 2016 meeting sets out, the SPPG members were provided with a list of nine questions relating to TO services for the SPPG members.  SPPG agreed to address those questions.  The TAC meeting participants also agreed that Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) who have interconnections with the affected MOUs should participate in the continued discussions with SPPG regarding the provision of TO services.    
Specifically, the affected MOUs and the interconnected TSPs were provided by TAC with the following list of questions to be addressed: 
1.
How many feeders?

2.
  What substations are the feeders connected to?

3.
  Who owns the substations, and does the MOU have access to the substation?

4.
  Who supplies the power for the municipality?

5.
  Who offered (at whatever price) to provide TO services?

6.
  What was the price range?  Fixed cost?  One-time upgrades?  Annual?

7.
  Cost recovery mechanism for TO charges?

8.
  SCADA/sectionalizing feeders?

9.  
Is there a potential market solution?
Starting immediately after the April TAC meeting, SPPG has been gathering information in order to respond to the 9 questions associated with the tabling of the appeal.  This included talking informally at various times, starting in early May and running through the rest of the year, with various TSPs and with others about potential market solutions for the DTO issue, especially with regard to Energy Emergency Alert (EEA) events and Under-Frequency Load Shed (UFLS) implementation.  This also included physical site visits by Schneider Engineering, Ltd. and by a few TSPs to verify the substation information being relied upon in those discussions and to better understand how a TSP might provide DTO services to the DSPs.  
SPPG members met in early October to decide on a direction based on the informal discussions about potential market solutions.  The SPPG members decided to proceed with issuance of a Request for Proposals (“RFP”), to formally proceed with the effort to try to find potential market solutions for the DTO issue.  SPPG issued that RFP in mid-October, to all 17 TSPs on the ERCOT load shed table, as well as to a few others who are not TSPs.  SPPG received some questions from a few of the RFP recipients; indications from many others that they would not be submitting any response; and requests by a few recipients for more time to submit a response.

To accommodate those requests for more time, and try to maximize the number of responses to the RFP, the RFP response deadline was extended, for all RFP recipients, to November 23, 2017 (the day before Thanksgiving).  A few TSPs responded to the RFP, as discussed below in response to Question No. 9.
Responses to the TAC Questions

SPPG provides the following responses to the list of TAC questions.  The SPPG members wish to acknowledge the assistance in the garnering of the reported information below from various TSPs with whom they have had various discussions, especially including AEP Texas Central Company (AEP Texas Central), Brazos Electric Power Cooperative, Inc. (BEPC), Cross Texas Transmission, LLC (Cross Texas), LCRA Transmission Services Corporation (LCRA TSC), Sharyland Utilities, L.P. (Sharyland), and South Texas Electric Cooperative, Inc. (STEC).  They also wish to acknowledge the assistance of the ERCOT legal and technical staff with facilitation of the information gathering effort.
1.
How many feeders?

Bridgeport:  3 

Farmersville: 2 

Hearne:  3 

Robstown:  9 
Sanger: 4 

Seymour:  8 bays; 7 have reclosers installed, so only 7 active feeders at present.
Working with some of the TSPs (acknowledged above), the total peak load on each of these distribution feeders is not known.  
2.
  What substations are the feeders connected to?

Bridgeport:  BEPC’s 12.5/7.2 kV Yard in the Bridgeport area, which ultimately is connected to the BEPC “Decatur to Audubon” 138 kV line.  ERCOT has this listed as the BRDG Substation, No. 601, at 138 kV, and with the Point of Interconnection as BEPC.  
Farmersville: Sharyland’s 24.9/14.4 kV Yard in the Farmersville area, which is connected to Sharyland’s 69 kV line that is ultimately connected to Texas New Mexico’s 69 kV line to the Farmersville Switch.  ERCOT has this listed as the FRMRSVLE Substation, No. 37290, at 69 kV, and with the Point of Interconnection as Sharyland (at distribution).  
Hearne:  The City owns the one 12.5/7.2 kV Yard connected to its distribution feeders.  Those in turn are connected to facilities of BEPC operating at 69 kV including its “Hearne to Sutton” line.  In addition, AEP Texas North Company has SCADA on all of the distribution breakers in the Hearne substation, which can monitor or operate those breakers, and also has under-frequency relays on the feeders (though they are currently disabled).  ERCOT has this substation listed as the HERN Substation, No. 31, at 69 kV, and with the Point of Interconnection as BEPC.  
Robstown:  The City owns the two 12.5/7.2 kV Yards connected to its distribution feeders.  Those in turn are connected to 69 kV facilities of STEC, which in turn are connected primarily to AEP Texas Central’s Riverside/Calallen 69 kV line to STEC, and secondarily (when needed) to AEP Texas Central’s Lon C. Hill 69 kV line.  ERCOT has this listed as the RBSTN Substation, No. 8886, at 69 kV, and with the Point of Interconnection as AEP.  
Sanger:  BEPC’s 12.5/7.2 kV Yard in the Sanger area, which ultimately is connected to the BEPC “Spring to North Denton” 138 kV line.  ERCOT has this listed as the SNGR Substation, No. 680, at 138 kV, and with the Point of Interconnection as BEPC.  
Seymour:  BEPC’s 12.5/7.2 kV Yard in the Seymour area, which ultimately is connected to the “Oncor Seymour Tap to Lake Kemp S.W.” 69 kV line.  ERCOT has this listed as the SEYM Substation, No. 779, at 69 kV, and with the Point of Interconnection as BEPC.  
3.
  Who owns the substations, and does the MOU have access to the substation?

Bridgeport:  BEPC owns it; the City has access.  
Farmersville: Sharyland owns it; only Sharyland has access (both to the substation and to the distribution feeders, including the distribution feeder breakers and their operation).    

Hearne:  The City owns it; the City has access.   BEPC has some high-side facilities in that substation, and has access to those facilities.
Robstown:  The City owns it; the City has access to it.  

Sanger: BEPC owns; the City has access.  
Seymour:  BEPC owns; the City has access.
4.
  Who supplies the power for the municipality?

Bridgeport
 
American Electric Power Energy Partners (AEPEP)

Farmersville

Garland Power & Light

Hearne

AEPEP
Robstown

AEPEP

Sanger

AEPEP

Seymour

AEPEP
5.
  Who offered (at whatever price) to provide TO services?

To be clear, no one offered to provide TO services in the sense of a contractual offer that would become a binding contract upon formal acceptance.  But with regard to the less formalistic sense of “offer” meaning a conceptual proposal that an entity was willing to discuss further:
•  The SPPG issued its October RFP to 20 entities, including all 17 of the TSPs on the ERCOT load shed table.

•
  The SPPG received acknowledgements by reply email of the receipt of the RFP from 13 out of the 20 recipients.  
•
  This means that 7 out of the 20 RFP recipients did not acknowledge by reply email their receipt of the RFP, even though they were sent the RFP using an electronic software which confirmed delivery.  Presumably they did not acknowledge receipt by reply email because they had no interest in responding to the RFP.  And indeed none of them submitted a response to it.

• Nine of the 20 RFP recipients expressly indicated that they would not submit a response to the RFP. 
• One TSP indicated that it was not able to do anything unless the DSP owned sufficient transmission-level assets that the TSP could buy, and none of the SPPG members own anything significant that is above 60 kV.  

• Three of the 20 RFP recipients indicated that they planned to submit a response to the RFP.

•
  Three of the 20 RFP recipients in fact submitted responses to the RFP, in some form or fashion.
•
  One of the 20 RFP recipients that had expressly indicated it would not submit a response to the RFP did indicate than an earlier, informal, high-level conceptual proposal was something it would still consider pursuing, but did not want to submit a formal response in a formal RFP process.
The three entities that submitted RFP responses were Cross Texas, LCRA TSC, and Sharyland.  The one entity that did not submit an RFP response but still made a conceptual proposal was STEC.  
6.
  What was the price range?  Fixed cost?  One-time upgrades?  Annual?

The price range indicated by those four entities regarding TO service varies significantly, and depends on the degree of services offered.  The potential pricing sometimes involved an initial one-time payment, and all of them involved annual recurring costs (billed monthly) per SPPG member.  The actual prices are considered confidential at this time due to the need for negotiations to try to create actual initial contracts from conceptual proposals. 
7.
  Cost recovery mechanism for TO charges?

None of the SPPG members own transmission lines (i.e., lines that are 60 kV or above), and two of them own very little in the way of other 60 kV or above facilities (i.e., Hearne owns only a jumper, and Robstown owns only power transformers, circuit switchers, and jumpers).  As a result, none of them are TSPs with a transmission cost of service approved for inclusion in the ERCOT transmission postage stamp pricing.  Therefore, the SPPG members do not possess the ability to recover the cost of any TO charges through the ERCOT transmission postage stamp pricing (assuming inclusion of such TO costs in a transmission cost of service application was found reasonable and necessary and thus approved).
Therefore, the only cost recovery mechanism the SPPG members have is to pass through the TO costs to their utility customers.  Depending on the current rate ordinances of each city, such pass-throughs may require city council approvals.  
8.
  SCADA/sectionalizing feeders?

Given the limited number of distribution feeders of each SPPG member city, sectionalizing or other means by which to protect their critical loads during ERCOT emergency load shed events.  The cost of implementing sectionalizing is anticipated to vary greatly depending on each city, given the different number of feeders, the different number, type, and location of critical loads, and other factors that are specific to the circumstances of the SPPG member city.  
9.  
Is there a potential market solution?

SPPG has received some conceptual proposals that, while limited in number, appear promising and worth pursuing further regarding contractual terms and other legal and technical aspects.  SPPG is hopeful that actual initial contracts can be created, executed, and implemented from one or more of the conceptual proposals.  
However, it will take additional time to create and finalize initial actual contracts from the conceptual proposals.  All of the proposals involve complexities that will need to be worked through.  Some conceptual proposals are more detailed than others, so more work on those will be involved.  Also, not all SPPG members may end up with the same DTO provider, so the conceptual proposals will be pursued in parallel, but following up on multiple proposals requires additional time.  Finally, not only are the proposals received conceptual in nature, they are subject to various contingencies and conditions.  For example, one of the proposals requires a transfer or construction of interconnection or other significant facilities.  That in turn is subject to matters that must be appropriately resolved in order for contracts for DTO service to become possible, including appropriate asset purchase documents and the underlying legal and technical matters allowing such transfer or construction to occur.  
Conclusion
SPPG therefore requests an additional tabling until the August 2017 TAC meeting, so as to try to get one or more initial contracts in place regarding DTO service.  The August TAC meeting was chosen so as to allow such follow-up time without the tabling expiring during the summer vacation period.  An SPPG representative will be present at the January TAC meeting and available to answer questions.
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