7. Transmission Curtailments

973. The Commission did not propose in the NOPR, or adopt in Order No. 890, any

changes to the terms and conditions under which a transmission provider may curtail

service to maintain reliable operation of the grid, as set forth in sections 13.6 and 14.7 for

point-to-point service and section 33 for network service. The Commission did, however,

conclude that the posting of additional curtailment information is necessary to provide

transparency and allow customers to determine whether they have been treated in the same

manner as other transmission system users, including customers of the transmission

provider. Accordingly, the Commission required transmission providers, working through

NAESB, to develop a detailed template for the posting of additional information on OASIS

regarding firm transmission curtailments, including all circumstances and events

contributing to the need for a firm service curtailment, specific services and customers

curtailed (including the transmission provider’s own retail loads), and the duration of the

curtailment.

Requests for Rehearing and Clarification

974. Powerex claims the Commission improperly rejected its request that the pro forma

curtailment provisions be modified to provide for pro rata curtailment based on a
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customer's reserved capacity rather than its scheduled capacity. Powerex states that the

Commission appears to have misunderstood its proposed two-stage curtailment procedure,

which was rejected for having the potential to impair reliability since the amount of

capacity curtailed using that approach would not address the actual power flows and,

therefore, could be less than required to relieve the overloaded facility. Powerex explains

that the proposed two-stage process pertained solely to the timeframe before power is

actually flowing. Powerex further states that pro rata curtailments based on reservation

capacity would be made prior to the energy scheduling and tagging deadline (e.g., 20

minutes before the operating hour), that the transmission provider would compare a

customer's individual schedule to its reduced/curtailed rights, and, if the customer's

scheduled quantities fall within its reduced rights, that schedule would flow uncut. After

calculating the total capacity scheduled following the application of the pro rata

curtailment, Powerex proposes that any excess transmission be allocated back on a pro rata

basis to transmission customers whose schedules were cut below their reduced rights.

Powerex states that this would in no way affect curtailments to actual power flows.

Powerex suggests that curtailment within the hour, due to the limited time available to

affect relief, should continue to be allocated based on actual schedules.

975. Powerex contends that the Commission mistakenly concluded that Powerex's

proposal would adversely impact reliability, arguing that the amount of capacity curtailed

under the two-stage process would be no different from the amount of capacity the

transmission provider believes is necessary to address the constraint and that the capacity

would be more equitably and economically cut according to the transmission customers'
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reserved quantities rather than the scheduled quantities. Powerex states that it is not aware

of a single commenter that provided any evidence that the above modification would be

detrimental in any way to reliability, nor did the Commission provide any evidentiary

support for its response.

976. E.ON U.S. requests clarification of the correct order of curtailments given the

addition of conditional firm point-to-point transmission service. Specifically, E.ON U.S.

requests clarification regarding the curtailment priority of the different conditional firm

options, i.e., conditions based on an annual number of hours and conditions based on

specific system conditions.

Commission Determination

977. The Commission rejects Powerex’s request to modify the curtailment provisions of

the pro forma OATT to provide for pro rata curtailment based on a customer’s reserved

capacity rather than its scheduled capacity. Although Powerex addresses in its request for

rehearing the Commission’s initial concern regarding the proposal,352 we continue to

believe that the proposal would have a potentially adverse impact on reliability. Powerex’s

proposal would greatly increase the complexity of scheduling transactions at or near realtime

operations, threatening reliability without providing significant competitive benefits.

Powerex has taken a complex issue and presented it in two simple steps, leaving out the

details of how the transmission operators could obtain all the necessary information

352 See Order No. 890 at P 1629 (stating that the amount of capacity actually

curtailed under the Powerex proposal might be less than required to relieve the

overloaded facility).
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required to make on-the-spot decisions, perform the analyses to determine whether each

schedule flow fully utilizes its respective reservation, reallocate unused reserved capacity,

and curtail transactions without impairing reliability. We thus reject the Powerex’s request

for rehearing in this regard.

978. In response to E.ON U.S., we reiterate that the Commission adopted a secondary

network curtailment priority to apply for the hours or specific conditions when conditional

firm service is conditional. During non-conditional periods, conditional firm service

curtailment is treated consistent with curtailment of other long-term firm service.353 We

reiterate that Order No. 890 did not change the terms and conditions under which a

transmission provider may curtail service to maintain reliable operation of the grid or

change the priority of curtailment for any type of transmission service. Rather, conditional

firm point-to-point service, as adopted in Order No. 890, fits within the existing curtailment

priorities and constructs.
