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Growp Vice Presdent

Ms. Suzanne C. Black

Director, Project Directorate [v-2
Pivision of Reactor Projects 111/1V/v
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U, 5., Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 2058%

SUBJECT:  COMANCHE PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION (CPSES)
DOCKET NOS. S0-445A AND 50-446A
ANTITRUST OPERATING LICENSE REVIEW
RESPONSE TO REGULATORY GUIDE 9.3

REF: NRC letter from Ms. Suzanne Black to Mr, William J. Cahi)), Jr.
dated December &, 19§]

Dear M5, Black:

Enclosed 1s Texas Utilities Electric Company's (TU Electric) response to
Regulatory Guide 9.3, which updates TU Electric’'s activities that have
occurred since antitrust operating 'icense review, as requested in the
referenced letter,

This response is not intended to replace our origiral submittals. It provides
updated information on TU Electric’s activities since our previous response
(TU Electric letter lTogged TXX-4998 dated September 2. 1986 as clarified by Tu
Electric letter logged TXX-6715 dated September 8, 1987) to the present, and
is for both the Unit 1 and Unit 2 dockets. Per the Regulatory Guide, five (5)

copies of the response are provided in the enclosure.

William 0. "Cahill, Jr,

Sincerely,

RSB/gj
Attachment
Enclosures toriginal + 5§ ceopies:

€ - Mr. R. D. Martin, Region 1V
| Resident Inspectors, CPSES (2)
Mr. M, B. Fields, NRR

FBR° G682 388353 Zq&“

400 N. Olive Street LB 81  Dallas, Texas 75201




Attachment to TXX-S2006
Fage 1 of 1]

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMM]ISSION

In the Matter of

|
Texas Utilities Electric Company ) Docket Nos. 50-44%
) ond 50-446%
(Comanche Peak Steam Electric )
)

Station, Unit 1 & 2

AFFIDAYIT

William J. Cahil), Jr. being duly sworn, hereby deposes and says that he is
Group Vice President, Nuclear of TU Electric, the lead Applicant herein; that
he 1s duly authorized to sign and file with the Nuclear Reguiatory Commission
this Antitrust Operating License Review response to Regulatory Guide 9.3 for
the captioned facility; that he is familiar with the <ontent thereof: and that
the matters set forth therein are true and correct to the best of his
knowledge, information and belief.

William J. CaM11, Jr,
Group Vice President, Nuclear

STATE OF TEXAS )
)

COUNTY OF SOMERVELL

Subscribed and sworn to before me, on this _Sth day of _ February . 1992,
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294&%‘, U doc

Notary Public

PATRICIA WILSON s
MY COMMSSION EXPIRES
March 16, 1333




COMANCHE PEAK OPERATING LICENSE
ANTITRUST REVILW = = REGULATORY GUIDE 9.3

B:1.a. Anticipated excess or shortage in generating capacity
resources not expected at the construction permit stage.
Reasons for the excess or shortage along with data on how
the excess will be allocated, distributed, or othervise
utilized or how the shortage will be cobtained.

The Company does not anticipate either an excess or shortage
of capacity. TU Electric has stated that Comanche Peak Unit 2 will
be ready for commercial operation by the peak lcad in the summer of
1993, Other arrangements to obtain necessary interim power supply

requirements pricr to that time have already been made.
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B.1.b. New power pools or coordinating groups or changes in
structure, activities, policies, practices, or membership
of power pools or coordinating groups in which the
licensee was, is, or will be a participant.

Since September 2, 1986, there have been no such new power
pools or ceoordinating groups, or material changes in structure,
activities, policies or practices of power pools or coordinating
groups in which TU Electric is a participant. Changes in
membership of the Electric Reliability Council of Texas (ERCOT), by

type of system, between June 13, 1986, anu January 9, 1992, is as

follows:
Type of System §=12-86  1=9-92
Municipal 20 21
Cooperative 48 52
Investor-Owned 6 [
State Agency 1 2

nro



B.l.e. Changes in transmission with respect to (1) the nuclear
plant, (2) interconnectivons, or (3) connections to
wholesale customers.

(1) With respect to the nuclear plant, the following four
changes in transmission facilities have occurred since September
1986:

i) rfhe Comanche Perak ~ Comanche Switch 345 kV line,
originally scheduled to bhe conmpleted after both
Comanche Peak raits were in service, was completed
in October 1°46;

1i) Brazos Electric Power Cocperative's new Concerd
345/138 kV switching station was connected in the
Comanche Peak =~ Venus 345 kV line at a point
approximately 22 miles from Comanche Peak in
November 1987;

1iii) A new 138 kV line between Comanche Peak and
Stephenville was const_ucted and placed in service
in December 1988 to provide additional flexibility
in scheduling maintenance on the existing Comanche
Peak = DeCoraova 138 kV line; and

iv) Two additional 245 kV circuit breakers were added
in the Comanche Peak switchyard in November 1991 in
order to increase reliability of the preferred
source of supply to station service and startup
transformers.

The conductor for the second circuit on the existing Comanche

Peak - Panbrook 2345 kV line will be installed prior to

Comanche Peak Unit 2 cperation.

(2) There have been no changes in TU Electric transmission
with respect to interconnections, other than changes in the number
of interconnections to systems with which TU Electric already
maintained interconnections.

(3) There have been no changes in transmission with respect to
connections to wholesale customers, other than changes in the
number of transmission points of delivery to existing wholesale
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customers and the addition of points of delivery to a new wholesale

customer.
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B.1.4. Changes 'n the ownership or contractual allocation of the
output of the nuclear facility. Reasons and basis for
such changes should be included.

Cchanges in the undivided ownership shares and contractual

allocation of the output of Comanche Peak Units 1 & 2 are as

follows:
OWNERSHIP PERCENTAGES
CHANGE OF - - . sressmeRbETeraeeEee - - -
OWNERSHIP TU TMPA BRAZQS TEX=-LA TOTAL
DATE (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
1/01/84 B7.83 6.20 3.80 2417 100,00
8/24/88 Xl 89.22 4,81 3.80 2:17 100,00
12/22/88 (2) 93.02 4.81 Q= 2. 17 100.00
2/24/89 (1) 93.50 4.33 -0= 237 100.00
B/24/89 (1) 93.98 3.85 Q= 2:17 100,00
2/01/90 (3) 96.15 3:8% Q= Q= 100.08
2/26/90 (1) 96.61) 3,37 -0- Q= 100,00
B/24/90 (1) 97.11 2.89 -0= “-Q= 100.00
2/2%5/91 (1) 97.59 .41 0= «Q= 100.00
8/26/91 (1) 98.C8 1.92 -0~ =0= 100.00

Note: The actual ownership percentages have been rounded only for
display purposes to the nearest 1/100th percent,

TMPA - Texas Munic.pal Power Agency

BRAZOS - Brazos Electric Power Cooperative, Inc.
TEX-LA = Tex~-La Electric Cooperative of Texas, Inc.
Footnotes:

(1) These changes of ownership result from the settlement of
litigation with TMPA. In 1988, TU Electric purchased the
ownership interest of TMPA in Comanche Peak and entered
into an obligation to purchase the interest with 10 equal
semi-annual payments. Although the transaction is
treated as a completed purchase of electric plant, under
the terms of the agreement, legal title to the purchased
assets passes to TU Electric at the time of, and in
proportion to, each payment made. Therefore, legal title
to 100% of the purchased assets will vest in TU Electric
in August 1993, when the last payment is made. TMPA has
no energy entitlements by reason of this agreement.

(2) This change of ownership is the result of a settlement of
litigation with Brazos.

(3) This change of ownership is the result of a settlement of
litigation with Tex-La.







not exceed the load of such customer 1s connected directly to and
is a part of the system of the partial requirements customer and is
used to supplement purchases of power and energy from TU Electric;
or (b) when a partial requirements customer obtains power from
ancther source, and the partial requirements customer: (i) has
installed necessary system operating equipment to enable it to
receive such other power under the existing ERCOT guidelines for
Control Area- ~= (ii) has contracted with another utility to
effect delivery of such other power by becoming a part of such
other utility's ERCOT Control Area, or (iii) has executea
mutually satisfactory agreement with TU Electric whereby TU
Electric will provide, for an interim period to allow such partial
regquirements customer time to satisfy the requirements of (i) or
(1i), Control Area services and such other service as are necessary
to assure the reliability of the supply of such other power, under
terms which will fully compensate TU Electric for the particular
services required.

In connecticn with approval by the PUCT in Docket No. 930C of
TU Electric's new wholesale rates, the Hearings Examiner fcund that
no duty exists under the Public Utility Regqulatory Act of the State

of Texas to se. 7@ at wholesale.



é B.1.¢, List of all (1) now wholesale customers, (2) transfers

from one rate schedule to wnhother, including copies of
| schedu'es not previously furnished, (3) changes in
| licensee's service area, and (4) licensee's ac isitions
| or mergers.

(1) (a) In March 1989, MHunt~Collin Electric Cooperative, Inc.

(Hunt«Collin) withdrew {(ts menbership from Rayburn
Country ¢Etlectrics Cooperative, Inc. (Rayburn), a TU
Electric wnolesale customer, and became a wholesale
customer of TU Electric. Hunt-Collin was served as such
by TU Electric un'‘er the terms of a letter agreement
which terminated on July 1, 199%0. Since that date, TU
Electric has continued to serve Hunt-Collin without a
contrac’ ., (§ee alse Hunt«Cellin Cooperative, Inc.,
Section ' 1.h.)
(b he City of Bartlett, Texas, was added to TU Electric's
Jstem on June 0, 1989, (See also Bartlett, Section
R.1.hy)

(2) There have been no transfers from one rate schedule to
another. Copies of wholesale rate schedules not previously
furnished are attached.

{3) The - have been no changes in TU Electr.c‘s service area
except:

(a) In 1988, the PUCT clarified the service area
boundary between the singly certified service area
of Danton County Electric Ceocoperative, Inc. and the

| dually cert.fied service area cf TU Electric and

Grayson = Collin Electric Cooperative, Inc., (Docket
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(4)

(b)

(e)

No, 8028).

In 1989, the PUCT certilied TU FKlectric to serve
Texas~New Mexico Power company (TNP), an existing
vustomer of TU Electric, with start-up and testing
power only, to TNP's new electric generating
station lucated in Robertson County (Deciket No.
837%). The service area is dually certified to
Navasota Valley Electric Cooperative and Gulf
States Utilities.

In 1989, the PUCT certified TU Electric to serve a
new residential customer i territory certified to
Fannin Count Electric Cooperat ve. (Docket No.

8699 .

There have been no acquisitions or mergers,



Bslig. List of those generating capacity additions committed for
operation after the nuclear facility, including ownership
rights or power output allocations.

Following is a list of future generating capacity, other than
the Comanche Peak nuclear facilities, certified by the PUCT and

announced by TU Electric:

i8ar B ¢ F § 4§} W— MW ~tuel.
1996 Twin Oak 1 750 Lignite
1997 Twin Oak 2 750 Lignite
2000 Forest Grove 1 660 Lignite

* All of such capacity will be owned by TU Electric.

in addition, the PUCT recently approved a Notice of Intent for
future generating capacity. A Certificate of Convenience and
Necessity must now be approved by the PUCT before such future
generating capacity can be constiucted., The currently estimated
unit ratings and commer:ial operation schedule for this capacity is

as follows:

iear Units(s) - L ~Fuel
1997 Jombined-cycle Combustion Turbines 645 Gas /011l
1998 Combined~cycle Combustion Turbines 645 Gas/0il
2000 Combustion Tuirbines 290 Gas /011l
2001 Pulverized Coal Unit 650 Coal

* All of such capacity will be owned by TU Electric.

- 10-






farsiett, Texas

In 1988, Brazos Electric Power Cooperative, Inc. (Brazos)
notified the City of Bartlett, as well as the Cities of Granbury,
Hearne, Sanger, Seymour, Weatherford and Whitesboro, then served as
wholesale customers of Brazos, that they should consider alternate
sources o1 power supply. TU Electric had discussions with each of
the seven cities regarding possible electric service by TU
Electric, As a result of TU Llectric's discussions with the City
of Bartlett, a 20-year wholesale power purchase agreement was
executed and became effective on June 30, 1989, The cther cities
remain wholesale customers of Brazos.

Bowie, Texas

In February 1990, the City of Bowie, a wholesale customer of
TU Electric, indicated its interest in soliciting proposals for an
altarnate supply of wholesale power. Despitc TU Electric's efforts
to retain the City of Bowie as a wholesale customer, it terminated
its power supply agreement with TU Electric, effective January 1,
1992, and disconnected its facilities from TU Electric in order to
purchase all of its power directly from TMPA.

Eridgeport, Texas

In March 1991, the City of Bridgeport, a wholesale customer of
TU Electric, gave notice of termination of its agreement for
electric service to be effective May 1, 1992, Despite TU
Electric's efforts to retain the City of Bridgeport as a wholesale
customer, it elected to disconnect its facilities from TU Electric

and purchase all of its power directly from TMPA.

- 12 =



Srownsvillie, Jexas

In August 1989, the Public Utilities Board of Brownsville
(Brownsville) distributed a generation survey to identify potential
power purchases, sales and joint unit participation subseguent to
1992, In December 19%89%, TU Electric advised Brownsville that
excess capacity would not be available. No further ingquiries have

been received from Brownsville.

Llectra, Texas
In 1988, the City of Electra approached TU Electric concerning

the possible purchase of wholesale power. TU Electric indicated
its willingness to discuss Electra's regquirements. In January
198y, TU Electric learned that Electra had elected to obtain its
wholesale power requirements from Western Farmers Electric
Cooperative.
Farmersville, Texas

In 1989, the City of Farmersville approached TU Electric
concerning the possible purchase of wholesale power. TU Electric
indicated its willingness to discuss Farmersville's requirements;
however, Farmersville elected to obtain its wholesale power

requirements from TMPA.

Garland, Texas
In 1988, the City of Garland approached TU Electric to

determine its interest in purchasing the City's electric utility
assets. Followain, the exchange of information and several
discussions between representatives of TU Electric and the City of

Garland, it was mutually determined that such purchase would not

- 13 -
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then be feasible.
“eorgetown, Texas
In 1989, the City of Georgetown approached TU Electrie
vegarding the possible sale of power to the City of Gecrgetown at
& point of delivery on the system of the Lower Coloradoe River
Authority (LCRA). TU Electric advised the City of Georgetown of
its willingness to discuss such an arrangement. No further
inguiries have been received.
W
In 1990, the City of Granbury approached TU Electric to
determine its interest in purchasing Grarbury's electric utility
assets. CfSeveral discussions have occurred and are planned with
Sranbury. No proposal has been made by TU Electric and it is not
known if such a purchase is feasible. (See also Bartlett, Section
B.1.h.)
Weatherford, Texas
(1) In 19887, the City of Weatherford approached TU Electric
regarding the possible purchase of 15 MW of power and energy,
beginning in 1989, TU Electric advised the City of
Weatherford that it did not have excess capacity available.
The City of Weatherford then indicated its interest in
possible participation in existing or planned TU Electric
generating resources. TU Electric advised the City of
Weatherford that since TU Electric's resource plan did not
result in excess capacity, joint ownership would provide no

berefits to TU Electric customers. The City of Weatherford

- 1‘ -



(2)

indicated its interest in discussing the sale of 50 to 7% MW
of peaking capacity to TU Electric in exchange for 15 MW of
base load capacity. After evaluation of this ingquiry, 11U
Electric concluded that there would not be any mutual benefits
from such arrangement. No further i(nquiries have been
received from the City of Weatherford regarding these
proposals.

In 1989, the City of Weatherford entered inte an agreement to
purchase power from the City of Austin in amounts ranging from
10 to 25 MW. The City of Weatherford made arrangements for
the delivery of such power by TU Electric, among others, under
PUCT Gubstantive Rule 23.67, which provides for ‘as-
available," and thus interruptible, transmission service.
Utilities in Texas (other than the host utility) are not
permitted to charge for as-available transmission service
under Substantive Rule 23.67 as long as the transfer does not
involve more than 25 MW, The City of Weatherford is located
in the control area of Brazos. Apparently, Weatherford was
unsuccessful in securing from Brazos back-up capacity for its
City of Austin power purchase on terms other than at Brazos'
wholesale rate. The City of Weatherford approached TU
Electric about obtaining such back-up capacity. Since such an
arrangement would have required the installation of additional
capacity on TU Electric's system, TU Electric offered to
provide firm transmission service to help back up

Weatherford's power purchase from the City of Austin, provided

-150



{3)

(4)

Weathertford was willing to compensate TU Electric for its
costs. The City of Weatherford has been unwilling to purchase
firm pover transmission service from TU Electrie,

In July 1990, the City of Weatherford contacted TU Electric to
discuss the possibility of purchasing power from TU Electric
and any interest TU Electric might have in participating in a
generating unit to be owned by the City of Weatherford. TU
Electric indicated that it had no interest in either proposal
for the reason that it did not have excess capacity available
and that arrangements for TU Electric's peaking capacity in
the time frame in question had already been made.

In TFebruary 1991, the City of Weatherford requested a
feasibility study with cost estimates for TU Flectric to serve
a4 possible future Weatherford substation. TV Electric
performed studies and furnished the results, aleng with cost
estimates to the City. No response to the study has been

received.

Cocperatives and Power Agencies

Erazos Electric Power Cooperative, Inc.

(1)

In September 1987, Brazos notified TU Electric of its intent
to construct a transmission l.ne from TU Electric's Sun
Switching Station to serve Dickens Electric Cooperative, TU
Electric intervened in Brazos' application for a certificate
of convenience and necessity as Brazos did neot have an

agreement to interconnect with TU Electric at this location

» 16 =
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1994, TU Electric did not respond since it did not expect to
have excess peaking capacity avallable for sale.

'6) In late 1990, Brazos contacted TU Electric regarding the need
for possible changes in portions of TU Electric's transmission
system in order to accommodate Brazos' planned installation of
combustion turbine generating capacity at i*s R.W. Miller
generating plant. TU Electric performed studies and furnished
Brazos with the results. Discussions are i{n progress.

) In December 1990, Brazos contacted TU Electric regarding the
purchase from TU Electric of 100 to 200 MW of base load power
for the period 1993 ~ 1995, TU Electric performed several
studies and furnished Brazos the results, No further
inguiries have been received,.

Cap Rock Electric Cooperative (Cap Rock)

in 1987, Cap Rock, then a full requirements wholesale customer
of TU Electric pursuant to a 1963 agreement for electric service

(the 1963 Agreement), requested TU Electric to provide partial

requirements, transmission and related services to facilitate Cap

Rock's proposed purchase of power from Panda Energy Corporation, a

cogenerator. In 1988, Cap Rock also requested that TU Electric

provide transmission and scheduling services to enable Cap Rock to
effectuate its proposed purchase of economy energy from HLAP.

Various meetings and communications occurred between Cap Rock and

TU Electric between February .f 1987 and May of 1989 reqgarding Cap

Rock's examination of bulk power alternatives and TU Electric's

efforts to accommodate Cap Rock once the 1963 Agreement had been

-1‘-
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terminated in accordance with its terms.

in May 1989, TU Electric formally communicated its position to
Cap Rock that, after the 196) Agreement had been terminated in
accordance with its terms and Cap Rock had placed itself in the
position of being able to take delivery of power obtained from
other sources by becoming a control area, a part of another control
area or obtaining that service from a third party, TU Electric
would provide, among other things, partial requirements bulk power
te Cap Rock at rates approved by the PUCT, TU Electric also
cffered to enter into a short-term scheduling arrangement with Cap
Rock, recognizing that power purchase alternatives might become
available to Cap Rock before it could become, or become a part of,
a {ully functicning control area or obtain such contrel area
services from a third party.

Cap Rock declined TU Electric's offer, claiming that TU
Electric's position constituted a violation of the Comanche Peak
License Conditions. Shortly thereafter, Cap Rock filed with the
NRC a request for enforcement of the License Conditions, which was
contested by TU Electric.

In February 1990, at the suggestion of the Staff of the NRC,
Cap Rock undertook to provide TU Electric with a forecast of its
requirements. TU Electric responded by indicating its willingness
to execute a new power supply agreement which would anticipate Cap
Rock's requirements. Extensive negotiations resulted in the
execution of a new Power Supply Agreement by Cap Rock and TU

Electric on June 8, 1990 (the 1990 Power Supply Agreement). On the
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entirely upon three years' notice in the first five years and on
five years' notice thereafter.

In October 1991, at Cap Rock's request, officials of TU
Electric met with Steve Collier, Cap Rock's Director of Power
Supply and Regulatory Affairs, to discuss Cap Rock's plans for new
power supply arrangements. Collier informed TU Electric that Cap
Rock had an agreement with WIU to begin purchasing all of its
wholesale power requirements from WTU as early as January 1992,
Collier alsc indicated that Cap Rock intended to transfer some of
its system lcad requirements to Southwestern Public Service Company
(SPS) beginning in June 1993. By letter to TU Electric, dated
October 23, 1991, Collier indicated that Cap Rock anticipated
canceling its 1963 Agreement with TU Electric "without [TV
Electric) having to serve any wholesale load temporarily under the
new power supply agreement" and confirmed its arrangements with WTU
and SPS. Cap Rock requested, among other things, that TU Electric
provide it with a draft wheeling contract so that Cap Reck could
begin to make the necessary arrangements for the wheeling of power
from WTU to Cap Rock over TU Electric's system,

On November 4, 1991, TU Electric informed Cap Rock that TU
£lectric expected Cap Rock to comply fully with the 1963 and 1990
Fower Supply Agreements and that it would, therefore, not be
possible for Cap Rock to purchase power elsewhere, including Cap
Rock's proposed purchase from WIU, until the cancellation of the
1965 agreement and upon expiration of the notice periods provided

for in the 1990 Power Supply Agreement. Representatives of TU
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Llectric and Cap Rock subsequently met on December 12, 1991. At
that meeting, TU Electric informed Cap Rock that TU Electric could
only consider waiving the notification provisions of the 1990 Pover
Supply Agreement if Cap Rock was willing to make TU Electric and
i%s customers whole. Cap Rock indicated no irterest in pursuing
that alternative.

On December 19, 1991, Cap Rock formally gave TU Electric
notice of termination of the 1963 Agreement,’ effective at 12:01
a.m, on February 1, 1992, and again requested that TU Electric
furnish Cap Rock with a draft wheeling agreement. The next day Cap
Fock filled suit against TU Electric in state court in Midland,
Texas asking the court to declare that the 1990 Power Supply
Agreement 18 not binding or enforceable. Cap Rock also seeks
mandatory injunctive relief requiring TU Electric to take the
necessary action to permit Cap Rock to receive electric service
from WTU, 1In its petition, Cap Rock states that it has entered
into a contract with WTU, pursuant to which Cap Rock will buy its
full requirements for electricity for its entire system, beginning
at 12:01 a.m. on February 1, 1992. TU Electric has filed an Answer
and Counterclaim in the Midland litigation, denying all of Cap
Rock's allegations and seek.ng a judgment declaring, among other
things, that the 1990 Power Supply Agreement is binding and

enforceable.

‘cap Rock also gave notice of termination of Lone Wolf
Electric Cooperative's 1963 power supply agreement with TU
Electric. 1In March 1990, Lone Wolf, a full regquirements customer
of TU Electric, merged with Cap Rock.



Cap Rock, by letter dated January 6, 1992, filed an informal
complaint with the NRC regarding the foregoing. 1In its letter, Cap
Rock did not request any relief but stated that it had been able to
make arrangements for alternative power supply sources much earlier
than it had anticipated when the 1990 Power Supply Agreement with
TU FElectric was negotiated, indicating that, wunder such
circumstances, to require Cap Rock to make purchases from TU
Electric under the 1990 Power Supply Agreement .ould scmehow be
inconsistent with the Comanche Peak License Conditions.

By letter dated Ja~uary 30, 1992, TU Electric accepted Cap
Rock's December 19, 1991 letter as notice of termination of the
1963 Agreement, effective at 12:01 a.m. on February 1, 1992, at
which time the 1990 Power Supply Agreement became effective. TU
Electric advised Cap Rock, that it would thereafter supply all of
Cap Rock's power and energy requirements, in accordance with the
provisions of the 1990 Power Supply Agreement, at Cap Rock's points
of delivery presently served by TU Electric. TU Electric also
denied Cap Rock's request for TU Electric to wheel power from WTU
te Cap Rock, beginning February 1, 1992, until the 1990 Power
Supply Agreement has been terminated in accordance with its terms
or a wheeling request is made pursuant to the provisions thereof,
pointing out that the contract does not obligate TU Electric to
wheel power or energy from WTU, as requested, without at least
three years' prior written notice.

Galun Electric Cooperative, Inc. (Cajun)

(1) In April 1991, TU Electric reguested responses to an
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(2)

Information Request for potential alternatives to generation
tfacilities which TU Electric was seeking to have certified.
(S8 Section B.1.9.) In July 1991, Cajun responded,
indicating an interest in discussing the sale of power and
energy, or generating capacity, to TU Electric. TU Electric
advised Cajun that it would evaluate i{ts response, together
with all others received pursuant to the Information Reguest,
In its response, Cajun also expressed an interest in
participating in the ownership of the East DC Asynchronous
Connecticn (East Tie). In this connection, TU Electric
advised Cajun that whenever planning is undertaken to increase
the capacity of the East Tie, TU Electric would be happy to
discuss Cajun's interest in participating in its ownership.
In December 1991, Cajun participated in a meeting of
representatives of the owners of the East Tie to explore
options regarding its participation in or use of the East Tie
as a means to sell excess base load capacity to electric
utilities in ERCOT. Further discussions with Cajun are
anticipated.

Sg¢e "Communications Related to DC Asynchronous Connections"
for a discussion of ~° u.‘s intervention in FERC Docket No.

EL79-8~000.

bouston county Electric Cooperative (Houston County)

In October 1989, a discussion was held between TU Electric and

Houston County to familiarize the Houston County representative,

who was newly involved with the Cooperative, with certain aspects
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of utility operations.
Hunt-Collin Electric Cooperative Irg,

In March 1989, Hunt-Collin withdrew as a member of Rayburn and
took service directly from TU Electric under a Letter Agreement for
electric service, which terminated on July 1, 1990, Beginning as
early as September 19589, in anticipation of the termination of
Hunt=Collin's agreement for electric service, Hunt=Collin and TU
Electric engaged in discussions regarding electric service for
Hunt~Collin. During the course of these discussions, Hunt-Collin
made certain proposals to TU Electric regarding a cost separation
formula which provided for Hunt-Collin's customers to be billed on
TU Electric's retail rates with a credit going to Hunt-Collin based
on the distribution, administrative and general expenses avoided by
TU Electric as a result of Hunt-Collin serving these customers., In
January 1990, Hunt-Collin was advised that TU Electric would not
accept Hunt~Collin's proposal. Also in January 1990, TU Electric's
rate case in Docket No, 9300 was filed with the PUCT and Hunt~
Collin intervened.

In the summer of 1990, discussions occurred between Hunt-
Collin and TU Electric regarding the possible settlement of TU
Electric's rate case. The potential sale of Hunt-Collin's business
to another electric utility, including TU Electric, was also
raised. At the request of Hunt-Collin, TU Electric made a proposal
on October 3, 1990 regarding the purchase of Hunt-Collin's business
and assets. Hunt-Collin rejected TU Electric's offer and continued

in its efforts to prevail in TU Electric's rate case.

- 25 =



Hunt~Cellin's General Manager, in a discussion with a TU
Electric official, indicated that if Hunt-Collin did not prevaii at
the PUCT in Docket No. 9300, it would in all likelihood #+11 its
vusiness within the next eighteen months to TU Electric or another
electric utility and thet Hunt-Collin saw little to be gained from
discussions of a nevw power supply agreement at that time.

Sometime prior to September 1991, Hunt-Collin asked TU

iectric if TU Electric's October 3, 1990 proposal was still valid
and, if so, would TU Electric update that offer. TU Electric did
ipdate the proposal on September 6, 1991, Both proposals were
rejected by Hunt-Collin.

During the pendency of these events, TU Electric chose to
serve Hunt-Collin without a written service agreement. TU Electric
has billed and Hunt-Collin has paid for services rendered under
Rate WP,

In October 1991, Hunt-Collin members voted to merge with Cap
Rock, subject to the approval of the PUCT. TU Electric has
intervened in the PUCT proceeding in this matter, which is
currently in progress.

Lene Wolf Electric Power Cooperative, Inc. (Lone Wolf)

In 1989, representatives of TU Electric 2nd Lone Wolf
generally discussed the possible purchase by TU Electric of Lone
Wolf's electric utility assets, I[n 1990, Lone Wolf and Cap Rock
merged.

In December 1991, Midwest, a full requirements wholesale

-26-






(3)

(4)

(5)

[6)

and Whitney Dam hydroelectric projects, TV Electric and

Rayburn entered into a scheduling agent agreement, effective
June 19, 1991, under which Rayburn receives its allocation of
the preference power from the pool. The hydroelectric
capacity from Denison and Whitney Dams is located in the
control area of Brazos,

In March 1987, TU Electric entered into a scheduling agreement
with Rayburn in connection with Rayburn's purchase of economy
energy from Houston Lighting & Power Company (HL&P).

In December 1989, Rayburn entered into a scheduling agreement
with TU Electric relative to economy energy purchases from
South Texas Electric Cooperative, Inc. (STEC) following the
termination of similar arrangements with WTU,

TU Electric and Rayburn executed a transmission service
agreement, effective July 1, 1991, in order to give Rayburn
access to its entitlement to the output of power produced at
Denison Dam and Whitney Dam.

In November 1991, Rayburn requested TU Electric to provide
transmission services in connection with the purchase by
Rayburn and Tex-La of 7 MW of reserve capacity from STEC as a
part of Rayburn's obligations to Brazos to back up Rayburn's
éntitlement to the output of power produced at Denison Dam and

Whitney Dam. Negotiations are ongoing.

Texas Municipal Power Agency

On August 24, 1988, TU Electric's NRC-approved purchase of

TMPA's ownership share of Comanche Peak and related transmission

-2.-



facilities was finalized, thus settling the pending litigation

between the parties resarding the Comanche Peak ownership

agreement.,

fex=la Electric Cooperative of Texas. Inc.

(1) For an interim period, electric service to Tex-La was provided
by TU Electric under a letter agreement upon expiration of its
contractual arrangements with TU Electric on June 30, 1987.
The letter agreement was replaced by a Power Supply Agreement,
which became effective on February 1, 1990,

(2) Extensive negotiations were undertaken to settle the pending
litigation between Tex-La and TU Electric regarding the
Comanche Peak Joint Ownership Agreement. As the result of
these negotiations, TU Electric agreed to purchase Tex-La's
ownership iIn Comanche Peak and associated transmission
facilities. The settlement also included the February 1, 1990
Power Supply Agreement which went into effect at the closing
of the NRC-approved TU Electric purchase of Tex-La's Comanche
Peak assets on February 1, 1990, Subject to notice
provisions, the Power Supply Agreement permits Tex-La to
purchase power from sources other than TU Electric (in which
case TU Electric will provide scheduling agent service for
such purchases pursuant to contract terms) and to transfer
loads from TU Electric to other electric utilities, Tex-La is
purchasing 40 MW of power from Central Power and Light Company
(CPL) (with CPL supplying spinning reserves to TU Electric),

has transferred two points of delivery to other suppliers and
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(&)

(8)

(7)

e e e e

has notified TU Electric of its intent to transfer two
additional points of delivery effective in October 1992,

The 1984 scheduling agreement for federal hydroelectric power
between TU El..cric, Tex~La and Rayburn expired June 10, 1990,
Tex~La, Rayburn and Brazos entered into an agreement with the
United States of America under which they are entitled to
power from the pool of generation produced at the Denison "am
and Whitney Dam hydroelectric projects. TU Electric and Tex=
La entered into a scheduling agent agreement, effective July
1, 1990, under which Tex~lLa receives its allocation of the
preference power from the pool. The hydroelectric capacity
from the Denison and Whitney Dams is located in the control
area of Brazos.

In February 1990, TU Electric and Tex-lLa entered into an
tyreement which added the City of Austin as a source to Tex-La
for economy energy.

in November 1986, TU Electric and Tex-lLa entered into a
scheduling agreement relative to Tex-La's purchase of economy
energy from HLEP.

In July 1987, TU Electric and Tex~La entered into a gcheduling
agreement in connection with Tex-lLa's purchase of economy
energy from WTU,

TU Electric and Tex-La executed a transmission service
agreement, effective July 1, 1991, in order to give Tex-la
access to its entitlement to the output of power produced at

Deniseon Dam and Whitney Dam.
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Zooperative,

investor-Owned and Other Utilities

Hewaton Lighting & Power Company
in June 1980, HL4P scolicited proposals regarding the supply of

160 MW of power to HL4P beginning in 19988, 1TU Electric did not

respond to the solicitation,

deuthwestern Public Service Co.

(1) SPS proposed in late 1985 to make a sale of unit power to TU
Electric beginning in 1988. TU Electric engaged in a number
of discussions with SPS during 1986 and 1,37 regarding the
feasibility of a purchase. No agreement was reached,

(7} In April 1991, TU Electric requested responses to an
Information Request for potential alternatives to generation
facilities which TU Electric was seeking to have certified.
(888 Section B.1.9.) In August 1691, SPS responded,
indicating an interest in discussing the sale of power and
energy, or generating capacity, to TU Electric. TU Electric
advised SPS that it would evaluace its response, together with
all others received pursuant to the Information Request .

lexas-New Mexico Power Compauy
In May 1990, an Amended and Restated Agreement for Electric

Service was executed with TNP to overcome certain disputes

regarding the administration of the underlying agreements. Also in

May 1990, an Interconnection and Transmission Wheeling Agreement

was executed which provides for integration of the TNP One plant
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into ERCOT and for the delivery of power therefrom.

In October 1990, TNP and TU Electric entered into an agreement
permitting TNP perscnnel direct acce.: *o metering data at TNP
peints of delivery.

West Texas Utilities Company

In December 1991, TU Electric received a copy of, a
solicitation regarding transmission services sought by Cap Rock
from other ERCOT control area utilities for power to be supplied to
cap Rock by WTU beginning January 1992. TU Electric advised WIU
that providing the service which has been requested by Cap Rock
would constitute an interference with TU Electric's June 8, 1990
Power Supply Agreement with Cap Rock. (§ge Cap Rock Electric Power

Cooperative, Inc. Section B.1.h.)

General

Cffers of Vtility Sale of Power to TU Electric

Puring the update period TU Electric received offers or
inguiries from the City of Austin, HLLP, Gulf States Utilities,
LiRg . CPL and MTU regarding TU Electric's interest in purchasing
short-term firm power. In each instance TU Electric declined the
purchase because it did not need the capacity and/or because the
availability of the power to TU Electric would be subordinated to
the native loads of the offering utilities. TU Electric has
purchased its short-term needs in the form of dedicated power

supplies from cogenerators.
Microwave
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Pursuant to orders issued in FERC Docket Nos. EL79-8 and
E~9558 in 1981 and 1982 (the Original Orders), the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), among other things,
approved a settlement requiring the construction of twe
asynchronous direct current interconnections between electric
utilities in ERCOT and electric utilities in the Southwest
Power FPool (SWPP): (1) a North asynchronous direct current
interconnection (North Tie)' between PSO near Lawton,
Oklahoma, and WTU near Oklaunion, Texas, having an initial
nominal capacity of 200 MW, to be constructed by the CSW
Operating Companies;‘ and (2) a South asynchronous direct
current interconnection (South Tie) between the CSW Operating
Companies in Walker County, Texas, and the South Texas
Froject, having an initial nominal capacity of 500 MW, to be
constructed by the CSW Operating Companies and Houston
Lighting & Power Company (HL&P).

As a result of continuing disputes and attendant delays
in the certification, construction and operation of the South
Tie, in May 198y, the CSW Operating Companies and HL&P
petitioned the FERC in Docket No. EL79-8-002 to modify the
Original Orders so as to require construction of a 600 MW

asynchronous direct current interconnection between SWEPCO's

14,

'The North Tie was completed and placed in service on December

1984.

‘CPL, WTU, Public Service Company of Oklahoma (PSO) and

Southwestern Electric Power Company (SWEPCO).



welch generating station and TU Eleciric's Monticelle
generating station, both of waich are located in Titus County,
Texas (the East Tie) in lieu of the South Tie.

On July 23, .987, the FERC issued an order approving a
settlement in ‘v ket No EL79~8-002 (the "East Tie Order"),
providing for th< construction of the East Tie in lieu of the
South Tie. The East Tie Order additionally reaffirmed those
provisions of the Original Orders that were unaffected by the
change in location of the DC tie capacity. Subject to
reasonable contingencies, the parties were committed %0
install and cperate the East Tie by August 1991,

As a result of unrforeseen delays relating principally to
the negotiat on of the East Tie Participation Agreement and
disputes regarding .mplementation of tariffs developed to
provide transmission service to, from and over the North and
East Ties [gsee paragraph (2) below), the participants were
unable to meet the original August 1991 target date. On
August 29, 1991, the CSW Operuting Companies, HL&P and TU
Elec vic filed a petition with the FERC in Docket No.
EL79-8-000 for an extension ~f time :o implement the East Tie
Order and proposing that the East Tie be irnstalled in two
pnases of 300 MW each.

Cajun filed a timely motion to intervene in this
proceeding, but tock no position on the relief requested.
Subsequently, on November 21, 1991, Cajun filed a response to

the petitioners' November 6, 1991 supplemental filina. While



Cajun did not coppose granting an extension of time beyond

August 1991 for completion of the East Tie, it raised two
other concerns. First, Cajun objected to the limitation of
“qualified utilities," under the Original Orders, to urilities
with a load of less than 500 MW. Cajun noted that it had a
peak load of greater than 500 MW, but that each of Cajun's
member cooperatives had a peak load of less than 500 MW.
Cajun argued that the limitation should be removed or,
alternatively, that Cajun be deemed a qua.ified utility.
Second, noting that other utilities are given an opportunity
to participate in the construction and ownership of the East
Tie, Cajun expressed an interest in participation as an owner
in the East Tie. Cajun urged the FERC to review and clarify
the procedures for allowing uti. 'ties such as Cajun to
participzte as owners in the East Tie. On November 26, 1992,
petitioners filed an answer to Cajun's November 21, 1991
submittal, arguirg that Caiun's concerns were beyond the scope
of the proceeding.

On December 6, 1991, the FERC issued an order granting
the petition for extension of time and requiring the first 300
MW of capacity of the East Tie to be installed by August 31,
1995, witr the full 600 MW to be installed by August 31, 1998,
The F'RC's order granting the extension was conditioned on
petitioners making available the full reserved guantity of 90
MW Lpon the initial installation and operation of DC transfer

capacity at the East Tie.

- 37 =



ek e bt A A e
o

Mo ettt o B

(2)

With respect to Cajun's intervention, the FERC indicated
in its December 6 order that if Cajun wishes to pursue the 500
MW limitaticn issue, it should file an appropriate request for
relief; and similarly, with respect to the ownership issue, if
Cajun believes that FERC's prior orders are not being properly
implemented, Cajun should file a complaint. To date, Cajun
has filed no such request or complaint.

On December 11, 1991, following the issuance of the
FERC's December 6 order, Tex-La and Northeast Texas Electric
Cooperative, Inc. (NTEC) each filed a motion to intervene and
answer and protest to the November 26, 1991 filirg of Cajun
(discussed above). In its filing, Tex~La, who indicated that
it had been an active participant in the "intertie" dockets
and is a "qualified utility" under the FERC's Original Orders,
stated that it is studying the purchase of a portion of the
East Tle so that [t can import power purchased from SWPP
utilities, such as Cajun, over the tie to serve Tex-La ERCOT
load. Tex~La and NTEC (who likewise indicated that it had
been an active participant in the "intertie" dockets and is a
“gqualified utility" under the FERC's Original Orders) urged
the FERC to reject Cajunr's "Response" as both substantively
and procedurally unsound,

TU Electric, the CSW Operating Companies and HLP filed tariffs
for transmission service to, from and over the DC Asynchronous
Connections (TFO Tariff) as required by the FERC's Original

Orders. These filings were consolidated for hearing and
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investigation in Docket Nos. ER82-545-000, et al. and
ultimately were the subject of an Offer of Settlement that was
approved by the FERC pursuant to an order issued January 27,
1987.

A dispute arose between TU Electric and the CSW Operating
Companies concerning the compensation due in connection with
the transfer of power and energy to, from and over the North
Tie pursuant to the TFO Tariff. TU Electric filed a complaint
{Docket No. EL89~15-000) and filed unexecuted transmission
service agreements (TSAs) covering service for the CSW
Operating Companies for the period 1987 - 1989 (Docket No.
ER82-545-002) . On November 24, 1989, the FERC entered an
order in those dockets addressing both TU Electric's complaint
and .ts TSA filing. The FERC accepted the unexecuted TSAs
filed by TU Electric covering the period 1987 - 1989, which
reflected the reservation of 220 megawatts of capacity to be
received by each CSW Operating Company from each of its two
affiliated Operating Companies located on the opposite side of
the North Tie for a total of eight reservations. The FERC's
November 24, 1989 order, together with a March 19, 1990 order
denying rehearing, were appealed by the CSW Operating
Companies to the U. S. Court of Appeals for the District of
Columbja Circuit,.

TU Electric filed revised Exhibits C-1 (Docket No.
£R90-223~-000) to its transmission service agreements for the

CSW Operating Companies providing for the same reservations in
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1990 as those used for 1989 in Docket No. ER82-545-002.
Again, a dispute arose. The FERC addressed TU Electric's
filing in an "Order Directing Revised Filing," issued June 15,
1990 (Docket No. ER90-223-000), pursuant to whick it rejected
TU Electric's filing and ordered TU Electric to tile revis A
Exhibits C~1 reflecting 200 MW of transfer south to north
acreoss the North Tie on four, rather than eight, transact on
paths; viz., CPL to PSO and SWEPCO and WTU to PSO and SWEPCO,
to reflect the unidirectional nature of the transfers as
represented by the CSW Operating Companies. TU Electric
filed such revised Exhibits C-1 on June 18, 1990, which filing
was docketed as Docket No. ER90~223-001. The CSW Operating
Companies and an intervenor, Oklahoma Municipal Power
Authority (OMPA),® each sought rehearing of the FERC's June
15, 1990 order.

Pursuant to its "Order Granting in Part and Denying in

‘The CSW Operating Companies claimed that 50 MW of the 200 MW
transfer north over the North Tie from WTU to PSO and SWEPCO,
crdered by the FERC in its June 15, 1990 Order, originated sclely
in the ccontrol area of WTU and represented the projected
entitlement of OMPA in the output of Oklaunion Unit No. 1.
Although the CSW Operating Companies disclaimed any responsibility
for such 50 MW, the FERC found that the CSW Operating Companies
were responsible for "all [such) transfers" and concluded that
"CSW's use" of the North Tie must reflect an additional reservation
for OMPA's 50 MW entitlement. After the issuance of the June 15,
1990 Order, OMPA filed a motion to intervene cut of time seeking
rehearing of that Order, claiming that it was concerned that an
indemnification provision in OMPA's transmission service agreement
with PSO would allow PSO to seek recovery from OMPA of any amounts
payable to TU Electric that are deemed associated with the OMPA
transfers. OMPA requested the FERC to exclude OMPA's share of the
Oklaunien capacity from the determination of TU Electric impact
fees related to ERCOT-SWPP transfers over the North Tie.
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fart Rehearing and Directing Revised Filing " issued September

20, 1990 (Docket No. ERS0-223-002), the FERC modified its
June 15, 1990 order to the extent that it found that the 50 MW
entitlement of OMPA in Oklaunion Unit No. 1 originates solely
in WTU's control area and, therefore, ordered TU Electric to
file revised Exhibits C-1 reflecting a 150 MW transfer south
to north from CPL to SWEPCO and PSO and a 200 MW transfer
south to north from WIU to SWEPCO and PSO.

The June 15, 1990 and September 20, 1990 orders were
appealed to the U. S. Court of Appeals for the District of
Columbia Circuit by the CSW Operating Companies and by OMPA.

The time within which TU Electric was required to file
the revised Exhibits C-1 mandated by the FERC's September 20,
1990 Order was extended in order to permit TU Electric and the
CSW Operating Companies to pursue settlement discussions.

Settlement discussions ensued between TU Electric and the
CSW Operating Companies and culminated in the execution of the
Settlement Agreement on July 2%, 1991. Under the Settlement
Agreement, TU Electric and the CSW Operating Companies entered
into TSAs covering eight transmission paths for the transfer
of electric power to, from and over the North and East Ties
from and after the Effective Dates as provided therein (the
North Tie Transuission Service Agreement is retroactively
effective to January 1, 1991) and continuing until December
il, 2010, provided that either party may cancel the TSAs on

five years' prior written notice given no earlier than January
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1, 2001, and provided further that, after December 31 201¢,
the term of the TSAs shall continue from year to year, unless
canceled by either party on one year's prior written notice.

The parties also resclved by agreement the issues
relating to compensation for transmission services provided
during the periods 1987 - 1989 and 1990. Among other things,
they agreed that the CSW Operating Companies would dismiss
their Petiticns for Review of the FERC's November 24, 1989,
March 19, 1990, June 15, 1990 and September 20, 1990 Orders
and would relinquish all rights to recover the money already
paid to TU Electric in compensation for the provision of
transmission services during the period 1987 through 1989,
would repay in kind all losses incurred by TU Electric as a
result of such transmission services for the periocd 1987
through 1990, and would pay to TU Electric the sum of
$3,189,450 for such services provided in 1990.

The new TSAs apply svlely to power and energy transferred
to, from and over the Nerth and East Ties in accordance with
the reservations contained therein. All other power and
energy transferred to, from and over the North and East Ties
is subject to the provisions of TU Electric's TFO Tariff.

The Settlement Agreement and North and East Tie TSAs were
approved by the FERC by Order issued September 12, 19%1. In
October 1991, the Settlement Agreement was consummated and the

appeals initiated by the CSW Operating Companies and OMPA
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dismissed.®

*The CSW Operating Companies and TU Electric also entered into
a settlement agreement with OMPA, which was likewise approved by
the FERC in its September 12, 1991 Order. Pursuant to this
agreement, (1) the CSW Operating Companies agreed to waive any
claim that OMPA is obligated to indemnify a CSW Operating Company
against payments made to TU Electric (or any other ERCOT utility)
for transmission services attributable to the transfer over the
North Tie of power and energy from OMPA's ownership entitlement in
the Oklaunion Generating Station, and (2) TU Electric entered into
a TSA with OMPA, under TU Electric's TFO Tariff, providing for the
transfer of power and energy from OMPA's ownership entitlement in
Oklaunion north over the North Tie to OMPA until Oklaunion is
retired or no longer in commercial operation.
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8.2 Licensees whose construction permits include
conditions pertaining to antitrust aspects should
list and discuss those actions or policies which
have been implemented in accordance with such
conditions.

TU Electric believes its practices are consistent with the
License Conditions for Comanche Peak. The following relates
actions and/or policies in terms of License Conditions for Comanche
Peak, Unit 1, as set forth in Appendix C to the Operating License.

B.1. = TU Electric afforded full opportunity to participate in
the Comanche Feak Steam Electric Station, and Joint Ownership
Agreements were executed with BEPC, TMPA and Tex-La.

B.2. = TU Electric supported the merger of the Texas
Interconnected Systems into ERCOT and has supported membership for
all eligible entities. TU Electric participates in periodic joint
studies at the ERCOT level. Included are studies necessary to
suppert meeting ERCOT planning and operating criteria as determined
by the Engineering and Operating Subcommittees of the ERCOT
Technical Advisory Committee. See also Section B.1.h.

B.3., 4., 5., 6. = TU Electric's operations with respect to
reserve requirements, the exchange of maintenance schedules and
emergency service conforms to the ERCOT operating guidelines. Such
guidelines are consistent with all License Conditions.

8.7., 8. = TU Electric has established interconnections with
others to achieve mutual benefits and has not refused to
interconnect with anyone.

B.9. = TU Electric participates in "bulletin board" economy

eénergy transactions within ERCOT and was a participant in prior
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8.15, = TU Electric is in compliance with cobligations related

to FERC Docket EL 7%+-8.

B.16., = TU Electric is in compliance with the requirements of

this paragraph.
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EXHIBIT B1

TRANSMISSION SERVICE PROVIDED BY TU ELECTRIC
FOR THE BENEFIT OF OTHERS

Throughout this exhibit the following abbreviations apply:

HL&P Houston Lighting & Power Company

CPSB City Public Service Board of San Antonio

WTU West Texas Utilities Company

LCRA Lower Colorado River Authority

CP&L Central Power & Light Company

CSW Central & South West Companies (CP&L, WTU,

Public Service of Oklahoma, Scouthwestern
Electric Power)

COA City of Austin
COB City of Brownsville
BEPC Brazos Electric Power Cooperative, Inc.
TMPA Texas Municipal Power Agency
TMPP Texas Municipal Power Pool
STEC Scuth Texas Electric Cooperative, Inc.
MEC Medina Electric Cooperative, Inc.
TNP Texas New-Mexico Power Company
TEX-LA Tex-La Electric Cooperative of Texas, Inc.
RAYBURN Rayburn Country Electric Cooperative, Inc.
WEATHFD City of Weatherford
RECIPIENT SQURCE POWER (MW) RATE
WEATHFD City of Creenville 10 = 1% 1986 to
1990
WEATHFD City of Austin 10 - 25 1989 to
1996
TMPA Gibbons Creek SES 312 1979 teo
2014 »
BEPC San Miguel SES 195.5 1979 to
2014 »
BEPC LCRA S8 =~ 150 1990 to
1994
BEPC Denison Dam 10 1990 to
1293
CP&L Oklaunion SES 52 1986 to
2021
COB Oklaunion SES 68 1986 to

2021 »



cSW CSW (4 agreenmernts via 220 1991 to
via North HVDC Tie) 2010

TNP Cicy of Bryan (via TMPP) 20 1986

TNP City of Bryan (via TMPP) 20 = 40 1988 to
1992

TNP TNP 1 SES 288 1990 to
2025 »

LX=LA Denison Dam 27.5 1990 to %+

TEX-LA CP&L 40 1990 to
1994

RAYBURN Denison Dam 42.5 1990 to w»

TEX-LA HL&P LA 1986

TEX-LA WTU sm¥ 1987

TEX=-LA COA LA R 1890

RAYBURN wTU wew 1988¢"

RAYBURN HL&P LR 1987

RAYBURN STEC oW 1989

Legend:

* Contract terminates at the end of the life of the project.

*w Contract continues in force during life of agreement with the
United States of America, except under certain conditions.

*** Economy

energy transactions.
subject to limitations per contract.

(1) Terminated in 1989.

Actual transfer levels are



EXHIBIT B2

TRANEBMISBION SBERVICE PROVIDED BY OTHERS
FOR _THE BENEYIT OF TU ELECTRIC

EXPIRED TRANBACTIONS




CURRENTLY ACTIVE TRANSACTIONS

SQURCES
COGENERATORS
Dow COGEN COGEN COGENRON TEXASGULF
LYONDELL LYONDELL
TERM/
POWER: DEC 91 =~ MAY 981 =~ MAY 92 - JAN 87 = APR B6 =~
APR 9§/ APR 52/ APR 94/ JUN 99/ DEC 95/
400 MW 230 MW 420 MW 83 MW
SERVICE
ERQVIDER
HL&P E A A A A
CPSB A A A E E
WTU E E E E E
LCRA A A A A A
CPL E E E E E
COA A A A A A
BEPC A A A E E
TMPA A A A A A
STEC A A A E E
MEC A A A E E
TNP NA NA NA E NA
Legend:
E Executed agreenment.
A Transaction taking place under verbal agreement in accordance

with PUCT Substantive Rule 23.66 pending negotiation of final
contract (Nen-jurisdictional entities have verbally agreed to
price transmission services at Rule 23.66 rates.)

NA No impact on entity.



