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Comm ssi on) proposes to adopt a set of uniform business practices
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provi ders and custoners over OASI S nodes and proposes to revise
18 CFR 37.5 to require conpliance with these practices. In
addi tion, the Conm ssion proposes a consistent nam ng convention
for path nanes, proposes to replace the Data Dictionary El enent
"ANC_SERVI CE_TYPE" in the QASIS Standards and Communi cati on
Protocol s Docunent (Version 1.3) with the term"AS TYPE," and
proposes to clarify the terns "D SPLACED, " "SUPERSEDED, " and
"REFUSED' in § 4.2.10.2 of that sane docunent and in the Data
Di ctionary Elenent.
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SUPPLEMENTARY | NFORVATION: I n addition to publishing the ful
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al so provides all interested persons an opportunity to inspect or
copy the contents of this docunment during normal business hours
in the Public Reference Roomat 888 First Street, N E., Room 2A,
Washi ngton, D.C. 20426.
The Comm ssion | ssuance Posting System (CI PS) provides

access to the texts of formal docunents issued by the Conm ssion.

CI PS can be accessed via Internet through FERC s Hone Page
(http://www. ferc.fed.us) using the CIPS Link or the Energy
Information Online icon. The full text of this docunent will be

available on CIPS in ASCII and WordPerfect 6.1 format. CIPS is
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al so avail abl e through the Comm ssion's electronic bulletin board
service at no charge to the user and nay be accessed using a
personal conputer with a nodem by dialing 202-208-1397, if
dialing locally, or 1-800-856-3920, if dialing |ong distance. To
access CIPS, set your communications software to 19200, 14400,
12000, 9600, 7200, 4800, 2400, or 1200 bps, full duplex, no
parity, 8 data bits and 1 stop bit. User assistance is avail able
at 202-208-2474 or by E-mail to cipsmaster @erc. fed. us.

Thi s docunent is also avail able through the Comm ssion's
Records and | nformati on Managenent System (RI MS), an el ectronic
storage and retrieval system of docunents submtted to and issued
by the Comm ssion after Novenber 16, 1981. Docunents from
Novenber 1995 to the present can be viewed and printed. RIMSis
available in the Public Reference Roomor renotely via |Internet
t hrough FERC s Hone Page using the RIMS |ink or the Energy
Information Online icon. User assistance is available at 202-
208-2222, or by E-mail to R nsMaster @ERC. f ed. us.

Finally, the conplete text on diskette in WrdPerfect format
may be purchased fromthe Conm ssion's copy contractor, RVJ]
International, Inc. RVJ International, Inc. is located in the
Public Reference Roomat 888 First Street, N E., Washington, D.C

20426.
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ATTACHVENT C - quotes section 4.2.10.2 of the S&CP Docunent.



UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COWMM SSI ON

Open Access Sane-Tine | nformation ) Docket No. RMB5-9-003
System and St andards of Conduct )
NOTI CE OF PROPCSED RULEMAKI NG
(January 27, 1999)

| NTRODUCTI ON

In this notice of proposed rul emaki ng (NOPR), the Federal
Ener gy Regul atory Conm ssion (Conmi ssion) proposes a set of
uni form busi ness practices inplenmenting the Comm ssion's policies
on transm ssion service price negotiation and inproving
i nteracti ons between transm ssion providers and custoners over
Open Access Sane-Tine Informati on System (QASIS) nodes and
proposes to revise 18 CFR 37.5 to require conpliance with these
practices. 1In addition, we propose a consistent nam ng
convention for path nanes, propose to replace the Data Dictionary
El ement "ANC _SERVI CE _TYPE" in the QASI S Standards and
Communi cation Protocols Docunent, Version 1.3 (S&CP Docunent)
with the term"AS TYPE," and propose to clarify the terns
"DI SPLACED, " " SUPERSEDED, " and "REFUSED' in the Data Dictionary

El ement and in section 4.2.10.2 of the S&CP Docunent. 1/

1/ See attached "Business Practice Standards and Guides for
QASI S Transactions" (BPS&G . W expect that, with
assistance fromthe industry, we wll make inprovenents in
t hese business practices over tinme, in the same way that we



1. PUBLI C REPORTI NG BURDEN

The proposed rule would require a transm ssion provider to
conply with a set of uniform business practices to inplenent the
Comm ssion's policies on transm ssion service price negotiation
and i nprove interactions between transm ssion providers and
custoners over QASIS nodes. The proposed business practices are
di vi ded bet ween mandatory standards and voluntary best practice
gui des. Under this proposal, the best practice guides woul d not
be mandatory; but a transm ssion provider electing to foll ow them
woul d be bound to follow them on a consistent non-discrimnatory
basis. By necessity, a transm ssion provider already foll ows
busi ness practices in the operation of its OASIS node. The NOPR
nmerely proposes to nake these practices nore uniform across the

i ndustry.

have made changes to the S&CP Docunent since its original
i ssuance in 1995.
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On Decenber 1, 1998, the Comm ssion issued a proposed

information collection and request for comments in Docket No.

| C99-717-000 that covered all information collected under the
requi renments of FERC-717 "Open Access Sane-Tine I nformation
System and St andards of Conduct”™ (OVB No. 1902-0173) over the
next three years, including the inplenentation of QASI S Phase I A
and any information collected under this NOPR 1/ The burden
estimate subm tted on Decenber 1, 1998 for all OASIS requirenments
was as follows:

"Burden Statenent: Public reporting burden for this collectionis

estimat ed as:

Nunber of Nunber of Aver age Burden | Total Annual
Respondent s Responses Per Hour s Per Burden Hours
Annual |y Respondent Response
(1) (2) (3) (1) x(2) x(3)
140 1 1,418 198, 520 hours

2/ See note 11, infra, where we el aborate on matters covered by
OASI S Phase | A
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The estimated total cost to respondents is $21,157,500." [1/]

We are not preparing a separate estimate covering this NOPR
only, because we find that the NOPR would not significantly alter
the estimate contained in the Decenber 1, 1998 notice. The

Decenber 1, 1998 burden estimte gave the Commi ssion's estimate

3/ The estimated total cost of $21, 157,500 was conputed as
fol | ows:

The Comm ssion has assuned that 4.5 personnel are
necessary for staffing and using a total personnel
cost of $109,889, the result is $494,501. To get

the total cost, add annual ongoi ng costs of

$110, 000 plus staffing costs [$110,000 + $494, 501]
for a total of $604,501 divided by 4 = $151, 125).

The estimated total cost of the OASIS requirenent

i s 140 respondents x $151, 125 or $21, 157, 500.
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of OASIS-related information requirenents over the next three
years, and this estimate contenpl ated the Comm ssion's issuance
of wuniform busi ness practices during this time franme. In any
event, if a separate estinate were prepared, it would not be
substantial, because the proposal in this NOPR, if pronul gated,
woul d not create any direct information collection requirenents
and because transm ssion providers already will need to have
busi ness practices in place to conduct QASIS transacti ons under
t he Phase | A S&CP Docunent that becones effective on March 1
1999. By announcing this proposal before March 1, 1999, the
burden of nmaki ng changes from al ready established business
practices will be m nim zed.

The following collection of information contained in this
NOPR has been submtted to the O fice of Managenent and Budget
(OvB) for review under Section 3507(d) of the Paperwork Reduction
Act of 1995, 44 U S.C. 3507(d). For copies of the OVB
subm ssion, contact Mchael MIler at 202-208-1415.

| nt ernal Revi ew

The Comm ssion has conducted an internal review of this
concl usi on and has assured itself, by neans of its internal
review, that there is specific, objective support for this
i nformati on burden estimte. Mreover, the Comm ssion has
reviewed the collection of information proposed by this NOPR and
has determ ned that the collection of information is necessary

and conforns to the Comm ssion's plan, as described in this
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order, for the collection, efficient nanagenent, and use of the
required information. 1/

[11. DI SCUSSI ON

A. Overvi ew

4/  See 44 U.S.C. § 3506(c).
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In this NOPR, we propose a set of uniform business
practices, set out in the attached BPS&G docunent, for use by
transm ssion providers in conjunction with OASIS transacti ons.

Mor eover, to ensure conpliance, we are proposing a revision to 18
CFR 37.5(b) proposing that responsible parties nust conply with
the requirenents set out in the BPS&G docunent. In main part,
the uni form busi ness practices we propose are those recomended
by an industry group in tw recent filings. However, as

di scussed bel ow, we have nade certain revisions to those
recommendations, to reflect Conm ssion policy, add clarity, and
address initial comments received frominterested persons. 1/ In
addi tion, the Conm ssion proposes a consistent nam ng convention
for path nanes, proposes to replace the Data Dictionary El enent
"ANC SERVI CE_ TYPE" in the S&CP Docunent with the term"AS TYPE,"

and proposes to clarify the terns "D SPLACED, " " SUPERSEDED, " and

5/ Thr oughout this docunent we have shown additions and
recommended revisions with italics and bol df ace and
del etions and recommended deletions with [italics and
bracket s] .
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"REFUSED' in the Data Dictionary Elenent and in section 4.2.10.2
of the S&CP Docunent.

B. Background

The QASI S rul enaki ng process began with the Commi ssion's
i ssuance of a notice of technical conference and request for
coments (RIN Notice) 1/ in conjunction with the Comm ssion's
previ ously proposed Open Access Rule. 1/ The RIN Notice
announced that the Conmm ssion was considering establishing rules
to effectuate the non-discrimnation goals of the OQpen Access
NOPR, through the creation of a real-time information network
(RIN) or other options to ensure that potential and actual
transm ssion service custoners would recei ve adequate access to
pertinent information.

The Comm ssion's staff held a technical conference on RINs
(RINs Technical Conference) in Washington, D.C. on July 27 and
28, 1995.

During the discussion at the RINs Technical Conference, a
consensus devel oped that two industry working groups should be

formed, one dealing with "what" information should be posted on a

6/ Real -Time I nformati on Networks, Notice of Techni cal
Conference and Request for Comments, FERC Stats. & Regs.
1 35,026 (1995).

7/ Pronoti ng Whol esal e Conpetition Through Open Access Non-
di scrimnatory Transm ssion Services by Public Uilities;
Recovery of Stranded Costs by Public Uilities and
Transmtting UWilities, Notice of Proposed Rul emaki ng and
Suppl enental Notice of Proposed Rul emaki ng, FERC Stats. &
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RIN and the other dealing with "how' to design a RINto

communi cate this information to the industry and what, if any,
national standards this would require. 1/ The "what" group would
be facilitated by the North Anerican Electric Reliability Counci
(NERC) and the "how' group would be facilitated by the Electric
Power Research Institute (EPRI).

On Cctober 16, 1995, both working groups submtted their
reports to the Commi ssion. The Comm ssion used the two industry
reports and associ ated comments as the starting point for a
notice of proposed rul emaking (RIN NOPR). 1/ Under the RI N NOPR

each public utility that owned and/or controlled facilities used

Regs. § 32,514 (1995).

8/ Real -Time I nformati on Networks, Notice of Tinetable and
Qoportunity for Participation in Industry Wrking G oups,
FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 35,029 (1995).

o/ 1d.
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for the transm ssion of electric energy in interstate conmerce
woul d be required to develop and/or participate in a RIN
Subsequently, the Comm ssion issued Order No. 889, a final
rule establishing the OASIS requirenents. 1/ This order required
jurisdictional public utilities that own or control transm ssion
systens (transm ssion providers) to set up an OASIS. It also
establ i shed standards of conduct designed to ensure that a public
utility's enployees (or any of its affiliates' enpl oyees) engaged
in transm ssion system operations function independently of the
public utility's enployees (or of any of its affiliates’
enpl oyees) who are engaged i n whol esal e nerchant functions.
Finally, the order issued a set of conmmunication standards and
protocols to ensure that the OASI S system presents information in
a consi stent and uni f orm manner.
The rules established in Oder No. 889 were for a basic

(Phase I') OASIS. The Order also contenpl ated that an enhanced

(Phase I'l1) OASIS woul d be established in the future. The current

10/ Open Access Sane-Time |nformation System and Standards of
Conduct, Order No. 889, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,035 (1996).
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Phase I A rules inprove the operations of the basic Phase | OASI S

prior to the devel opnent of the enhanced QASI S Phase |

system 1/

11/

OASI S "Phase I A" is a |abel devised by the industry to refer
to revisions to the QASIS Phase | requirenents that the

Comm ssi on asked industry to devise to inplenment the

Comm ssion's findings in the OASIS Final Rule requiring the

on-line negotiation of discounts. See Open Access Sanme-Tine
I nformati on System and Standards of Conduct, 83 FERC

1 61,360 at 62,452 (1998) (June 18 Order).
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In Order No. 889-A, the Conm ssion addressed the requests
for rehearing of Order No. 889 and requested that the industry
prepare a report on Phase Il issues. 1/ |In response to this
request, on Novenber 3, 1997, the Commrercial Practices Wrking
G oup (CPW5), together with the How G oup (jointly "CPWY How
G oup"), submtted a docunent entitled "Industry Report to the
Federal Energy Regul atory Comm ssion on the Future of OASI S
(Novenber 1997 Report). The Novenber 1997 Report st ated:

[t]here are inconsistencies in business practices

across the nodes. In fact, OASIS serves to underscore

the differences in practices as custoners try to access

information and reserve transmssion in a famliar way,
but find procedures vary from provider to provider.

Sonme of the variations . . . include packagi ng of

ancillary services, application of discounts, use of

"sliding wi ndows" of transm ssion service, and custoner

confirmation tine limts.

The Novenber 1997 Report contained an action plan that
included a commtnent to file a report wth the Conm ssion
proposing draft guidelines to clarify OASI S Phase | A busi ness
practices. Consistent with this commtnent, on June 19, 1998,
CPWE How Group tendered for filing a report entitled "lIndustry
Report to the Federal Energy Regul atory Comm ssion on OASI S Phase
| A Busi ness Practices" (June 19 Report). CPWH How G oup state

that the recommendations in the June 19 Report are based on a

consensus anong participants fromvarious industry segnents with

12/ Open Access Sane-Tine |Information System and Standards of
Conduct, Order No. 889-A, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31, 049 at
30,549, n.8 (1997), order on reh'g, Order No. 889-B, 81 FERC
f 61,253 (1997).
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di verse interests and vi ewpoints who chose to participate in the
CPWE How Group process. The June 19 Report offers for Comm ssion
adoption a set of business practice standards and gui delines.

The June 19 Report states that the recommended busi ness
practice standards and gui des are intended to enable the
Commi ssion to inplenent its policy directives related to on-1line
price negotiation and to inprove the commercial operation of
OASIS. It also is stated that the recommended standards and
gui des are intended to support FERC regul ations, the pro forma
tariff, and the S& CP Docunent. Finally, the June 19 Report
mai ntains that, in a few instances, revisions to the pro form
tariff are required to support the recomended busi ness practices
and offers recommended tariff changes consistent with the
recomended busi ness practices for Conm ssion review and
approval .

The June 19 Report describes how many OASI S-rel ated busi ness
practice inplenmentation details were left for transm ssion
providers to determ ne for thensel ves, based on their
interpretations of Order Nos. 888 and 889, the S&CP Docunent, and
i ndividual tariffs. The June 19 Report contends that this
flexibility has resulted in significant variation anong business
practices across OASI S nodes that influence the devel opnent of
mar ket s.

CPWH How Group argue that the reconmmended "Phase | A Busi ness

Practice Standards and CGui des" (Business Practices) in the June
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19 Report provide an inportant step toward achieving greater
consistency in the inplenentation of the Conm ssion's open access
policy and QASIS. CPWH How Group request that the Comm ssion
adopt the recomended Busi ness Practices to support the
i npl enentation of Phase 1A OASIS. CPWY How G oup naintain that
t he recommended Busi ness Practices are consistent with existing
FERC regul ations, the pro forma tariff, and the Phase | A S&CP
Docunent, except where specific tariff revisions are requested.

On July 6, 1998, the Comm ssion issued a notice of the
filing of the June 19 Report that invited interested persons to
comment on the CPWH How G oup reconmmendati ons on or before July
31, 1998. 1/ Tinely comments were filed by Electric
Cl eari nghouse, Inc. (ECI), Cnergy Services, Inc. (Cnergy), and
Enron Power Marketing Inc. (EPM).

On August 11, 1998, CPWHZ How Group filed a letter with the
Comm ssi on requesting inplenentation of the recommended Busi ness
Practices on March 1, 1999.

On Septenber 15, 1998, CPWH How Group filed a letter with
t he Comm ssion recommendi ng standards for transm ssion path
nam ng and requesting Conmm ssi on approval coincident with the
start of QASIS Phase |A (to begin on March 1, 1999). On Cctober
14, 1998, the Comm ssion issued a notice of the filing of the

proposed standards for transm ssion path namng that invited

13/ 63 FR 38641 (1998).
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comments by interested persons on or before October 28, 1998. 1/

Timely corments were filed by American Public Power Association

( APPA) .

C. Conposi ti on of CPWs Menbership

14/ 63 FR 56022 (1998).
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In previous orders, 1/ we have noted that the Conmm ssion
woul d heed reconmmendati ons fromindustry working groups only to
the extent that the views of those groups reflected an open
process with input fromdiverse industry segnents.

Coment s

15/ See, e.g., RIN NOPR FERC Stats. & Regs. {1 32,516 at 33, 173-
74; Order No. 889, FERC Stats. & Regs. { 31,035 at 31, 589,
n.13; Order No. 889-A FERC Stats. & Regs. § 31,049 at
30,549, n.7.
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ECI argues that even though the CPWs has nmade val uabl e
contributions, that group is not a forum"w th bal anced i ndustry
segnment representation.” 1/ ECH disagrees with the statenent in
the June 19 Report that the CPW5 "is an independent forumwth
bal anced i ndustry segnment representation.” 1/ In ECl's
experience, the conposition of the CPW5 is unbal anced and is
heavily dom nated by transm ssion providers. EC argues that the
unbal anced conposition of CPWG nenbership has resulted in the
group functioning nore effectively as a baroneter for, and not as
the definitive statenent of, electric power industry views. EC
al so argues that clainms of CPW5 consensus should be viewed with
skepticismand that the heavy representation of public utility
organi zations (estimated by ECl as 68 of 78 representatives) in
t he process encourages resolution of problens through a | east
common denom nat or approach. Thus, ECI argues that
recommendations fromthe CPW5 do not deserve the Conm ssion's
unqual i fi ed deference.

Di scussi on

W agree with ECl that unqualified deference should not be
given to the recomendati ons of any industry group whose
deci sions are not made in an open inclusive process wth bal anced

representation reflecting a broad consensus of views from al

16/ ECI Comments at 5-7.

17/ June 19 Report at 2.
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i ndustry segnents. Moreover, rather than giving "unqualified
deference" to recommendations fromthe CPW5 we here are issuing
a NOPR that invites comment from any interested person before
taking any further action on this matter. Further, we recently
have been infornmed that the CPW5 has been reconstituted and its
functions taken over by a replacenent industry group, the Interim
Mar ket Interface Commttee (IMC), sponsored by NERC 1/

If, in the future, IMC (or any other industry group) woul d
i ke the Conm ssion to consider its recommendations to reflect
the views of the entire industry, then it is incunbent on it to
denonstrate to the Comm ssion that: (1) its nenbership is drawn
fromall industry segnents in an open inclusive process; (2) it
makes its decisions in a manner that gives fair voice to
participants with diverse viewoints fromall industry segnents;

and (3) its activities are conducted in an open inclusive nmanner.

18/ M nutes of Septenber 22-23, 1998 CPWG Meeting, p.2.
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D. Busi ness Practices for QASI S Phase | A Transacti ons

1. Recomended Vol untary Gui des and
Recommended Mandat ory St andards

The June 19 Report distinguishes between recommended QASI S
busi ness practice "standards" and best practices "guides." The
June 19 Report states that while the "standards" are offered to
the Comm ssion for adoption as mandatory requirenments, the
"gui des" are recomended as voluntary best practices. The
CPWH How Group advances several reasons why sone practices have
been offered as guides instead of as standards. First, they
argue there may be majority support for the practice, but not an
overwhel m ng consensus. Second, they argue reasonabl e
alternatives may exist. Third, they argue custoners and
providers need tinme to adapt conputer systens and processes.
Fourth, they argue adoption of a practice as a standard may
conflict wwth existing tariffs and require tariff changes prior
to adoption as a standard. Fifth, they argue the practice nay be
a suggested, but not required, action. CPWIF How G oup stated
that it plans to file additional recomrendations for standards
and gui des over tine and, as appropriate, request that existing
gui des be upgraded to nmandatory standards.

Comrent s

ECI argues that "voluntary best practices" nust be
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enforceabl e standards. 1/ Oherw se, ECl argues, these
"voluntary best practices" will foster the problemthat CPWG
identified in its Novenber 1997 report to the Conm ssion.

There are inconsistencies in business practices across

the nodes. In fact, QASIS serves to underscore the

differences in practices as custoners try to access

informati on and reserve transmssion in a famliar way,

but find procedures vary from provider to provider.
ECI argues that the recommendati on of "voluntary best practices”
defeats the chief objective of the June 19 Report -- to inpose a
uni form and consi stent set of business practices across the board
in the electric power industry. 1/

Mor eover, as discussed below, both EPM and C nergy argue
that specific recomended gui des (reconmended Guides 4.2 and 4.3
-- cited by EPM, and recomended GQuide 4.1 -- cited by G nergy)
shoul d be adopted as mandatory standards for all transm ssion
providers and not nerely as discretionary "best practice" guides.
Di scussi on

Not wi t hst andi ng concerns about the fairness and
representativeness of CPWG s deci sion maki ng process, the

di stinction between mandatory standards and vol untary gui des

hel ped the participants in its process reach agreenment on the

19/ ECI Comments at 7.
20/ 1d.
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issues. Simlarly, we propose to maintain the sane distinction
bet ween standards and guides in this NOPR, although (as discussed
further below) we invite comment on this issue.

However, we agree with G nergy that uniform and consi stent
busi ness practices across the board in the electric power
industry are a desired result, and that consistency can best be
achi eved t hrough mandat ory standards rather than suggested
gui del i nes.

Accordi ngly, although this NOPR proposes to follow the June
19 Report's general recommendation -- that we distinguish between
mandat ory standards and voluntary "best practice" guides -- we
invite commenters to this NOPR to address whether particul ar
proposal s shoul d be adopted as standards or guidelines and
whet her the commenter recommends the adoption of any additional
standards or guides not contained in the June 19 Report.
Specifically, we invite those who agree with the tentative
classification of guideline vs. standard, as proposed in this
NOPR, to present their argunents as to why those classifications
shoul d be retained (in the final rule) and invite those that
di sagree with the current classifications to present their
argunments as to why those classifications should be changed (in
the final rule). Comenters should be aware that we are
considering making all of the recommendati ons mandatory
st andards, including those now proposed as guidelines in this

NCPR.
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As witten, the proposed guidelines would only apply to
transm ssion providers that choose to follow them even where
words such as "must" or "shall" are used. However, a
transm ssion provider choosing to follow the guidelines is bound
to apply themon a uniform non-discrimnatory basis.

2. Need for Standard Term nol ogy
(Section 2A of the June 19 Report)

In the Novenber 1997 Report, CPWH How Group identified
i nconsi stent use of term nology as an area for inprovenent in
QASIS. In the June 19 Report, CPWH How G oup recomrend that we
establish a standard set of attribute values to provide clarity
and consistency in the | abeling of transm ssion services.
Comment s

Comments were received fromEC , Cnergy, and EPM in
support of standard attributes. However, as discussed in detai
below, ECI finds fault with several of the specific proposals put
forth in the June 19 Report. G nergy supports the needs of the
mar ket pl ace to give flexibility for individual transm ssion
providers to use non-standard attributes if they are clearly
defined by the provider on the OASIS. EPM generally supports
standardi zation and fornul ati on of practices that inprove

consi stency of customer-provider interactions across QASI S nodes,
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but suggests revisions to particular provisions. 1/

Di scussi on

21/ EPM Comments at 3.
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Section 2. A of the June 19 Report does not recommend any
specific guides or standards. It argues, however, that standard
attribute values should be used in OASIS transactions to the
greatest extent possible. Al of the comments addressing this
i ssue support this approach and we agree. EC and EPM oppose
the authorization of non-standard attri butes, because they fear
that they will be conpelled to purchase services they do not
want. 1/ However, there is an inportant distinction that nust be
drawn between allowing a service to be offered and conpelling a
custoner to purchase that service. Providers are encouraged to
of fer new products within the marketplace that are permtted
wi thin approved tariffs (i.e., services that are consistent with
or superior to the pro fornma tariff services). However, this
does not nean that custoners are required to purchase these
products. The non-standard attributes only describe the products
so that OASIS users will be better informed of avail able
services. Allow ng the use of non-standard attributes woul d not
by itself constitute approval for a transm ssion provider
offering a particular services to its custoners or conpel its
pur chase.

3. Attribute Values Defining the

Period of Service (Section 2B of
the June 19 Report)

On Septenber 29, 1998, the Conm ssion issued a revised OQASI S

22/ 1d. and ECl Conments at 9.
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S&CP Docunent for Phase | A inplenmentation. 1/ The Phase | A S&CP
Docunment devel oped data tenplates, but did not provide a
definition for each attribute value. CPWY How G oup recomrend
st andards and guides for service attribute value definitions to

be inplenmented with Phase | A

23/  Open Access Sane-Tine Information System and Standards of
Conduct, 84 FERC Y 61, 329 (1998) (Septenber 29 Order).
Version 1.3 of the S&CP Docunent is posted on the Comm ssion
| ssuance Posting System (accessed through the Comm ssion's
I nternet Hone Page at http://ferc.fed.us) or may be
i nspected in the Comm ssion's Public Reference Room
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In the June 19 Report, CPWH How G oup recomended that the
Commi ssion establish a standard set of attribute values (i.e.,
service characteristics) to provide clarity and consistency in
the | abeling of transm ssion services. Table 1-1 of the June 19
Report identifies the definitions that are recommended as
standard term nology in Phase |IA for the attributes
SERVI CE_| NCREMENT (Hourly, Daily, Wekly, Mnthly, and Yearly)
and W NDOW (Fi xed, Sliding, and Extended). 1/ Recommended Tabl e
1-1 provides as foll ows:

Table 1-1

Standard Service Attribute Definitions Required in Phase |IA

Fi xed Sliding Ext ended
Hourly X N A N A
Dai | y X X X
Veekl y X X X
Mont hl y X X X
Yearly X X X

[footnote omtted, see note 21, infra].
CPWE How Group argue that a definition is required for each
conbi nati on of SERVI CE_| NCREMENT and W NDOW except "Hourly

Sliding" and "Hourly Extended,"” which are not considered by the

24/ \What is referred to here as "WNDOW is referred to as
"TS WNDOW in the S& P Data Dictionary.
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CPWG to be sufficiently common in the market to require standard
definitions. CPWY How G oup advocate that the Conm ssion add the
characteristic "Extended" as a perm ssible value for W NDOW
which at the tine the report was submtted, would have required a

nodi fication to the S&CP Docunent. 1/

The June 19 Report provides that the existence of a
definition in this table does not inply the services nust be
offered by a transm ssion provider. It further provides that
requi renents as to which services nust be offered are defined by
regul ation and tariffs and are not addressed by this report. Nor
does the report inply that there is an inplication as to the

curtailment priority or price caps for these services.

25/ Subsequent to the submttal of the June 19 Report, the
Commi ssion incorporated a val ue for "EXTENDED' under the
definition of TS WNDOWin Version 1.3 of the S&CP Docunent.
See S&CP Docunent, Version 1.3, Data El enent Dictionary at
A-18. For this reason, we have omtted a footnote fromthe
recommended Tabl e 1-1 suggesting that this change is needed.
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CPWE How Group al so suggest that transm ssion providers offer new
products that neet the needs of transm ssion custoners, when an
appropriate standard attribute is not avail abl e.

CPWE How G oup recommend the ternms "fixed," "sliding," and
"extended"” to describe periods of service. "Fixed" defines
service periods that align with cal endar periods such as a day,
week, or nmonth. "Sliding" defines service periods that are fixed
in duration, such as a week or nonth, but the start and stop tine
may slide. For exanple, a "sliding" week could start on a
Tuesday and end on the foll ow ng Monday. "Extended" defines
service periods for which the start tinme may "slide" and with a
| onger than standard duration. For exanple, an "extended" week
of service could be nine consecutive days. These definitions are
contained in recomended Standards 2.1-2.1.13, which provide as
fol |l ows:

Standard 2.1: A Transm ssion Provider shall use the

val ues and definitions below for the attributes

SERVI CE_| NCREMENT AND WNDOw for all transm ssion services

offered on OASIS, or shall post alternative attribute

val ues and associ ated definitions on the OASI S Hone

Page at www. tsin.com or shall use existing attribute

val ues and definitions posted by other Transm ssion

Providers. (See Section 3 of this report for registration
requi renents.)

2.1.1: Fixep HourLY - The service starts at the
begi nning of a clock hour and stops at the
end of a clock hour.

2.1.2: Fixep DALYy - The service starts at
00: 00 and stops at 24:00 of the sanme cal endar
date (sane as 00: 00 of the next consecutive
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cal endar date).

2.1.3: Fixep WeEKLY - The service starts at
00: 00 on Monday and stops at 24:00 of the
foll ow ng Sunday (sane as 00:00 of the
fol | owi ng Monday) .

2.1.4: Fixep MNTHLY - The service starts at
00: 00 on the first date of a cal endar nonth
and stops at 24:00 on the |last date of the
sane cal endar nonth (sane as 00: 00 of the
first date of the next consecutive nonth).

2.1.5: FIxeD YEARLY - The service starts at
00: 00 on the first date of a cal endar year
and ends at 24:00 on the |ast date of the
sane cal endar year (sane as 00:00 of the
first date of the next consecutive year).

2.1.6: SLIDNG DALY - The service starts at

t he begi nning of any hour of the day and
stops exactly 24 hours later at the sane tine
on the next day.

2.1.7: SLIDNG WEEKLY - The service starts at
00: 00 of any date and stops exactly 168 hours
| ater at 00:00 on the sanme day of the next
week.

2.1.8: SLIDNG MONTHLY - The service starts at
00: 00 of any date and stops at 00:00 on the
sane date of the next nonth (28-31 days
later). If there is no corresponding date in
the foll owm ng nonth, the service stops at
24:00 on the last day of the next nonth.

For exanple: SLIDING MNTHLY starting at 00: 00
on January 30 would stop at 24:00 on February
28 (sanme as 00: 00 March 1).

2.1.9: SLIDNG YEARLY - The service starts at
00: 00 of any date and stops at 00:00 on the
sane date of the followng year. |If thereis
no corresponding date in the follow ng year,
the service stops at 24:00 on the |ast day of
the sane nonth in the foll ow ng year.

For exanpl e SLIDING YEARLY service starting on
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February 29 woul d stop on February 28 of the
foll ow ng year.

2.1.10: ExtenoeD DaiLy - The service starts at
any hour of a day and stops nore than 24
hours later and | ess than 48 hours | ater.

2.1.11: ExtenoeD WEEKLY - The service starts at
00: 00 of any date and stops at 00:00 nore

t han one week |l ater, but |ess than two weeks
| ater.

2.1.12: EXTENDED MNTHLY - The service starts at
00: 00 of any date and stops at 00:00 nore
than one nonth | ater but | ess than two nont hs
| ater.

2.1.13: EXTENDED YEARLY - The service starts at
00: 00 of any date and stops at 00:00 nore

t han one year cal endar year |ater but |ess
than two cal endar years |ater.

Definitions are recommended as standard term nol ogy i n Phase

| A for the attributes SERVI CE_ | NCREMENT (Hourly, Daily, Wekly,
Mont hly, and Yearly) and W NDOW (Fi xed, Sliding, and Extended).
A definition is recommended for each conbi nation of

SERVI CE_| NCREMENT and W NDOW The Septenber 29 Order includes
"EXTENDED' as a perm ssible value of the data el enent

"TS WNDOW " 1/

26/ As noted above, supra note 25, the Commi ssion incorporated
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Coment s

val ue for "EXTENDED' under the definition of TS WNDOW I n
Version 1.3 of the S&CP Docunent.
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ECl and Cinergy filed comments on this issue. EC disagrees
with the term "extended" and states that this termis not

contained in the pro forma tariff. EC also asserts that the

term"sliding" is appropriate while the term"fixed" is
unnecessary. Cinergy argues that non pro-forma rate designs
approved by the Comm ssion should have service attribute
definitions defined for Table 1-1. 1/ For exanple, it argues the
information provided in Table 1-1 shoul d include service
attribute definitions for |ocational marginal pricing and
megawatt-mle pricing. 1/
Di scussi on

We propose that Standards 2.1 through 2.1.13, as shown in
the attached BPS&G docunent, be adopted. Wiile the term
"extended" is not included in the pro forma tariff, the
mar ket pl ace is evolving to the point where offerings of extended
dai ly, extended weekly, and extended nonthly services are

products that can serve a useful market niche. Wile not covered

by the pro forma tariff, there is no prohibition against these

servi ces being provided under transm ssion providers' individual
open access tariffs. This being the case, it is appropriate that
t he standards proposed in this NOPR should provide such

definitions. Furthernore, the terns "sliding” and "fixed" al so

27/ G nergy Comments at 2.
28/ 1d.
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help to i nprove communi cations in the contracting for
transm ssion services. W note that the Phase | A S&CP Docunent,

approved in the Septenber 29 Order, provided for the inclusion of

"fixed," "sliding," and "extended" transm ssion service period
definitions.

Ci nergy has not persuaded us that the definitions of
"fixed," "sliding," and "extended" should be expanded to include
service attribute definitions for |ocational marginal pricing and
megawatt-mle pricing, since these attributes are intended to
descri be types of services, not prices or rate designs for
services. However, we invite additional coment on this issue in
the coments to this NOPR

4. Attribute Val ues Defining Service

Cl ass and Type (Section 2C of the
June 19 Report)

The Phase | A S&CP Docunent issued in the Septenber 29 O der
i ncluded data tenplates that refer to service class and type, but
do not define these attributes. CPWH How G oup recommend
definitions for Service Cass (recommended Standard 2.2) (i.e.,
Firm Transm ssion Service (recomended Standard 2.2.1) and Non-
Firm Transm ssi on Service (recomended Standard 2.2.2)) and for
Service Type (recomended Standard 2.3) (i.e., Point-to-Point
Transm ssion Service (recomended Standard 2.3.1) and Network

I ntegration Transm ssion Service (recommended Standard 2.3.2)).
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These recommended definitions provide as foll ows:

Standard 2.2: A Transm ssion Provider shall use the
val ues and definitions below to describe the service
CLASS for transm ssion services offered on OASIS, or
shal |l post alternative attribute values and associ at ed
definitions on the OASIS Hone Page at www.tsin.com or
shal|l use the attribute values and definitions posted
by other Providers. (See Section 3 for registration
requi renents.)

2.2.1: FIrRM- Transm ssion service that always has a
priority over Now FIRM transm ssion service and has
equal priority with Native Load Custoners and Network
Custoners, in accordance with FERC regul ati ons.

2.2.2: Non+FIrRv - Transni ssion service that is reserved
and/ or schedul ed on an as-avail able basis and is
subject to curtailment or interruption at a |esser
priority conpared to FIRM transm ssion service, Native
Load Custoners, and Networ k Customers.

Standard 2.3: A Transm ssion Provider shall use the
val ues and definitions below to describe the service
TYPE for transm ssion services offered on QASIS, or
shal |l post alternative attribute values and associ at ed
definitions on the OASIS Hone Page at www. tsin.com or
shal |l use the attribute values and definitions posted
by other Providers. (See Section 3 for registration
requi renents.)

2.3.1: PANT-TO-PONT - Transm ssion service that is
reserved and/ or schedul ed between specified PanNrs oF
Recel pT and DeLiVERY pursuant to Part |1 of the FERC pro
forma tariff.
2.3.2: NetwrK - Network Integration Transm ssion
Service that is reserved and/or scheduled to serve a
Net wor k Custoner | oad pursuant to Part Il of the FERC
pro forma Tariff.
Comment s
Comrents were offered by ECl and EPM. EC comments that
the recommended definitions are unnecessary because the terns are

defined in the pro forma tariff. EPM offers a revised
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definition to indicate that there should be no differing
priorities wwthin the firmclasses of service.
Di scussi on

In general, we believe that these recommended definitions
(2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.3.1, and 2.3.2) should be included in the
standards. However, to avoid any m sunderstandi ng, we propose to
add a disclainmer to each definition stating in each instance that
the service is to be offered "in accordance with the definitions

inthe pro forma tariff."”

We do not find ECl's argunent, that the recommended
definitions are unnecessary (because they are included in the pro
forma tariff), to be persuasive. In instances where a termis
defined in the pro forma tariff, we will incorporate - verbatim -
the definition fromthe pro forma tariff - into the BPS&G
docunent. In instances where the termis not defined in the pro

forma tariff, we wll use the recommended definitions, so |ong as

we find them consistent with the definitions of related terns in

the pro forma tariff.

The standards proposed herein have been proposed to inprove
the communi cations in conducting business on the QASIS.
Therefore, term nol ogy used in comunications over the QASI S
shoul d clearly be defined in the BPS&G docunent, so |ong as those
definitions are consistent with those in the pro forma tariff.

We propose to adopt the suggested revision offered by EPM to
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recomrended Standard 2.2.1 because it clarifies the definition of
Firm Transm ssion Service. As revised, Standard 2.2.1 wll| read
as foll ows:

Standard 2.2.1: FIRM- Transm ssion service that

al ways has [a] priority over NON-FIRM transm ssion
service [and has equal priority with] and includes

Nati ve Load Custoners, [and] Network Custoners, and any
transm ssion service not classified as non-firmin
accordance with the definitions in the pro forma tariff
[ FERC regul ati ons].

Moreover, we find the definitions in sections 2. 2-

2.3.2, as revised, to be consistent with the pro forma tariff.

5. Curtailment Priorities (Section 2D
of the June 19 Report)

I ncluded in the S&CP Docunent for Phase | A inplenentation is
a data dictionary elenent entitled "Curtail nent Procedures.” A
busi ness practice has not previously been defined for this data
el emrent. Recomended Standard 2.4 on curtail ment policies
provi des as foll ows:
Standard 2.4: A Transm ssion Provider shall use the
curtailment priority definitions in NERC Policy 9
Security Coordinator Procedures for NERC CURTAI LMENT
PRRORITY (1- 7) for all transm ssion services offered
on OASIS, or shall post alternative attribute val ues
and associ ated definitions on the OASI S Hone Page at
Wwmwv. t sin.com or shall use attribute val ues and
definitions posted by another Provider. (See Section 3
for registration requirenents.)
Comrent s
ECI objects to the CPWH How G oup's proposal, on the basis

that the Commssion in its pro forma tariff has established the
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curtailment priorities for transm ssion service. EC comments
that the curtailnment priorities under NERC procedures are

unr easonabl e and anticonpetitive. To the extent the Conm ssion
intends to address the nerits of NERC s proposal here, EC

i ncorporates by reference its July 20, 1998 protest filed in
Docket No. EL98-52-000. 1/

EPM offers revisions to the recommended standard to renopve

the option of posting alternative attribute val ues and
definitions.
Di scussi on

We have not been persuaded to propose the adoption of

Standard 2.4 as recommended in the June 19 Report in the NOPR

29/ ECI's protest argues, anong other things, that: (1) NERC s
Taggi ng requirenents nust be applied to all transactions;
(2) NERC s proposed revisions to Policy 9 (on curtail nment)
are contrary to the pro forma tariff; and (3) NERC security
coordi nators nust be subject to enforceabl e Standards of
Conduct .
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There is still considerable work to be acconplished in the area
of devel opi ng procedures/definitions for establishing curtail nent
policy.

The Comm ssion recently ruled on a petition for declaratory
order (Petition) filed by NERC regardi ng NERC s proposed
Transm ssion Loading Relief (TLR) procedures. 1/ The Commi ssion
found that these procedures, which address multi-system

transactions and unschedul ed flows, are generally consistent with

or superior to the pro forma tariff curtail nment provisions, but

that further efforts by NERC and industry participants are
necessary. The Conm ssion also found that the TLR procedures
must be on file with the Conm ssion, and adopted NERC s
suggestion to establish an efficient nmechanismfor public
utilities to incorporate the TLR procedures into their individual

open access tariffs. 1/ As policies evolve, we can revisit the

30/ North Anerican Electric Reliability Council, 85 FERC
1 61,353 (1998) (NERC Order).

31/ By contrast, in Md-Continent Area Power Pool, 85 FERC
9 61,352 (1998), reh' g pending (MAPP Order), the Comm ssion
rejected line load relief procedures that were not
consistent with or superior to the pro forma tariff. See
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notion of adding a curtailnment definition at a |later date.

To prevent confusion, this NOPR reserves section 2.4 for
future use (in the nunbering of sections in the attached BPS&G
docunent) so that we do not have to renunber sections 2.5-2.5.9
and so that the section nunbers in the NOPR will continue to
mat ch up with the section nunbers used in the June 19 report.

6. QG her Service Attribute Val ues
(Section 2E of the June 19 Report)

Coal ition Against Private Tariffs, 83 FERC f 61, 015 at
61, 039, reh'g denied, 84 FERC Y 61,050 at 61, 235-36 (1998).
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In Order No. 888, the Conm ssion concluded that six
ancillary services nust be included in an open access tariff. 1/
O her services may be offered pursuant to filed tariffs, or as
specified in a custonmer's service agreenment with the transm ssion
provider. 1/

The June 19 Report recommends the data el ement ANCI LLARY_
SERVI CE_TYPE in the S&CP Docunment be changed to AS TYPE. This

name is less restrictive and may be used to denote ancillary or

addi tional services that are not pro forma tariff ancillary

services. This nane is also conparable to the use for
transm ssion service of TS, for exanple TS TYPE. Consistent with
this recomendati on, the June 19 Report recommends Standard 2.5,

to describe the AS TYPES offered on OASIS. Recomended Standard

32/ The six ancillary services defined in the pro forma tariff
are: (1) Scheduling, System Control, and Di spatch Service;
(2) Reactive Supply and Voltage Control from Generation
Sources Service; (3) Regulation and Frequency Response
Service; (4) Energy Inbal ance Service; (5) Operating Reserve
- Spinning Reserve Service; and (6) Operating Reserve -
Suppl enental Reserve Service. See 88 3.1-3.6 of the pro
forma tariff. - o

33/ FERC Stats. & Regs. T 31,036 at 31, 705.
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2.5 provides as follows:
Standard 2.5: A Transm ssion Provider shall use the
definitions below to describe the AS TYPES offered on
QASI'S, or shall post alternative attribute val ues and
associ ated definitions on the OASI S Hone Page at
Wwmv. t sin.com or shall use attribute val ues and
definitions posted by another Provider. (See Section 3
for registration requirenents.)
In addition, the June 19 Report recommends FERC Ancillary
Services Definitions for: Scheduling, System Control, and
Di spatch Service; Reactive Supply and Vol tage Control from
Ceneration Sources Service; Regulation and Frequency Response
Servi ce; Energy |nbal ance Service; Operating Reserve - Spinning
Reserve Service; QOperating Reserve - Suppl enmental Reserve
Service; and other services which nmay be offered to transm ssion
custoners such as Dynam c Transfer, Real Power Transm ssion
Losses, and System Bl ack Start Capability. Specifically,
recommended sections 2.5.1-2.5.9 provide the foll ow ng
definitions:
Ancillary Services Definitions
2.5.1: SCHEDULING, SYSTEM CONTROL AND Dr SPATCH SERVI CE ( SC) -
is the provision of (i) interchange schedul e
confirmation and inplenmentation with other control
areas, including internediary control areas that are
provi ding transm ssion service, and (ii) actions to
ensure the operational security during interchange
transacti on.
2.5.2: ReACTIVE SuPPLY AND VOLTAGE CONTROL FROM GENERATI ON SOURCES
SErRvicE (RV) - is the provision of reactive power and
vol tage control by generating facilities.

2.5.3: REGULATI ON AND FREQUENCY RESPONSE SERVICE (RF) - is the
provi sion of resources to follow a Transm ssion
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Custoner’s | oad changes and to supply power to neet any
di fference between a Custoner’s actual and schedul ed
generati on.

2.5.4: ENERGY | MBALANCE SERVICE (ElI') - supplies any hourly
m smat ch between a Transm ssi on Custoner’s energy
supply and the | oad being served in the control area.
This service makes up for any net m smatch over an hour
bet ween the schedul ed delivery of energy and the actual
| oad that the energy serves in the control area.

2.5.5: OPERATING RESERVE - SPINNING RESERVE SERVICE (SP) - is
t he provision of resources, which are on-line and

| oaded at | ess than maxi mum output, to serve load in
case there is an unplanned event such as |oss of
generati on.

2.5.6: OPERATING RESERVE - SUPPLEMENTAL RESERVE SERVICE ( SU) -
is the provision of resources that nmay not be avail able
i nst ant aneously, including generating units that are
on-line, quick start units, and custoner-interrupted

| oad, to serve load in case there is an unpl anned event
such as | oss of generation.

2.5.7: DvnamcC TRANSFER (DT) - is the provision of the
real-tinme nonitoring, telenetering, conputer software,
har dwar e, communi cati ons, engi neering, and

adm nistration required to electronically nove all or a
portion of the real energy services associated with a
generator or load out of its Host Control Area into a
different Electronic Control Area.

2.5.8: ReAL POXER TRANSM SSION Losses (TL) - is the
provi sion of capacity and energy to repl ace energy
| osses associated with transm ssion service on the
Transm ssion Provider’s system

2.5.9: SysTEM BLACK START CaPABILITY (BS) - is the

provi sion of generating equi pnent that, follow ng a
system bl ackout, is able to start w thout an outside

el ectrical supply. Furthernore, BLACK START CAPABILITY I S
capabl e of being synchronized to the transm ssion
system such that it can provide a startup supply source
for other systemcapacity that can then be |ikew se
synchroni zed to the transm ssion systemto supply | oad
as part of a process of re-energizing the transm ssion
system
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Comrent s
ECl objects to the recommended change on the basis that

ancillary services are defined in the pro forma tariff.

Cinergy comments that, for clarity, the words "according to FERC
pro forma tariff" or "pursuant to the transm ssion provider's
open access transmssion tariff" should be included when
addressing ancillary services. As an alternate approach, C nergy
suggests including a blanket introductory statenent indicating
that the ancillary services definitions refer to those services
of fered pursuant to the transm ssion provider's open access
transm ssion tariff.

EPM comrents that the Comm ssion should not authorize
unspecified "alternative attribute values,” and that the
Commi ssi on nust approve ancillary services. 1/
Di scussi on

W agree with ECl that, in instances where terns are defined
in the pro forma tariff, we should use that same definition for
conducting OASI S-rel ated business. Accordingly, we wll revise
the definitions in recommended sections 2.5.1-2.5.6 to match

those in the pro forma tariff. W therefore propose as foll ows:

34/ EPM Comments at 3-4.
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FERC Ancillary Services Definitions

2.5.1: ScHEDULING, SYSTEM CONTROL AND Di sPATCH SERVI CE ( SC) -

IS necessary to the provision of basic transm ssion
service within every control area. This service can be
provided only by the operator of the control area in
which the transmi ssion facilities used are | ocated.
This is because the service is to schedul e the novenent
of power through, out of, within, or into the control
area. 1/ This service also includes the dispatch of
generating resources to maintain generation/l oad

bal ance and maintain security during the transaction
and in accordance with section 3.1 (and Schedule 1) of
the pro forma tariff. 1/ [(i) interchange schedul e
confirmation and inplenmentation with other control
areas, including internmediary control areas that are
providing transm ssion service, and (ii) actions to
ensure the operational security during interchange
transaction. ]

2.5.2: ReACTIVE SUPPLY AND VOLTAGE CONTROL FROM GGENERATI ON' SOURCES
SErRvicE (RV) - is the provision of reactive power and

vol tage control by generating facilities under the
control of the control area operator. 1/ This service
IS necessary to the provision of basic transm ssion
service within every control area and in accordance
wth section 3.2 (and Schedule 2) of the pro forma
tariff. 1/

2.5.3: REGULATI ON AND FREQUENCY RESPONSE SERVICE (RF) - i's
provided for transm ssion within or into the

transm ssion provider's control area to serve load in
the area. Custoners may be able to satisfy the
regul ati on service obligation be providing generation
w th automatic generation control capabilities to the
control area in which the load resides and in
accordance with section 3.3 (and Schedule 3) of the pro

35/

36/
37/
38/

FERC Stats. & Regs., Regul ations Preanbles, January 1991-
June 1996 at 31, 716.

Order No. 888-A, FERC Stats. & Regs. T 31,048 at 30, 227.
Id. at 30, 228.
FERC Stats. & Regs.{ 31,036 at 31, 716.
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forma tariff. 1/ [the provision of resources to follow
a Transm ssion Custoner’s | oad changes and to supply
power to neet any difference between a Custoner’s
actual and schedul ed generation.]

2.5.4: ENerRGY | BALANCE SERVICE (EI') [supplies any hourly
m smat ch between a Transm ssi on Custoner’s energy
supply and the | oad being served in the control area.
This service makes up for any net m smatch over an hour
bet ween the schedul ed delivery of energy and the actual
| oad that the energy serves in the control area.] is
the service for transmssion wthin and into the
transm ssion provider's control area to serve load in
the area. Energy inbal ance represents the deviation

bet ween the schedul ed and actual delivery of energy to
a load in the local control area over a single hour and

in accordance with section 3.4 (and Schedule 4) of the pro
forma tariff. 1/

39/ Id. at 31,717.
40/ 1d.
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2.5.5: OPERATING RESERVE - SPINNING RESERVE SERVICE (SP) - [i s
t he provision of resources, which are on-line and

| oaded at | ess than maxi mum output, to serve load in
case there is an unplanned event such as | oss of
generation.] is provided by generating units that are
on-line and | oaded at |ess than maxi num out put. They
are available to serve |load immediately in an
unexpected contingency, such as an unpl anned out age of
a generating unit and in accordance with section 3.5
(and Schedule 5) of the pro forma tariff. 1/

2.5.6: OPERATING RESERVE - SUPPLEMENTAL RESERVE SERVICE ( SU) -
[is the provision of resources that may not be
avai |l abl e i nstant aneously, including generating units
that are on-line, quick start units, and custoner-
interrupted load, to serve load in case there is an
unpl anned event such as | oss of generation.] is
generating capacity that can be used to respond to
contingency situations. Supplenmental reserve, is not
avai |l abl e i nstantaneously, but rather within a short
period (usually ten mnutes). It is provided by
generating units that are on-line but unl oaded, by
gui ck-start generation, and by custoner interrupted

| oad and in accordance with section 3.6 (and Schedul e
6) of the pro forma tariff. 1/

W agree with Cnergy's suggestion that we add the bl anket
statenent "ancillary service definitions may be offered pursuant
to an individual transm ssion provider's specific tariff filings"

and wil|l add | anguage to this effect to the paragraph about

41/ 1d. at 31,708,
42/ 1d.
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"ot her service definitions" preceding Standard 2.5.7 in the
attached BPS&G Docunent .

We propose to adopt recommended Standard 2.5, because we
agree that the term"AS TYPE" is less restrictive than the term
"ANC_SERVI CE_TYPE" and would allow this data elenment to be used
to offer additional services (beyond the six ancillary services
denoted in the pro forma tariff) if the services are authorized
by a transm ssion provider's individual open access tariff. W
al so propose to add a qualifier to Standards 2.5.1-2.5.6
clarifying that the various ancillary services are in accordance
with the definitions of ancillary services in the pro form
tariff. Consistent with this proposal, we al so propose to
replace the Data Dictionary El enent "ANC SERVICE TYPE" in the
S&CP Docunment with the term"AS TYPE." The comments to this NOPR
should identify specifically all of the places in the S&CP
Docunment where this change shoul d be nade.

7. Schedul i ng Period (Section 2F of
the June 19 Report)

Recomended Guides 2.6, 2.6.1, and 2.6.2 are recomrended by
the June 19 Report as business practice guides, related to on-
line price negotiations and bunping rules in short-term markets,
SAME- DAY (2.6.1) and NEXT-HOUR (2.6.2). They provide as foll ows:

Quide 2.6: A Transm ssion Provider should use the

definitions below to describe the scheduling period

|l eading up to the start tinme of a transaction:

2.6.1: SAave-pAY is (1) after 2 p.m of the preceding
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day and (ii) nore than one hour prior to the service
start tine.

2.6.2: Next-HOUR is one hour or less prior to the
service start tine.

These definitions do not apply to a specific data elenent in the

Phase | A S&CP Docunent .

Coment s

No comments were offered on these definitions.
Di scussi on

Recommended Guides 2.6, 2.6.1, and 2.6.2 refer to
definitions established for the next-hour experinent, which
begi ns Novenber 1, 1998 and term nates March 1, 1999, with a
report due to the Comm ssion by March 31, 1999. It is prenmature
to propose the adoption of these guides at this tine, pending the
out cone of the industry experinment.

8. Mai nt enance of | ndustry Hone Page
(Section 3A of the June 19 Report)

The June 19 Report would require all users of individual
QASI S sites to register wwth the industry-w de OASI S Hone Page
(ww. tsin.com) to obtain access to any individual QASIS site
(Standard 3.1). The June 19 Report al so recommends that the
Comm ssion permit a nomnal registration fee to be charged to
defray the cost of the registration process and to cover the
mai nt enance of the site. In addition, the industry-w de Honme

Page is referenced in recormended Standards 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.5,
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3.1, 3.2, 3.4, and 3.5 and in recomended Guides 3.3 and 6. 4.
However, the June 19 Report does not identify the party who wll
operate and maintain the industry-w de QASI S Hone Page. Nor does
t he proposal discuss how the Commi ssion can ensure that it is
mai nt ai ned i n accordance with Comm ssion regul ati ons.
Comment s

ECI agrees with the June 19 Report that all users of OASIS
should register their identity at the "QASI S Hone Page."
However, ECI disagrees with the June 19 Report’s proposal to
charge a registration fee to defray the registration and
mai nt enance costs of the OASIS Hone Page. ECI argues that a
"nom nal" fee is anbi guous and questions whether such a fee is
FERC jurisdictional and whether it would be cost-based. It
asserts that, consistent with Order No. 889, the costs associ ated
with the OASI S Hone Page should be collected through a
transm ssion provider's cost of service. 1/

Di scussi on

43/ ECI Comments at 11
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We are concerned that the proposal could have a non-public
utility setting fees for the use of the industry-w de QASI S hone
page (in contrast to fees for individual transm ssion provider
OASI S sites). W are concerned that this proposal would allow an
unidentified, non-public utility to be the sol e gatekeeper of who
may use individual OASIS sites. 1/ W cannot allow access to
i ndi vidual OASIS sites to be controlled by an unidentified,
possi bly non-public utility party. However, this concern woul d
be alleviated if the relationship between the industry-w de OASI S
Home Page and the individual OASIS sites operated or controlled
by public utilities is such that: (1) the operator of the
i ndustry-w de QOASI S Hone Page acts as an agent for the individua
transm ssion providers on whose behalf it acts; and (2) in the
event that a user or potential user fails to conply with the
regi stration procedures followed by the industry-w de QASI S Hone
Page, the operator of the industry-w de OASI S Hone Page woul d
take no i ndependent action denying access to any individual QASIS
site, but would nerely pass along this assessnent to the
operators of the individual OASIS sites, who would then determ ne
whet her to deny access to their individual OASIS sites. The user

or potential user could then file a conplaint wwth the Conm ssion

44/ This is distinguishable froman individual transm ssion
provi der using a nonjurisdictional entity as its agent to
operate its QASIS site because, in that instance, the
transm ssion provider ultimately still is responsible for
the actions of its agent.
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if dissatisfied with this action.

Under this scenario, the individual transm ssion providers,
could collectively contribute to the operation and mai nt enance of
an i ndustry-wi de OASI S Hone Page, but this would not dimnish
their responsibility to provide access to their individual OASIS
site to users and potential users who conply with applicable
regi stration requirenents. Such a contractual arrangenent woul d
al so permt transm ssion providers to recover reasonable fees
they paid for the operation and nai ntenance of the industry-w de
OASI S Hone Page.

We, therefore, propose to allow the use of an industry-w de
OASI S Hone Page at www. tsin.com keeping in mnd that the
operator of the Hone Page may only act as an agent of the
transm ssion providers, and that this provision in no way
underm nes the responsibilities of individual transm ssion
providers to make their individual OASIS sites accessible to
users and potential users and to operate their OASIS sites in
conpliance with all applicable Comm ssion orders and regul ati ons.

As long as transm ssion providers pay reasonable fees to the
third party for operating and maintaining the industry-w de QASI S
Honme Page, they will be able to recover these fees in their

transm ssion rates. 1/

45/ As provided in 18 CFR 37.5(c), access to OASIS is to be
provided to Comm ssion staff and the staffs of State
regul atory authorities at no cost. This provision governs
access to both individual QASIS sites and to any industry-
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9. | dentification of Parties (Section 3A of the June
19 Report)

The QASI S S&CP Docunent specifies what information is
necessary to communi cate anong the parties, and how t he
i nformati on must be communi cated, for the Comm ssion’s Open
Access programto work. The June 19 Report identifies instances
where the information requirenents are not always sufficiently
defined. For exanple, transactions generally require the
identification of receipt and delivery points, but it is left to
each transm ssion provider to nane the recei pt and delivery
points on their system The |ack of standardized transm ssion
pat h nanes and service points often causes confusi on when
custonmers attenpt to reserve service.
The June 19 Report states that, for OASIS to succeed,
t here nust be an unanbi guous identification of the parties to a
transaction. Further, it contends that factors such as nergers,
reorgani zati ons, and nanme changes often result in confusion as to
the identification of parties. The June 19 Report recomends, in
Standard 3.1, to keep parties inforned about parties' nanme
changes by requiring all transm ssion providers and users of

OASIS to register at an Internet web site, ww.tsin.com and to

w de OASI S Hone Page.



Docket No. RMB5-9-003 - 53 -
renew the registration annually. Recomended Standard 3.1
provi des as foll ows:
Standard 3.1: All entities or persons using OASIS
shall register the identity of their organization
or person at the QOASI S Hone Page at www. t sin.com
Regi stration shall be conpleted prior to the
commencenent of Phase 1-A and renewed annual |y
t hereafter.
Comrent
ECl agrees that all OASIS users should register their
identity at the industry-wi de OASI S Hone Page.
Di scussi on
The June 19 Report proposal di scusses how nane changes and
the use of anbi guous nanes caused by nergers can nmake the
identification of parties difficult. The June 19 Report
recommends elimnating the problemby requiring each entity to
annually renew its registration. W believe this proposal for
annual renewal may not be sufficient to avoid anbiguity. Thus,
we propose to require that registration be renewed within 48

hours of any changes in identification and propose a specific

date each year by which registration nust be acconplished. 1/

46/ The change in identification includes both name and DUNS
nunber of a party. DUNS nunbers, a proprietary service of
DUN & Bradstreet, are a neans of uniquely identifying
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Accordingly, we propose to adopt recommended Standard 3.1 as

nmodi fi ed bel ow

Standard 3.1: All entities or persons using QASIS
shall register the identity of their organization

(1 ncludi ng DUNS nunber) or person at the QASI S Hone
Page at www. tsin.com Registration shall be conpleted
prior to the commencenent of Phase I A and renewed
annual |y by January 1st of each year thereafter and

wi thin 48 hours of any changes in identification.

10. Registering Non-Standard Service
Attributes (Section 3B of the June
19 Report)

comercial entities and their use is required by the S&CP
Docunent .
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The June 19 Report al so mai ntains that standardi zed
identification of service products is needed. It maintains that
i nconsi stencies in the nanes of services can inhibit noving power
across the power grid. For exanple, if three transm ssion
providers offer weekly firmservice that can begin on any day of
the week and one calls its service "sliding weekly firnf, and the
second calls it "enhanced weekly firnl and the third calls it
"noveabl e weekly firnf, custoners can becone confused. The S&CP
Docunent defines standard services using attributes. However,

t he S&CP Docunent does not define the attributes. The June 19
Report proposes standard attribute definitions. 1/ Sections
[11.D.2-D.4 and 111.D.6-D.7 above address the proposed standard
definitions. The June 19 Report also provides for instances
where standardi zed attributes and definitions are not
appropriate. Specifically, recomended Standard 3.2 and
recomended Quide 3.3 provide as foll ows:
Standard 3.2: Providers of transm ssion and
ancillary services shall use only attribute val ues
and definitions that have been registered on the
QASI S Hone Page at www. tsin.comfor al
transm ssion and ancillary services offered on
their OASIS.
Quide 3.3: Providers of transm ssion
and ancillary services may use on their
QOASI S attribute values and definitions

t hat have been posted by other Providers
on the OASI S Hone Page at www. tsin.com

47/ See June 19 Report at Section 2.
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Under this proposal, transm ssion providers register new
attributes and definitions on the industry-w de honme page
(ww. tsin.com). Transm ssion providers would be free to use
attributes and definitions devel oped by other transm ssion
providers. 1/

The June 19 Report states that the CPWG will nonitor the
regi stration process to "ensure the attributes and definitions do
not underm ne the goal of pronoting consistent term nology." 1/
Comment s

EPM recommends that nonitoring of the attribute
regi stration process not be left to the CPNG as it is not clear
that the CPWG will even exist in the future. 1/ G nergy
expresses concern that there may be real or perceived conflicts

if the CPWG nonitors the attribute registration process. G nergy

proposes that the process be nonitored by the Comm ssion or an

48/ June 19 Report at 10. However, changes to filed rates would
require a filing under section 205.

49/ 1d.
50/ EPM Comments at 4.
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organi zation that is not so involved in the process. 1/

Di scussi on

51/ G nergy Comments at 4.
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The Conmm ssion agrees with the June 19 Report that
monitoring i s needed to ensure that the non-standard attribute
nam ng process is not abused. The CPWG has vol unteered to
nmoni tor the process, but as discussed above and as predicted by
EPM, the IMC, a group we are not yet famliar with, has taken
over the functions of the CPWG 1/ Although, we continue to
believe that an industry group is the logical body to nonitor the
process, the proper group to undertake this task needs to be
i dentified.

Accordingly, we invite comment on which group would be the
proper group to performthis function, whether that group would
be agreeable to performng this function, how it organizes
itself, and how it conducts its business, before decidi ng whether
it would be able to performthis function in a fair evenhanded
manner. We wi |l consider these comments before deciding who
shoul d performthis nonitoring function.

We propose to adopt recommended Standard 3.2, and
recommended CGuide 3.3, with nodifications. Recommended Cuide 3.3
states that transm ssion providers may use attribute val ues and
definitions that have been posted by other transm ssion
providers. W believe that in order to mnimze the nunber of

attribute values and definitions, transm ssion providers should

52/ This makes noot Cinergy's argunment that it would be
i nappropriate for the CPWG to nonitor the process because of
real or perceived conflicts of interests.
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use attribute values and definitions that have been posted by
ot her transm ssion providers whenever possible. Accordingly, we
propose a nodified Guide 3.3 that would read as foll ows:
Quide 3.3: Providers of transm ssion and ancillary
services [may] should endeavor to use on their OASIS
attribute values and definitions that have been posted
by other Providers on the OASI S Hone Page at
www. t si n. com whenever possi bl e.
These revisions would nore strongly encourage transm ssion
providers to use attribute val ues posted by other providers.
11. Registering Points of Receipt and

Delivery (Section 3C of the June 19
Report)

OASI S Phase | requires transm ssion providers to define and
post, on their QASIS sites, transm ssion paths and associ ated
transfer capabilities. The June 19 Report recommends Standards
3.4 and 3.5 and Guide 3.6 as follows: [1/]

Standard 3.4: A Transm ssion Provider shall register
and thereafter maintain on the OASI S Hone Page at

wwwv, t sin.comall Points of Receipt and Delivery to and
fromwhich a Transm ssion Custoner nay reserve and
schedul e transm ssion service.

Standard 3.5: For each reservable Path posted on their
QASI S node, Transm ssion Providers shall indicate the
avai |l abl e Point(s) of Receipt and Delivery for that
Pat h. These Points of Receipt and Delivery shall be
fromthe list registered on the OASI S Hone Page at
WW. t Sin. com

Guide 3.6: Wien two or nore Transni ssion Providers
share a common Points of Receipt or Delivery, or when a

53/ The subject of path names is also the subject of a separate
Septenber 15, 1998 submttal from CPWE How G oup, discussed
below in section IIl.F, infra.
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Pat h connects Points of Receipt and Delivery in
nei ghboring systens, the Transm ssion Providers owni ng
and/ or operating those facilities should apply
consi stent nanes for those connecting or conmon Pat hs

on QAS| S.
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The June 19 Report maintains that for the nost part, paths
and service points have been defined from each individual
transm ssion provider's perspective. The June 19 Report states
that the |lack of standards results in confusion about the
feasibility of connecting paths to nove power from one system and
region to another. The June 19 Report recomends the foll ow ng
busi ness practices to i nprove coordination of path nam ng and
enhance identification of commercially avail able connection
poi nts between transm ssion providers and regions:

Transm ssion Providers register (at the industry-

w de OASI S honme page) all service points (Points

of Receipt and Delivery) for which transm ssion
service is available over QASIS.

Each Provider would indicate on its QASIS node, for
each Path posted on its QASI S node, the Points of
Recei pt and Delivery to which each Path is connected.

These principles are incorporated in reconmmended Standards
3.4 and 3.5, and recommended CGuide 3.6. 1/

Comment s

No comments were received on this issue.

Di scussi on

Wth a slight revision, we propose to adopt Standards 3.4

54/ 1d.
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and 3.5 and CGuide 3.6 as reconmended. 1/ W agree with the
principle behind Guide 3.6, that transm ssion providers should be

encouraged to apply consistent nanmes for connecting paths or

55/ As shown in Attachment A to this NOPR, we are naking a
granmatical correction to recomended Guide 3.6
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common pat hs and request that transm ssion providers do so
whenever possible. W also request that the comments to this
NOPR address what woul d be the proper entity to nonitor this
process and whether this function should be perfornmed in tandem
with the nonitoring of the registration of standard attri butes
(as di scussed above).

12. On-line Price Negotiation in Short-

term Markets (Section 4A of the
June 19 Report)

Negoti ati ons on the QASI S

Order No. 889-A requires negotiations between transm ssion
provi ders and potential custoners to take place on the OASI S and
be visible to all market participants. The OASI S Phase | A S&CP
Docunent specifies the informati on needed for negotiations and
how the information will be comuni cated between the parti es.
Wth the exception of reservations for next-hour service (which
it separately discusses in recomended Guide 4.2 and 4. 3,

di scussed bel ow), the June 19 Report incorporates the requirenent
in Order No. 889-A that all reservations and price negotiations
be made directly on the OASIS. This is stated explicitly in
recomended Guide 4.1 as foll ows:

GQuide 4.1: Consistent with FERC policy and

regul ations, all reservations and price negotiations

shoul d be conducted on OASI S.

Coment s

Ci nergy argues that recommended CGuide 4.1 should be a
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standard because the guide inplenents the Conmm ssion policy that

all reservations and price negotiations be conducted on the
OASIS. 1/
Di scussi on

We agree with Cinergy that this provision nerely restates
exi sting Comm ssion policy. Accordingly, we propose adoption of
recommended CGuide 4.1 as Standard 4. 1.

Next - Hour Transactions and Electronic Entry of Reservation and
Schedul i ng Requests

At the industry's request, to permt devel opnent of the
next - hour market, the Comm ssion issued an order on Decenber 27,
1996, 1/ clarifying how reservations for next-hour service would
be made during OASIS Phase |I. The Conmm ssion st at ed:

a request for transm ssion service nmade after 2:00 p. m

of the day preceding the commencenent of such service,

will be "made on the OASIS" if it is nmade directly on

the OASIS or, if it is nade by facsimle or tel ephone
and pronptly (within one hour) posted on the OASI S by

56/ G nergy Comments at 3.

57/ Open Access Sane-Tinme |Information System and Standards of
Conduct, 77 FERC f 61, 335 (1996) (Decenber 27, 1996 Order).
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the Transm ssion Provider. [1/]

58/ Decenber 27, 1996 Order, 77 FERC at 62, 492.
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VWiile it is Commission policy that all reservation requests
be made on the QASIS, the clarification allows any request made
after 2:00 p.m on the day preceding the start of service to be
made by tel ephone or facsimle as long as the request is posted
on the OASIS within one hour of receipt. However, the June 19
Report expresses the fear that next-hour transactions will have

to be treated differently fromother sane-day transactions. 1/

Therefore, the June 19 Report recommends Guides 4.2 and 4. 3,
whi ch provide as foll ows:

Quide 4.2: The following is considered "on the QASIS"
during Phase 1-A: For a transm ssion service of hourly
duration, requested within the next-hour, a Custoner
shoul d have the option, subject to the exception

all owed by Guide 4.3, of entering a reservation and
schedul e request electronically on the Provider’'s QOASI S
and scheduling system (if such electronic transactions
are allowed on the Provider’s scheduling system, or
arrangi ng the reservation and schedule verbally with
the Provider. |[If a transm ssion reservation is
confirmed verbally, the Provider should have the option
of requiring the Custoner to enter the reservation on
QASI S electronically wthin one hour after the start of
the reservation

GQuide 4.3: |If a Provider’s QASIS and schedul i ng
processes allow that a Custonmer’s reservation and
schedul i ng requests will be accepted or refused within
15 m nutes of the queue tinme, then the Provider may
require that reservations and schedul es be entered

el ectronically by the Custonmer prior to the established
scheduling deadline. |If in any case the Provider has
not responded to the reservation and schedul e request
within 15 mnutes, the Custoner has the option of
calling the Provider to verbally confirmthe
reservation and schedul e.

59/ June 19 Report at 12.
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Comment s

EPM recommends that recomended Guides 4.2 and 4.3 be nade
mandat ory standards and not nerely voluntary best practice
guides. 1/ However, EPM sees an inconsistency between the tine
l[imts recommended in Guide 4.3 and those in Table 4-2 and
recommends that this discrepancy be resolved. 1/
Di scussi on

The June 19 Report’s proposal is essentially the same as the
proposal made in the June 1998 CPWH How Group letter to the
Commi ssi on requesting a four-nonth next-hour experinent and
approved by the Comm ssion in the Septenber 29 Order. W wll
defer a decision on this issue until we have had an opportunity
to evaluate the outcone of that experinment. Consistent with our
practice elsewhere in this NOPR, we will reserve the applicable

section nunbers (4.2 and 4.3) so that the references in

Attachment A wll continue to match-up with the June 19 report.

60/ EPM Comments at 5.

61/ Table 4-2 also is discussed in section I[11.D. 14 bel ow,
infra.
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13. Diagram Depicting the Negotiation Process
(Section 4B of the June 19 Report)

The June 19 Report reconmends a process state diagram Quide
4.4, that defines transm ssion provider and customer interactions
when negotiating for transm ssion service. The diagram defines
al l owabl e steps in the reservation request, negotiation,
approval, and confirmation processes. The June 19 Report al so
recommends a table, GQuide 4.5, that defines the terns used in the
diagram Recommended Guides 4.4 and 4.5 provide as foll ows:

Quide 4.4: The following state transitions in Figure
4-1 are recomended practice in OASI S Phase 1-A
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Figure 4-1

Customer Request

) (:l = lj EE{:) NVVALI

Status set by OASIS  NIEMNL
— Qustomer Mysitmmesd ey U LL

- Seller Desigotird Staties: AP

Revi sed Process State Diagram for OASI S Phase 1-A

Quide 4.5: The following definitions in Table 4-1 should be
applied to the process states in QASI S Phase 1-A

Table 4-1
OASI S Phase 1-A State Definitions

QUEUED The request has been received by OASIS.

| NVALI D An invalid request (inproper POR PQOD,
source, sink, increnent, conbination of
duration and increment, etc.). (Final

state.)

RECEI VED The request has been received by
Provi der/ Sel | er.

STuDY The request is being evaluated by the

Provi der/ Sel |l er.




Docket No. RWB5-9-003 - 70 -

ACCEPTED

The Provider has determ ned that the request
is valid, there is sufficient transfer
capability, and the price is acceptable.

REFUSED

The request is denied due to | ack of
availability of transfer capability. (Fina
state.)

DECLI NED

The Provider has determned that the price
bei ng proposed by the Custoner is
unaccept abl e and that negotiations are
termnated. (Final state.)

COUNTEROFFER

The Provider/Seller is proposing a different
price than was bid by the Custoner.

ReBI D

The Custoner responds to a Provider’s
ACCEPTED or COUNTEROFFER price with a new bid
price.

RETRACTED

The Provider has (prior to Custoner
confirmation) determ ned that the Custoner’s
time limt has expired. (Final state.)

SUPERSEDED

A request which has not yet been CONFIRVED is
preenpt ed by anot her reservation request.
(Final state.)

W THDRAVWN

The Custoner withdraws the request (prior to
confirmation). (Final state.)

CONFI RVED

The Custoner consummates the reservation

whi ch has been ACCEPTED or is i n COUNTEROFFER
by the Provider. (Final state unless |ater
ANNULLED or DI SPLACED.)

ANNULLED

The request is termnated after reaching the
CONFI RMED state. This can only be done if
both the Custonmer and Provider agree. The
annul ment shoul d be confirnmed on QASI S by
both the Provider/Seller and Custoner.

(Final state.)

DI SPLACED

A CONFI RVED reservation has been term nated
because a reservation of higher priority has
preenpted it. (Final state.)

Coment s

Cinergy argues that the definition of "REBID', in

recommended CGuide 4.5, which provides that "[t] he custoner

responds to a Provider’s ACCEPTED or COUNTEROFFER price with a
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new bid price", is confusing. Cinergy contends that the
confusion arises fromdefining "REBID' in terns of "ACCEPTED'.
It asserts that once a transm ssion provider "accepts" a
custoner’s offer, a customer would have no reason to rebid. 1/

Cinergy also argues that there is an inconsistency between
the definition of "rebid" recommended in Guide 4.5 and the
statenent reconmmended in Guide 4.26 that if, during the
negotiation process (i.e., before confirmation of the deal by the
custoner), the transm ssion provider receives a pre-confirmnmed
request with a higher bid price, the transm ssion provider my
counteroffer the price and potentially pronpt a rebid. 1/
Cinergy requests either that: (1) the | anguage be clarified; or
(2) a cross reference be nade.

ECI argues that the June 19 Report proposal would revise the
process state diagram appearing in the S& P Docunent by addi ng
SUPERSEDED to indicate that a request is preenpted prior to
confirmation by the custoner. EC further argues that this
change results in a contradiction between June 19 Report’s
process state diagramin CGuide 4.4 (Figure 4-1), and an order
i ssued by the Commi ssion on July 17, 1998. 1/ ECH argues that

the July 17 Order holds that "there is no right to supersede

62/ G nergy Comments at 3.

63/ Quide 4.26 is quoted below at section |I1.D. 15, infra.

64/ Electric O earinghouse, Inc. v. PIJMInterconnection, L.L.C
84 FERC { 61,045 (1998) (July 17 Order).



Docket No. RMWB5-9-003 - 72 -
whi | e engaged in negotiations (i.e., pending), until there is a

refusal to match." 1/

65/ ECI Comments at 13.
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ECI al so argues that the definition of SUPERSEDED
recommended in Guide 4.5 (Table 4-1) is inconsistent with
findings in the July 17 O der regarding section 13.2 of the pro

forma tariff. 1/ ECI states,

[i]n the conplaint, EClI asserted that PJM viol ated
Section 13.2 of its open access transm ssion tariff
when it granted a transm ssion custoner (PP&L), who had
made a request for service that had not been confirned,
a right of first refusal to match a subsequent | onger-
termrequest for service that ECI had made. [1/]

On this sane point, ECI further argues that the Conm ssion found,
in the July 17 Oder, that ECl's interpretation of the tariff is
erroneous. ECI quotes fromthe July 17 O der:

For purposes of section 13.2, reservations are
considered to have been nmade when the request for
service is made. PP&L had a conditional reservation
for one-week service that was made when it requested
service via PIMs OASIS. As such, it had the right of
first refusal to match any later |onger-term
reservation before losing its reservation priority.
[1/]

ECI al so argues that the process state diagranis treatnent

of counteroffers needs revision. |In discussing this change, the

66/ For conveni ence, Section 13.2 of the pro forma tariff is
quoted in full in Attachnment B to this NOPR

67/ ECI Comments at 14.

68/ 84 FERC at 61, 196.
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June 19 Report states:
These state changes are necessary in the event the
Provi der needs to change a price during negotiation
prior to hearing a response fromthe Customer. For
exanpl e, a discount may be given to another Custoner
after negotiations started with a first Customer (price
is lowered by the Provider without a response fromthe
first Custonmer) or the Provider may all ow the Custoner
to match a conpeting bid that woul d preenpt the current
price being negotiated (price is raised by the
Provider). [1/]
ECI argues that, in order to be consistent with the

Comm ssion’s first-conme-first-served and right to match

processes, the diagram should reflect a right to match a

subsequent acceptable request for service. 1/
Di scussi on

Cinergy sees a conflict or inconsistency between associating
REBI D wi th ACCEPTED i n recomended Guide 4.4 and reconmended
GQuide 4.26. W disagree. In our view, the pairing of REBID with
ACCEPTED is not inconsistent with recormended Cuide 4.26. Once a

transm ssion provider accepts a custoner’s offer (but before

69/ June 19 Report at 14.

70/  ECI Comments at 13.
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confirmation) a transm ssion provider can nmake a counteroffer
based on a new higher offer it receives from another custoner.

Under these circunstances, a custonmer mght wish to rebid. 1/

71/ In the comments to this NOPR, we invite comment on whet her
rebid should be limted to price, as proposed in this NOPR
or whether it would be feasible and/or desirable to allow a
rebid | engthening the duration of the requested service or a
rebid wwth both a higher price and | onger duration.



Docket No. RMB5-9-003 - 76 -

ECI has raised a nunber of objections to Part 4B of the June
19 Report (i.e., "Phase | A Negotiation Process State Transition
Diagranf). One of ECI's objections is that the proposal in the
June 19 Report would revise the process state diagramin the S&CP
Docunment. Wiile this was true at the tine when ECl filed its
comments, it is true no longer. Subsequent to the filing of
ECl’s comments, the Comm ssion approved a revi sed S& P Docunent
that contains the sane process state di agramrecomended by the
June 19 Report. 1/

Second, ECI contends that the addition of "SUPERSEDED' to
the report's process state transition diagram (at Figure 4-1) is
inconsistent wwth the Comm ssion's denial of EClI's conpl ai nt
against PIMin the July 17 Order, 1/ because ECI maintains that
the July 17 Order held that "there is no right to supersede [a

pendi ng request for service] while engaged in negotiations (i.e.,

72/ See note 23, supra.

73/ See 84 FERC at 61, 196.
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pendi ng) until there is a refusal to match." 1/

74/ ECI Conments at 13.
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ECl m sapprehends the holding of the July 17 Order. 1/ The
Comm ssion's findings in the July 17 Order conforned to
determ nations in Order No. 888-A that: (1) long-termfirm
poi nt-to-point service is available on a first-cone-first-served
basis; (2) as to requests for short-termnon-firmtransm ssion
service, those requesting service for a |onger duration have
priority over requests for short-termnon-firmtransm ssion
service over a shorter duration; 1/ and (3) in dealing with
requests for short-termfirmpoint-to-point transm ssion service,
a custoner should be given an opportunity to match a subsequent
request for short-termfirmpoint-to-point transm ssion service
for a longer tinme period before being preenpted. 1/ However, the
July 17 Order did not make any finding that requests for service
coul d not be superseded for other reasons. In fact, the July 17
Order did not address this issue. Thus, the June 19 Report's
addi tion of "SUPERSEDED' to the process state transition diagram
is not inconsistent with the Conm ssion's precedent on this

i ssue. 1/

75/ ECl raises its argunent about alleged inconsistencies
between the July 17 Order and the June 19 Report's proposals
in a nunber of contexts. W w |l address these argunents as
they apply in various contexts.

76/ See pro forma tariff at 8§ 13.2 and 14. 2.

77/  Order No. 888-A, FERC Stats. & Regs. § 31,048 at 30, 277-78.

78/ See June 19 Report, CGuide 4.4, Figure 4-1, shown in Section
I11.D. 13 above, supra.
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Next, EClI argues that the report's treatnent of
counteroffers needs revision to allow a right to match a
subsequent request for service. W disagree. A review of Table
4-1's REBID definition discloses that a custonmer nmay respond to a
transm ssion provider's counteroffer with a new bid price. 1/
Thi s nmechani sm nmeets the concerns raised by ECl's comments on
this issue.

Third, ECI argues that the report's definition of
" SUPERSEDED" shoul d be rejected because it does not state, as EC
argues is required by the July 17 Order, that a customer has a
right to match subsequent |onger-termrequests for service before

a requester loses its reservation priority. In our view, the

79/ W note that as a REBID is only nade on the basis of price,

~ see definition in Quide 4.5, Table 4-1, the time linmts in
GQui de 4.13, Table 4-2 ought to be adequate. Any objections
to these tine limts should be raised in comments to this
NOPR.  See note 72, supra.



Docket No. RMWB5-9-003 - 80 -
findings in the July 17 Order need not be restated in the BPS&G
to remain in effect. Table 4-1 is not incorporated into the
proposed BPS&G docunent (see Attachnment A at Section 4.2) and, in
any event, Table 4-1's definition of SUPERSEDED is silent as to
why and when an unconfirnmed request m ght be preenpted. It
neither confers nor denies a custoner's right to match. Wen a
request for transm ssion service has been superseded, this occurs
before the custonmer's confirmation. 1/ Therefore, the custoner
has no right to match. 1/ Additionally, a custoner whose request
for transm ssion service has been superseded may nmake a new
request for service.

Upon review, the definition of "SUPERSEDED' in the Data
El ement Dictionary and in section 4.2.10.2 of the S&CP Docunent
could be inproved. W propose to revise the definition by

substituting the word "preenpted" in place of "displaced.” W

invite the comments to this NOPR to address this issue.

80/ After requests for transm ssion are confirmed, they may be
preenpt ed under Table 4-3.

81/ See § 14.2 of the pro forma tariff.
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Version 1.3 of the S&CP Docunent, adopted by the Comm ssion
in the Septenber 29 Order, currently contains the sane process
state diagram contained in recommended Guide 4.4 of the June 19
Report. 1/ To avoid any possible future conflict between the two
docunents, we will incorporate by reference Exhibit 4-1 of the
S&CP Docunent into the attached BPS&G rather than proposing to
adopt the recommended diagramitself as part of the attached
BPS&G  This will assure that any changes to this diagramin the
S&CP Docunent automatically will be reflected in the BPS&G
docunent .

Recomended GQuide 4.5 (Table 4-1) of the June 19 Report
contains definitions of the process states appearing in Cuide
4.4. These definitions differ slightly fromthe definitions of
the sanme terns appearing at Section 4.2.10.2 of the S&CP
Docunment. 1/ To avoid any inconsistency between these
definitions, and because the definitions in the S& P Docunent are
nmore conplete, we will incorporate by reference the definitions
in Section 4.2.10.2 of the S&CP Docunent in the attached BPS&G

Because we are incorporating by reference the version of
Table 4-1 that appears in S&CP Docunent, we are not i ncluding

Table 4-1 fromthe June 19 Report in the attached BPS&G

82/ S&CP Docunent, Version 1.3, Exhibit 4-1, State D agram of
Purchase Transacti ons.

83/ For conveni ence, these provisions are quoted in Attachnent C
to this NOPR
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However, as we did with section 2.4, we will reserve for future
use a blank Table 4-1, so that Tables 4-2 and 4-3 as shown in the
attached BPS&G wi Il continue to have the sane designations as in
the June 19 Report w thout any renunbering.

14. Negotiations Wthout Conpeting Bids
(Section 4C of July 19 Report)

In our June 18, 1998 order on OASI S-rel ated issues, we asked
the CPWG to exam ne the devel opnent of predeterm ned deadli nes
for acceptances by transm ssion providers of transm ssion service
requests and confirmation by custoners of acceptances of their
requests. 1/ W did this because comments received from PECO and
NRECA convinced us that the parties to negotiations require
decisions to be nmade quickly and in a known tine frane. The
CPWE How Group responded to this concern by proposi ng Recommended
GQuide 4.6 that provides as follows:

Quide 4.6: A Transm ssion Provider/Seller shal

respond to a Custoner’s service request, consistent
wth filed tariffs, within the "Provi der Response Tinme
Limt" defined in Table 4-2 Reservation Tim ng
Requirements. The tine |imt is neasured fromthe tine
the request is QUEUED. A Provider may respond by
setting the state of the reservation request to one of
the fol |l ow ng:

| NVALI D

DECLI NED

REFUSED

COUNTEROFFER

ACCEPTED

STUDY (when the tariff allows), |eading
t o REFUSED, COUNTEROFFER, or ACCEPTED

84/ June 18 Order at 62, 464-65.
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This provision provides that, consistent with filed tariffs,
transm ssion providers/sellers shall respond to custoner requests
within the tine limts appearing in Table 4-2, contained in
recommended Cuide 4.13. Recommended Table 4-2 specifies how | ong
transm ssion providers nay take to respond to a request for
service and how | ong custoners nay take to confirmthe
transm ssion provider’s acceptance. |In addition, the June 19
Report recommends reservation timng guidelines in Quide 4.13 as
fol |l ows:

Quide 4.13: The followng timng requirenments shoul d
apply to all reservation requests:

Table 4-2
Reservation Tim ng Guidelines
Cl ass Service Ti me Provi der Cust omer Provi der
I ncrenent QUEUED Eval uati on Confirmation Counter Tine
Prior to | Time Linmt!? Time Limt Linmit after
Start after ACCEPTED REBI D*
or
COUNTEROFFER?
Non- Hour |y <1 hour Best effort |5 minutes 5 mnutes
Firm
Non- Hour |y >1 hour 30 m nutes 5 mnutes 5 mnutes
Firm
Non- Dai | y N A 30 minutes 2 hours 10 m nutes
Fi rm
Non- Weekl y N A 4 hours 24 hours 4 hours
Fi rm
Non- Mont hl y N A 2 days 24 hours 4 hours
Fi rm
Firm Daily < 24 Best effort |2 hours 30 m nutes
hour s

Firm Dai |l y N A 30 days’ 24 hours 4 hours
Firm Weekl y N A 30 days* 48 hours 4 hours
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Firm

Mont hl y N A 30 days’ 4 days 4 hours

Firm

Yearly N A 30 days 15 days 4 hours

Notes for Table 4-2:

1. Consi stent with regulations and filed
tariffs, measurenent starts at the tinme the
request i s QUEUED

2. Measurenment starts at the tinme the request is
first noved to either ACCEPTED or
COUNTEROFFER. The tinme limt does not reset
on subsequent changes of state.

3. Measurenment starts at the tinme the
Transm ssi on Custonmer changes the state to
REBI D. The neasurenent resets each tine the
request is changed to REBID

4. Subj ect to expedited tine requirenents of
Section 17.1 of the pro forma tariff.
Transm ssi on Providers shoul d nake best
efforts to respond within 72 hours, or prior
to the scheduling deadline, whichever is
earlier, to a request for Daily Firm Service
recei ved during period 2-30 days ahead of the
service start tine.

The report also contains several guides (recomended CQui des

4.7-4.12) dealing wwth the rights and obligations of the parties

during negotiations. Recomended Guides 4.7-4.12 provide as

foll ows:

Quide 4.7: Prior to setting a request to ACCEPTED
COUNTEROFFER, or REFUSED a Provi der shall evaluate the
appropriate resources and ascertain that the requested
transfer capability is (or is not) avail able.

Guide 4.8: For any request that is REFUSED or | NVALID, the
Transm ssion Provider should indicate in the COWENTS field
the reason the request was refused or invalid.

Quide 4.9: The Custoner may change a request to W THDRAWN
at any time prior to CONFI RVED.
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Gui de 4.10: From ACCEPTED or COUNTEROFFER, a Custoner may
change the status to CONFI RMED, W THDRAWN, or REBID. The
Cust omer has the amobunt of tinme designated as "Custoner
Confirmation Time Limt" in Table 4-2 Reservation Timng
Requirenents to change the state of the request to

CONFI RMED. The Custoner tinme limt is measured fromthe
first tinme the request is noved to ACCEPTED or COUNTEROFFER
and is not reset with subsequent iterations of negotiation.

GQuide 4.11: After expiration of the "Custonmer Confirmation
Time Limt," specified in Table 4-2 Reservation Tim ng
Requi rements, the Provider has a right to nove the request
to the RETRACTED st at e.
Quide 4.12: Should the Custoner elect to respond to a
Provi der’ s COUNTEROFFER by novi ng a reservation request to
REBI D, the Provider shall respond by taking the request to a
DECLI NED, ACCEPTED, or COUNTEROFFER state within the
"Provider Counter Tine Limt," specified in Table 4-2
Reservation Timng Requirenents. The Provider response tine
is neasured fromthe nost recent REBID tine.
Comrent s
Recomended Qui de 4.8 suggests that when a request is
REFUSED or | NVALID the transm ssion provider should indicate in

the COWENTS field the reason the request was refused or found

invalid. G nergy argues that a transm ssion provider shoul d not
be required to enter a special reason in the comrent section for
a "REFUSED' response, since the definition of "REFUSED' neans
that the request is denied due to |ack of availability of
transfer capability. 1/

ECl supports recommended CGuide 4.9, which states that a

85/ 1d.
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custoner may change a request to WTHDRAWN at any tine prior to
confirmation. It asserts that this concept should be

incorporated into the pro forma tariff. 1/

Di scussi on

86/ ECI Comments at 15.
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Reconmmended CGui de 4.8 woul d have transm ssion providers give
an explanation of why a request is refused. C nergy argues that
no reason other than REFUSED i s needed to explain why a service
request is rejected. W disagree. Even though backup
information is avail able upon request to the custoner, 1/ there
is a delay before this information is provided. Any tinely
information fromthe transm ssion provider which can explain the
reason(s) for refusal will be useful to the custoner in assessing
the conpetitiveness of the bid, establishing a | evel of
confidence in the transm ssion provider's ATC posting, and
detecting any instances of undue discrimnation. 1/ For exanple,
the reason for the |lack of ATC may be that another custoner has
made a sinultaneous bid for a |longer duration short-term
transm ssion service. Having this information available in a
tinmely manner would allow the first custoner to nake a revised
request for service that m ght be accepted. Another exanple
woul d be where a transm ssion provider had not yet updated its
ATC posting and thus its QOASI S node would still show avail abl e

ATC even though this was no | onger true.

87/ A NOPR on expanding the availability of this back-up
information is pending in Docket No. RWB8-3-000. See Open
Access Sane-Tinme Information System and St andards of
Conduct, FERC Stats. & Regs. § 32,531 (1998).

88/ Upon review, the definition of "REFUSED' in the Data El enent
Dictionary and in section 4.2.10.2 of the S&CP Docunent is
unclear. W propose to clarify the definition by inserting
the words "lack of" before the word "availability.” W
invite the cooments to this NOPR to address this issue.
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ECI agrees with recomended Guide 4.9 of the June 19 Report
that, in the absence of conpeting bids, a custoner may change a
request to WTHDRAWN any tine prior to it being confirnmed.
However, ECI contends that, under the July 17 Order, this may
require a revision to 8 13.2 of the pro forma tariff because this
provision is silent as to the wthdrawal of a request for
transm ssi on.

We di sagree. Wien we addressed the issue of reservation
time limts in the June 18 Order, we agreed with comenters that
on-line negotiation of discounts requires predetermned tine
limts on responses by transm ssion providers and custoners. 1/
We asked the CPWG to exam ne the devel opnment of such deadlines
and to make recommendations to us. The deadlines appearing in
recommended CGuide 4.13 on the tine limts for custoners and
transm ssion providers at different stages of the reservation
process reflects the recomendati ons of the CPWH How G oup and
appear to us to be reasonable. Any objections to these proposed
time limts should be raised in comments to this NOPR

We disagree wwth ECI that the timng requirenents in Table
4-2 of CGuide 4.13 are inconsistent with section 17.5 of the pro

forma tariff. Section 17.5 requires a response to a conpl eted

application "as soon as practicable.”™ In our view, Quide 4.13

sets forth the practicable tinme limts for responses to various

89/ 83 FERC at 62, 464.
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reservation requests. W find this provision to be consistent
with the pro forma tariff. 1/

We al so find unpersuasive ECl's argunent that the statenent,
in recommended Cuide 4.13, that,

it is possible that an unconfirnmed request with an

earlier QUEUED tinme could be preenpted ( SUPERSEDED)

For this to occur, the subsequent request would be of

hi gher priority or of greater price . . . [1/]
is inconsistent with the July 17 Order and needs revision to
include a right to match the subsequent request. As discussed
above, the silence of recommended CGuide 4.13 and Table 4.1 on
this point do not abrogate the Comm ssion's findings in the July

17 Order. These findings still hold.

Accordingly, we propose to adopt the June 19 Report’s

90/ W also note that in the Wsconsin Electric case cited in
note 89, supra, the Conm ssion approved a revision to
WEPCO s individual open access tariff setting atime limt
on custoner confirmations.

91/ June 19 Report at 18.
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recommended GQuides 4.6 - 4.13 in the attached BPS&G

15. Negotiations with Conpeting Bids for
Constrai ned Resources (Wen Custoner Has
Not Yet Confirmed a Provider’s
Accept ance) (Section 4D of June 19
Report)

Section 4D of the June 19 Report contains recommended
sections 4.14-4.27 dealing with the procedures for negotiations
over the OASI S when there are conpeting bids for constrained
resources prior to a customer confirmng the transm ssion
provi der’s acceptance. For the reasons stated bel ow, we propose
to adopt recommended Cuides 4.14 - 4.26, with certain
nmodi fications, and to reject recommended Cui de 4. 27.

When conpeting bids for reservations on constrained
resources are received, the June 19 Report generally recomends
awardi ng the reservation on a first-cone-first-served basis.
Exceptions to this rule are recommended for conpeting bids for
short-termtransm ssion service that have a higher priority, 1/
sol el y because they request service for a longer duration, and in
the case of non-firm point-to-point transm ssion service,
requests that are of the sane duration, but at a higher price.
In some situations, the right of first refusal is permtted. W

wi |l now di scuss the provisions on negotiations for conpeting

92/ Recommended Cui de 4.14 specifies the service request
priority tiers.
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bi ds for constrained resources on a section-by-section basis.

Section 4.14 - Service Request Priority Tiers

Consistent with regulations and filed tariffs, CGuide 4.14
di vides transm ssion service into five tiers of successive
priority when conpeting bids are negotiating for transm ssion
service. 1/ Hghest priority is given to native |oad, network,
or long-termfirmservice (subsection 4.4.1). Second hi ghest
priority is given to short-termfirmservice (subsection 4.4.2).
Third highest priority is given to network service on non-
desi gnat ed resources (subsection 4.4.3). Fourth highest priority
is given to non-firmservice (subsection 4.4.4). Fifth highest
priority is given to service over secondary recei pt and delivery
poi nts (subsection 4.4.5).
Comment s

None of the comments take issue with these priorities.
Di scussi on

We propose to adopt the priorities laid out in Guide 4.14 as
r ecomended.

Section 4.15 - First-Come First-Served

Consistent with regulations and filed tariffs, reconmended

Qui de 4.15 provides that reservation requests should be handl ed

93/ These priorities are not neant to govern curtail ments.
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on a first-cone-first-served basis based on queue tine.
Comment s

EPM notes that under the June 19 Report’s proposal
requests for capacity will no longer be pro-rated if there is a
| ack of available transm ssion capacity. Instead, requests wll
be evaluated on a first-conme-first-served basis. EPM supports
this change, but is concerned about affiliate transactions. EPM
fears that an affiliate of the transm ssion provider could obtain
all of the available transm ssion capacity, rather than having it
pro-rated if there is a constraint. 1/

Di scussi on

EPM's argunent is based on an incorrect prem se.

Currently, under the pro forma tariff, transm ssion is allocated
on a first-cone-first-served basis and is not pro-rated.

Nor, for two reasons, do we find persuasive EPM's
contention that the allocation of capacity on a first-cone-first-
served basis would allow an affiliate of a transm ssion provider
to obtain all available transm ssion capacity. First, the S&CP
Docunment TRANSSTATUS tenpl ate contains the queue tine of a
request. Custoners can nonitor requests and detect any undue
di scrimnation. Suspected violations can be reported to the
Commi ssion. As long as capacity is awarded on a non-

di scrimnatory basis, which gives the affiliate no undue

94/ EPM Comments at 6
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preference, the award of capacity should not be an issue.
Second, EPM's prediction is contradicted by the fact that
transm ssion already is allocated on a first-come-first-served
basis and it does not appear that EPM's scenario has cone to
pass.

Section 4.16 - Priorities for Conpeting Reservati on Requests

Recommended Cui de 4.16, which includes Table 4-3, describes
the relative priorities of conpeting service requests and rul es
for offering a right of first refusal, consistent with Conmm ssion
regulations and filed tariffs. Specifically, it states:

GQuide 4.16: Consistent wth regulations and filed

tariffs, Table 4-3 describes the relative priorities of

conpeting service requests and rules for offering

right-of-first-refusal. Wile the table indicates the
relative priorities of two conpeting requests, it is
intended to also be applied in the nore general case of
nore than two conpeting requests.

Table 4-3 [1/]

Priorities for Conpeting Reservation Requests

R Request 1 | s Preenpted by Request 2 Ri ght of First
o] Ref usa
w
1 [Tier 1: N A - Not preenpted by a N A
Long-term subsequent request.
Firm Native
Load, and
Net work Fi rm
2 |Tier 2: Tier 1: Long-termFirm No
Short-term Nati ve Load, and Network
Firm Firm, while Request 1 is
conditional. Once Request
1 is unconditional, it may

95/ For clarity, we have identified the rows in Table 4-3.
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not be preenpt ed.

3 |Tier 2: Tier 2. Short-termFirmof |Yes, while
Short-term | onger term (duration), Request 1 is
Firm while Request 1 is condi tional .

conditional. Once Request Once Request 1 is
1 is unconditional, it may |[unconditional, it
not be preenpt ed. may not be

preenpt ed and
right of first
refusal is not
appl i cabl e.

4 | Tier 3: Tiers 1 and 2: Al Firm No
Net wor k (1 ncl udi ng Network).
Service From
Non-

Desi gnat ed
Resour ces

5 |Tier 4: Al [Tiers 1 and 2: Al Firm No
Non- Fi rm PTP | (i ncl udi ng Networ k) .

6 | Tier 4: Al |Tier 3: Network Service No
Non- Fi rm PTP | f rom Non- Desi gnat ed
Resour ces.

7 |Tier 4: Al |Tier 4: Non-firmPTP of a | Yes
Non-Firm PTP | | onger term (duration) 1/.
Except in the last hour
prior to start (see

Standard 4. 23).

8 |Tier 4. Al |[Tier 4. Non-firm PTP of No
Non- Fi rm PTP | equal term (duration) 1/
and hi gher price, when
Request 1 is still
unconfirmed and Request 2
is received pre-confirned.
A confirmed non-firm PTP
may not be preenpted for
anot her non-firmrequest of
equal duration. (See
Standards 4.22 and 4.25.)

9 |Tier 5: PTP |Tier 5 can be preenpted by | No
Service over | Tiers 1 through 4.
secondary
recei pt and
delivery
poi nts.

1/ Longer duration, in addition to being higher
SERVI CE_| NCREMENT (i.e., WEEKLY has priority over
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DAILY), also may nean nore nultiples of the sanme
SERVI CE_| NCREMENT (i.e., 3 Days may have priority over
2 Days).

Guide 4.16 woul d all ocate requests for Tier 1 services

(native load, network, long-termfirnm) and Tier 2 services

(short-termfirm on a first-conme-first-served basis. A request

for Tier 1 service could not be preenpted. A request for Tier 2

service that is "conditional" could be preenpted by a request for

Ti er

1 service without any right of first refusal. 1/ A request

96/

The distinction between conditional and unconditi onal
service, as related to firmpoint-to-point service, is

di scussed in Order No. 888, FERC Stats. & Regs. T 31,036 at
31, 746, where we st at ed:

Accordingly, the Final Rule pro forma tariff

provi des a nmechanismto address this concern while
safeguarding the rights of potential custoners to
obtain access to unused capacity. The tariff

provi des that reservations for short-termfirm

poi nt-to-point service (less than one year) wll
be conditional until one day before the
comrencenent of daily service, one week before the
comencenent of weekly service, and one nonth
before the commencenent of nonthly service. These
condi tional reservations nay be displaced by
conpeting requests for longer-termfirm

poi nt-to-point service. For exanple, a
reservation for daily firm point-to-point service
coul d be displaced by a request for weekly firm
poi nt-to-point service during an overl appi ng
period. Before the applicable reservation
deadline, a holder of a conditional firm

poi nt-to-point reservation would have the right of
first refusal to match any longer-termfirm

poi nt -t o-point reservation before being displaced.
After the deadline, the reservation becones
uncondi tional, and the service would be entitled
to the sanme priorities as any long-term

poi nt-to-point or network firm service.
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for Tier 2 service that is "conditional" could al so be preenpted

by a request for longer termTier 2 service but, under this

circunstance, it would receive the right of first refusal. 1/

97/

Condi tional reservations also are discussed in Madi son Gas &
El ectric Conpany v. Wsconsin Power & Light Conpany, 80 FERC
1 61,331 at 62,102-03 (1997), reh'g denied, 82 FERC { 61, 099
at 61, 372-73(1998).

The rights of first refusal shown in Table 4-3 should not be
confused with the right of first refusal available to a
custonmer with a pre-existing expiring contract under Order
No. 888, see FERC Stats. & Regs. {1 31,036 at 31, 745.
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Tier 3 service (network service from non-desi gnated
resources) could be preenpted by requests for either Tier 1 or
Tier 2 service and would not receive the right of first refusal.
Tier 4 service (all non-firm PTP) could be preenpted by requests
for Tier 1, 2, or 3 service and would receive the right of first
refusal. A Tier 4 request could be preenpted (except in the hour
before service begins) by a |longer duration Tier 4 service and
woul d receive the right of first refusal. Until a Tier 4 request
is confirmed, it could be preenpted by a preconfirmed Tier 4
request of equal duration and higher price. 1/ The request would
not receive the right of first refusal.

Comrent s

Cinergy asks how the terns "conditional"™ and "unconditional"”
appearing in Table 4-3 should be defined. 1/

ECI asserts that the concept in reconmended CGuide 4.16
(footnote 2 to Table 4-3), that "[l]onger duration, in addition
to being higher SERVI CE_| NCREMENT (i.e., WEEKLY has priority over

DAILY), also may nmean nore nultiples of the sanme

98/ Under Table 4-3, requests for transm ssion service may be
superseded before they are confirnmed. After they are
confirmed, they nmay be preenpted (as provided).

99/ G nergy Comments at 5.
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SERVI CE_| NCREMENT (i.e., 3 Days may have priority over 2 Days),"
shoul d al so apply to firm service.
Di scussi on

Recommended CGui de 4.16 defines the priorities of |onger
duration for non-firm PTP service to include both a higher
service increnment (weekly service has priority over daily
service) and nmultiples of the sane service increnent (three day
service has priority over two day service). EC requests that
this definition also be applied to firmservice. W agree with
ECl that nultiple service increnents should have simlar priority
for short-termfirmservice. 1/ Accordingly, we wll revise
Tabl e 4-3 of recomended Guide 4.16 so that the footnote, now
referencing rows 7 and 8 of colum 2 of Table 4-3, will also
refer to row 3, colum 2 of the table. Moreover, we find these
reservation priorities to be consistent with section 14.2 of the

pro forma tariff, which, by its terns, applies only to non-firm

poi nt-to-point transm ssion service. Accordingly, we propose to
adopt CGuide 4.16 as revised.

We find unpersuasive Cinergy's argunent that Table 4-3
shoul d define "conditional" and "unconditional." As seen in note
100, the concepts of conditional and unconditional service are
conplicated and woul d be cunbersone to define in a table.

Section 4.17 - Required Posting Wien a Reservati on Request |Is

100/ Except in cases where firmservice becones unconditional.
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Preenpt ed

This section provides that when a reservation request is
preenpted, the transm ssion provider nust post the assignnent
reference nunber of the reservation that preenpts the reservation
request.
Comrent s

None of the comments take issue with this reconmendati on.
Di scussi on

We propose to adopt Guide 4.17 as recommended.

Section 4.18 - Displaced and Superseded Pendi ng Requests for
Transm ssi on Service

This section lays out the circunstances when a transm ssion
provi der may di spl ace or supersede pending requests for service
based on the priorities laid out in Table 4-3 (Cuide 4.16).

Reconmended Cui de 4.18, which addresses counteroffers,
provi des as foll ows:

Guide 4.18: G ven conpeting requests for alimted

resource and a right-of-first-refusal is not required

to be offered, the Provider may i mredi ately nove

requests in the CONFI RVED state to DI SPLACED, or from

an ACCEPTED or COUNTEROFFER state to SUPERSEDED, if the

conpeting request is of higher priority, based on the

rules represented in Table 4-3. These state changes
requi re dynamc notification to the Custoner if the

Cust omer has requested dynam c notification on QASIS.
Comrent s

Cinergy states that, under recomended Gui de 4.18, when
there are conpeting requests for constrained resources, a

provi der may change a confirnmed reservation fromthe CONFI RVED
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status to DI SPLACED status, if the conpeting request is of higher
priority, based on the rules represented in Table 4-3. G nergy
asks -- when does the transm ssion provider displace a request?
s it when the transm ssion provider accepts the offer froma
second custoner or when the second custoner confirns the deal ?
Cinergy's suggested answer is that the transm ssion provider
shoul d di spl ace a request at the tinme the second custoner
confirms the deal. 1/ G nergy also questions when ATC shoul d be
decrenented. Cinergy argues that ATC should not be decrenented
until the custonmer confirns acceptance of the transm ssion
provider’s award of its capacity. It argues that a custoner
shoul d not have rights to a transm ssion path or an anmount of
capacity until the customer conmmts to pay for it. 1/

Recommended Cui de 4.18 woul d have transm ssion providers
voluntarily use dynamc notification to notify their custonmers of
changes in their requests fromthe CONFIRVED state to DI SPLACED
or fromthe ACCEPTED or COUNTERCFFER to SUPERSEDED. 1/ ECI would
require transm ssion providers to use dynam c notification to

notify their custoners of these events. 1/

101/ G nergy Comments at 4.

102/ G nergy Comments at 4.

103/ In OASIS Phase | A, transm ssion providers use the Internet
to notify custoners automatically of when the status of a
reservation request has changed.

104/ ECI Comments at 15.
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In addition, EClI cites the statenent in the June 19 Report
t hat ,

it is possible that an unconfirnmed request with an

earlier QUEUED tinme could be preenpted ( SUPERSEDED)

For this to occur, the subsequent request woul d be of

hi gher priority or of greater price.
ECI argues that the Conm ssion’s ruling in the July 17 O der
requires that custonmers get the right of first refusal in this
situation. OQherw se, EClI argues, this proposal is inconsistent
with the Conm ssion’s decision in its conplaint against PIM 1/
Di scussi on

First, GCnergy, referring to recomended Guide 4.18, asks
when an accepted request for service is displaced by a
transm ssion provider. Cuide 4.18 states that, when there are
conpeting requests for constrained resources, a provider my
change a confirnmed reservation fromthe CONFI RVED status to
DI SPLACED status, if the conpeting request is of higher priority,
based on the priorities laid out in Table 4-3. Cinergy's viewis
that the first request should be displaced when the displacing
custonmer confirnms the deal. W agree. Oherw se, the displacing

custonmer can wal k away froma transaction, |eaving the first

custonmer with no service and the transm ssion provider with

105/ See di scussion of PJMconplaint in Section II1.D.13, supra.
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unused capacity.

Second, G nergy also maintains that a custoner should not
have rights to capacity until it commts to pay for it. W
agree. A custoner's confirmation already is a commtnent to pay
and a custoner's confirmation is what gives the custoner its
rights to capacity. After review ng recommended CGuide 4.18, we
do not believe that any revision is needed to accommodat e
Ci nergy's concern.

Third, as to Cnergy's specific question as to when ATC is
decrenented (when there are conpeting bids for constrained
resources), we propose that the transm ssion provider decrenent
ATC when it accepts a request (w thout waiting for the custoner's
confirmation). O herwise, a transm ssion provider could be
pl aced in the awkward position of having accepted 10 requests for
t he sanme constrai ned capacity and havi ng several custoners
confirmthe deal at the sanme tinme. Nevertheless, we also invite
speci fic comment on whet her ATC should be decrenented upon
acceptance by a transm ssion provider of the custoner's request
or upon the custoner's confirmation of its request, follow ng
accept ance.

Consistent with our findings in Order No. 889, however, ATC
posti ngs shoul d be updated when the transm ssion service is

reserved (after confirmation). 1/ In Order No. 889, we stated,

106/ The transm ssion provider adjusts its calculation of ATC
internally before it is required to post a revised ATC on
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[a] posting for a constrained posted path nust be
updat ed when transm ssion service on the path is
reserved or service ends or when the path's TTC changes
by nmore than 10 percent. [1/]

ECl reads recomended Guide 4.18 to allow transm ssion
providers to provide custonmers with dynam c notification of
changes in the status of their reservation requests on a "best
practice" basis. It requests that such notification be made
mandatory. We note that dynam c notification of changes in
reservation status is required by the June 18 Order for custoners
requesting such notification. 1/ It is not mandatory for those
who do not make such a request. W believe that our finding in
the June 18 Order is sufficient to address ECl’s concern and are
not proposing in this NOPR any extension of dynam c notification

beyond that contained in CGuide 4.18 as recommended by the June 19

Report.

the OASI S.
107/ Order No. 889, FERC Stats. & Regs. T 31,035 at 31, 606.
108/ 83 FERC at 62, 463.
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ECI argues that the statenent in the June 19 Report that "it
is possible that an unconfirnmed request with an earlier QUEUED
time could be preenpted (SUPERSEDED), " is inconsistent wth the
Comm ssion’s findings in the July 17 Oder. As discussed above,
al t hough the July 17 Order held that a customer making a request
for short-termfirmpoint-to-point service is to be afforded an
opportunity to match a reservation for short-termfirm point-to-
poi nt service of a longer duration, before losing its reservation
priority, that order did not address other circunstances under
whi ch an unconfirned request nmay be preenpted. 1/ Thus, EC’s
coments provide no basis to reject Guide 4.18 and we propose its
adoption as reconmended. 1/

Section 4.19 - Counteroffers Wien Right of First Refusal Is
Requi r ed

Section 4.19 provides that, in instances where the custoner
is entitled to a right of first refusal, the transm ssion
provider is to notify the custoner through the use of a

COUNTEROFFER of the opportunity to match the subsequent offer.

109/ 84 FERC at 61, 196.

110/ Upon review, the definition of "Dl SPLACED' in the Data
El ement Dictionary and in section 4.2.10.2 of the S&CP
Docunment is unclear. W propose to clarify the definition
by inserting the words "if any" after the word "refusal" to
make clear that the existence of a status value for
"DI SPLACED" in the S&CP Docunent is not neant to confer any
right of first refusal. |In addition, we propose to
substitute the word "replaced" for the word "displaced" in
the text of the definition. W invite the coments to this
NOPR to address this issue.
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Comment s
None of the comments address this issue.
Di scussi on
We propose to adopt Guide 4.19 as recommended.

Section 4.20 - Tinme Limts for Right of First Refusa

When we addressed the issue of reservation time limts in
the June 18 Order, we agreed with comenters that on-1line
negoti ation of discounts requires predetermined tinme limts on
responses by transm ssion providers and custoners. 1/ W asked
the CPWG to exam ne the devel opnent of such deadlines and to make
recommendations to us. The deadlines appearing in reconmended
GQuides 4.13 and 4.20 reflect the recomendati ons of the CPWH How
G oup. 1/
Comment s

ECI argues that the confirmation tine limts in recommended
GQuide 4.20 are inconsistent with the 24-hour tinme limt in the
pro forma tariff. ECI argues that the pro forma tariff should be
revised to match recommended Cuide 4.20. Recommended Cui de 4. 20
provi des as foll ows:

GQui de 4.20: A Customer who has been extended a right-

of -first-refusal should have a confirmation tinme [imt

equal to the lesser of a) the Custoner Confirmation
Time Limt in Table 4-2 or b) 24 hours.

111/ 83 FERC at 62, 464.

112/ Reconmmended CGuide 4.13 (Table 4-2) is discussed above in
Section I11.D. 14, supra.
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ECl reports that section 4.2 of the pro forma tariff provides a

confirmation tinme imt of 24 hours and suggests that the tariff
be revised in accordance with recommended Gui de 4. 20.
Di scussi on

ECl identifies what it asserts is an inconsistency between
recommended Guide 4.20 and the pro forma tariff. Recomended
Qui de 4.20 provides that a custoner who has been given the right
of first refusal nust respond in a tine period equal to the
| esser of the confirmation tine in Guide 4.13 (Table 4-2) or 24

hours. The pro forma tariff provides, at section 17.5, that a

response to a conpleted application be nmade "as soon as
possi ble.™
We already addressed this issue in connection with our
di scussion of Guide 4.13 and Table 4-2. As we explained above,
1/ we find the time limts prescribed in Guide 4.13 to be both

reasonabl e and consistent with the pro forma tariff.

Section 4.21 - Non-discrimnatory Right of First Refusal
Comment s

This recormmended standard requires transm ssion providers to
apply all rights of first refusal in a non-discrimnatory and
open nmanner.

Comment s

None of the coments address this issue.

113/ See discussion in Section I11.D.14 above, supra.
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Di scussi on

This provision is entirely consistent wwth the provisions in
18 CFR 37.4(b)(5) that require transm ssion providers to operate
their OASIS sites in an even handed non-di scrim natory manner
We propose the adoption of Standard 4.21 as reconmmended.

Sections 4.22 & 4.23 - \Wen Confirned Requests Shall Not Be
Di spl aced

Recommended Standards 4.22 and 4.23 provide as foll ows:
Standard 4.22: Once a non-firm PTP request has been
confirmed, it shall not be displaced by a subsequent
non-firm PTP request of equal duration and higher

price.

Standard 4.23: A confirmed, non-firm PTP reservation

for the next hour shall not be displaced within one

hour of the start of the reservation by a subsequent

non-firm PTP reservation request of |onger duration.

This section does not distinguish between requests that are
pre-confirmed and requests that are confirmed after acceptance.
Once confirned, both requests are treated alike.

Comrent s

None of the comments address this issue.

Di scussi on

We propose to adopt Standards 4.22 and 4.23 as recommended.

Section 4.24 - Requests on Unconstrai ned Pat hs

Recomended Gui de 4. 24 provides as foll ows:

Quide 4.24: A Transm ssion Provider should honor any
reservation request submtted for an unconstrai ned Path
if the Custonmer’s bid price is equal to or greater than
the Provider’'s posted offer price at the tine the
request was queued, even if later requests are
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submtted at a higher price. This guide applies even
when the first request is still unconfirnmed, unless the
Custoner Confirmation Time Limt has expired for the
first request.

Comrent s
None of the comments address this issue.

Di scussi on

We propose to adopt Guide 4.24 as recommended.

Section 4.25 - Pre-Confirmation and Pre-enption

Recommended CGuide 4.25 would permt Tier 4 (non-firm point-

to-point) service of equal termwth a higher bid price to

preenpt a request for the sane termand |ower bid price, as |ong

as the lower bid request is not confirmed and the higher bid

request is preconfirmed. Specifically, the provision provides as

foll ows:

GQui de 4.25: Once an offer to provide non-firm PTP
transm ssion service at a given price is extended to a
Custoner by the Provider, and while this first request
is still unconfirmed but within the Custoner
Confirmation Time Limt, the Provider should not
preenpt or otherwi se alter the status of that first
request on receipt of a subsequent request of the sane
Tier and equal duration at a higher price, unless the
subsequent request is submtted as pre-confirned.

Coment s

ECI asks that reconmended CGuide 4.25 be rejected for two

reasons. First, it argues the guide introduces the concept of

pre-confirnmed requests for transm ssion service, a concept that
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does not appear in the pro forma tariff. 1/ Second, it argues

that the concept violates the first-come-first-served principle.

Di scussi on

114/ Under this concept, custoners would be able to nake pre-
confirmed requests for service that would I ock theminto
automatically confirmng their requests for service (and
commtting themto take service) in the event transm ssion
provi ders accept their requests for service. A pre-
confirmed reservation would be finalized when the
transm ssi on provi der accepts the custonmer's request for
service, wthout the need (or opportunity) for subsequent
custonmer confirmation.
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ECl requests that we reject recommended Cui de 4.25 because
the concept of pre-confirmed requests for transm ssion service is

not addressed in the pro forma tariff and because it violates the

principle of first-conme-first-served. W disagree for two
reasons. First, the first-cone-first-served reservation priority

of section 14.2 of the pro forma tariff applies fromthe tine

when a request for transm ssion service is made, not fromthe
time when a request is confirmed. Thus, the recommended
confirmation policy in Guide 4.25 would not change any
reservation priorities under section 14.2 of the pro forma
tariff. Second, we find the concept of pre-confirned requests in
Quide 4.25 to be consistent with the reservation priorities in
section 14.2 of the pro forma tariff. |f approved, the
recomended pre-confirmation policy advocated by the CPWY How
G oup woul d, however, have an inpact on the displacenent of
requests for service by subsequent requests for service at a
hi gher price or for a |onger duration. 1/

Section 4.26 - R ght of Custonmer Making Pre-Confirmed Request to
Mat ch a Subsequent Pre-Confirnmed Request at H gher Price

Recomended Gui de 4. 26 provides as foll ows:

Quide 4.26: |If during a negotiation of service (i.e.,
prior to Custonmer confirmation) a subsequent pre-
confirmed request for service over the sane limted
resource of equal duration but higher price is

recei ved, the Provider may COUNTEROFFER the price of
service on the prior COUNTEROFFER or ACCEPTED price to
mat ch the conpeting offer, in order to give the first

115/ Id.
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Custoner an opportunity to match the offer. This

practice must be inplenented in a non-discrimnatory

manner. [Enphasis in original].
Comment s

ECl suggests a wordi ng change in recommended Cui de 4.26. 1/

ECI argues that to be consistent with the first-come-first-

served and right of first refusal process, transm ssion providers
electing to follow this guide nmust be required to offer a
COUNTEROFFER
Di scussi on

ECl requests that the word "may" in recomended Gui de 4. 26
be changed to "nmust." Recommended Cui de 4.26 states that under
certain circunstances, "the Provider may COUNTEROFFER the price
of service on the prior COUNTEROFFER or ACCEPTED price to match
the conpeting offer, in order to give the first Custoner an
opportunity to match the offer."” EC argues that, to achieve
consistency with the first-come-first-served and right to match
process, transm ssion providers nust be required to offer a
COUNTEROFFER. W agree with ECI for two reasons. First,

custoners nust know what to expect froma transm ssion provider.

|f a transm ssion provider allows sonme custoners the right to

116/ ECI Conments at 16.
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match, it nmust allow all custoners the right to match. Second,
even though the recomended gui de provides that the "practice
must be inplemented in a non-discrimnatory manner," there is too
much room for discrimnation if providing the right to match is
opti onal .

As we are proposing that CGuide 4.26 be adopted as a gui de
rather than as a standard, a transm ssion provider would have the
option not to follow this guideline. However, by proposing to
adopt the suggested | anguage change, we seek to assure that if
the transm ssion provider elects to followthis guide, it will do
so uniformy and not selectively.

Section 4.27 - Curtail nent of Nonfirm PTP Service

Recomrended Qui de 4.27 provides that curtail ment of non-firm
poi nt-to-point transm ssion service should not be based on price.
Specifically, it provides as foll ows:

Qui de 4. 27: Curtail ment of non-firm PTP shoul d not consi der
price.

Comment s

C nergy argues that curtailnents are not within the scope of
t he Busi ness Practices Report.
Di scussi on

Ci nergy notes that recomrended Guide 4.27, which reconmends
that curtail ment of non-firm PTP not be based on price, is
out side the scope of Phase | A business practices. W agree that

the definition of curtailnment practices is beyond the scope of
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this proceeding. |In the June 18 Order, we agreed to displaying
curtailment priority information in certain tenplates contained
in the S&CP Docunent. 1/ However, we specifically cautioned
t hat,
our adoption of a place on the OASIS for these data
el enents does not constitute an approval of the NERC or
other curtailnment priorities. [1/]

As we stated in Coalition Against Private Tariffs, 1/ curtail ment

priorities are governed by the pro forma tariff.

Accordi ngly, we do not propose to adopt recommended Cui de
4.27 for the reasons discussed above. Commenters di sagreeing
with this view should address this matter in their comments to
t hi s NOPR
16. Transm ssion Provider Requirenments (Section
5B) of June 19 Report)

Phase 1A OASI S data tenplates allow the coupling of

117/ 83 FERC at 62, 462.
118/ 1d.

119/ 83 FERC at 61,043. See discussion of NERC and MAPP O ders
in Section I11.D.6 and notes 27-28, above, supra.
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ancillary service arrangenents with the purchase of transm ssion
service for the purpose of sinplifying the overall process for
custoners. Transm ssion providers nust indicate (consistent with
filed tariffs) what services are MANDATORY (nust be taken from
the Primary Provider), REQU RED (rmust be provided for but may be
procured fromalternative sources), or OPTIONAL (not required as
a condition of transm ssion service). While these interactions
are available in the Phase | A S&CP Docunent, there is a need to
clarify the associated BPS&G The associ at ed recomended

St andards and Guides 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, and 5.4 apply to services
defined in filed tariffs. Recommended Standards 5.1 and 5.3, and
recommended CGuides 5.2 and 5.4, provide as foll ows:

Standard 5.1: The Transm ssion Provider shal

designate which ancillary services are MANDATORY

REQUI RED, or OPTIONAL for each offered transm ssion
service to the extent these requirenents can be

determ ned in advance of the submttal of a reservation
request on a specific Path by a Transm ssi on Custoner.

Quide 5.2: A Transm ssion Provider may nodify a

Transm ssion Custoner’s service request to indicate the
Transm ssion Provider as the SELLER of any ancillary
service, which is MANDATCRY, to be taken fromthe
Transm ssi on Provider.

Standard 5.3: For REQUI RED and OPTI ONAL services, the
Transm ssion Provider shall not select a SELLER of
ancillary service without the Transm ssi on Custoner
first selecting that SELLER

Quide 5.4: A Transm ssion Provider may accept a
Transm ssion Custoner’s request for an ancillary
service, which is not MANDATORY or REQUI RED, but shal
indicate to the Transm ssion Custoner at the tinme of
accept ance under PROVI DER COMVENTS that the service is
not MANDATORY or REQUI RED
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Comment s

Wth regard to section 5B of the June 19 Report, G nergy
asserts that ancillary services cannot be easily categorized as
"MANDATORY, " "REQUI RED, " or "OPTI ONAL" on the basis of
transm ssion service. |Instead, it suggests that services be
categori zed on the basis of path because different ancillary
services are required dependi ng on whether the service is into,
out of, or across, a system 1/
Di scussi on

We propose to adopt recommended Standards 5.1 and 5.3 and
recomended Guides 5.2 and 5.4. Cinergy's concern that services
be categorized on the basis of path would add undue conplexity at
this time and has not been shown to be needed since only G nergy
i s seeking such information. Thus, no nodification of these
recomended Standards and Guides is warranted. Moreover,
ancillary
services are an essential part of a transm ssion service
contract. Therefore, the process for making transm ssion
contracts on the OASIS is inproved through the proposed
definitions and processes that spell out the mandatory, required,

and optional ancillary services related to the transm ssion

120/ G nergy Comments at 5.
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reservati on.
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17. Transm ssi on Custoner Requirenments
(Section 5C of June 19 Report)

The June 19 Report recommends that the transm ssion custoner
shoul d make known to the transm ssion provider (at the tinme of
the reservation request) certain options related to arrangenent
of ancillary services, including taking all the MANDATORY and
REQUI RED ancillary services fromthe primary provider, taking
REQUI RED ancillary services froma third party seller, purchasing
OPTI ONAL services, and arranging for ancillary services in the
future (prior to scheduling). The June 19 Report then recomrends
Guides 5.5 and 5.6. Recommended Guides 5.5 and 5.6 provide as
fol |l ows:

Quide 5.5: The Transm ssion Custoner should indicate

with the submttal of a transm ssion reservation

request, the preferred options for provision of

ancillary services, such as the desire to use an

alternative resource.

Quide 5.6: A Transm ssion Custoner may, but is not

required to, indicate a third party SELLER of ancillary

services, if these services are arranged by the

Transm ssion Custoner off the OASIS and if such

arrangenments are permtted by the Transm ssion

Provider’s tariff.

Comrent s

No specific comments were filed on these guides

Di scussi on

We propose to adopt recommended Guides 5.5 and 5. 6.

E. Recommended Revisions to Pro Forma Tari ff
(Appendi x A of the June 19 Report)

Based on the business practices reconmended above, the June
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19 Report recomends that we nodify three sections, 14.2, 14.7

and 17.5, of the pro forma tariff. 1/ As discussed bel ow, we

vi ew the recommended revi sions as either unwarranted or

unnecessary and are not persuaded to nake any nodifications to

the pro forma tariff at this time.

part:

1. Section 14.2 -- Reservation

Priority

Section 14.2 of the pro forma tariff provides, in pertinent

A higher priority will be assigned to reservations with
a longer duration of service. |In the event the

Transm ssion Systemis constrained, conpeting requests
of equal duration will be prioritized based on the

hi ghest price offered by the Eligible Custonmer for the
Transm ssion Service. Eligible Custoners that have

al ready reserved shorter termservice have the right of
first refusal to match any | onger termreservation
before being preenpted. [1/]

The CPWH How Group argues that this creates problens. Wile not

di sputing that requests for service of greater duration or for a

121/

122/

For conveni ence, sections 14.2, 14.7, and 17.5 of the pro
forma tariff are provided in Attachnment B to this NOPR

Order No. 888-A, FERC Stats. & Regs. § 31,048 at 30, 518.
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hi gher price should have priority over requests for shorter
duration or lower price, the June 19 Report expresses a concern
that a | ast-m nute subsequent request for non-firmtransm ssion
service could displace an earlier request for non-firm
transm ssion service without leaving the first bidder time to
make alternate arrangenents. CPWH How G oup reconmends that
custoners be allowed to nmake pre-confirnmed requests for service,
| ocking thenselves into automatically confirmng their requests
for service (and commtting themto take service) in the event
the transm ssion provider accepts their request for service.
Al t hough transm ssion providers could reject the request if a
conpeting bid at a higher price or for a longer duration is
recei ved before the transm ssion provider accepts the request
fromthe first custoner, it is recomended that,
once an Eligible Custonmer confirns a reservation at a
given price, a subsequent request of equal duration but
at a higher price will not be allowed to displace the
confirmed reservation. [1/]
As to subsequent requests for a longer duration, it is
recommended t hat,
once an Eligible Custonmer confirns a reservation, a
subsequent request of |onger duration nade within an
hour of the scheduled start of the confirnmed

reservation will not be allowed to displace the
confirmed reservation for that next hour. [1/]

123/ Thi s proposal stenms fromrecomended Standard 4.22 and
recommended Cuide 4.25 and the priorities appearing on row
8, Table 4-3 (recommended CGui de 4.16).

124/ Thi s proposal stenms fromrecomended Standard 4.23 and the
priorities appearing on row 7, Table 4-3 (recommended Cui de
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Thus, under these proposals, if a customer makes a pre-confirned
reservation, it would obtain protection fromdisplacenent from
conpeting bids earlier than if it waits to confirmits request
after the transm ssion provider accepts the request. However,
even Wi thout pre-confirmation, after confirmation, any custoner
confirmng its request would receive the sane protection against

di spl acenent from subsequent requests for service.

4.16).
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CPWE How Group al so recommends that the right to match
subsequent requests for service (first refusal), currently

guaranteed by section 14.2 of the pro forma tariff (to match

subsequent requests for hourly non-firmtransm ssion service of
| onger duration if matched "i medi ately"), be extended to all ow

mat ching within five mnutes. 1/

To i npl enent these proposals, CPWG advocates revising
section 14.2 of the pro forma tariff to read as foll ows:

14.2 Reservation Priority: Non-Firm Point-To- Poi nt
Transm ssion Service shall be available from

transm ssion capability in excess of that needed for
reliable service to Native Load Custoners, Network
Custoners and ot her Transm ssion Custoners taking Long-
Term and Short-Term Fi rm Poi nt-To-Point Transm ssi on
Service. A higher priority will be assigned to
reservations with a | onger duration of service, except
that once an Eligible Custoner confirnms a reservation,
a subsequent request of |onger duration made within an
hour of the scheduled start of the confirnmed
reservation will not be allowed to displace the
confirmed reservation for that next hour. In the event
the Transm ssion Systemis constrained, conpeting
requests of equal duration will be prioritized based on
t he highest price offered by the Eligible Customer for
the Transm ssion Service, except that once an Eligible
Custoner confirnms a reservation at a given price, a
subsequent request of equal duration but at a higher
price wll not be allowed to displace the confirned
reservation. Eligible Custonmers that have al ready

125/ This change stens fromthe reservation timng guidelines
appearing on row 1, Table 4-2 (recommended Gui de 4.13).
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reserved shorter-term service have the right of first
refusal to match any | onger-termreservation before
bei ng preenpted. A longer-term conpeting request for
Non- Fi rm Poi nt - To- Poi nt Transm ssion Service wll be
granted if the Eligible Customer with the right of
first refusal does not agree to match the conpeting
request: (a) imediately within five mnutes for
hourly Non-Fi rm Poi nt - To- Poi nt Transm ssi on Service
after notification by the Transm ssion Provider; and,
(b) within 24 hours (or earlier if necessary to conply
with the scheduling deadlines provided in section 14.6)
for Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transm ssion Service other
than hourly transactions after notification by the
Transm ssion Provider. Transm ssion service for

Net wor k Custoners from resources other than designated
Net wor k Resources will have a higher priority than any
Non- Fi rm Poi nt - To- Poi nt Transm ssion Service. Non-Firm
Poi nt - To- Poi nt Transm ssi on Service over secondary
Point(s) of Receipt and Point(s) of Delivery wll have
the | owest reservation priority under the Tariff.

Comment s

ECI argues that this provision needs to be reconciled with
the Comm ssion's findings in the July 17 Order.
Di scussi on

W agree with CPWH How Group that it m ght be beneficial to
all ow custoners to "hedge" their requests for service by making
pre-confirmed requests for service. However, we disagree that
this requires any nodification to section 14.2 of the pro forma
tariff.

Section 14.2 creates reservation priorities based on price
and duration that we have no inclination to revise. However,
nothing in section 14.2 either condones or condemns the use of
pre-confirnmed reservations. |n evaluating conpeting requests for

transm ssion service, we believe that section 14.2 properly
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directs the transm ssion provider to give priority to requests
for service at a higher price or for a |longer duration. However,
section 14.2 does not address displacenent of an accepted and
confirmed request for transm ssion service upon receipt of a
subsequent request for service.

The remai ni ng question, therefore, is whether transm ssion
providers need to file a revision to their individual open access
tariff to inplenent the pre-confirmation proposals outlined in
CPWE How Group's recommended revisions to section 14.2 of the pro

forma tariff. G ven the silence of section 14.2 on this subject,

to the extent that a transm ssion provider seeks to add a pre-
confirmation procedure, it would need to file, for Conm ssion
approval, a revision to its individual open access tariff.

As to the proposal that we revise section 14.2 of the pro

forma tariff to allow a matchi ng response to a conpeting request

for hourly non-firm point-to-point transm ssion service within
five mnutes of notification by the transm ssion provider, we
find this reconmended revision unnecessary. Currently, section
14.2 requires an eligible custonmer with the right of first

refusal to match the conpeting request inmediately for non-firm
poi nt-to-point transm ssion service. A matching response
required within five mnutes of notification by the transm ssion
provider would satisfy the intent of section 14.2 that a matching
response be made i nmedi ately.

As to ECl's argunment that the recomrended revisions to
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section 14.2 of the pro forma tariff need to be reconciled with
the Comm ssion's findings in the July 17 Oder, 1/ we find that
t hese concerns are noot in light of our determnation to | eave
section 14.2 unchanged. 1/

2. Section 14.7 -- Curtail ment or
I nterruption of Service

The June 19 Report reconmends that we revise section 14.7 of

the pro forma tariff to prevent the interruption of non-firm

transm ssion service in favor of non-firmtransm ssion service of
the same duration, but at a higher price (for the sanme reasons
advanced regarding simlar changes to section 14.2).
Specifically, the June 19 Report reconmmends that we revise
section 14.7 of the pro forma tariff to provide as foll ows:
14.7 Curtailnment or Interruption of Service: The
Transm ssion Provider reserves the right to Curtail, in
whol e or in part, Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transm ssion
Service provided under the Tariff for reliability

reasons when, an energency or other unforeseen
condition threatens to inpair or degrade the

126/ Discussed in Section II11.D.13 above, supra.

127/ As discussed in Section IIl.D. 13, supra, we also find that
ECl msinterprets the July 17 O der.
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reliability of its Transm ssion System The

Transm ssion Provider reserves the right to Interrupt,
in whole or in part, Non-Firm Point-To-Poi nt

Transm ssion Service provided under the Tariff for
econom ¢ reasons in order to accommodate (1) a request
for Firm Transm ssion Service, (2) a request for Non-
Fi rm Poi nt - To-Point Transm ssion Service of greater
duration, or (3) [a request for Non-Firm Point-To-Poi nt
Transm ssion Service of equal duration with a higher
price, or (4)] transm ssion service for Network

Cust omers from non-desi gnated resources. The

Transm ssion Provider also wll discontinue or reduce
service to the Transm ssion Customer to the extent that
deliveries for transm ssion are discontinued or reduced
at the Point(s) of Receipt. Wuere required,
Curtailments or Interruptions will be nade on a non-
discrimnatory basis to the transaction(s) that
effectively relieve the constraint, however, Non-Firm
Poi nt - To- Poi nt Transm ssion Service shall be
subordinate to Firm Transm ssion Service. |If nmultiple
transactions require Curtailnment or Interruption, to
the extent practicable and consistent with Good Utility
Practice, Curtailnments or Interruptions will be nade to
transactions of the shortest-term(e.g., hourly non-
firmtransactions will be Curtailed or Interrupted
before daily non-firmtransactions and daily non-firm
transactions will be Curtailed or Interrupted before
weekly non-firmtransactions). Transm ssion service
for Network Custoners fromresources other than

desi gnat ed Network Resources will have a higher
priority than any Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transm ssion
Service under the Tariff. Non-Firm Point-To- Poi nt
Transm ssi on Service over secondary Point(s) of Receipt
and Point(s) of Delivery will have a lower priority

t han any Non-Fi rm Poi nt-To- Poi nt Transm ssi on Service
under the Tariff. The Transm ssion Provider wll
provi de advance notice of Curtailment or Interruption
where such notice can be provided consistent with Good
Uility Practice.

Comrent s
Ci nergy recomends that the recommended change not be

made. 1/

128/ G nergy Comments at 6. Ci nergy gives no reason for this
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Di scussi on

We agree with Cnergy that the recommended change shoul d not
be made. We reach this conclusion for several reasons. First,
the June 19 Report (see pages A-4 and A-5) fails to provide any
support for the proposal. Second, as discussed above, we have
not been persuaded to revise the reservation priorities in
section 14.2 and thus there is no need to revise section 14.7,
for consistency. Third, in any event, curtailnments and
reservation priorities are conpletely distinct subjects. Thus,
even if we were to revise the reservation priorities in section
14.2, we would need nore of a reason than that to revise the
curtailment priorities in section 14.7. Nbreover, as we
di scussed in Section II1.D.5 above, this order does not disturb
the curtailment priorities of section 14.7 of the pro forma
tariff.

3. Section 17.5 -- Response to a
Conpl eted Application

The recommended change to Section 17.5 would require
transm ssion providers to use best efforts to respond pronptly to
applications for daily firmservice made within 24 hours of start

of the transaction. The June 19 Report recommends that section

comrent .
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17.5 of the pro forma tariff be revised to provide as follows:

17.5 Response to a Conpleted Application: Follow ng
recei pt of a Conpleted Application for Firm Point-To-
Poi nt Transm ssion Service, the Transm ssion Provider
shall make a determ nation of avail able transm ssion
capability as required in Section 15.2. [The] Except
for a Conpleted Application for Daily Firmservice
received | ess than 24 hours prior to the conmencenent
of the transm ssion service, the Transm ssion Provider
shall notify the Eligible Customer as soon as
practicable, but not later than thirty (30) days after
the date of receipt of a Conpleted Application either
(ry if it will be able to provide service w thout
performng a System I npact Study or (ii) if such a
study is needed to evaluate the inpact of the
Application pursuant to Section 19.1. For a Conpleted
Application for Daily Firmservice received | ess than
24 hours prior to the commencenent of the transm ssion
service, the Transm ssion Provider shall use its best
efforts to respond pronptly to notify the Eligible
Custoner if it will be able to provide the service.
Responses by the Transm ssion Provider nust be nmade as
soon as practicable to all conpleted applications

(i ncluding applications by its own nmerchant function)
and the timng of such responses nmust be made on a non-
di scrim natory basis.

Coment s
No comments were received on this issue.
Di scussi on

We do not agree that any revision to the pro fornma tariff is

needed to accommodate this proposal. Section 17.5 requires a
response as soon as practicable. It would not be reasonable to
interpret "as soon as practicable,” in dealing with a response

for daily service, as allowing a transm ssion provider to take up
to thirty days in responding to a request for service. The "not

| onger than thirty (30) days" |anguage was not intended to all ow
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transm ssion providers to stall in giving tinely responses to
requests for shorter duration services. The analysis needed to
respond to requests for shorter duration service is sinpler and
can be acconplished nuch faster. W need not revise section 17.5
to require "best efforts" to respond pronptly to custoners
requesting daily service, because that requirenent already is
inplicit in the requirenent to respond "as soon as practicable.™

F. Sept enber 15'" Filing of Standards for Naning
Transm ssi on Pat hs

In its July 1998 OASI S order, the Comm ssion requested that
CPWE How G oup recommend a consi stent nam ng convention for
transm ssion paths. On Septenber 15, 1998, CPWH How Group nade a
joint filing proposing such standards.

The exi sting S&CP Docunent contains a path nam ng
convention. Paths are designated using a 50-character
al phanumeric string:

Regi onCode/ t ransm ssi onPr ovi der Code/ Pat hNane/ Opt i onal
Fromt o( POR- POD) / Spar e

CPWE How G oup asserts that the structure of the string is
appropriate, but that nore specificity is needed to assure
consi stency anong transm ssion providers in the designation of
path nanes. Since a single transaction may span nultiple
provi ders, consistent names wll nmake it easier to nove power
across the systens of several transm ssion providers.

Specifically, CPWH How G oup recomend:
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Standard 6.1: A transm ssion provider shall use the
pat h nam ng convention defined in the S& CP Dat a
Dictionary for the namng of all reservable paths
posted on QASI S.

Standard 6.2: A transm ssion provider shall use the
third field in the path nane to indicate the sending
and receiving control areas. The control areas shal

be designated using standard NERC codes for the control
areas, separated by a hyphen. For exanple, the first
three fields of the path name will be:

RR/ TPTP/ CAXX- CAYY/

Standard 6.3: A transm ssion provider shall use the
fourth field of the path nanme to indicate POR and PCD
separated by a hyphen. For exanple, a path with a
speci fic POR/ POD woul d be shown as:

RR/ TPTP/ CAXX- CAYY/ PORPORPCORPCR- PODPODPODPCDLY

I f the POR and PCD are designated as control areas,
then the fourth field may be | eft blank (as per the
exanple in 6.2).

Quide 6.4: A transm ssion provider may designate a
sub-1level for Points of Receipt and Delivery. For
exanpl e, a custoner reserves a path to POD AAAA. The
ultimate load may be indetermnate at the tinme. Later
the custonmer schedules energy to flowto a particular
| oad that may be designated by the transm ssion

provi der as a sub-level Point of Delivery. This option
IS necessary to ensure certain providers are not

precl uded fromusing nore specific service points by
the inclusion of the POR/POD in the path nanme. All
sub-l evel PORs and PODs nust be registered as such on
WWW. t Sin. com

Comrent s

APPA was the only comenter. Wile APPA has sone
reservations about the recommended standards, it recommends t hat
t he standards be adopted. APPA's qualns are due to its fear that

t he standards coul d be used to inpose anticonpetitive burdens on
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mar ket participants by requiring a higher degree of POR PCD
specificity for custonmers than for the transm ssion providers
own use of their systens. APPA requests that the Conmm ssion
remain vigilant and hear custonmer conplaints if the standard is
used to di sadvantage conpetitors. 1/
Di scussi on

We propose to adopt the standards (6.1, 6.2, and 6.3) and
guide (6.4) on this subject recomended by CPWH How Group in
their Septenber 15, 1998 submttal. The approach which has been
in use permtted flexibility in the use of optional fields, but
has resulted in inconsistent path nam ng. The recommended
standards and gui des, which use the previously optional fields to
specify control area codes for Point of Receipt and Point of
Delivery, will provide consistency in path nam ng, and inprove
efficiency in the reservation process. There were no commenters
objecting to the recommended standards and gui des. W
acknowl edge APPA's concerns about the potential for abuse, and we
w Il be responsive to conplaints about possible abuses which
m ght result fromthe requirenent to specify control areas for
POR- PCD when making transm ssion reservati ons.

V. REGULATORY FLEXI BI LI TY ACT

The Regul atory Flexibility Act (RFA), 1/ requires the

129/ APPA Comments at 2-3.
130/ 5 U.S. C. 601-612.
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Comm ssion to describe the inpact a proposed rule would have on
small entities or to certify that the rule, if pronmulgated, wll
not have a significant econom c inpact on a substantial nunber of
smal | entities.

The mandatory standards and vol untary best practices guides
proposed in this NOPR woul d be applicable to the sane entities
subject to the requirements of the OASIS Final Rule (i.e., public
utilities). 1/ As we explained in Order No. 889-A, however,
under appropriate circunstances the Comm ssion will grant waiver
of the OASIS Final Rule requirements to small public utilities.
We further explained that the Comm ssion's waiver policy foll ows
the SBA definition of small electric utility 1/ and that 34 snal
entities had received waivers of the requirenent to establish and

maintain an OQASIS and five small entities had recei ved wai vers of

131/ In the OASIS Final Rule, we noted that the entities that
woul d have to conply with the OASIS Final Rule are public
utilities. See Order No. 889-A, FERC Stats. & Regs T 31, 049
at 30, 578.

132/ See 5 U.S. C. 88 601(3) and 601(6) and 15 U . S.C. § 632(a).
The RFA defines a small entity as one that is independently
owned and not domnant in its field of operation. See 15
US C 8§ 632(a). The Small Business Adm nistration defines
a small electric utility as one that disposes of 4 mllion
MM or less of electric energy in a given year. See 13 CFR
121.601 (Major Goup 49-Electric, Gas and Sanitary
Servi ces).

In the Open Access Final Rule, we concluded that, under
these definitions, the Open Access Final Rule and the OASI S
Final Rule would not have a significant econom c inpact on a
substantial nunber of small entities. W reaffirned that
conclusion in Order Nos. 888-A and 889- A
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the OASIS Standards of Conduct requirenments. 1/ These deci sions
show that the Conm ssion carefully evaluates the effect of the
OASI S Final Rule on small electric utilities and is granting

wai vers where appropriate, thus mtigating the effect of that
rule on small public and non-public utilities.

The rules here proposed would nerely increase the uniformty
of the business practices public utilities would have to adopt in
any event to conply with Order Nos. 888 and 889 and ot her
Comm ssion orders. This being the case, under section 605(b) of
RFA, the Conm ssion hereby certifies that this proposed rule wll
not, if promul gated, have a significant econom c inpact on a
substantial nunber of small entities wthin the nmeani ng of RFA
Accordingly, no regulatory flexibility analysis is required

pursuant to section 603 of RFA

V.  ENVI RONMENTAL STATEMENT

133/ See Order No. 889-A, FERC Stats. & Regs. § 31,049 at 30, 578.
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Comm ssion regul ations require that an environnent al
assessnment or an environnental inpact statenent be prepared for a
Comm ssion action that may have a significant effect on the human
environment. 1/ In the Conm ssion's view, the environnental
i npact of this proposal is negligible. Transm ssion providers
necessarily already foll ow busi ness practices in conducting their
QOASI S transactions. This proposal nerely adds sonme uniformty to
the process. Accordingly, we find that this NOPR does not
propose any action that may have a significant effect on the
human environnent and that no environnental inpact statenent is

required.

VI. | NFORVATI ON COLLECTI ON STATEMENT

Based on our experience in OASIS inplenentation over the
past four years, the Comm ssion refined the estimate of reporting
entities covered by OASIS regulations. Qur latest estinate is

that 140 respondents are required to collect information under

134/ Regul ations Inplenenting National Environnmental Policy Act,
Order No. 486, 52 FR 47897 (Dec. 17, 1987); 1986-90 Regs.
Preanbl es FERC Stats. & Regs. {1 30,783 (Dec. 10, 1987)
(codified at 18 CFR Part 380).
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the OASI S reqgul ati ons. However, as discussed above, this NOPR
does not inpose any new i nformation collection burdens.

Col l ectively, the OASIS rul emaking information collection is
covered by FERC-717 as covered by our Decenber 1, 1998 proposed
information collection and request for comments in Docket No.

| C99- 717-000 as foll ows:

I nformation Coll ection Statenent:

Title: FERC 717, Open Access Sane-tinme Information Systens and
St andards of Conduct

Action: Proposed Coll ection

OMB Control No: 1902-0173

Respondent s: Busi ness or other for profit, including smal

busi ness

Frequency of Responses: On Cccasion

Necessity of the information: The Notice of Proposed Rul emaking
solicits public cooments to respond to the proposed i ssuance of
uni form busi ness practices for OASI S Phase | A transactions and
pat h nane conventions, on replacing the Data Dictionary El enent
"ANC_SERVI CE_TYPE" in the QASI S Standards and Communi cati on

Prot ocol s Docunent (Version 1.3) with the term"AS TYPE," and on
clarifying the terns "DI SPLACED, " "SUPERSEDED," and "REFUSED' in
the Data Dictionary Elenent and § 4.2.10.2. These requirenents
woul d support arrangenments made for whol esal e sal es and purchases

for third parties. Public utilities and/or their agents would
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operate under nore uniform business practices. This would
i nprove the operation of OASIS sites.

The O fice of Managenent and Budget's (OMVB) regul ations, 1/
require OVB to approve certain information collection
requi renents inposed by agency rule. The information collection
requi renents in the proposed rule will be reported directly to
transm ssion users and will be subject to subsequent audit by the
Comm ssion. The distribution of these data will help the
Comm ssion carry out its responsibilities under Part Il of the
FPA.

The Comm ssion is submtting notification of this proposed
rule to OMB. Persons wishing to coment on the coll ections of
i nformation proposed by this NOPR should direct their coments to
the Desk O ficer for FERC, OvVvB, Room 10202 NEOB, Washi ngton, D.C
20503, phone 202-395-3087, facsimle 202-395-7285. Comments nust
be filed with OMB within 30 days of publication of this docunent

in the Federal Register. Three copies of any comments filed with

the Ofice of Managenent and Budget al so should be sent to the
follow ng address: M. David P. Boergers, Secretary, Federal
Energy Regul atory Comm ssion, Room 1A, 888 First Street, N E.,
Washi ngton, D.C. 20426. For further information on the

reporting requirenments, contact Mchael MIler at (202) 208-1415.

135/ 5 CFR 1320. 11.
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VIl. PUBLI C COMVENT PROCEDURE

This NOPR gives notice of our intention to issue a set of
uni form busi ness practices inplenmenting the Comm ssion's policies
on transm ssion service price negotiation and inproving
i nteracti ons between transm ssion providers and custoners over
Open Access Sane-Tinme Information System (OASIS) nodes. In
addi tion, we propose a consistent nam ng convention for path
names, propose to replace the Data Dictionary El enent
"ANC _SERVI CE_TYPE" in the QASI S Standards and Communi cati on
Protocol s Docunent (Version 1.3) with the term"AS TYPE," and
propose to clarify the terns "D SPLACED, " " SUPERSEDED, " and
"REFUSED" in the Data Dictionary Elenent and in section 4.2.10. 2.
of the S&CP Docunent.

Prior to taking final action on this proposed rul emaki ng, we
are inviting cooments frominterested persons on the proposals
di scussed in this preanble and conpiled in Attachnent A to this
NOPR. Additionally, the Comm ssion specifically invites conments
on whet her any of the best practice guides proposed in this NOPR
shoul d i nstead be issued as mandat ory standards and whet her any
mandat ory standards proposed in this NOPR should instead be
i ssued as best practice guides. The Commi ssion invites
interested persons to submt witten cormments on the matters and
i ssues proposed in this notice to be adopted, including any

related matters or alternative proposals that commenters may w sh



Docket No. RMD5-9-003 - 137 -
to di scuss.

The original and 14 copies of such comrents nust be received
by the Commi ssion by [insert date 60 days after publication in
the Federal Register]. Conmments should be submtted to the
O fice of the Secretary, Federal Energy Regul atory Comm ssion,
888 First Street, N E., Washington D.C. 20426 and should refer to
Docket No. RMB5-9-0083.

In addition to filing paper copies, the Conmm ssion
encourages the filing of coments either on conputer diskette or
via Internet E-Mail. Comments may be filed in the foll ow ng
formats: WordPerfect 6.1 or |ower version, M5 Wrd O fice 97 or
| ower version, or ASCI| format.

For diskette filing, include the follow ng information on
the diskette | abel: Docket No. RWB5-9-003; the nanme of the filing
entity; the software and version used to create the file; and the
nanme and tel ephone nunber of a contact person.

For Internet E-Mail submttal, coments should be submtted
to "coment.rm@erc.fed.us" in the followng format. On the
subject line, specify Docket No. RWB5-9-003. 1In the body of the
E- Mai | nessage, include the nanme of the filing entity; the
software and version used to create the file, and the nanme and
t el ephone nunber of the contact person. Attach the comment to
the E-Mail in one of the formats specified above. The Comm ssion
w Il send an automatic acknow edgnent to the sender's E-Mai

address upon receipt. Questions on electronic filing should be
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directed to Brooks Carter at 202-501-8145, E-Mail address
brooks. carter @erc. f ed. us.

Commenters should take note that, until the Conmm ssion
anmends its rules and regul ati ons, the paper copy of the filing
remains the official copy of the docunment submtted. Therefore,
any di screpanci es between the paper filing and the electronic
filing or the diskette will be resolved by reference to the paper
filing.

All witten cormments will be placed in the Conm ssion’s
public files and wll be available for inspection in the
Conmmi ssion’s Public Reference roomat 888 First Street, N E
Washi ngton D. C. 20426, during regul ar business hours.
Additionally, comments nmay be viewed and printed renotely via the
I nternet through FERC s Hone Page using the RIM5S link or the
Energy Information Online icon. User assistance is available at
202-208-2222, or by E-Mail to rinsmaster @erc. f ed. us.

Li st of Subjects in 18 CFR Part 37

Open Access Sane-tine Information Systens and Standards of
Conduct

By direction of the Conm ssion.
( SEAL)
David P. Boergers,
Secretary.
I n consideration of the foregoing, the Conm ssion proposes

to adopt the attached "Business Practice Standards and CGui des for
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Open Access Sane-tine Informati on System (QASIS) Transacti ons”

and to anend Part 37 in Chapter |, Title 18, Code of Federal

Regul ations, as set forth bel ow
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PART 37 -- OPEN ACCESS SAME- TI ME | NFORVATI ON SYSTEMS AND
STANDARDS OF CONDUCT FOR PUBLI C UTI LI TI ES

1. The authority citation for Part 37 continues to read as
follows: 16 U.S. C. 88 791-825r, 2601-2645; 31 U.S.C. § 9701; 42
US C 8§ 7101-7352.

2. Section 37.5 is anended by revising paragraph (b) to read as

fol |l ows:

§ 37.5 ol i gations of Transm ssion Providers and Responsible
Parti es.

* * * * *

(b) A Responsible Party nust: (1) Provide access to an
QASI S providing standardi zed information rel evant to the
availability of transm ssion capacity, prices, and other
information (as described in this part) pertaining to the
transm ssion systemfor which it is responsible;

(2) operate the OCASIS in conpliance with the standardized

procedures and protocols found in OASI S Standards and

Conmuni cati on Protocols, which can be obtained fromthe Public

Ref erence and Fil es Mi ntenance Branch, Room 2A, Federal Energy
Regul at ory Conm ssion, 888 First Street NE, Washi ngton, DC 20426;
and

(3) operate the OASIS in conpliance with the Busi ness

Practice Standards and CGui des for Open Access Sane-tine

I nformati on System (QASIS) Transacti ons, which can be obtai ned at

the sane address as provided in subsection (b)(2) above.
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[ Note: This attachnment will not appear in the Code of Federal
Regul ati ons. ]

Sections 13.2, 14.2, 14.7, and 17.5 of the pro forma tariff
provi de as foll ows:

13.2 Reservation Priority: Long-Term Firm Poi nt-To- Poi nt
Transm ssion Service shall be available on a first-conme, first-
served basis i.e., in the chronol ogi cal sequence in which each
Transm ssi on Custonmer has reserved service. Reservations for
Short-Term Fi rm Poi nt - To- Poi nt Transm ssion Service wll be
condi tional based upon the length of the requested transaction.
| f the Transm ssion System becones oversubscri bed, requests for
| onger term service may preenpt requests for shorter term service
up to the follow ng deadlines; one day before the conmencenent of
daily service, one week before the comencenent of weekly
service, and one nonth before the commencenent of nonthly
service. Before the conditional reservation deadline, if
avail abl e transm ssion capability is insufficient to satisfy al
Applications, an Eligible Customer with a reservation for shorter
termservice has the right of first refusal to match any | onger
termreservation before losing its reservation priority. A
| onger term conpeting request for Short-Term Firm Poi nt-To- Poi nt
Transm ssion Service will be granted if the Eligible Custoner
with the right of first refusal does not agree to match the
conpeting request within 24 hours (or earlier if necessary to
conply with the scheduling deadlines provided in section 13.8)
frombeing notified by the Transm ssion Provider of a |longer-term
conpeting request for Short-Term Firm Poi nt-To-Point Transm ssion
Service. After the conditional reservation deadline, service wll
comence pursuant to the terns of Part Il of the Tariff. Firm
Poi nt - To- Poi nt Transm ssion Service will always have a
reservation priority over Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transm ssion
Service under the Tariff. Al Long-Term Firm Poi nt- To- Poi nt
Transm ssion Service will have equal reservation priority with
Native Load Customers and Network Customers. Reservation
priorities for existing firmservice custoners are provided in
Section 2.2.

14.2 Reservation Priority: Non-Firm Point-To- Poi nt
Transm ssion Service shall be available fromtransm ssion
capability in excess of that needed for reliable service to
Native Load Custoners, Network Custoners and other Transm ssion
Custoners taking Long-Term and Short-Term Fi rm Poi nt - To- Poi nt
Transm ssion Service. A higher priority will be assigned to
reservations with a longer duration of service. |In the event the
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Transm ssion Systemis constrai ned, conpeting requests of equal
duration will be prioritized based on the highest price offered
by the Eligible Custonmer for the Transm ssion Service. Eligible
Custonmers that have already reserved shorter term service have
Page 2 of 3 Attachnent B

the right of first refusal to match any | onger termreservation
before being preenpted. A longer-term conpeting request for Non-
Fi rm Poi nt-To-Point Transm ssion Service will be granted if the

Eligible Customer with the right of first refusal does not agree
to match the conpeting request: (a) imediately for hourly Non-
Fi rm Poi nt-To-Point Transm ssion Service after notification by
the Transm ssion Provider; and, (b) within 24 hours (or earlier
if necessary to conply with the scheduling deadlines provided in
section 14.6) for Non-Firm Poi nt-To-Point Transm ssion Service
ot her than hourly transactions after notification by the

Transm ssion Provider. Transm ssion service for Network
Custonmers fromresources other than designated Network Resources
wi |l have a higher priority than any Non-Firm Poi nt - To- Poi nt
Transm ssion Service. Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transm ssion
Service over secondary Point(s) of Receipt and Point(s) of
Delivery will have the | owest reservation priority under the
Tariff.

14.7 Curtailnment or Interruption of Service: The
Transm ssion Provider reserves the right to Curtail, in whole or
in part, Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transm ssion Service provided
under the Tariff for reliability reasons when, an energency or
ot her unforeseen condition threatens to inpair or degrade the
reliability of its Transm ssion System The Transm ssion
Provider reserves the right to Interrupt, in whole or in part,
Non- Fi r m Poi nt - To- Poi nt Transm ssi on Service provi ded under the
Tariff for economc reasons in order to acconmopdate (1) a request
for Firm Transm ssion Service, (2) a request for Non-Firm Point-
To- Poi nt Transm ssion Service of greater duration, (3) a request
for Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transm ssion Service of equal
duration with a higher price, or (4) transm ssion service for
Net wor k Cust onmers from non-desi gnated resources. The
Transm ssion Provider also wll discontinue or reduce service to
the Transm ssion Custonmer to the extent that deliveries for
transm ssion are discontinued or reduced at the Point(s) of
Recei pt. Were required, Curtailnments or Interruptions wll be
made on a non-discrimnatory basis to the transaction(s) that
effectively relieve the constraint, however, Non-Firm Point-To-
Poi nt Transm ssion Service shall be subordinate to Firm
Transm ssion Service. |If nmultiple transactions require
Curtailment or Interruption, to the extent practicable and
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consistent wwth Good Utility Practice, Curtail ments or
Interruptions will be made to transactions of the shortest term
(e.qg., hourly non-firmtransactions will be Curtailed or
Interrupted before daily non-firmtransactions and daily non-firm
transactions will be Curtailed or Interrupted before weekly non-
firmtransactions). Transm ssion service for Network Custoners
fromresources other than designated Network Resources w |l have
a higher priority than any Non-Fi rm Poi nt - To- Poi nt Transm ssi on
Page 3 of 3 Attachnent B

Service under the Tariff. Non-Firm Point-To-Point Transm ssion
Service over secondary Point(s) of Receipt and Point(s) of
Delivery will have a lower priority than any Non-Firm Poi nt-To-
Poi nt Transm ssion Service under the Tariff. The Transm ssion
Provider wll provide advance notice of Curtail nent or

I nterruption where such notice can be provided consistent with
Good Utility Practice.

17.5 Response to a Conpleted Application: Follow ng receipt
of a Conpleted Application for Firm Point-To-Point Transm ssion
Service, the Transm ssion Provider shall make a determ nati on of
avai l abl e transm ssion capability as required in Section 15. 2.
The Transm ssion Provider shall notify the Eligible Custoner as
soon as practicable, but not later than thirty (30) days after
the date of receipt of a Conpleted Application either (i) if it
will be able to provide service without performng a System
| npact Study or (ii) if such a study is needed to evaluate the
i npact of the Application pursuant to Section 19.1. Responses by
the Transm ssion Provider nust be nmade as soon as practicable to
all conpl eted applications (including applications by its own
merchant function) and the timng of such responses nust be nade
on a non-discrimnatory basis.
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[ Note: This attachnment will not appear in the Code of Federal
Regul ati ons. ]

Section 4.2.10.2 of the S&CP Docunent provides as foll ows:

4.2.10.2 Status Val ues
The possi bl e STATUS val ues are:

QUEUED= initial status assigned by TSIP on
recei pt of "custonmer services
pur chase request".

| NVALI D= assigned by TSI P or Provider
indicating an invalid field in the
request, such as inproper POR POD,
source, sink, etc. (Final state).

RECEI VED= assigned by Provider or Seller to
acknowl edge QUEUED requests and
i ndicate the service request is
bei ng eval uated, including for
conpleting the required ancillary
servi ces.

STUDY= assigned by Provider or Seller to
i ndicate sone |evel of study is
requi red or being perfornmed to
eval uate service request.

REFUSED= assigned by Provider or Seller to
i ndi cate service request has been
denied due to availability of
transm ssion capability.

SELLER COMVENTS shoul d be used to
communi cate details for denial of
service. (Final state).

COUNTEROFFER= assigned by Provider or Seller to
indicate that a new OFFER PRICE i s
bei ng proposed.

REBI D= assigned by Custoner to indicate
that a new BID PRICE is being
pr oposed.

SUPERSEDED= assigned by Provider or Seller when
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a request which has not yet been
confirmed is displaced by anot her
reservation request. (Final state).
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ACCEPTED=

DECLI NED=

CONFI RMVED=

W THDRAVWN=

DI SPLACED=

ANNULLED=

At t achment

assigned by Provider or Seller to
indicate the service request at the
desi gnat ed OFFER PRI CE has been
approved/ accepted. If the
reservation request was submtted
PRECONFI RVED t he OASI S Node shal

i mredi ately set the reservation
status to CONFI RVED. Dependi ng upon
the type of ancillary services
required, the Seller may or may not
require all ancillary service
reservations to be conpl eted before
accepting a request.

assigned by Provider or Seller to
indicate that the BID PRICE is
unaccept abl e and that negoti ati ons
are term nated. SELLER COWVMENTS
shoul d be used to comuni cate
reason for denial of service.
(Final state).

assi gned by Custoner in response to
Provider or Seller posting
"ACCEPTED' status, to confirm
service. Once a request has been
"CONFI RVMED', a transm ssion service
reservation exists. (Final state,
unl ess overridden by DI SPLACED or
ANNULLED st ate).

assigned by Custoner at any point
in request evaluation to w thdraw
the request fromany further
action. (Final state).

assi gned by Provider or Seller when
a "CONFI RVED' reservation froma
Custoner is displaced by a | onger
termreservation and the Custoner
has exercised right of first

refusal (i.e. refused to match
terms of new request). (Final
state).

assi gned by Provider or Seller
when, by nmutual agreement with the

C
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RETRACTED=

Custoner, a confirmed reservation
is to be voided. (Final state).

assi gned by Provider or Seller when
the Custoner fails to confirmor

wi t hdraw the request within the
required time period. (Final
state).



