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FERC Order 889 section 37.6 (3)
               (3)  Posting.  The ATC and TTC for all Posted Paths must be posted in megawatts by specific direction and in the manner prescribed in this subsection.  

               (i) Constrained Posted Paths.

               (A) For Firm ATC and TTC:  

               (1) The posting shall show ATC and TTC for a 30-day period.  For this period postings shall be: by the hour, for the current hour and the 168 hours next following; and thereafter, by the day.  If the Transmission Provider charges separately for on-peak and off-peak periods in its tariff, ATC and TTC will be posted daily for each period.

               (2) Postings shall also be made by the month, showing for the current month and the 12 months next following.

               (3)  If planning and specific requested transmission studies have been done, seasonal capability shall be posted for the year following the current year and for each year following to the end of the planning horizon but not to exceed 10 years.

               (B)  For Non-Firm ATC and TTC.  The posting shall show ATC and TTC for a 30-day period by the hour and days prescribed under paragraph (b)(3)(i)(A)(1) of this section and, if so requested, by the month and year as prescribed under paragraph(b)(3)(i)(A)(2) and (3) of this section.
               (C) Updating Posted Information for Constrained Paths. 

               (1) The capability posted under paragraphs (b)(3)(i)(A) and (B) of this section must be updated when transactions are reserved or service ends or whenever the TTC estimate for the Path changes by more than 10 percent.

               (2)  All updating of hourly information shall be made on the hour. 

               (ii) Unconstrained Posted Paths.  

(A) Postings of ATC and TTC shall be by the day, showing for the current day and the next six days following and thereafter, by the month for the 12 months next following.  If the Transmission Provider charges separately for on-peak and off-peak periods in its tariff, ATC and TTC will be posted for the current day and the next six days following for each period.  These postings are to be updated whenever the ATC changes by more than 20 percent of the Path's TTC.

               (B)  If planning and specific requested transmission studies have been done, seasonal capability shall be posted for the year following the current year and for each year following until the end of the planning horizon but not to exceed 10 years.
FERC Order 638, Section beginning with discussion on Standard 4.18
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Standard 4.18 - Displaced and Superseded Pendin2 Requests for Transmission Service


As we stated in the UBP NOPR, Guide 4.18 lays out the circumstances when a transmission provider may displace or supersede pending requests for service based on the priorities laid out in Table 4-3 (Guide 4. 16).126  The exact language of this provision is as follows:

Guide 4.18: Given competing requests for a limited resource and a right of-first-refusal is not required to be offered, the Provider may immediately move requests in the CONFIRMED state to DISPLACED, or from an ACCEPTED or COUNTEROFFER state to SUPERSEDED, if the competing request is of higher priority, based on the rules represented in Table 4-3. These state changes require dynamic notification to the Customer if the Customer has requested dynamic notification on OASIS.

Footnote 126:UBP NOPR at 33,632.
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In the UBP NOPR, we clarified that a transmission provider may change a confirmed reservation from the CONFIRMED status to DISPLACED status, at the time a competing request of higher priority is confirmed.127

In addition, the UBP NOPR proposed that transmission providers decrement ATC on their internal systems upon accepting a request (without waiting for a customer’s confirmation). At the same time, we invited specific comment on whether ATC should be decremented upon acceptance of a customer’s request or upon the customer’s confirmation of the acceptance. We also proposed that ATC postings be updated when the transmission service is reserved (after confirmation).128

We also proposed to clarify the definition of “DISPLACED” by inserting the words “if any” after the word “refusal” to make clear that the existence of a status value for “DISPLACED” in the S&CP Document is not meant to confer any right-of-first-refusal. In addition, we proposed to substitute the word “replaced” for “displaced” in the text of the definition.

Comments


PJM and Cinergy agree with our proposal to require that ATC be decremented internally when a reservation is accepted and that ATC postings be decremented when a

Footnote 127: UBP at NOPR at 33,634.

Footnote 128: The transmission provider adjusts its calculation of ATC internally before it is required to post a revised ATC on the OASIS.
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reservation is confirmed.129  PJM argues that if ATC is not decremented when a reservation is accepted, a customer could be placed in the position of having its request accepted, creating a deal based on the acceptance, and, when it was ready to confirm, another customer could be awarded the service.


Allegheny Power, Consumers, Duke, TEP, and VEPCO disagree with the proposal and would decrement ATC (both internally and in postings) when the accepted reservation is confirmed by the customer.130 Allegheny Power cites its experience as the reason for preferring to decrement on confirmation. Recently, Allegheny Power accepted, without confirmation, as many as 50 reservations on a given path.131 Allegheny Power claims that decrementing ATC for each reservation would have artificially limited the east to west transmission market by reducing ATC to zero on many paths. Allegheny Power’s ability to sell transmission service would have been limited without a commitment from customers. Allegheny Power argues that by setting confirmation time limits, requests that are not confirmed are removed from the queue. Allegheny Power also argues that the procedure avoids the possibility of a customer purposely locking up all ATC on a path with no intention of confirming the request.132
Footnote 129: PJM Comments at 5, Cinergy Comments at 10.

Footnote 130: Duke also raises this argument in connection with pre-confirmation under proposed Guide 4.25. We will address Duke’s comment there.

Footnote 131: Allegheny Power Comments at 3.

Footnote 132: Allegheny Power Comments at 3-4.
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Duke adds that, if ATC is internally decremented upon acceptance, a transmission provider may find itself in the position of having decremented ATC and subsequently having the customer withdraw the request.


TEP argues that decrementing ATC when a reservation is confirmed assures a commitment by the customer to pay for the service and allows ATC to be adjusted and posted in a single automated process.133


Duke also requests that the Commission clarify its rules on transmission providers’ practices with regard to the posting of ATC, to decrement and show capacity benefit margin (CBM) and transmission reserve margin (TRM) on the OASIS, in addition to showing transmission reservations, in order to make clear how transmission providers have arrived at their posted ATC.134

In the UBP NOPR, we explained that, unless ATC is updated internally on acceptance, a transmission provider could be placed in the awkward position of having accepted numerous requests for the same constrained capacity and having several customers confirm the deal at the same time. VEPCO argues that the solution to having customers confirm at the same time is for the transmission provider to displace the later

Footnote 133: TEP Comments at 4.

Footnote 134: Duke Comments at 9.
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requests.135 VEPCO also argues that ATC should not be decremented until a customer agrees to pay for it.136


Consumers’ request asks us to clarif’ the goal of maintaining separate posted and non-posted ATC values, and how transmission providers will use non-posted ATC.137 Consumers’ point seems to be that there is no value in a transmission provider maintaining non-posted ATC values.

Discussion


In the UBP NOPR,138 we proposed to revise the definition of “displaced” in the Data Element Dictionary and in section 4.2.10.2 of the S&CP Document. In addition, as discussed m section II.D.4.b, above, we will correct the definition of “displaced” to add the word “not” that was erroneously omitted. With these changes, the definition of “displaced” in section 4.2.10.2 of the S&CP Document will now read as follows:

DISPLACED =
 assigned by Provider or Seller




when a “CONFIRMED”




reservation from a Customer is




replaced by a longer term




reservation and the Customer has




not exercised right of first refusal,




if any (j, refused to match terms




of new request). (Final state).

Footnote 135: VEPCO Comments at 10.

Footnote 136: But see discussion of VEPCO’s comments (re: proposed Guide 4.7) in section II.D.4.c above and later in this section (re: proposed Guide 4.25)

Footnote 137: Consumers Comments at 3.

Footnote 138: This proposal was unopposed.
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We continue to believe that it is preferable for transmission providers to decrement ATC internally as reservations are accepted and to decrement ATC postings as reservations are confirmed. VEPCO suggests that rather than decrement ATC internally when reservations are made, transmission providers should displace customers at the end of the queue when confirmations are made. We believe that VEPCO’s suggestion unfairly penalizes customers who have made deals based on acceptance of their reservations and whose unconfirmed reservations are subsequently preempted. If transmission providers decrement ATC internally as requests are made, then customers at the end of the queue will not have their reservations accepted until, and if, space becomes available. Consequently, fewer customers whose requests were accepted will be denied service.


By contrast, VEPCO’s suggestion would extend acceptances to customers further down the queue, who could preempt customers who had made their requests earlier, but who had not yet confirmed. This undercuts the customer confirmation time limits agreed on by the industiy and that we are adopting in Table 4-2, and is not a desired outcome. In addition, VEPCO’s comments here are contradicted by its comments supporting proposed Guide 4.7 and 4.25, where VEPCO asserted that all pending requests should be evaluated at the same time, prior to acceptance, and that subsequent requests at a higher price are not to be evaluated until expiration of the customer’s confirmation time limits.


Regarding Consumers’ request for clarification of what we expect to achieve by having transmission providers maintain an internal ATC value and a posted ATC value,
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keeping track internally of how much ATC has been reserved allows transmission providers to know when reservations reach the capacity limit of a path. This offers the benefit of allowing transmission providers to cease accepting reservations until capacity becomes available (either through the withdrawal of a pending request or the expiration of a confirmation time limit).


The foregoing discussion of Consumers’ request for clarification explains why the Commission finds merit in having a transmission provider internally decrement ATC at the time it accepts a customer’s request. This discussion should not be interpreted as revising the requirements for updating ATC postings established in Order No. 889,139 which requires that, “A [ATC and TTC] posting for a constrained path must be updated when transmission service on the path is reserved or service ends or when the path’s TTC changes by more than 10 percent,” and “[p]ostings for an unconstrained posted path must be updated when the ATC changes by more than 20 percent of the path’s TTC.”


As to Duke’s suggestion that transmission providers decrement and show CBM and TRM on the OASIS, we note that, on January 31, 2000, the MIC and How Group jointly filed recommended revisions to the S&CP Document that, among other matters, propose a method for posting CBM and TRM on the OASIS.140 We will address Duke’s

Footnote 139: Order No. 889, FERC Stats. And Regs. ¶ 31,035 at 31,606 (1996) 
Footnote 140: This was filed in response to the Commission’s clarifying order in Capacity Benefit Margin in Computing Available Transmission Capacity, 88 FERC ¶ 61,099 at 61,237 (1999), where the Commission directed that, for each path for which a utility already posts ATC, a transmission provider should also post (and update) the CBM figure for that path, and also should provide a narrative explanation of its CBM practices.
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suggestion within the context of our review of the recommended revisions to the S&CP

Document. As discussed in section II.D. 1, above, we will adopt this guide as Standard

4.18.

Standard 4.19 - Counteroffers When Right-of-First-Refusal Is Required


In the UBP NOPR, we stated that Guide 4.19 provides that, in instances where the customer is entitled to a right-of-first-refusal, the transmission provider is to notify the customer through the use of a COUNTEROFFER of the opportunity to match the subsequent offer. The exact language of this proposal is as follows:

Guide 4.19: In those cases where right-of-first-refusal is required to be

offered, the Provider shall notify the Customer, through the use of a

COUNTEROFFER, of the opportunity to match the subsequent offer.

Comments


VEPCO recommends that Guide 4.19 not be adopted as written. VEPCO asserts that it is not possible to facilitate the exercise of a right-of-first-refusal as envisioned by Guide 4.19. It argues that the State Diagram does not allow the status of a CONFIRMED request to be changed to COUNTEROFFER. VEPCO also argues that even if the diagram permitted the change, the S&CP Document does not permit the customer to modify the tenn of service of the request after the request is submitted. VEPCO proposes to add a new status, “preempted with right of first refusal,’ to the diagram. VEPCO states that once a request attains this status, the customer should be permitted to modify the
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term of service to match the preempting request. VEPCO adds that, as the customer would be able to modify the original request, the original queue time would be preserved.

Discussion


As discussed in section II.D. 1, above, we will adopt proposed Guide 4.19 as Standard 4.19. We agree with VEPCO that the State Diagram in the S&CP Document does not permit a COUNTEROFFER to a CONFIRMED reservation. lii section II.D.4.b, above (discussing Guide 4.5), we addressed the conflict caused by the definition of REBID, in the S&CP Document, which does not allow rebidding of duration, and Row 7 of Table 4-3, which does allow rebidding of duration. We resolved this conflict by requesting that the MIC/How Group make the necessary changes to the S&CP Document. VEPCO calls our attention to an associated problem: the State Diagram does not have a mechanism for implementing the right-of-first-refusal. VEPCO proposes to add a new STATUS, “preempted with right of first refusal,” to the State Diagram. We are reluctant to make this change to the S&CP Document without the MIC and How Group considering the consequences of this change. We, therefore, will adopt Standard 4.19, but request that, within ninety (90) days of the date of publication of this Final Rule in the Federal Register, the MIC and How Group propose changes in the State Diagram, templates, and the S&CP Document needed to properly implement this standard.

NERC MOD 001-0
R1.5. A requirement that TTC and ATC values shall be determined and posted as follows:

R1.5.1. Daily values for current week at least once per day.

R1.5.2. Daily values for day 8 through the first month at least once per week.

R1.5.3. Monthly values for months 2 through 13 at least once per month.
R1.8. A description of how the assumptions for and the calculations of TTC and ATC

values change over different time (such as hourly, daily, and monthly) horizons.
Proposed language for MOD-001-1
1.5.6.9 Flowgate AFC data exchange: Firm and non-firm AFC values shall be provided at the minimum update intervals as follows:  Hourly AFC once-per-hour, Daily AFC once-per-day, Weekly AFC once per day, and Monthly AFC once per month.

1.5.6.12 Frequency of Data Exchange: 
1.5.6.12.1 For the evaluation of transmission service requests, transmission providers should utilize the updated AFC values at the frequency noted below: 

· For hourly, once per hour. 

· For daily, once per day 

· Weekly , once per day

· Monthly, once a week

Work paper compiling Orders 889, 638 and NERC original MOD 001 and the latest version of MOD 001 -1 - this paper is to outline posting requirements for Item 3E of R05004A
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