
 

 
 

 

July 1, 2015 

 

Email Only:  post2017process@powerauthority.org 

 

Chairman Stephen M. Brophy 
Arizona Power Authority 
1810 West Adams Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
 
RE:  Preliminary Proposal Hoover Power Marketing Post – 2017 

Dear Chairman Brophy: 

On behalf of Arizona Electric Power Cooperative, Inc., (“AEPCO”), I am providing the 
following comments in response to the Arizona Power Authority’s (“APA” or “Commission”) 
request for comments on the Preliminary Proposal for Hoover Power Marketing Post 2017 
(“Preliminary Proposal”).  As a suggested recipient of power made available under Schedule B, 
AEPCO has a vested interest in the Preliminary Proposal and the Commission’s policy 
determinations that have guided the initial allocation proposal.  

At the outset, AEPCO appreciates the effort that the APA has devoted in providing a transparent 
allocation process.  Further, we applaud the Commission’s efforts to address the increased 
interest in Hoover power and the careful consideration of policy determinations that have guided 
the proposed allocations.  It is no small feat to figure out how to allocate a resource fairly and 
equitably among many existing and new potential power customers.  As a general matter, we 
appreciate and agree with the Commission’s objective to find the right formula to ensure that the 
Hoover resource can have a meaningful impact in as widespread manner as possible.  

As an applicant with nearly a 700 MW peak average, it is appropriate that AEPCO should be 
allocated a small portion of the Hoover resource, especially given the challenges that we are 
facing with the Environmental Protection Agency’s proposed Clean Power Plan.    

With regard to the specific proposal, we note one nomenclature type issue that we encourage the 
APA to revise in the Preliminary Proposal in the interest of reducing uncertainty with regard to 
the approach that the Commission has taken.  Our suggested revision below does not change any 
of the proposed allocations or present the Commission with a potential litigation liability.  In 
fact, our recommended change is intended to support the proposed approach and reduce a 
potential opportunity for litigation. In addition, as discussed below some specific refinements 
should be taken for the sake of good order and uniformity in the record.  Finally, we note in 
conclusion that AEPCO is willing to discuss alternatives to the allocation set forth in the 
Preliminary Proposal that may be advanced by other beneficiaries of the Hoover resource.   
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Further Clarification 

The current proposal leaves open the question of whether an entity that receives Hoover power 
under Schedule D-1 is ineligible for power that the APA will allocate pursuant to State law.  
While there are several perspectives on the question of a “new allottee” under the APA process 
and the allocation effort conducted by the Western Area Power Administration (“Western”) we 
believe the APA would be well advised to make clear that the two processes are not interrelated 
for purposes of eligibility.  Indeed, if receipt of D-1 power establishes an absolute bar the 
question arises as to the extent to which Federal law is intended to guide and even preempt the 
APA process.  

The answer to this question would be to revise the paragraphs on page 33 of the Preliminary 
Proposal to make clear that an entity that receives D-2 power – the resource made available 
through the APA process – is ineligible for power made available under Schedules A or B.  
While the Commission as a policy matter can evaluate any potential receipt of D-1 power in the 
same process used to consider the Federal resources provided by the Parker Davis or Colorado 
River Storage Project (“CRSP”) systems, the careful demarcation of the D-1 and D-2 resources 
in the Preliminary Proposal removes potential ambiguity for the Commission moving forward. 

We believe eliminating ambiguities and questions in the Preliminary Proposal serves the APA 
and the recommended allottees in the near and long term.  Power allocations by Federal and 
State agencies can spur litigation when the process builds in questions involving legal standards.  
AEPCO would certainly support the APA’s efforts in avoiding litigation with the Preliminary 
Proposal and believe the suggested edits above would assist in that regard.  To the extent that we 
can provide specific support for the Commission and its consultants, we remain available.  

Specific Refinements and Recommendations 

In the spreadsheet accompanying the preliminary proposal, AEPCO has been noted as receiving 
no Federal hydropower resources.  This is incorrect.  AEPCO receives an allocation of Parker 
Davis in the amount of 23,637 kW and Colorado River Storage Project power in the amount of 
9,398 – 18,669 kW, as provided in more detail in its filed application, which is further allocated 
for the benefit of AEPCO’s distribution members.  We note that the APA has already addressed 
this in response to questions on June 24.  

Second, AEPCO supports the conclusions reached in Section V.E. on Schedule C power, Section 
VI.C.2 on power purchase certificates, and Section VI.D. on creditworthiness.  The 
Commission’s suggested approach in Section VI.F. appears to propose a reasonable path forward 
on the question of reimbursement.  We recognize that there are costs that should be borne by new 
entrants.  However, the recommendation on determining the precise apportionment of those costs 
should be considered at a later date as set forth in the Preliminary Proposal.  

In conclusion, I reiterate AEPCO’s support for the general approach that the Commission has 
taken with the overwhelming number of applications it has received for the Hoover resource.  
With a combined load of nearly 700 MW, we can assure you that any and all amount of the 
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Hoover resource will be utilized when available.  While we support the allocation proposed for 
AEPCO, we also recognize that the APA may see a need to reconsider its proposal in light of the 
comments it receives, or other additional information.  We are open to participating in this 
dialogue and willing to consider alternative allocation proposals, particularly those that would 
shift the AEPCO allocation from Schedule B to Schedule D2 power and would improve the 
energy benefits of Hoover power to cooperative members.   

Please let us know if you have any questions.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Patrick F. Ledger 
Chief Executive Officer 
Arizona Electric Power Cooperative, Inc. 


