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	Comments


Gerald A. Nunan, PE, JD, Sponsor of NOGRR149 (on behalf of the Small Public Power Group of Texas (SPPG)) respectfully submits the comments hereinafter as a rebuttal to the OWG Report dated January 26, 2016, in particular, the OWG Decision section and the Summary of OWG Discussion section summarizing the OWG January meeting (January 26, 2016).

In their January 26, 2016 Comments, OWG expressed concerns that the language changes put forth in the NOGRR149 would establish a bright-line threshold that could potentially allow up to 600 MW of Load (the number set forth in the 12/9/15 ERCOT comments) to be excluded from the Load shed events.  This was the apparent basis for OWG’s consensus to reject NOGRR149.  Respectfully, we submit that OWG’s concerns do not go far enough to quantify and qualify the consequences envisioned.

Using OWG’s conclusion as a starting point, the 600 MW of Load representing the aggregate peak Load of all ERCOT Transmission and/or Distribution Service Providers (DSPs) individually having a peak Load of 25 MW or less represents .86% of the ERCOT summer peak Load in 2015 (69,783 MW).  Using this percentage as the aggregate Load share of the 53 entities, and using an Energy Emergency Alert (EEA) Load shed event of 4,000 MW as an example, the aggregate Load contribution for all 53 entities (the number set forth in the 12/9/15 ERCOT comments) would be around 34 MW.  Taking this quantitative analysis a step further, if the 34 MW aggregate obligation of the 53 entities in question were reallocated to the existing 17 Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) listed in the ERCOT Load Shed Table in Section 4.5.3.4, Load Shed Obligation, of the Nodal Operating Guides; the additional Load share allocation for the 17 entities would range from 12.2 MW (Oncor) to .054 MW (GEUS). 

We are aware that if all eligible Distribution Service Providers (DSPs) opted-out under the bright-line exemption, the 600 MWs they represent would probably be picked up by the 17 existing TSP entities. We are also aware that the 17 existing TSPs could see this result to be unfair, amounting to favoritism shown to the smaller-than-25 MW entities over the larger-than-25 MW entities.  

We suggest that any such alleged favoritism is offset by the costs and lack of options for Transmission Operator (TO) services for DSPs currently not represented by an ERCOT TO for TO services.  

Many of the 17 TSPs provide Designated TO services to the DSPs and TSPs in their transmission footprint (more than half) without charging a specific recurring cost, using transmission assets which also generate transmission costs of service funds for the TSP.

There are also TSPs who opt to not offer the TO service notwithstanding being the Point of Interconnection (POI) for the entity, while owning assets which also generate transmission costs of service funds for the TSP.

The result of this situation is that a number of less-than-25 MW entities (at least six we’re sure of) are without a willing TSP, leaving them with the need to find an unrelated TSP willing to provide the necessary TO services for a fee which is not strikingly excessive. 

We believe that any inequities which might exist in this picture are in equipoise.

Therefore, we recommend that ROS approve the following motion:

“ROS grants the appeal of NOGRR149 and recommends its approval as submitted, and requests ERCOT to perform an Impact Analysis for review by ROS at its next regularly scheduled meeting.”        
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