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Open Access Sane-Tine | nformation ) Docket No. RMB5-9-003
System and St andards of Conduct )
ORDER ON OASI S- RELATED | SSUES
(I'ssued June 18, 1998)

BACKGROUND

The Comm ssion has determ ned that open access non-
discrimnatory transm ssion service requires that information
about the transm ssion system nust be nmade avail able to al

transm ssion users at the sane tinme by way of the Open Access



Sanme-Time Information System (OASIS). 1/ The current Phase

OASIS is an Internet-based el ectronic conmuni cati on and

1/ Open Access Sane-Tine Information System and Standards of
Conduct, Order No. 889, FERC Stats. & Regs. { 31,035 (1996);
order granting request for clarification, 77 FERC | 61, 335
(1996); order on reh’g, Oder No. 889-A, FERC Stats. & Regs.
1 31,049 (1997); and order denying reh' g, Order No. 889-B,
81 FERC T 61, 253 (1997).

See al so Pronoting Wiol esal e Conpetition Through Open Access
Non-Di scrim natory Transm ssion Services by Public

Utilities; Recovery of Stranded Costs by Public Uilities
and Transmtting Uilities, Order No. 888, FERC Stats. &
Regs. ¢ 31,036 (1996); order on reh’g, Order No. 888-A, FERC
Stats. & Regs. { 31,048 (1997); order on reh g, Order No.
888-B, 81 FERC f 61,248 (1997); and order on reh’ g, Oder

No. 888-C, 82 FERC Y 61,046 (1998).
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reservation system through which transm ssion providers 1/
furni sh potential transm ssion custonmers with information
pertaining to the availability and price of transm ssion and
ancillary services and potential custoners nay sel ect and procure
those services in the formof service reservations. 1/ To ensure
that individual OASIS nodes present information in a consistent
and uni form manner, the Comm ssion has relied upon the industry
to devel op standards and protocols for the Comm ssion's review
and approval that specify, anong other things, OASIS tenpl ates
defining the information that nust be presented to custoners
interested in procuring transm ssion-rel ated services, both in
the interactive formof graphical displays or screens, and in the
form of downl oadable files. To this end, EPRI and NERC have

jointly facilitated the ongoing activities of the QASI S "How'

2/ The term " Transm ssion Provider" is defined at § 37.3(a) of
the Comm ssion's OASIS regul ations, 18 CFR Part 37 (1997),
as:

any public utility that owns, operates, or
controls facilities used for the transm ssion of
el ectric energy in interstate conmmerce.

3/ Early work on QASI S devel opnent has focused on facilitating
the nore frequently sought short term point-to-point
transm ssion related services. Phase | of QASIS devel opnent
has invol ved the establishment of basic OASIS sites (nodes)
by each transm ssion provider, by January 3, 1997, with
ongoi ng refinenents that permt potential transm ssion
custoners to reserve transm ssion capacity and rel ated
services. QOASIS Phase Il contenplates fully functiona
QOASI S nodes that additionally will allow on-1ine scheduling
of transm ssion service and of the energy associated with
transm ssion service that now nust be acconplished off-QASI S
by facsimle or tel ephone.
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Wrking Goup (How G oup) 1/ to develop suitable OASIS standards

and communi cations protocols. 1/ In this order, we address

4/ A list of the abbreviations of nanes used in this order is
provided in Attachnent 1.

5/ Section 37.5(b)(2) of the OASIS regul ations, 18 CFR
37.5(b)(2) (1997), requires that each transm ssion provider
operate its OASIS node in conpliance with the standardi zed
procedures specified in the OASIS Standards and
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several OASIS matters raised in connection with our directives in

O der

No. 889-A, various submttals fromthe How G oup, and

coments frominterested persons. 1/

Commruni cations Protocols docunment (referred to herein as the
S&CP Docunent) .

In Order No. 889-A, we directed a nunber of changes to QASI S
that are listed at note 64, infra. The submttals fromthe

How G oup included responses to the directives in Order No.

889-A, as well as requests for clarification and suggestions
for additional changes to the S&CP Docunent based on

busi ness experi ence under QASI S.
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In Order No. 889-A, we determ ned that any "negotiation"
between a transm ssion provider and a potential transm ssion
custoner over price discounts should take place on the QASI S,
visible to all market participants. W also ordered sone m nor
revisions to the OASIS regul ations, 1/ and requested that the How
G oup recommend certain changes to the S&CP Docunent consi stent
with the determ nations we made in Order No. 888-A. 1/ W nmade a
request to the How Group to propose any conform ng changes that
m ght be necessary to the S&CP Docunent by June 2, 1997, and to
informthe Comm ssion of the earliest date by which the industry
coul d neet our transm ssion service negotiation and price
di scount disclosure requirenents during Phase |

On June 27, 1997, the How G oup proposed interimneasures to

allow on-1ine transm ssion service negotiation and posting of

7/ The m nor revisions involved corrections of exanples,
t ypographi cal errors, out-of-date cross references, and
sim | ar changes.

8/ Consistent with this finding, we nmade a request to the How
Group to nmake recommendati ons on elimnating any references
in the S&CP Docunent (Version 1.1) pertaining to masking the
identities of parties to the transm ssion transaction (e.g.,
at 8 4.3.7.b). W also nade a request to the How G oup to
make reconmendati ons on revising the tenplates used for the
posted transm ssion service offerings (at §8 4.3.2), the
status of transm ssion service requests (at 8 4.3.7), and
the status of ancillary service requests (at 8 4.3.9) to
include: (1) the transm ssion provider's transm ssion and
ancillary services maxi num (ceiling) rates; (2) the
transm ssion provider's offering price; (3) the price
requested by the custoner; and (4) the details of the
negotiated transaction. See Order No. 889-A, FERC Stats. &
Regs. § 31,049 at 30, 568.
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price discounts on currently configured Phase | QASI S nodes
pendi ng devel opment of a nore satisfactory mnethod.

The How Group al so sought clarification of the Comm ssion's
stated intention regarding source and sink 1/ disclosure in O der
No. 889-A. In that order, we deleted fromthe QASIS regul ati ons
provisions permtting transm ssion custoners to request that
transm ssion providers posting transm ssion and ancillary service
requests and responses under 8 37.6(e) tenporarily mask the
identities of the parties to the transaction during and after
negotiations for transm ssion service. 1/ The How G oup asked if
this neant that the source and sink information routinely

provi ded by potential transm ssion custoners and reported on

QASI S transm ssion service request tenplates was also to be

9/ As we explain further bel ow, depending on the requirenents
of the transm ssion provider, source and sink information,
specifying the | ocation of the generator(s) and the |ocation
of the ultimate |oad, nmay either refer to control areas in
whi ch the generation or |oad are |located, or to specific
generator or |oad busses.

10/ The rel evant and now del eted OASIS regul ations, at §8§
37.6(e)(1)(iii) and 37.6(e)(3)(i), respectively, read:

The identify of the parties will be masked -- if
requested -- during the negotiating period and for
30 days fromthe date when the request was
accepted, denied or w thdrawn.

When any transaction is curtailed or interrupted,
the curtailnment or interruption nust be posted
(with the identities of the parties masked as
required in 8 37.6(e)(1)(iii)) and must state the
reason why the transaction could not be continued
or conpl et ed.
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divulged. 1In addition, the How G oup requested clarification as
to whether a transm ssion price "discount” as used in Order No.
889-A refers to any price below the ceiling price.

On July 15, 1997, we issued a notice concerning the How
Goup’s June 27 filing and invited public comment on the request
for clarification of the Comm ssion’s nasking requirenents, the
proposed interimneasures for on-line transm ssion service
negoti ati ons, and the posting of transm ssion price discounts.
The 13 comments we received are referred to herein as "Comrents

on How Group's June 27 letter". 1/

11/ Comments on the June 27, 1997 letter were filed by APPA,
ClLCO, CCEM Commonweal th Edi son, CPEX, Electric
Cl eari nghouse (jointly with PECO Energy), EPSA, Florida
Power Corp, NRECA, NYSEG PJM and Southern (on behal f of



Al abama Power, Georgia Power, @ulf Power, M ssissippi Power,
and Savannah). The How Group also filed comments, on
Septenber 22, 1997, which included proposed revisions to the
S&CP Docunent to accommbdate its proposed interim procedures
for on-line transm ssion service negotiations and the
posting of transm ssion price discounts.
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On August 12, 1997, the How Group submtted an updated
revi sed S&CP Docunent (Phase | A S&CP Docunent) to fully inplenent
our transm ssion price di scount negotiation policy and the m nor
revisions enunerated in Order No. 889-A 1/ |In addition to
replacing the How Goup’s interimneasures with nore
conpr ehensi ve procedures, the Phase | A S&CP Docunent i ncor porates
several proposals pronpted by the industry’ s experience in doing
busi ness using OASIS. The How Group proposes inplenentation six
mont hs after approval by the Conm ssion, in order to allow four
mont hs for standards and protocol devel opnment and beta testing
and two nonths for training and full scale testing.

On August 29, 1997, we issued a notice inviting public
coment on the August 12 submttal. Four coments were filed and

are referred to herein as "Comments on Phase | A". 1/

12/ The How G oup submtted a prelimnary draft version of this
proposal on July 9, 1997. Further additions, clarifications
and corrections to the August 12, 1997 filing, were
subm tted on Septenber 23, 1997

13/ Comments on the How Group’s Phase |A submittal were filed by
AEP, How Group/ Commercial Practices G oup, PECO and
Sout hern. The How G oup/ Commerci al Practices G oup conments
i ncl uded the Septenber 23, 1997 revision of the Phase | A
S&CP Docunent incorporating clarifications and m nor
corrections.

In addition, on April 3, April 9, April 10, and April 27,
1998, the How Group submtted a series of corrections and
revisions to its QOASI S Phase | A submttal incorporating
various clarifications and mnor corrections to the S&CP
Docunment. Each successive submttal superseded all pending
earlier submttals. W issued a notice of the April 10,
1998 submttal and not of those earlier submttals that it
superseded (the April 27 corrections were submtted as



comments on the April 10, 1998 submttal). W expected to
act on the latest corrections of the How G oup in this
order. However, with so many revisions, we are uncertain
that all errors have been identified. W therefore invite
the How G oup to file with the Comm ssion a revised Phase | A
submttal, within 21 days of the date of issuance of this
order, in WrdPerfect 6.1 format, that to the greatest
extent possible identifies all needed corrections to the
S&CP Docunent. W request that the transmttal letter for
this submittal provide a conplete explanation of al
revisions and why they are being proposed. W also request
that the submttal contain both a clean version and a

redl i ne/strikeout version show ng changes between that
version and the one being issued in this order. W wll

i ssue a public notice when we these docunents are filed and
will take action on the How G oup's recomrendati ons shortly
thereafter.



1. DI SCUSSI ON

A Overvi ew

In this order, we: (1) conclude that the source and sink
information reported on OASIS transm ssi on service request
tenpl ates shoul d be unmasked at the tine when a transm ssion
provi der updates the transm ssion reservation posting to show the
custoner's confirmation that it wishes to finalize the
transaction; (2) require nodifications to the operative | anguage
in the existing S&CP Docunent (Version 1.1) to incorporate our
findi ngs on unmaski ng source and sink information (to becone
effective on January 1,
1999) and on proposed interimmeasures (to becone effective 60
days fromthe date of publication of this order in the Federal
Regi ster; and (3) adopt, with the revisions discussed bel ow, the
Phase | A S&CP Docunent (as corrected by the How G oup inits
Septenber 23, 1997 submttal), as Version 1.2, to becone
effective on Decenber 1, 1998. For clarity, we address the
i ssues raised by the various How G oup submttals and rel ated
public comments on an issue-by-issue basis.

B. Maski ng of Source and Sink Related |nformation

The Comm ssion has been asked to deci de whether certain
information routinely provided by potential transm ssion
custoners, which pertains to the | ocation of the generator(s)

(source) and the location of the ultimte | oad (sink)
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[col l ectively, source and sink infornmation] should be nade
publicly avail able (by a posting on the OASIS) or should be kept
confidential (and nmade available only to transm ssion system
operators). This information, which hel ps define the

transm ssion service being requested, 1/ is submtted to the

14/ Source and sink information for point-to-point transm ssion
servi ce describes the |ocation of the generators and the
ultimate load in an electric system sense, and does not
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necessarily identify sellers and buyers by nanme. In
accordance with the convention of the transm ssion provider
under its individual Open Access Tariff (the Pro Forma
Tariff allowed each transm ssion provider to determne this
for itself inits Open Access Tariff filing) this source and
sink information may routinely include only the identities
of the respective control areas (e.g., in the case of point-
to-point transm ssion across a transm ssion provider's
system the point of receipt is identified as a control area
and the point of delivery is simlarly identified), or it
may include the identities of the respective bus bars of the
particul ar generators and | oads (e.g., in the case of

transm ssion within, out of or into a transm ssion
provider's transm ssion system). See, the Data El enent

Di ctionary, acconpanying the S& CP Docunent that, for

tenpl ate purposes, defines "source" as "[t]he area in which
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transm ssion provider by the potential transm ssion custoner when

the SOURCE is | ocated" and "sink" as "[t]he area in which
the SINK is |ocated."

The source and sink information here at issue is the source
and sink information reported on QASIS tenplates. W are
not addressing, and not requiring the disclosure of,
information collected fromcustoners as part of a conplete
application for transm ssion service under the Pro Forma
Tariff, including informati on on whet her the requested
transm ssion service is feasible (e.g., the NERC "taggi ng"
information that m ght acconpany the schedul i ng of

transm ssion service). See Coalition Against Private
Tariffs, and Western Resources, Inc., 83 FERC 61, 015
(1998), reh'g pending (CAPT). CAPT is further discussed
infra at notes 47, 74, and 76.
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it conpletes the TRANSREQUEST tenplate as part of its initial
request for transm ssion service.

Under the current S&CP Docunent, the source and sink
i nformati on becones an el ement of the transm ssion provider’s
response to the potential transm ssion custoner’s query on the
status of its pending service request. 1/ However, since such
information mght be used to infer the identifies of the power
supplier and the power purchaser associated with a pendi ng
transm ssion service request, historically this elenment of the
response has been masked. In connection with the masking of
certain other information, in Order No. 889-A we decided to
del ete the tenporary masking option provisions in our QOASIS
regul ations (fornerly found in 8 37.6(e)(1)(iii) and 8
37.6(e)(3)(i), see supra note 10) applicable to the identities of
the parties to the transmssion transaction (i.e., the
transm ssion provider and the potential transm ssion custoner),
since our price discount policy calls for the identities of the
parties negotiating the discount to be made public during the
negotiation period. 1/ Accordingly, we asked the How G oup to

elimnate any references in the S& P Docunent to the maski ng of

15/ See also "service request” transaction tenplates at §8 4.3.5
of the S&CP Docunent.

16/ Order No. 889-A, FERC Stats. & Regs. at 30, 569-70.
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the identities of transaction parties. 1/ W reaffirmed this
decision in Order No. 889-B. 1/
In its June 27, 1997, submttal, the How G oup asks us to
clarify whether Order No. 889-A intended to require the unmasking
of the source and sink information posted on the TRANSSTATUS and

ot her tenplates covered by 8 4.3.5b of the S&CP Docunent.

17/ 1d. The How G oup nade this deletion in its August 12,
Phase 1A filing.

97,
18/ Order No. 889-B, 81 FERC at 62, 175.
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Al t hough the How Group prepared and provided a summary of the

positions of transm ssion providers and transm ssion custoners on
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this issue, 1/ we invited further public coments on the matter.

1/

19/ In its June 27, 1997 letter, the How G oup sunmarized the
positions of interest groups as foll ows:

Transm ssion Providers generally do not have a
preference on this issue, although it is
technically easier for themif there is no masking
on OASI S at all

Transm ssion custoners involved in nerchant
activities strongly support having source and sink
identity masked from conpetitors indefinitely or
for as |l ong as possi bl e because they consider this
information to be business sensitive.

20/ The Conmi ssion invited comments on: (1) why sonme parties
consider this information to be business sensitive or
confidential while others do not; (2) whether public access



to this informati on m ght harm conpetition and reduce
efficiency, and if so, why; (3) whether, in the event that
source and sink information continues to be masked,
conpetitors will be able to accurately infer this
information fromother sources; and (4) the inplications of
unmaski ng for contract path and fl ow based pricing regines
for reserving transm ssion capability.



Coment s

1. Busi ness Sensitivity and Conpetitive Effect

It is not clear that all comenters nean the sane thing by
source and sink. Sone appear to refer to the exact |ocation of
the generation and | oad, while others appear to refer to the
control area, which may cover a nuch broader geographic area.
Wth regard to the inpact that unmasking of source and sink
i nformati on may have on conpetition, Commonweal th Edi son, CCEM
EPSA, and PECO Energy predict that unmasking wll result in the
elimnation of the role that power marketers play in electricity
mar kets in matching the needs of power suppliers to sell their
generation output with the needs of power purchasers to neet
their loads. 1/ They posit that once the |ocation of the
generating facility (source) and the location of the | oad
ultimately served (sink) for each point-to-point transm ssion
service transaction is made publicly avail able, such information
w || be used by each party (i.e., the power supplier and the
power purchaser) to match up their respective needs and deal
directly with each other, if possible, to their nutual advantage

and to avoid the power marketer’s mark-up.

21/ EPSA Comments on How Group's June 27 letter at p. 4; PECO
Energy Comments on How Group's June 27 letter at p. 4;
Commonweal t h Edi son Comments on How G oup's June 27 letter
at p. 2; and CCEM Comments on How Group's June 27 letter at

p. 7.
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Fl ori da Power Corp believes that unmasking source and sink
information will elimnate sone opportunities for marketers, if
this information is made publicly avail able when transm ssion
services are reserved, because power suppliers and power
purchasers will then have time to negotiate directly. 1/

APPA points to the technical burden that masking efforts
pl ace on transm ssion providers. 1/ It further argues that the
bypass of power nmarketers that m ght be caused by unnmasking is
actually an efficient outcone, if all that unmasking adds to the
overall transaction is the possibility of direct matching of the
power supplier and the power purchaser. APPA asserts that those
entities warning that the unmaski ng of source and sink

information will cause harmto power marketers are really

confusing a threat of private harmw th societal harm In its

22/ Florida Power Corp Comments on How Group's June 27 letter at
pp. 1-2.

23/ APPA Comments on How Group's June 27 letter at p. 1
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vi ew, maki ng source and sink information publicly avail abl e woul d

serve the interests of ultimte custoners. 1/

24/  APPA Comments on How Group's June 27 letter at p. 3.
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PJM sees no reason to mask source and sink information. It
believes that providing this information to all market
participants will increase both conpetition and the overal
efficiency of the market. 1/ NYSEG shares the view that

electricity markets may becone nore efficient wwth nore

transm ssion informati on nmade avail able on a non-di scrimnatory

basis. 1/

25/ PJM Comments on How Group's June 27 letter at p. 1

26/ NYSEG Comments on How G oup's June 27 letter at p. 2.
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Sout hern suggests that the Conm ssion should not unmask
source and sink information unless it has a strong policy reason
to do so. 1/ Both EPSA and PECO Energy acknow edge the apparent

benefit of unmaski ng source and sink information, but contend

t hat such benefits will not be realized in practice, especially
at this early stage when conpetitive electricity markets are
still evolving. 1/ They also argue that unmaski ng source and
sink information would result in the |oss of significant benefits
t hey cl ai m power marketers now bring to electricity markets,
including liquidity, risk managenent, and creativity in neeting
t he uni que needs of power suppliers and power purchasers. 1/
EPSA foresees the conpetitiveness of electricity markets being
under m ned by unmasking, with markets eventually returning to
nmonopol y power suppliers and captive power purchasers. 1/ CPEX
al so sees unmasking as a serious threat to conpetitive
electricity markets. 1/

CCEM makes the commerci al business argunent that unmasking

w Il conpel power marketers to give up the benefits that they

27/ Sout hern Comments on How Group's June 27 letter at p. 4.

28/ EPSA Comments on How Group's June 27 letter at p. 4 and PECO
Energy Comments on How Group's June 27 letter at p. 3.

29/ EPSA Comments on How Group's June 27 letter at p. 4 and PECO
Energy Comments on How Group's June 27 letter at p. 4.

30/ EPSA Comments on How Group's June 27 letter at p. 4.

31/ CPEX Comments on How Group's June 27 letter at pp. 3-4.
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provi de w thout being conpensated. 1/ It further argues that the
threat of after-the-fact audits should be sufficient to
di scourage i nstances of undue discrimnation in the provision of
transm ssion services and that unmasking is unnecessary for this

pur pose.

32/ CCEM Comments on How Group's June 27 letter at p. 4.
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Wth regard to nore inproved utilization of transm ssion
systens, NYSEG asserts that unmasking will allow all transm ssion
users to gauge what inpact a given transm ssion service
transaction will have on the transm ssion provider’s system 1/
NRECA suggests unmasking will provide transm ssion users with a
better idea of the planned and schedul ed uses of the transm ssion
system and what additional transm ssion capacity is avail able.
While it supports making source and sink information avail abl e at
the time when transm ssion providers and potential transm ssion
custoners finalize reservations and energy schedul es, NRECA
opposes unnmaski ng during the period when transm ssion reservation
requests and the associated of f-OASI S energy schedul e requests
are still pending. 1/ Comonweal th Edi son sees any enhancenent
of transm ssion system capacity anal ysis by transm ssion
custoners resulting fromthe disclosure of source and sink
information, as being only theoretical. It asserts that postings
of "avail able transm ssion capacity" (ATC) provide sufficient

information for custonmers to anal yze the inpacts that various

33/ NYSEG Comments on How Group's June 27 letter at p. 1
34/ NRECA Comments on How Group's June 27 letter at pp. 1-2.
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transm ssion transactions may have on the transm ssion system and
its users. 1/

2. O her Informati on Sources and the Need for Source
and Sink I nformation

35/ Comonweal th Edi son Comments on How Group's June 27 letter
at p. 2.
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Wth regard to whether simlar information m ght be
avai |l abl e el sewhere, which would allow the identity of the power
supplier and the power purchaser associated with a given
transm ssion transaction to be inferred even if masking is
conti nued, Commonweal th Edi son and Fl ori da Power Corp opine that
it would be extrenely difficult to bypass power marketers by
obtaining simlar information fromother sources. 1/ NRECA
contends that source and sink information will be avail able from
the NERC transaction informati on systemor the tagging form 1/
PECO Energy and Commonweal t h Edi son bel i eve that unmaski ng shoul d
not be viewed as a reliability matter. 1/

Sonme commenters question the underlying need for source and
sink information, even if it is not made publicly avail abl e.
CPEX asserts that requiring source and sink information is an
unnecessary burden on nmerchants and that the only information
that system operators need to assure transmssion reliability is
i nformati on on power being sent and received through their

control areas. 1/ In CPEX's view, this is sufficiently covered

36/ Comonweal th Edi son Comments on How Group's June 27 letter
at p. 3 and Florida Power Corp Comments on How G oup's June
27 letter at p. 3.

37/ NRECA Comments on How Group's June 27 letter at pp. 1-2.

38/ PECO Energy Comments on How Group's June 27 letter at p. 2
and Commonweal t h Edi son Comments on How G oup's June 27
letter at p. 4.

39/ CPEX Comments on How Group's June 27 letter at pp. 1-3.
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by ATC wi t hout need for specific information on the source and
the sink. CPEX further clains that transm ssion curtailnment is
only infrequently needed and, when it is, it is inplenmented by
shifting anong alternative generation sources wthout reliance on
source and sink information. APPA, however, conplains that NERC
has a policy of treating tagging information as confidential. 1/

Finally, EPSA contends that the adverse conpetitive inpacts of
unmaski ng outweigh the limted benefits of source and sink
i nformation being collected, since the information is of only
mar gi nal relevance in the rare situation when there is a
transm ssion constraint. 1/

3. Differing Inpacts on Contract Path and Fl ow Based

Transm ssion Pricing Regines

40/  APPA Comments on How Group's June 27 letter at p. 4.

41/ EPSA Comments on How Group's June 27 letter at pp. 5-6.
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Wth regard to whet her unmaski ng source and sink information
affects either a contract path or flow based transm ssion
capacity pricing reginme, 1/ PJM sees unmasking nmaki ng no

difference. 1/ Florida Power Corp notes that the nethod of

42/ Fl ow based pricing, unlike contract path pricing, may

o recogni ze all of the paths that a given transm ssion
transaction utilizes. See Order No. 888, FERC Stats. &
Regs. at 31, 650 n. 95.

[I]n contrast to contract path pricing, flow
based pricing establishes a price based on
the costs of the various parallel paths
actual ly used when the power flows. Because
fl ow based pricing can account for al
paral |l el paths used by the transaction, all
transm ssion owners with facilities on any of
the parallel paths could be conpensated for
the transacti on.

43/ PIJM Comments on How Group's June 27 letter at pp. 1-2.
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cal cul ating ATC for transm ssion service reservation purposes for
either pricing regine is the same and, for this reason, asserts
that neither pricing regime influences the decision of whether
this information should be unmasked. 1/ Finally, APPA asserts
that source and sink information is essential under both
transm ssion reservation pricing regines for determning the

potential inpact of a request and all parties should have equal

and full know edge of this information. 1/

Conmmi ssi on Concl usi on

44/ Florida Power Corp Comments on How Group's June 27 letter at
pp. 3-4.

45/ APPA Comments on How Group's June 27 letter at p. 5.
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Initially, we note that this proceedi ng does not concern
whet her the transm ssion provider should collect source and sink
information froma potential custoner seeking point-to-point
transm ssion service. Point of receipt and point of delivery
information is necessary for the transm ssion provider and we are
not entertaining comments directed at chall enging the necessity
to collect this type of information in this proceeding. Nor does
this proceedi ng concern questions regardi ng NERC t aggi ng

informati on. 1/

46/ The Conm ssion, el sewhere, has previously addressed NERC s
taggi ng requirenents. See, CAPT supra note 15.
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The issue here is whether to unmask, that is, nmake known to
all parties, point-to-point transm ssion service source and sink
i nformati on now nmade known to transm ssion system operators. W
are persuaded that such source and sink information 1/ shoul d be
di scl osed publicly through an QASIS posting at the tinme when the
transm ssion provi der updates the QASIS posting to show that a
custoner has confirnmed its request for point-to-point
transm ssion service. As we explain below, we believe that
di sclosure of this information will foster greater public
confidence in the integrity of OASIS systens and i nprove the
ability of such systens to facilitate open access use of
transm ssion systens conparable to that enjoyed by the
transm ssion providers. W also believe that unmaski ng can be
acconpl i shed w thout conpromi sing the role that power marketers
play in electricity markets.

First, the disclosure of source and sink information wll
provi de whol esal e transm ssion custoners and others with useful
data for the after-the-fact evaluation of the accuracy of
transm ssion providers' QOASIS postings of ATC and tota
transm ssion capacity (TTC). Second, disclosure wll also
provi de useful information for discerning any patterns of undue
discrimnation in the rendering of or refusals to provide

transm ssion services and in price discounting by transm ssion

47/ W earlier defined the source and sink information here at
I ssue, supra notes 9 and 14.
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providers. Thus, disclosure should encourage accurate postings
and fair treatnent |leading to better conpetitive utilization of
transm ssi on systens.

Wil e we acknowl edge the potential business sensitivity that
power marketers attach to source and sink information, we believe
t hat del ayi ng unmaski ng until the transm ssion provi der updates
the transm ssion reservation posting to show the custoner's
confirmation should allow the power marketer to finalize its
arrangenents with the power purchaser and the power seller.

Mor eover, del aying disclosure will not result in the public at

| arge losing the benefits that disclosure offers to al

transm ssion users, including power marketers, since assessnents
of the accuracy of posted information and unduly discrimnatory
activity based on such information wll of necessity be conducted
on an after-the-fact basis. W caution that our overriding
concerns are wth the pronotion of the overall conpetitiveness of
the electricity markets and with ensuring openness, confidence,
and nondi scrimnation in the use of interstate transm ssion

facilities. 1/

48/ CQur decision to require that certain potentially sensitive
busi ness information be disclosed is consistent with
judicial directives to focus on the needs of the overal
mar ket, instead of on individual conpetitors within the
market. I n Al abama Power Conpany v. Federal Power
Conmmi ssion, 511 F.2d 383, 390-391, D.C. Cr. (1974), we had
refused to anend our rule that required affected utilities
to publicly disclose their nonthly Form No. 423 reports of
fuel purchases. The court considered various argunents to
the effect that, on the one hand, "disclosure of information




woul d | ead to bargaini ng di sadvantages in future fue
contract negotiations"” (511 F.2d at 390), and on the other
hand, any bargai ni ng di sadvantage as a result of disclosure
woul d nerely reflect the renoval of information

i nperfections in an otherw se conpetitive market thereby
facilitating efficient allocation of resources. [ld.]

Not ably, the court found that,

a sudden inprovenent in the availability of
informati on may deprive a buyer of an advantage he
enj oyed when, under nore inperfect dissem nation,
he exploited a seller's ignorance of the market
price. . . . GCenerally, however, |aws and
practices to safeguard conpetition assune that its
prime benefits do not depend on secrecy of
agreenments reached in the market. [Ild. at 391,
n.13.]
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We thus require that transm ssion providers unmask the
source and sink information that is posted on TRANSSTATUS and
other tenplates at the tine when a request status posting is
updated by the transm ssion provider to show that the custoner
has confirmed, in response to the transm ssion provider's
acceptance of its offer, that it still wants to conplete the
transacti on and purchase transm ssion service. Accordingly, we
order corresponding revisions to be made to the masking
requi rements of the S&CP Docunent. 1/ However, in recognition of
the concerns expressed in this proceeding regarding the potenti al
busi ness sensitivity of source and sink information and the
sonewhat |imted experience the Conm ssion has had with the

QASIS, we determne it is appropriate to delay the inplenentation

of these revisions for seven nonths. This will permt

49/ W are revising the operative statenent in 8 4.3.7.2 of the
S&CP Document (Version 1.1) that reads "[o]ther fields, such
as SOURCE and SINK, may be nmasked to conply with FERC
regul ations and Primary Provider tariff" to read as foll ows:

Transm ssion Providers shall nake source and sink
information avail able at the tine the request
status posting is updated to show that a

transm ssion request is confirned.
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conpetitive electric markets additional time to devel op
Therefore, these revisions are to becone effective on January 1,
1999.

Qur decision to unmask source and sink information is
consistent wwth sections 17.2 and 18.2 of the Pro Forma Tariff.
1/ These sections provide that a transm ssion provider, unless

otherwi se ordered to do so, is obligated to treat confidentially

information that is supplied as part of a Conpl eted Application

50/ Section 17.2(iv) of the Pro Forma Tariff (Stats. & Regs.,
Regul ati ons Preanbl es at 30, 522) reads:

The | ocation of the generating facility(ies)

suppl ying the capacity and energy and the | ocation
of the load ultimately served by the capacity and
energy transmtted. The Transm ssion Provider
will treat this information as confidential except
to the extent that disclosure of this information
is required by this Tariff, by regulatory or
judicial order, for reliability purposes pursuant
to Good Utility Practice or pursuant to RTG
transm ssion information sharing requirenents.

The Transm ssion Provider shall treat this

i nformati on consistent with the standards of
conduct contained in Part 37 of the Conm ssion's
regul ati ons.

Section 18.2(vii) of the Pro Forma Tariff (Stats. & Regs.,
Regul ati ons Preanbl es at 30,524) reads in relevant part:

The Transm ssion Provider will treat this
information in (vi) and (vii) as confidential at

t he request of the Transm ssion Custoner except to
the extent that disclosure of this information is
required by this Tariff, by regulatory or judicial
order, for reliability purposes pursuant to Good
Uility Practice, or pursuant to RTG transm ssion
i nformati on sharing agreenents. The Transm ssion
Provider shall treat this information consistent

wi th the standards of conduct contained in Part 37
of the Comm ssion's regulations.



- 39 -
for transm ssion service pertaining to the |ocation of the
generator and the location of load ultimately served. W herein
find that the obligation in the Pro Forma Tariff to treat such
information confidentially does not contradict the requirenent we
are establishing in this order to unmask the source and sink
information reported on the TRANSSTATUS and ot her S&CP Docunent
tenplates at the tine when the transm ssion provider posts on the
QASI S that the custoner confirns that it wants to conplete the

transaction. As noted above, supra note 50, the Pro Fornma Tariff

provi des that transm ssion providers are to keep certain

i nformati on on source and sink confidential at the request of a
transm ssion custonmer, except in specified circunmstances, which
include a reqgulatory order requiring disclosure. 1In this

regul atory order, we make just such an exception. Accordingly,
the requirenment in this order to disclose certain source and sink
information is consistent wwth the requirenents of the Pro Fornma
Tariff.

C. Proposed InterimProcedures to Achieve On-line Price
Negoti ati on And Di scl osure of Discounts in Phase |
QASI S unti|l Phase | A Changes Are | npl enented

The How Group's proposed interim procedures contain two
separate conponents. Under the first, transm ssion service
negoti ati ons woul d be acconplished by allow ng a potenti al
transm ssion custonmer to make a bid by nodifying the offered

transm ssion price in the price field of the TRANSREQUEST
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tenplate. 1/ The transm ssion provider would then respond to the
bid price by using the TRANSSTATUS tenplate to notify the
potential custonmer of whether the bid was accepted or rejected.
This nodification of the price field would require only a m nor
change to nost QASI S nodes.

The second proposed interimprocedure would create a new
category ("discounts") in the MESSAGE tenplate to announce
agreed-upon transm ssion service price discounts. A price
di scount for a non-standard transm ssion rel ated service, such as
weekl y service beginning on a Wednesday at 2:00 p.m, would be
reported only in the MESSAGE tenpl ate.

The How Group requested that the industry be given two
months to test these interimnodifications to OASIS tenpl ates and

i npl enment the interimnmeasures. Wiile nmaintaining that its

51/ W noted in Order No. 889-A FERC Stats. & Regs. at 30,551
and n.12, that "negotiation"” would be considered to have
taken place only if the transm ssion provider or
transm ssi on custonmer seeks prices below the ceiling prices
set forth in the Order No. 888 Pro Forma Tariff.
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interimprocedures are a sonewhat cunbersone nethod to inpl enent
on-line transm ssion service negotiations, the How G oup contends
that the interi mneasures will allow negotiations to proceed on
the OASIS while a nore satisfactory nethod is devel oped.

Comment s

CCEM contends that on-line negotiation of transm ssion
prices is not feasible at this tinme because the Internet-based
QASI S cannot currently acconmpdate the speed at which negotiation
should confortably take place. It argues that the interimon-
I ine negotiation process will be so cunbersonme that transm ssion
providers will lose interest in price discounting. 1/ CCEM al so
sees the disclosure of transm ssion price discounts raising
busi ness sensitivity concerns and suggests that real tine
di scount price disclosure is not the only neans available to
prevent unduly discrimnatory treatnment of transm ssion
custoners. As an alternative, CCEM suggests that transm ssion
service negotiations proceed of f-OQASI S through a process that
woul d rely on phone or facsiml|e comuni cation arrangenents
bet ween transm ssion providers and potential transm ssion
custoners. 1/ Under CCEM s proposal, whenever a transm ssion
price discount is agreed upon, the availability of the price

di scount woul d be broadcast and di ssem nated on-1ine over QASI S

52/ CCEM Comments on Interim Measures at pp. 11-12.

53/ CCEM Comments on Interim Measures at p. 11
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(within 12 hours in the case of an affiliated custoner and within
15 days in the case of a non-affiliated customer). 1/

Commonweal t h Edi son argues that transm ssion service
negoti ations of f-QASI S shoul d continue, based on concerns about
whet her price negotiations could be conducted successfully
t hrough present OASI S nodes under the interimneasures, given the
many steps, the anmount of tinme involved, and the OASI S capacity
needed to handl e the increased volune of the rel ated
communi cations. 1/

Wi |l e supporting electronic negotiation of transm ssion
prices, and noting that the NYPP OASI S node coul d i nplenment the
interimmeasures now, NYSEG al so prefers to wait until a real-
time or faster Internet-based OASI S systemis devel oped. NYSEG
suggests that, during the interim transm ssion negotiations rely
on recorded tel ephone calls with any agreed-upon price discounts

posted on the OASIS within thirty mnutes of the conpletion of

t he negoti ati ons.

54/ Id.

55/ Commonweal th Edi son Comments on Interim Measures at pp. 4-5.
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PJM notes that no changes will be required to the PJM QASI S
to inplenent the How Group’s interimneasures. Southern,
however, cautions that OASIS systens are still in the early
stages of devel opnent and that requiring the capability for on-

I ine negotiation of transm ssion price discounts, at this
critical stage, would add further conplexity to the design of
QASI S nodes that could sl ow down the transm ssion reservation
process and actually could inpede the growmh of nore robust power
trading. 1/

Fl ori da Power Corp agrees that the proposed interimnmeasures
coul d be inplenented through nodification of existing QASIS
tenpl ates, but stresses that price negotiations will be very
cunbersone and not practical, especially for short-term
transactions. It suggests that negotiations be conducted by
tel ephone calls, with the results imediately posted on OASIS. 1/

NRECA asserts that the interi mneasures will work
effectively only if transm ssion providers respond in a tinely
manner to transm ssion custoner requests for price discounts.
However, it is willing to accept the interimnmeasures even though
they constitute a retrofit and woul d have devel oped differently

if considered in the initial OASIS design stage. 1/

56/ Southern Comments on Interim Measures at p. 2.
57/ Florida Power Corp Comments on Interim Measures at pp. 4-5.

58/ NRECA Comments on Interim Measures at p. 3. Al though NRECA
argues that "tinely" responses are needed, it seeks no



revisions to the tinetables for posting in 18 CFR 37.6.
This issue is also raised by PECOin their comments to Phase
| A
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PECO Energy argues that transm ssion negotiations off-QASIS
shoul d continue, since the majority of transm ssion providers may
not be able to successfully inplenent the software changes
necessary for on-line negotiation of transm ssion prices over
QASI S. PECO opposes mandatory interimmneasures for on-line
negotiation until OASIS is greatly inproved. 1/ However, it
believes that price discounts should be disclosed when offered to
affiliates and non-affiliates alike, follow ng the conpletion of
t he negoti ati ons.

Conmmi ssi on Concl usi on

59/ PECO Energy Comments on Interim Measures at p. 7
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As we stated in Order No. 889-A 1/ the objective of the
interimprocedures is to inplenment our Order No. 888-A on-line
transm ssion price negotiation policy as soon as possi ble through
QASIS, so we can inprove the conpetitiveness of the electricity
mar kets while the industry devel ops a nore sophisticated "Phase
| A* approach. Keeping this in mnd, we are adopting the first of
the How Group's two proposed interimmneasures (involving
nmodi fications to the price field of the TRANSREQUEST tenpl at e)
because it appears that this interimnodification can be easily
made. W are not adopting the How G oup's second proposal
(involving a new "di scounts” flag in the MESSAGE tenpl ate)
because this revision is nore conplex and we wi sh to keep the
burden of inplenmenting the interimprocedures to a mnimm 1/
Under this |limted interimprocedure, wherein we nerely allow the

price field to be nodified, 1/ a potential transm ssion service

60/ Order No. 889-A, FERC Stats. & Regs. at 30, 551.

61/ W note, however, that in section II.Ginfra, we accept the
How G oup's proposal to add a negotiation flag in the
TRANSSTATUS tenpl ate to enable custonmers to search for
di scounts, as part of the Phase | A S&CP Docunent revi sions.

62/ This nodification is nore fully explained in note 63, infra.
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custonmer will be able to request discounts via OASIS, but only on
posted transm ssion service offerings. No commenter has provided
per suasi ve evidence that the How G oup's proposal cannot be

i npl emented within the How Group's proposed tine frane.

Rel ying on the How Group's interimproposal, we direct
changes to the operative | anguage of the current S&CP Docunent to
allow a potential transm ssion custonmer to nodify the price field
when submtting a request to purchase transm ssion service using

t he TRANSREQUEST tenplate. 1/ If the custonmer's bid is approved,

63/ In the interim until the revised S& P Docunment Version 1.2
(see Attachnment 2) becones effective, we will nodify the
operative | anguage of S&CP Docunent Version 1.1, as proposed
in the How G oup's June 27, 1997 letter with sonme m nor
clarifications, through the addition of the follow ng
| anguage to § 4.3.7:

For on-line price negotiation the custoner
can nodify the price field when submtting a
request to purchase transm ssion service
usi ng the TRANSREQUEST tenpl ate. The

provi der response in the TRANSSTATUS tenpl ate
wll either indicate "accepted” if the bid is
approved, or "denied" if the bid is not
accepted. The reason for denial would be
shown in the comments field. The TRANSSTATUS
tenplate would retain the custoner's bid
price as a permanent record, whether accepted
or not. If the request is denied for price
reasons, the custoner could repeat the
process by submtting a new request with a
different price bid. |If a discount is given
on a posted product, it is also required that
the transm ssion provider change the posted
offer price to match the di scounted price for
the service, for all unconstrained paths to
the sane point of delivery (POD) and for the
sanme time period.

This insertion would precede "a. Custoner Capacity Purchase
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the provider will respond by posting the nessage "accepted” in

t he TRANSSTATUS tenplate. |If the custoner's bid is not accepted,

then the provider will respond by posting the nessage "denied."
We require inplenmentation of this directive by [insert date

sixty days fromthe date of publication of this order in the

Federal Register] so that discounts can be requested on-Iline

w thout waiting for the industry to inplenment conprehensive
changes in Phase | A OASI S.

We believe the benefits of fostering on-line discounting as
soon as possible in this limted fashion outweigh the problens
that may result fromthe use of a somewhat cunbersone process and
find this preferable to waiting until OASIS Phase | A i nprovenents
can be inplenented before inplementing on-line discounting. As
to any business sensitivity concerns over our decision to nmake

price negotiation visible on OASIS, the tine to raise these

Request” in 8 4.3.7 of the S&CP Docunent. We are making
this change through the issuance of this order and not

t hrough the issuance of an updated S&CP Docunent because it
is to be in effect for only a limted tine.
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concerns was in the rehearing of Order No. 889-A and not at this
conpl i ance st age.

D. How G oup Proposals to Revise the Phase | A S&CP
Docunent Requirenents

The How Group’ s proposed | onger termrevisions incorporated
in a Phase I A S&CP Docunent (Version 1.2) include both the
changes we directed in Order No. 889-A and ot her changes pronpted

by the industry’s experience with operating OASIS sites. 1/

64/ Changes directed by the Comm ssion include: (1) provision
for on-line interactive negotiation (such as the addition of
new data el enents for price offered, price bid, ceiling
price); (2) provision for linking ancillary services to
transm ssion services; (3) provision for identification of a
reservation made by an affiliated nmerchant; (4) provision
for posting personnel transfers; (5) provision for posting
incidents in which the provider exercises discretion in the
application of tariffs; and (6) renoval of all references in
t he S&CP Docunent to maski ng.

| nprovenents suggested by industry’s experience include:

(1) automatic notification of customers (dynam c
notification) when the status of a reservation request has
changed (to speed up the process of negotiating by reducing
the custoner’s need to check an OASI S node repeatedly for
the status of a pending request); (2) nmerging al

transm ssion service offering tenplates into a single
tenplate (to sinplify doing business); (3) further

st andardi zati on of transm ssion service product nanes and
identification of their attributes; (4) introduction of
"sliding windows of tinme" allow ng purchases of bl ocks of
service (running 60 mnutes, 24 hours, 7 days, or 30 days)
on a non-cal endar period basis; (5) introduction of
"capacity profiles" reservations (allowing for a single
reservation for nonthly service to set different |evels of
reserved capacity for each day thereof); and (6) a new
tenpl ate for nonfirm secondary service over alternate points
of receipt and delivery (provides additional support for
secondary transm ssion service).
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Except as discussed below, we find these nodifications to the
S&CP Docunent to be acceptable and direct its revision with m nor
editorial changes to correct typographic errors, enuneration of
sections, and other nonsubstantive changes. 1/ Additionally,
interested persons filed comments on certain of the proposed
revisions to the S&CP Docunent, which we al so address bel ow.

1. Comments on Preconfirned Reservations

In connection with transm ssion service negotiations,
Section 4.2.10.1(a) of the How G oup's proposed Phase | A S&CP
Docunment indicates that OASI S shall set OFFER PRI CE equal to
BID PRICE in the case of "preconfirnmed" transm ssion reservation
requests. AEP states that this proposal should satisfy the
restriction/requirenent that Bl D PRI CE be equal to OFFER PRI CE
for any reservation to be CONFI RVED; 1/ however, AEP is concerned
that parties to a preconfirmed transaction using the proposal may
i nappropriately nodify or unwttingly accept price information.

Thus, it requests that we substitute the follow ng requirenent:

65/ In Attachnent 3 to this order, we show all the changes that
we have made and direct to the How G oup's Septenber 23,
1997, submttal in redline and strikeout fonts. In
Attachment 2, we provide the revised docunent w thout
redline and strikeout fonts. Attachnments 2 and 3 will not
appear in the Federal Register but will be posted on the
Comm ssi on | ssuance Posting System (CIPS) and nay be
reviewed in the Conm ssion's Public Reference Room during
normal busi ness hours. Details about accessing CIPS are
given in the supplenentary information preceding this order,
supra at ii.

66/ AEP Comments on Phase | A at p. 5.
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Prior to or coomensurate with a Seller’s setting a

preconfirmed reservation request’s STATUS to ACCEPTED

(and by inplication CONFIRMED), the Seller nust set

OFFER_PRI CE equal to the value of the BID PRI CE as

establi shed by the Custonmer on subm ssion of the

request.

Comm ssi on Concl usi on

The Conmm ssion adopts AEP' s suggestion and proposed wording
for the Phase | A S&CP Docunent. It is nore specific and thus
| ess subject to differing interpretations. AEP s proposal
clarifies that the setting of the OFFER PRI CE equal to the
Bl D PRI CE occurs only when the Seller accepts the preconfirned
request. We remnd transm ssion providers that our QASI S
regul ations require that, if discounts are offered, they be

offered to all transm ssion custoners. 1/

2. Comments on Linking Ancillary and Transm ssi on
Servi ces

The How Group proposes adding 8 4.2.12 to conformthe S&CP
Docunment to the revisions directed by Order No. 889-A in
connection with 88 37.6(c)(4) and 37.6(e)(1)(iv) of the
Comm ssion’s OASI S regul ations, which require that transm ssion
service offerings and transaction status postings identify the
associated ancillary services and ancillary service transaction

st at us.

67/ See Order No. 889-A, FERC Stats. & Regs. at 30, 568.
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AEP notes that the Commercial Practices G oup white paper
recommendati on on the handling of ancillary services during Phase

A i.e., that

basi ¢ point-to-point transm ssion service should be
requested before any Ancillary Services to support that
basi c point-to-point transm ssion service are requested
was not incorporated in the How Group’s proposal. AEP requests
that the Comm ssion adopt a provision that, for OASI S
Phase 1A all ancillary service transactions/
reservations are subordinate to and in support of a
single transm ssion service reservation.
AEP argues that adoption of this provision would significantly
sinplify the inplenmentation of the How Group's proposal. AEP
contends that, if one considers pre-arrangenent for Operating
Reserve- Spi nning Reserve froma third party ancillary service
provider, that service provider will require notification that
sone or all of that service is supporting one or nore
transm ssion reservations nade at sonme point in the future as
t hose reservations are confirmed. As currently there is no
proposed nmechanismto query OASIS for reservations that reference
this pre-arranged ancillary service reservation, AEP questions
whet her the third-party supplier market for ancillary services is
robust enough to warrant the significant investnent in

progranmm ng resources needed to inplenent the How G oup's

proposal w thout such nodification. 1/

68/ AEP Comments on Phase | A at pp. 5-7.
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Sout hern contends that the How G oup's proposal to allow
transm ssion custoners to indicate a preferred provider of
ancillary services and indicate which services will be purchased
in the future, injects confusion into the reservati on process by
gi ving transm ssion custoners options inconsistent with the Pro
Forma Tariff. It also asserts that the proposal is unnecessary
because the existing "request reference" or "deal reference”
fields can be used to link ancillary and transm ssion services as
requi red by the Comm ssion. 1/

Comm ssi on Concl usi on

We believe that AEP's suggestion to limt the flexibility
inherent in the ancillary services |inkage proposal reduces the
Phase | A progranm ng necessary to inplenent the proposal and is a
practical suggestion. Nonetheless, while we adopt its suggestion
that requests for ancillary service be associated with a single
transm ssion service reservation, we find it unnecessary to
conpl etely adopt AEP' s recommendation for the Comm ssion to
require that basic point-to-point transm ssion service nust be
request ed before any request is made for supporting ancillary

services. This would interfere with custoners attenpting to take

69/ Sout hern Comments on Phase | A at pp. 4-5.



- 54 -
advantage of certain optional ancillary service packages

transm ssion providers offer wwth their transm ssion service
offerings. Therefore, ancillary services may be requested
before, concurrently with, or subsequent to, the related request
for basic point-to-point transm ssion service.

We also agree with Southern that it is the Pro Forma Tariff,
and not the QASIS regul ations, that controls the m ni mum
ancillary services that nust be offered by a transm ssion
provi der. However, the How G oup’s Phase | A proposal nerely
attenpts to accommpdate the reservation options that transm ssion
custoners nmay have under a particular transm ssion provider’s Pro
Forma Tariff. To the extent that Southern has a feasible but
si npl er approach to handle ancillary service |inkage, we
encourage it to pursue its idea with the How Group to inprove
8§ 4.2.12 of the S&CP Docunent.

3. Comrents on Capacity Profiles

The How Group proposes to introduce, in Phase |IA the
concept of capacity profiles for reservations of varying anounts
of capacity over a given service period. For exanple, a single
QASI S transaction woul d cover a weekly reservation that
i ncorporates varying daily reservation |evels.

Sout hern asks for rejection of the capacity profile
mechani sm claimng that OASIS, as it is currently configured,
permts transm ssion custonmers to acconplish the sane result

t hrough the subm ssions of multiple requests, each tied to the
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ot hers through a common deal reference nunber supplied by the
transm ssion custonmer and that, in any event, the conputer
systens of transm ssion providers are not set up for this
process. Southern inplies that the capacity profile reservation
mechani smis al so not feasible because the Pro Forma Tariff does
not include provisions that allow transm ssion custoners to nmake
reservations based on capacity profiles. 1/

AEP questions whet her transm ssion custoners should be able
to negotiate the price of the individual hours of a capacity
profile. It clains that the S& P Docunent has al so defined the
tenpl ates used to negotiate the transm ssion price of the
i ndi vi dual hours of a capacity profile in an inconsistent and
anbi guous manner. AEP, therefore, requests that any reference to
pricing information for the individual hours of capacity profiles
be renoved. 1/

Conmmi ssi on Concl usi on

70/  Sout hern Comments on Phase | A at pp. 5-6.

71/ AEP Comments on Phase | A at pp. 7-8.
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The How Group's Phase | A proposal for inplenenting capacity
profiles in 8 4.3.7.1 of the S&CP Docunent | eaves the adoption of
the capacity profile transaction process to the option of each
transm ssi on provider:

[ sJupporting "profiles" of service, which request

different capacities for different tinme periods within

a single request, are at the discretion of the Primary

Provider. [1/]
Accordi ngly, AEP, Southern, and other transm ssion providers wll
be free to decide whether to inplenent the capacity reservation
profiles on their individual OASI S nodes wthin the paraneters of
the service offering prescribed by their respective Pro Forma
Tariffs. The revisions to the S& P Docunent whi ch we adopt today
merely provide a consistent nethod to follow by transm ssion
providers in the event they choose to offer capacity reservation

profiles.

4. Comrents on Posting of Losses

PECO points out that, while transm ssion custoners nust
account for |osses when nmaking a transm ssion reservation, it can
be a very time consum ng process for custonmers to search through
the transm ssion provider’s tariff to determ ne how | osses w |
be applied on systens where | osses vary frompath to path. 1/
PECO proposes either that the transm ssion provider's response to

a request for transm ssion service via the "TRANSOFFERI NG'

72/ August 12, 1997 How Group Letter at p. 48.

73/ PECO Comments on Phase | A at p. 2.
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tenplate include loss information or, alternatively, that a table

of | osses be posted on the QASIS by the transm ssion provider

Comm ssi on Concl usi on

PECO rai ses a valid concern. Wile we encourage
transm ssion providers to post a table of |osses on their QASIS
nodes because such information is useful to transm ssion
custoners, we will not require it at this tinme because we believe
that transm ssion users would be best served if |loss information
were provided in a standardi zed tenplate. Therefore, we request
that the How G oup consider this as part of the OASI S Phase |
pr ocess.

5. Revi sions to Phase | A S&CP Docunment Recomrended by
the How G oup and the Commercial Practices G oup

In their joint comments, the How G oup/ Conmercial Practices
G oup recommend one change, and several clarifications and m nor
corrections to the proposed Phase | A S&CP Docunent. The change
pertains to the addition of two data el enents requiring the
establishment of two new fields (NERC CURTAILMENT_PRIORITY and
OTHER _CURTAI LMENT_PRICRITY) to several tenplates ( TRANSOFFER,
TRANSSTATUS, LI ST, TRANSSERV, SCHEDULE, CURTAIL, TRANSSELL
TRANSPOST), to informtransm ssion custoners about the NERC

curtailment priority and other regional curtailnment priority
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assigned to each transm ssion service offering. 1/ These
priorities are set by the transm ssion provider, consistent with
the tariff on file with the Comm ssion. The m nor changes
i ncl ude enuneration, typographical, sequencing, identification,
and format corrections and fixes. 1/

Comm ssi on Concl usi on

We adopt the new data el enents as an option that
transm ssion providers nmay display because they provide useful
informati on. However, we caution that our adoption of a place on
the OASIS for these data el enents does not constitute an approva

of the NERC or other curtailnent priorities. 1/ W also adopt

74/  \Wile these data elenents would informcustoners of the
curtailment priorities of NERC and various regional
entities, curtailnment priorities for transm ssion providers
that are public utilities are governed by the applicable Pro
Forma Tariff unless the Conmm ssion approves a transm ssion
provider’s proposal to revise its Pro Forma Tariff based on
a showng that its revised curtailnent priorities are
consistent with or superior to the Pro Forma Tariff. See
CAPT, supra note 14. Absent such an approved tariff
revision, to the extent that a conflict exists between the
curtailment priorities of NERC or another entity and the
applicable Pro Forma Tariff, the Pro Fornma Tariff shal
govern.

75/  How G oup/ Comercial Practices Goup Comments on Phase | A at
pp. 1-2.

76/ As we advised in CAPT supra note 14:

[t] he Comm ssion further encourages the industry
to examne reliability aspects of the Pro Fornma

Tariff when additional detail may be required to
i npl ement specific reservation, scheduling, and

curtail ment procedures and to propose generic

i nprovenents to the Pro Forma Tariff.
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t he proposed corrective suggestions for Phase | A purposes because

they i nprove and help conplete the S&CP Docunent.

E. O her Proposed Revisions to the S&CP Docunent

1. Comrents on Standardi zed Nam ng of Transm ssion
Pat hs

AEP rai ses the issue of the need for consistent nam ng of
poi nt-to-point transm ssion paths anong transm ssion providers
systens. It observes that inconsistent nam ng of paths anong
transm ssion providers has had a significantly negative inpact on
transm ssion custoners' ability to effectively use OASIS to
procure needed transm ssion services. AEP, therefore, proposes
its own nam ng convention for transm ssion paths:

Where a point of receipt and/or delivery (data el enents

PO NT_OF RECEI PT and PO NT_OF DELI VERY) represents a

NERC Control Area, the NERC 4 character Control Area

acronym shall be used as the name of that point of
recei pt and/or delivery.

Such proposed detail cannot be considered approved by the
Comm ssion by virtue of our approving its display on the
OASI S.
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Were a path (dat[a] el enent PATH NAME) represents the

i nt erconnection between two NERC Control Areas, the

PATH NAME shal |l be conposed of:

" REG ON_CODE/ PRI MARY_PROVI DER_CODE/ PATH_CODE/ / "

REG ON_CODE and PRI MARY _PROVI DER CODE are as defined in

the Data Element Dictionary. PATH CODE shall be

conposed of the PO NT_OF RECEIPT foll owed by the hyphen

(-) character and PO NT_OF_DELI VERY, where

PO NT_OF_RECEI PT and PO NT_OF _DELI VERY are the

associated NERC 4 character Control Area acronyns.

OPTI ONAL_CODE and SPARE_CCDE are null. 1/

Comm ssi on Concl usi on

We agree with AEP that a consistent nam ng convention of
paths wll greatly inprove the useful ness of Phase | A QASIS.
However, in this instance, we are reluctant to i npose a change in
a business practice without giving the industry the opportunity
to consider other possibilities and reach a consensus on the best
solution. Since the Comercial Practices G oup has been forned
to devel op busi ness practice standards for QASIS, we request that
the Comrercial Practices Goup propose a consistent nam ng
convention for transm ssion paths by August 31, 1998.

2. Comrents on Reservation Tenpl at es

77/ AEP Comments on Phase | A at p. 2.
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AEP notes that the cunbersone process that transm ssion
custoners nust follow in making arrangenents for transm ssion
service on OASIS is nade nore cunbersone by those transm ssion
providers that require subm ssion of reservation requests to
enter and exit their systens for "passthrough” or "wheeling" type
transactions. 1/ AEP suggests that a single reservation request
shoul d be sufficient to cover both entering and existing the
transm ssion systemfor such service. AEP asks that we nodify
the S&CP Docunent (or the OASIS regul ations) to the extent
necessary to enabl e transm ssion custoners to rely on a single
reservation transaction for wheeling across a transm ssion system
regardl ess of whether the particular path is posted.

Comm ssi on Concl usi on

AEP is correct that our rules currently do not require
postings in a manner that a allow a single reservation
transaction for wheeling across a transm ssion system wthout a
speci fic advance request froma custoner that a particular path
be posted that way. W are reluctant to direct such a change at
this time because it would require a redesign of QASIS. However

the current systemhas sufficient flexibility to deal with this

78/ AEP Comments on Phase | A at pp. 2-3.
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probl em on a case-by-case basis wi thout the need for the
Comm ssion to nodify its rules. The QOASIS regul ati ons at
8§ 37.6(b)(1)(i) currently require that transm ssion providers
post information pertaining to any path requested by a
transm ssion custoner, and transm ssion providers are free to
post additional paths of commercial interest. 1/ Thus, if a

custoner intends to do business across a system it can nake a

request that the transm ssion provider post the path as an "in
and out" path so that a single reservation can cover transm ssion

passi ng through the transm ssion provider's system 1/

79/ 18 CFR 37.6(b) (1) (i).

80/ Such an approach requires foresight by the custoner (or by
the transm ssion provider). |If the custoner has not nmade a
request in advance that the path at issue be posted, then it
woul d not be posted in tinme to accommbdate the transaction
(unl ess posted at the request of another custoner).



- 63 -

We encourage AEP to pursue its idea with the How G oup, and
to consider, together with the How G oup, what systemredesign
its proposal would necessitate, and whether this would be
feasi ble and cost justified.

3. Comments on Dynami c Notification of Secondary
Mar ket Provi ders

Phase | OASI S nodes do not actively notify a potentia
transm ssi on custonmer of information changes such as the current
ATC for a given path or the status of a pending service request.

The OASI S systens are passive, presenting information that is
current only at the tinme when a particular QASIS node is queried
by the custonmer. To determne if nore current information is
posted, the custonmer cannot sinply "stay tuned" to the site but
must continually re-query it. In Order No. 889-A we noted the
passi ve nature of Phase |I OASI S systens and requested that the
How G oup consi der adding nore active, dynam c capabilities to
QASI S in Phase 11

Inits Phase | A submttal, the How G oup proposes to add
sone dynam c capability to facilitate on-line transm ssion
service negotiations prior to Phase Il, which we are adopting in
this order. 1/ It proposes that OASIS nodes automatically notify
a customer when the status of a reservation request has changed,
from"pending" to either "accepted" or "denied." This would

reduce the nunmber of steps involved in closing a transm ssion

81/ See supra note 64.
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servi ce deal and reduce the incidence of unnecessary polling of

OASI S nodes for status checks. 1/

82/ How Goup's August 12, 1997, letter at Attachnent 1.
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AEP notes that a potential conpetitive problemexists on
QASI S that could be resolved by nodi fying and extendi ng the How
Group’s Phase I A dynami c notification proposal. AEP points out
that a host transm ssion provider can gain an advant age by
programng its own OASIS conputer systemto automatically notify
it about any custoner requests for transm ssion service while the
host’ s conpetitors (e.g., resellers of capacity on its
transm ssion system (secondary sellers) and sellers of ancillary
services to be used in conjunction wth capacity on its
transm ssion system) would be forced to query the host's QASI S
node repeatedly to learn of any requests for the types of
services they offer. 1/

AEP believes that extending dynam c notification to
secondary market providers and ancillary service providers would
resolve this conpetitive problem It requests that a requirenent
for such additional dynamc notification be added to the Phase | A

S&CP Docunent. 1/

83/ Order No. 889, FERC Stats. & Regs. at 31,621-22, requires
transm ssion providers to post resales of capacity from
their transm ssion systens, on their OASI S nodes. To
prevent transm ssion providers fromgaining a conpetitive
advant age over resellers, transm ssion providers nust post
such information on the sanme di splay page using the sane
tabl es used for their own offerings. Transm ssion providers
must al so provide postings of offers to sell ancillary
services on the sane page and in the sane format that they
use for their own offerings.

84/ AEP Comments on Phase | A at pp. 3-4. Specifically, AEP
pr oposes:



As an extension of the Conpany registration

i nformati on of the host, domain and port
identifiers for dynam c notification of changes in
the Custoner’s purchase requests, a field should
be added to the Conpany’s registration information
that woul d define/identify how notification would
be delivered to that Conpany should a transm ssion
or ancillary purchase request be directed to that
Conpany as a Seller of a transm ssion or ancillary
service. The pertinent information would be
either a full HITP protocol URL defining the
protocol, host nane, port, path, resource, etc.
information or a "mailto:" URL with the
appropriate mail box string. On receipt of any
purchase request directed to that Conpany as
SELLER via either the "transrequest" or
"ancrequest" tenplates, or on subm ssion of any
change in request STATUS to that Conpany as SELLER
via either the "transcust” or "anccust" tenpl ates,
a notification nessage formatted as docunented for
the delivery of notification to the Custoner,

shall be formatted and directed to the Seller.



Comm ssi on Concl usi on

We agree with AEP that its proposed extension of the dynam c
notification proposal would elimnate a potential conpetitive
problem Therefore, we adopt AEP's nodified dynam c notification
proposal and accordingly nodify 8§ 4.2.8.2 -- Conpany |Information
and 8 4.2.10.3 -- Dynamc Notification, of the S& P Docunent to
permt secondary market and ancillary services providers who w sh
to be automatically notified, to identify thensel ves by nerely
registering wth the transm ssion provider. 1/ However, for
pur poses of Phase I A this extension of dynamc notification is
required only where the transm ssion provider has programed its
conputer systemfor its own notification. During Phase Il, the
QOASI S nodes of all transm ssion providers will be required to
have this capability.

4. Comments on Reservation Tine Limts

85/ W note that AEP' s proposed procedure parallels the
regi stration procedure proposed by the How G oup for Phase
| A dynam c notification of transm ssion customners.
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PECO requests the establishnment of predeterm ned deadli nes
applicable to all QASIS nodes, by which acceptances by
transm ssion providers of transm ssion service requests and
confirmation by transm ssion custoners pertaining to their
requests nust be nmade. 1/ It contends that predeterm ned tine
l[imts will enable all parties to be aware of pertinent
deadlines. On this matter, NRECA simlarly points out, as it did
for the proposed interimnmeasures, that the proposed Phase | A
transm ssion price discount procedures will work only if
transm ssion providers respond to requests for transm ssion price
di scounts in a tinely manner. 1/

Comm ssi on Concl usi on

We note that the Pro Forma Tariff sets the deadlines
applicable to transm ssion providers and we are not in this order
nmodi fyi ng those deadlines. 1/ Also, in Oder No. 889-A the

matter of deadlines applicable to transm ssion custonmers was

86/ PECO notes that the Comm ssion has approved at | east one

o tariff (Wsconsin Electric Power Conpany, 80 FERC § 61, 299
(1997), reh’' g deni ed (unpublished order dated Novenmber 13,
1997)) that permts the transm ssion provider to set
deadl i nes by which custoners nust confirmreservations.

87/ PECO Comments on Phase | A at p. 3.

88/ See Order No. 888-A, FERC Stats. & Regs. f 31,048 at 30, 523-

24, Section 17.4 of the Pro Forma Tariff gives the
deadlines for a notice of a deficient application, section
17.5 of the Pro Forma Tariff gives the deadline for a
response to a conpeted application, and section 18.4 of the
Pro Forma Tariff gives the deadline for a determ nation of
avail abl e capability.
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reserved for resolution in Phase Il due to our reluctance to
specify confirmation tine limts wthout first soliciting the
views of representative industry segnents. PECO and NRECA,
however, make a conpelling argunent that consistent confirmation
deadl i nes anong OASI S nodes are needed before Phase Il. In
addition, the Commercial Practices Goup is now available to
review this matter and give us its recommendati ons on how we
shoul d proceed. W, therefore, request that the Commerci al
Practices Group exam ne the devel opnent of proposed Phase | A
deadl i nes and nake recommendations to us on this issue by

August 31, 1998.

F. Data El enents in the Tenplates Are to be Fixed in
Sequence and Nunber, and Are Not to Differ Anong OASI S
Nodes

The How Group asks us to reconsider our Order No. 889-A
clarification that data elenents in QASIS tenpl ates nust be fixed
i n sequence and nunber, and are not to differ from OASI S node to
QASI S node. The How Group contends that this does not permt the
introduction of newfields to existing tenplates and it stifles
QASI S i nnovation by transm ssion providers.

Comm ssi on Concl usi on

The Conmm ssion continues to believe that permtting
transm ssion providers to reorder and add their own information
to OASI S tenpl ates defeats the purpose of standardi zi ng

el ectroni ¢ communi cati on across all QASI S nodes. Standardi zation
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of electronic conmmuni cation across all OASIS nodes is the
underlying principle that permts efficient novenent of power
across the grid by nmaking it easier for custoners to |ocate
information in a tinmely manner across various OASI S nodes. As we
have stated before, when the industry proposes nodifications to
the standards, we will continue to order revisions to the S&CP
Docunent, thus inplenenting across-the-board changes to the
tenplates for all OASIS nodes, as necessary. 1/ Moreover, even
t hough we will continue to be responsive to requests to revise
t he S&CP Docunent as warranted, the proper forum for challenging
i ssues first decided in Order No. 889-A (such as this one) would
have been in a tinely request for rehearing of Order No. 889-A

G The Meani ng of Disclosure of a Discount Gven to a
Particul ar Custoner

89/ Order No. 889-A, FERC Stats. & Regs. at 30, 574.
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The How Group asks the Comm ssion to clarify the definition
of what constitutes a transm ssion price "discount."” The How
Goup's June 27, 1997 letter states that it understands the
Comm ssion’s definition to be any price below the tariff or
ceiling price. The August 12, 1997 How G oup letter requests
clarification that, for the purpose of requiring disclosure of
any transm ssion price discount given to a particular custoner,
the transm ssion price discount should be defined as any
negotiated price different fromthe offer price that has been
posted on the OASIS. The How G oup proposes to identify
transm ssion price discounts in two ways: (1) discounts fromthe
ceiling price and (2) discounts stemm ng from negoti ations
regardl ess of whether the initial offer was the ceiling price.

All discounts would be identified by posting the discounted price
next to the ceiling price in the offering tenplates posted by the
transm ssion provider. Negotiated discounts would be identified
by a negotiation "flag" in the TRANSSTATUS tenplate. 1/ The
negotiation "flag" woul d enabl e searches for discounts given to

particul ar custoners for specific transm ssion services,

90/ The "flag" would identify whether the negotiated
transm ssion service price is higher or lower than a
transm ssion provider’s offering price. A negotiated price
may be higher than the offering price (not to exceed the
ceiling price), for exanple, as the result of an auction on
a constrained interface.
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i ncl udi ng searches by path, points of receipt and delivery, etc.
1/

Comm ssi on Concl usi on

W agree with the How G oup that, pursuant to our Order No.
888- A policy, a transm ssion price discount is present whenever a
transm ssion price below the tariff or ceiling price is offered
or negotiated by a transm ssion provider. The proposed use of a
negotiation flag, in addition to the ceiling price and offer and
bid price in the TRANSSTATUS tenpl ate, neets our requirenent to
di scl ose transm ssion price discounts, identifying both a
negoti ated transm ssion price discount as well as an initial
transm ssion offer price positioned below the ceiling price. W
i ncorporate the How G oup's proposal in the revised Phase | A S&CP

Docunent .

H. Date of |nplenentation for Phase | A Changes

The How Group proposes an inplenentation date for its
proposed Phase | A changes starting six nonths after approval by
the Comm ssion. This schedul e would provide four nonths for
devel opnent and beta testing and two nonths for training and full
scal e testing.

Conmmi ssi on Concl usi on

91/ How G oup Phase Il Report at p. 16.
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We agree with the How Goup that the six-nonth
i npl enentati on schedule is reasonable. Accordingly, we wll
direct that the Phase | A changes nust be inpl enented on
Decenber 1, 1998.

| . | npact of Phase | A | nplenentation

Sout hern posits that the overall goal of Phase | should be
to ensure a reliable core set of transm ssion service information
inaformat that is easy to access and sinple to use and that
Phase 1A will represent progress only if it has the effect of
maki ng OASI S workable for the majority of market participants. 1/

Therefore, the resources of transm ssion providers and custoners
shoul d be concentrated on maki ng day-to-day OASI S operations nore
effective, before adding new features to OASIS. 1/ Southern
contends that the benefits of Phase IA are not worth the risk of
mar ket di sruption that is sure to be caused by inplenenting an
interimand substantially new OASIS. Repeating the point it nade
with respect to the proposed interi mneasures, Southern argues
t hat Phase | A on-line negotiations my add conplexity and w ||
i npede rat her than accel erate robust trading of power because it
W Il burden OASIS without increasing throughput. It adds that
linking ancillary services to transm ssion services further

increases the data entry requirenents of the transm ssion

92/ Sout hern Comments on Phase | A at pp. 1-6.

93/ Sout hern Comments on Phase | A at p.2.
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provi der and further increases the data that nust be transferred
bet ween the provi der and custoner.

Comm ssi on Concl usi on

As noted, Southern repeats its contention that interim
measures for on-line negotiations nmay add conpl exity and i npede
rat her than accel erate robust trading of power because it wll
i ncrease the burden of using OASIS without increasing its
t hroughput. Nonetheless, the policies that |led to the changes at
i ssue here were adopted by the Comm ssion in Order No. 889-A
after a full review on rehearing of Order No. 889. The proper
forumto challenge the Comm ssion's findings in Order No. 889-A
woul d have been in a tinely request for rehearing of that order.
At this juncture, we are not persuaded to revise our policies
concerning on-line negotiations and ancillary services.

J. Uni form Formats for Organizational Charts and Job
Descri ptions

In Anmerican Electric Power Services Corp., 81 FERC | 61, 332

at 62,512 (1997), order on reh'g and clarification, 82 FERC

9 61,131 at 61,470-71 (1998), the Comm ssion required

transm ssion providers to post organi zational charts and job
descriptions on their QOASIS nodes. Currently, transm ssion
providers use many different software progranms to create and post
organi zati onal charts and job descriptions including, but not

limted to, Adobe Systens I|Incorporated s portable docunent format
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("PDF"), Mcrosoft Corporation's "Wrd", and hypertext marked
| anguage ("HTM.").

Because the transm ssion providers do not provide the
organi zati onal charts and/or job descriptions in standardized
formats, industry participants have difficulty view ng and
downl oading the information. To rectify this problem we
encourage the industry to reach consensus on an industry-w de
uni form format, which could be easily obtained and wi dely used by
i ndustry participants, to cover both organi zational charts and
j ob descriptions, or at a mninmum one uniformformat for
organi zati onal charts and another uniformformat for job
descriptions. To this end, we request that the How G oup, wthin
90 days of the date of issuance of this order, devel op an
i ndustry-wi de uniformformat for organi zational charts and job
descriptions, and submt its recommendations on this issue to the
Comm ssi on.

I'11. EFFECTI VE DATE AND CONGRESSI ONAL NOTI FI CATI ON

Version 1.1 of the S&CP Docunent, as nodified herein, wll
take effect 60 days fromthe publication of this order in the

Federal Register. Version 1.2 of the S& CP Docunent, as nodified

herein, will take effect on Decenber 1, 1998. The revisions to
8 4.3.7.b of Version 1.2 of the S&CP Docunent, pertaining to the
maski ng of source and sink information, will take effect on

January 1, 1999.



- 76 -

The Comm ssion has determ ned, with the concurrence of the
Adm nistrator of the Ofice of Information and Regul atory Affairs
of the Ofice of Managenent and Budget, that this Rule is not a
"major rule” wthin the nmeaning of section 351 of the Smal
Busi ness Regul atory Enforcement Act of 1996. 1/ The Commi ssion
wll submt the rule to both houses of Congress and the
Comptroller General prior to its publication in the Federal

Regi st er.

The Comm ssion orders:

(A) The current S&CP Docunent (Version 1.1) is hereby
nodi fied, as discussed in the body of this order, to incorporate
the interimprocedures on price negotiation. This directive is
to becone effective 60 days fromthe date of publication of this

order in the Federal Register. The S&CP Docunent (Version 1.1),

as nodified herein, will be superseded by the revised S&CP
Docunment (Version 1.2), as shown on Attachnent 2 to this order,
upon the effective date of the revised S& P Docunent (Version

1.2) ordered below in Odering Paragraph (B)

94/ 5 U S.C. § 804(2).
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(B) The revised S&CP Docunent (Version 1.2), as shown on
Attachnent 2 to this order, is hereby adopted for use by
Transm ssion Providers, to becone effective on Decenber 1, 1998,
as discussed in the body of this order.

(C© The revised S& CP Docunent (Version 1.2) is hereby
nodi fied, as discussed in the body of this order, to revise
references in 8 4.3.7.b pertaining to the maski ng of source and
sink information, to becone effective on January 1, 1999.
By the Conm ssion. Comm ssioner Bailey dissented in part

with a separate statenent attached.
( SEAL) Conmi ssi oner Hébert concurred.

David P. Boergers,
Acting Secretary.

ATTACHMENT 1

ABBREVI ATI ONS OF NAMES USED I N ORDER

Entity Nane Abbr evi ati on
Al abama Power Conpany (Al abama Power)
Anerican El ectric Power (AEP)
Anmeri can Public Power Association ( APPA)
Central Illinois Lighting Conpany (4 LCO
Coalition for a Conpetitive Electric Market (CCEM
Commerci al Practices Wrking G oup ( Conmmrer ci al
Practices G oup)
Commonweal t h Edi son Conpany (Commonweal t h
Edi son)

Conti nental Power Exchange ( CPEX)



El ectric C earinghouse, Inc.
Cl eari nghouse)
El ectric Power Research Institute
El ectric Power Suppliers Association
Fl ori da Power Corporation
Ceor gi a Power Conpany
@l f Power Conpany
M ssi ssi ppi Power Conpany
QASI S How Wor ki ng Group (EPRI)
Nati onal Rural Electric
Cooper ati ve Association
New Yor k Power Pool
New York State Electric & Gas Corp.
North Anmerican Electric
Reliability Council
Pennsyl vania - New Jersey - Maryl and
Power Pool
PECO Energy Conpany - Power Team
PECO Ener gy Conpany - Power Team and
Vitol Gas & Electric, Ltd.
Savannah El ectric and Power Conpany
Sout hern Conpany Services, |Inc.

(Electric

(EPRI)
( EPSA)

(Fl ori da Power Corp)
(Georgi a Power)
(Qul f Power)

(M ssi ssippi Power)
(How G oup)

( NRECA)
( NYPP)
( NYSEG)

( NERC)

(PIM
(PECO

( PECO Ener gy)
( Savannah)
( Sout hern



BAI LEY, Comm ssioner, dissenting in part

| respectfully dissent fromthe decision to require the
unmaski ng of source and sink information and the posting of such
information, for public inspection, on a transm ssion provider's
open access sane-tine information system (QASIS)

In nmy judgnment, this case presents a difficult bal ancing
issue. Specifically, it raises the issue of whether the public
di vul gence of (what certain comrenters characterize as)
comercially and conpetitively sensitive information is
out wei ghed by the public's and the Conm ssion's need for such
information for the purpose of detecting possible undue
discrimnation or preference in the provision of transm ssion
servi ce.

This issue -- the bal ance between protecting commercially
sensitive business information and requiring its disclosure for
t he purpose of nonitoring and enforcenent -- is a recurring one.

| have previously discussed the issue in the context of
separation of functions requirenments applicable to transm ssion
providers 1/ and reporting and filing requirenments applicable to
power suppliers with market-based rate authority. 1/

| viewthis issue as particularly inportant as whol esal e
power markets initiate and continue their devel opnent to
conpetitive markets. Froma regulator's perspective, it presents
a difficult quandary. Should we require the divul gence of
additional information to pronote our nonitoring of the
conpetitive market, when we suspect or are infornmed that

95/ See Anerican Electric Power Service Corporation, et al., 81

FERC ¢ 61, 332 (1997), order on reh'g, 82 FERC Y 61,131 (1998),
reh' g pendi ng.

96/ See AES Huntington Beach, et al., L.L.C., 83 FERC { 61, 100
(1998).
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di vul gence of such information would act to hinder operation of
the very conpetitive market we are attenpting to foster?

Here, the infornation at issue is what the order
characterizes as "source and sink" information. Source and sink
information helps to define the transm ssion service.
Specifically, it identifies the |location of the generation
resource and the |location of the |load to be served.

This is very inportant information to the extent it allows
the transm ssion provider to assess the demands a request for
transm ssion service will place on its transm ssion system
want to be clear that | have absolutely no problemw th the
di vul gence of source and sink information, and any other rel ated
information, to the transm ssion provider and any ot her
entities, for the purpose of pronoting the reliability of the
system and i npl enenting appropriate line |loading relief
pr ocedur es.

The question here, however, is very different -- whether
such information should be nade publicly avail abl e, by postings
on the OASIS, to the public and to the Conm ssion

Here, we see different viewpoints on the subject. W are
informed that transm ssion providers are, for the nost part,
indifferent on the subject and sinply want to be apprised of
their OASIS posting obligations in the aftermath of O der No.
889-A, which required the on-line posting and negoti ati on of
transm ssi on di scounts and the unmasking of party nanes. (The
QASI S "How' Working Goup, a representative industry coalition
that periodically nmakes recommendati ons as to proposed
i nprovenents in OASIS procedures and protocols, takes no
position on the subject and sinply seeks Comm ssion
"clarification" as to whether the unmasking of names al so
requi res the unmaski ng of source and sink information.)

Transm ssi on custoners, on the other hand, offer strong
opi nion on the subject. Power marketers and power producers
articulate strong opposition to the OASI S posting of source and
sink information. They believe that this information is
commercially and conpetitively sensitive, and that the public
di vul gence of the information will stifle the devel opnent of
conpetitive markets (particularly markets for short-term energy
transactions) and seriously inpair their ability to act as
mar ket internediaries identifying and matching sellers and
pur chasers.
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Transm ssion custonmers w thout generation for sale offer a
di fferent judgnent. They believe that the disclosure of source
and sink information, identifying generation and |oad, w |
pronote transparency of utility operations and better enable
custoners and the Comm ssion to detect undue discrimnation.

Today's order strikes a balance in favor of disclosure. It
finds that the infornmation is necessary to better enable
custoners and the Comm ssion to detect and renedy undue
discrimnation and preference in the provision of open access
transm ssion service. It also finds that disclosure is hel pful
in pronoting the accuracy of the nunbers -- avail able
transm ssion capacity (ATC) and total transm ssion capacity
(TTC) -- that transm ssion providers nmust post on the QASIS.

The order also helps to protect the commercial and
conpetitive sensitivity of source and sink information by
del ayi ng the posting of such information until the tinme a
transm ssi on custoner has confirned that it wshes to finalize
the transaction. In this manner, other transm ssion providers
will not be able to swoop in and pirate off pending
transactions, through the use of source and sink information,
while they are still in the process of negotiation. In
addition, the order delays until January 1, 1999 the date by
whi ch transm ssion providers must begin to post on the OASIS the
source and sink information provided by transm ssion custoners.

| find this delay in the public posting of source and sink
information to be helpful in mtigating the commercial and
conpetitive consequences of disclosure. Nevertheless, even with

the delay in posting, | remain of the opinion that the bal ance
tips in favor of protecting comercially and conpetitively
sensitive information against public disclosure. | base this

j udgnent on several considerations.

First, | remain unconvinced whether the unmasking of this
information i s necessary or represents the best, or even an
appropriate, nethod of inproving our ability to detect undue
discrimnation or pronote the validity of OQASIS postings. The
El ectric Power Supply Association, for exanple, in its conmments
refers to using source and sink information for enforcenent
purposes as "akin to going after a bug with a cannon instead of
afly swatter.” | wonder whether there are nore narrow y-
tailored solutions, such as upgrading the data retention or
audi ting procedures of Order No. 889.

Second, | amstruck by the fact that a | arge segnent of the
transm ssion custonmer comrunity -- power narketers and suppliers
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-- which has an obvious interest in pronoting conpetitive
markets and utility conpliance with our open access and QOASI S
initiatives actually opposes this initiative. To the extent we
act to inprove our enforcenent nechanisns to the benefit of
transm ssion custoners, | would hope to see greater unanimty of
support anong such purported beneficiaries. 1In this regard, the
coment ers whi ch oppose the unmaski ng of source and sink
informati on are anong those attendees at our July, 1997
techni cal conference on QOASIS i npl enentati on which expressed
great concern for the validity and useful ness of OASIS postings
and procedures and urged a nunber of proposed inprovenents.
However, unmasking of source and sink information was not one of
the i nprovenents advanced for our consideration.

Third, as today's order recogni zes, the Conmm ssion itself
recently reaffirmed -- as recently as March 1997 in Order No.
888-A -- the comercial and conpetitive sensitivity of source
and sink information by providing in the pro forma transm ssion
tariff that such information would remain confidential, except
in certain limted circunstances. Wat circunstances have
transpired in the last year as to defeat the presunption of
confidentiality and to conpel a reversal and the disclosure of
such information at this tine?

Fourth, we have inconplete information upon which to take
the significant step of changing our m nd and now unmaski ng
i nformati on concerning the |ocation of generation and |oad. The
Commi ssion is advancing an order on a variation of that which
was set for notice and comment |ast summer. We have not
elicited cooments on whether del aying the posting of this
information until the time of transaction finalization, or
del aying the effectiveness of revisions to the OASI S Standards
and Comruni cations Protocols Docunent for seven nonths (unti
January 1, 1999), is sufficient to mtigate the conpetitive
concerns of the commenters. The Coalition for a Conpetitive
Mar ket (CCEM suggests, as an alternative, that the Conm ssion
coul d bal ance its concerns by further del aying disclosure of
source and sink information for 30 days after a request for
service i s accepted, denied or w thdrawn.

| am basing ny decision on the pleadings as conpiled in
this proceeding. Upon the subm ssion of further comment (such
as in petitions for rehearing) as to the bal ancing of interests
bet ween protecting comercially and conpetitively sensitive
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i nformation and using such information to pronote enforcenent
and nonitoring of markets, | could be persuaded to adopt a
di fferent bal ance.

At this time, however, | believe that the Conmm ssion's very
inportant interest in nonitoring markets and protecting agai nst
t he abuse of nonopoly power by transm ssion providers does not
outwei gh the Comm ssion's interest in protecting this type of
comercially and conpetitively sensitive information and,

t hereby, pronoting a vigorous and thriving whol esal e power
mar ket .
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For all of these reasons, | dissent fromthe decision to
require the unmaski ng of source and sink information and to
adopt revised procedures in the OASI S Standards and
Communi cations Protocols Docunent to reflect this unmaski ng of
information. | concur in all other respects with the findings
of the order.

Vicky A Bailey
Comm ssi oner



