UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 90 FERC 161,045
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSON

Before Commissonas  James J. Hoecker, Charman;
Vicky A. Baley, William L. Massy,
Linda Bregathitt, and Curt Hébert, J.

Centrd Hudson Gas & Electric

Corporation
Consolidated Edison Company of

New York, Inc. Docket Nos. ER97-1523-013
New York State Electric & Gas and -014, OA97-470-012 and

Corporation -013, ER97-4234-010 and -011
NiagaraMohawk Power Corporation
Orange and Rockland Utilities, Inc.
Rochester Gas and Electric

Corporation

ORDER DENYING IN PART AND GRANTING IN PART
REHEARING AND CLARIFICATION AND
ACCEPTING COMPLIANCE FILING, ASMODIHED

(Issued January 14, 2000)

This order addresses the proposed revisons to the New Y ork Independent System Operator's
(New York 1SO) Open Access Trangmisson Taiff (1SO Tranamisson Tariff) and the New York ISO
Savices Taiff (150 Services Taiff) submitted by the Member Sysems of the New Y ork Power Poadl
(NYPP) (collectivdy Member Systems or Applicants) in compliance with our July 29, 1999 order (July
29 order). With the modifications discussed below, we conditionally acoept the compliancefiling of
the Member Sysems. In this order, we d 0 address the requests for rehearing and darification of the
July 29 order.

|. Background

On January 27, 1999, the Commisson issued an order conditionaly accepting, with
modifications, the proposed New Y ork 1SO Tariff and the proposed market rules of the New Y ork

1Centrd Hudson Gas & Electric Corp., &t d., 88 FERC 1 61,138 (1999).
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1SO. 2 The order d<o required the Member Systems to submit acompliance filing reflecting anumber
of changeswithin 90 days of the order. The Member Systems submitted a compliance filing on Apil
30, 1999 (April 30 compliancefiling). On July 29, 1999, the Commisson conditionaly accepted the
Member Systemns April 30 compliancefiling, subject to the Member Sysemsfiling certain additiond
revisons

Requedts for Rehearing and Claificaion

Timdy requests for rehearing and/or darification of the July 29 order werefiled in Docket No.
ER97-1523-014, &t d. by the Sithe/lndependence Power Partners, L.P. (Sthe) and Public Service
Hectric & Gas Company (PSE&G). In addition, PG& E Generating (PG& E Gen) filed amation for
daification.

On October 1, 1999, Sithefiled alimited response to PSE& G's request for rehearing. On
October 15, 1999, PSE& G filed aresponse to Sithe's October 1 response.

Compliance Aling

On Augugt 26, 1999, the Member Sysems submitted afiling in compliance with the July 29
order. The Member Systems request that the Commisson grant al wavers necessary to dlow the tariff
sheets to become effective on the date the 1 SO becomes operationd. 3

In this order, we shdll address the requests for rehearing and daification of the July 29 order as
wdl asthe August 26, 1999 compliance filing submitted by the Member Systemsin responseto the July
29 order. Asdiscussed further bdow, we grant, in part, and deny, in part the requests for rehearing
and daification of the July 29 order and acoept the Member Systems compliancefiling, as modified.

I1. Notice of Hlings and Intervertions

Noatice of the Member Systems compliance filing was published in the Federd Regider, 64
Fed. Reg. 49,001 (1999), with protests and interventions due on or before Segptember 15, 1999.

2 Centrd Hudson Gas & Electric Co. et d., 86 FERC 61,062 (1999), order on reh'g, 83
FERC 161,138 (1999) (January 27 order). The Commisson conditiondly authorized the
egtablishment of the New York ISO in Central Hudson Gas & Electric Co. et d., 83 FERC 61,352
(1998), order on reh'g, 87 FERC 61,135 (1999).

3At thetime of their filing, the Member Systems noted that October 12, 1999 wasthe
projected sart date of the 1ISO. However, the |SO commenced operations in November, 1999.
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Protests and/or comments to the compliance filing were submitted by Cord Power, L.L.C. and
Enron Power Marketing, Inc. (Cord and EPMI), Sthe, Allegheny Electric Cooperdive, Inc.
(Allegheny), NiagaraMohawk Energy Marketing, Inc. (NMEM) and the Municipa Electric Utilities
Asodaion (MEUA). 4

On September 30, 1999, the Member Systems filed a response to the protests and comments
filed by the intervenors

[1l. Discusson

A. Procedurd Mdtters

Although the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure do not permit answersto protests,
® given that the anser helpsin darifying certain issues, we will acoept the answer filed by the Member
Sysdems However, asthe Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure do not permit responsesto
requests for rehearing, we will rgject the regponses to the rehearing requests and daification a this
time

B. July 29 Order Issues on Rehearing

Energy Imbdance Savice

Inthe July 29 order, the Commisson accepted the Member Sysems proposal to impose
different imbaance charges depending on whether a customer takes sarvice under the 1SO Sarvices
Taiff or the1SO Trangmisson Taiff.

Initsrequest for rehearing of the July 29 order, Sithe urges the Commission to diminate the
ISO Trangmisson Taiff energy imbaance service conditions, or dternaively, to direct Member
Sysemsto impose the same energy imbaance charge on 1SO Trangmisson Taiff cusomersthet is
impasad on 1SO Sarvices Taiff cusomers. Sthe datesthat the diginction is unjudtified and unduly
disrimingtory.

Inthe July 29 order, we conduded thet it was reasonable to impose different energy
imbaance charges on customers taking service under different tariffs and to assess regulation charges

“4Allegheny and NMEM have dso filed to interveneiin this procesding. These partieswere
admitted as intervenors previoudy in the underlying dockets to this proceeding. Therefore, we do not
need to act here on ther requests for intervention.

°See 18 C.F.R. 385.213(8)(2) (1999).
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on those customers who cause the need for the sarvice. © While Sithe disagrees with the Commission's
decison in thisregard, it has nat submitted any new evidence to support dtering the Commisson's
previous decigon. Accordingly, we deny Sthe's request for rehearing of thisissue

One-Time Right to Convert to Transmisson Congestion Contracts (TCCs)

In response to concerns of Sithe, the July 29 order granted grandfathered cusomersthe right to
convert their dection of physicd rights or TCCs any time before the Spring 2000 initid auction. On
rehearing, Sthe requests thet the Commisson dlow grandfathered cusomersthe onetime right to
convert to TCCs a any time dfter thefird trandtiond auction as long as the grandfathered customer
givesthe 1O auffident natice. Sithe argues, asit did previoudy, that thiswould not disrupt any
planned TCC auctions

In the July 29 order, we addressed Sithe's concerns and granted aright to convert to TCCs,
On rehearing, Stheis saeking to expand its earlier request for aone-timeright to convert. We disagree
with Sthes posgition and find thet dlowing converson for alimited time (until two weeks before the
Soring 2000 initid auction) will dlow auction participants cartainty asto avalability of TCCs Sthe hes
offered no compdling reasons for dtering our decison in this regard and accordingly, we deny Sithe's
request.

Vadltage Support Payments

The duly 29 order required Member Systemsto revise the |SO Sarvices Taiff to date thet
non-utility generators (NUGs) are permitted to directly contract with the 1SO to provide voltage
support sarvices to the | SO where permitted under the terms of their power purchase agreements
(PPAS). In addition, the Commission directed thet the tariff Sate thet, if the purchaser agreesto
dipulate to the 10 that the NUG should receive the payments, the payments could be made directly to
the NUG. The Members Sysems have incorporated language to reflect this change in Rate Schedule
2.

Sithe requests rehearing of the July 29 order on this point, suggedting thet the rief granted is of
little vdue. Sithe ates that because most PPAs do not explicitly address voltage support sarvice,
NUGs operating under PPAswill rardly be compensated for providing voltage support to the 1SO.
Therefore, Sthe argues that unlessthe PPA explicitly sates that voltage support isinduded asasarvice
under the PPA, there should be no prerequisite on how the NUG recaives payment for providing this
svice

6 88 FERC at 61,336.
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Asthe Commisson dated previoudy, NUGs should be dlowed to contract on their own with
the 1S0 to provide voltage support service and to recdive payment when permitted by the PPA. 7
However, to dlow NUGstto hill the ISO without a stipulation from the purchasar would lead to an
unmanagesble pogtion for the ISO where it would be forced to resolve hilling digputes and contract
Issues between the NUGs and the purchasers. Such apodtion is dearly undesirable and unworkable.
We nate thet if there is a digpute between a NUG and the buyer in interpreting the rdlevant portions of
the PPA, the NUG isfree to chdlenge the buyer's interpretation in an gppropriate proceeding. For
these reasons, we will rgject Sthels request for rehearing.

Grandfathered Terms and Conditions

PG& E Gen seeks daification thet dl provisons of exiding third-party tranamisson sarvice
agreements (TSAS) will be honored, induding the ability to subditute dternate recapt and ddivery
points on a nonHfirm bads without incurring atranamisson service charge (TSC). In addition, Sthe
contends thet the July 29 order failed to address (1) its argument thet its TSA with Niagara Mohawk
Power Corporation (Niagara Mohawk) should obviate the need for Sithe to have a sarvice agreement
under the 1SO Transmisson Taiff; and (2) thet the 1SO Trangmisson Taiff should pecificaly preserve
Sithesrights to obtain non-firm tranamisson sarvice under its TSA.

The duly 29 order dearly datesthat, "Member Sysemswill honor the existing rates, terms
and conditions of exising agreements until such time as they are maodified under section 205 or 206 of
theFPA." 8 We darify that grandfathered customers are not required to sign a TSA with the [SO.
Moreover, we will grant PG& E Gen and Sithes requests for darification thet rights under exiding
TSAs are undfected by the 1SO Tranamisson Taiff.

Scheduling Cherge

The January 27 order directed thet the 1SO revise its funding mechanism to dlocate cogs for
non-tranamission savices to the parties that benefit from those services

On rehearing, Sthe dates that the Commisson falled to addressiits protest to the April 30
compliancefiling, and argues that the scheduling charge resdud adjustment continues to indude certain
codsthat bear no rdation to actud transmisson scheduling cods Sthe Sates that these charges
should be removed from Schedule 1 and alocated to those cusomers that benefit from such sarvice

In the April 30 compliancefiling, the Member Sysems did not addressthe January 27 order’'s
directive to revise the scheduling charge. The Commisson agrees with Sthe that the Member Sysems

88 FERC at 61,387.
8 88 FERC at 61,388.
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continue to indude items thet are nat rdlated to scheduling transactions and, therefore, should not be
induded in the scheduling charge resdud adjusment. Accordingly, we will again direct thet the ISO's
funding mechaniam be revised to dlocate cogs for nonHrangmisson sarvices to the parties thet benefit
from those sarvices

Tranamisson Savice Charge

The January 27 order accepted the Member Systems proposd to adopt the present revenue
requirements from their individua open access transmisson tariffs for the purpose of rates under the
ISO tariff and rgected Sithe's request to set the revenue requirements for hearing.

Sthe damsthet cartain Member Sysems continue to indude excessve trangmission revenue
requirements to develop the tranamisson rate usad inthe 1ISO Tranamisson Taiff. Sthe daesthat the
Commission should: (1) direct the Member Sysemsto modify ther tranamission rates to comport with
the results of their respective open access tranamisson taiffs and (2) direct any of the Member
Sysemstha have a pending trangmission rate case in litigation or pending settlement to Sipulate that the
lower of such utilities pending settlement or litigeted open access tranamisson tariff rateswill be
incorporated for the tranamisson revenue requirement of the |SO Tranamisson Tariff.

Member Syslems are usng the revenue requirements which are currently on file. To the extent
thet litigation or settlement proceedings change these revenue requirements, the ISO Trangmisson Tariff
should be revisad to reflect any such revisad revenue requirements to become effective on the effective
date gpedified in the litigated or settlement proceeding. Moreover, to the extent thet the revenue
requirementsin litigation are subject to refund, the same refund protection should gpply to the ISO
raes Therefore, to the extent that litigation or settlement proceadings result in achangeto any
Members Sysem's revenue requirements, the Member Systemns should indude such revised revenue
requirementsin the ISO Transmisson Taiff on an ongoing bess and fileto revise the tranamisson rate
accordingly. °

Coordinaion of New Generation I nterconnections with Neighboring Control Aress

Public Service Electric and Gas Company (PSE& G) requests that the | SO open access
tranamisson taiff provisons be expanded to indude explicit procedures to address the safety and
religbility concerns of neighboring transmission system owners prior to interconnection of new
generdion. PSE& G datesthat it has been unsuccesstul in efforts to meet with Consolidated Edison
Company of New Y ork (Con Ed) to discuss impacts of propased new interconnects.

The pro forma tariff dreedy sufficiently addresses procedures rdated to interconnection. With
regard to third party additions, the pro forma tariff spedifiesthat while the tranamisson provider is not

¥ We expect that the revised revenue reuirement will befiled a the gppropriate time.
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respongble for arrangements on other systems, the tranamission provider will undertake reasoneble
effortsto asist the transmission customer in obtaining such arrangements. 1°° 1n addition, the pro forma
taiff dlowstranamisson providers to coordinate with neighboring utilities when condruction oniits
system dso requires congtruction on other systems. 1 This abligation indudes construction necessary
to interconnect new generators. Moreover, the pro forma tariff's requirements have not been diminated
for theNew York ISO.

Apart from these provisons, we have noted before thet:

Interconnected utilities must, and do, work dosdly to ensure that the operation of one
sysem does nat jeopardize the rdiahility of aneghboring system, nor diminish the
naighbor's aaility to utilize its sysem in the mogt economica métter.

* * %

Itis inthefirdg ingance, for the interconnected parties as the owners and operators of
utility systems to establish mutudly acceptable operating practices. In addition, if [an
affected utility] can demondrate that this transaction is a burden on its system, [it] can
fileatranamisson savice rate for Commisson congideration which would account for
any unauthorized loop flows. [19]

10 See Promoating Wholesale Competition Through Open Access NonrDiscrimingtory
Trangmisson Sarvices by Public Utilities; Recovery of Stranded Costs by Public Utilitiesand
Trangmitting Utilities, Order No. 888, 61 Fed. Reg. 21,540, FERC Stats. & Regs. 131,036 (1996),
order on reh'g, Order No. 888-A, 62 Fed. Reg. 12,274 (1997), FERC Stas. & Regs. 31,048 a
30,527 (1997), order on reh'g, Order No. 888-B, 81 FERC 161,248 (1997), order on reh'g, Order
No. 888-C, 82 FERC 161,046 (1998).

11 Order No. 888-A, FERC Stats. & Regs. 131,048 at 30,527-28.

12Serra Pacific Power Company, 85 FERC 161,314 a 62,235 (1998), order on reh'g, 86
FERC 161,198 (1999) (SearaPadfic) (quating American Electric Power Service Corporation, et dl.,
49 FERC 161,377 at 62,381 (1989), rehig denied, 50 FERC 161,192 (1990)).
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Moreover, we dated thet utilities that choose to interconnect bear the repongibility to exerdse dl
gppropriate messures to resolve operationa problems on amutualy acoeptable basis 12 Accordingly,
no additiond tariff provisons are necessary and PSE& G's request is denied.

C. July 29 Order |ssues on Compliance

Among ather revisons, the July 29 order required Member Systemsto explicitly datein
Attachment Jthat externd generators engaged in bilaterd transactions would be permitted to subtitute
energy from the day-ahead or hour-ahead markets for their own energy. In addition, both the January
27 and the July 29 orders directed Member Sysemsto publidy report TCC transactions without
reveding the names of TCC bidders dong with the bids. The July 29 order permitted Member
Systems to announce the percentages of TCCsto be avarded prior to each round of the TCC auction.
Member Sysems have made eech of theserevisons. Accordingly, we will accept the above aspects of
the compliance filing without further discusson. We will discuss other spedific provisons of the
compliancefiling bdow.

1. 190 Tranamisson Taiff I1ssues

Energy Imbdance Savice

As noted above, the July 29 order directed Member Systemsto incorporate the pro forma
tariff energy imbaance sarvice deviation band and transaction minimum in the 15O open access
tranamisson tariff. Member Systems have revisad the | SO open access tranamisson taiff to indude
the pro farma deviation band and transaction minimum as directed by the Commission.

MEUA maintains thet the reguired changes were nat incorporated properly in dl arees of the
ISO Trangmisson Taiff. MEUA aguesthat the 1SO hasincorrectly usad the term "gpplicable
tolerance band" rather then "gpplicable deviaion band”' condgent with the definition in Schedule 4.
Further, MEUA proposes word changes in the following sentence in the schedule to avoid the
gppearance of amigmatch between over and under ddiveries MEUA aso arguesthat high pendties
for underddiveries discourage atempts to correct imba ances within the deviation band and thet
cusomers should receive some payment for inadvertent overscheduled energy. Findly, MEUA
contends that the SO has ingppropriately subdtituted "Transmisson Cusome™ for "Generdor,” Snce
this change was not required by the July 29 order.

We do not agree with MEUA thet the use of “tolerance band” in the tariff creates confusion.
We d=0 find that MEUA's concarns regarding the wording of the following sentence are not
gopropriady raised in this proceeding because no change was made from the gpproved verson.
Further, we find that the objection to the pendty provisonsisingppropriate in this proceeding because

139 graPadific, 85 FERC at 62,235; AEP, 49 FERC a 62,381.
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the pendlty provisons areidentica to the pro forma tariff. Ladly, the subdtitution of "trangmisson
cusomer” for "generator” darifies the reponghilities of the parties when read in conjunction with other
Commisson directed revigons. In sum, we find thet the Member Sysems have complied with the
Commission's directives regarding the incorporation of the pro forma energy imbaance provisons and
we will accept the revison submitted by the Member Systems

Reindatement of Section 4.6

The duly 29 order directed the Member Systemsto re-insert into the 1SO Transmisson Tariff
section 4.6 which dates that the |SO is respongble for the establishment of operating resarves as well
astheimplementation of the operating resarve requirements of the New Y ork State Reiability Coundil.
Member Systems have insarted this section into Rate Schedule 5 of the |SO Tranamisson Tariff.
However, the Member Sysems have added langueage to reflect thet the 1SO must offer operating
reserves service to support export transactions.

Allegheny protests the Member Systems addition of languege gating thet the |SO mudt offer
operating reserve sarvices to support export transactions. Allegheny bdieves that this change
unreasonably imposes operating reserve reguirements on the power Allegheny imports from the New
York Control Area(NYCA). Allegheny dso argues that such achange should nat be placed ina

compliancefiling, 14

We agree with Allegheny that the Member Systems addition regarding operating resarves for
exports was not required by the Commisson's orders and is therefore beyond the scope of the
compliancefiling. Accordingly, we direct the Member Sysemsto ddete the addition to Schedule 5 of
the 1SO Tranamisson Taiff.

One-Time Right to Change to Election of TCCs

As described above, the Member Sysems modified the |SO Tranamisson Taiff to permit
partiesto dect to convert ther exiging rightsto TCCs any time before the Saring 2000 initid auction.
The July 29 order directed Member Systemsto permit grandfathered transmisson cusomers aone-
time right to change their dection of physicd rights or finandd rights (TCCs) dfter the fird trangtiond
TCC auction. Member Sysems have revised the taiff to permit the converson after the firs
trangtional TCC auction but no later than two weeks before the firg centraized TCC auction, which is
scheduled to be held in the soring of 2000.

14Allegheny dso makes the same arguments with regard to the addition mede by the Member
Sysemsto offer imbaance sarvice to export transactions
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Asit argued on rehearing, Sithe requests thet the Commisson dlow grandfathered cusomers
the onetime right to change their dection of physcd rightsor TCCs a any time &fter thefirgt
trangtiond auction aslong asthe grandfathered cusomer givesthe 1SO aufficent notice

Aswe noted above, placing adeadline for convergon will dlow auction participants certainty

asto availability of TCCs We disagree with Sthe's position that customers should have the right to
changethear dection & any time. Therefore, we accept the revison made by Member Systems.

2. 190 Savice Taiff Issues

Vdtage Support Payments

As noted above, the July 29 order required the Member Systemsto revise the tariff to: (1)
alow NUGsto contract on ther own to provide voltage support sarvices to the |SO under certain
arcumgtances, and (2) datethat, if the purchaser agrees, such payments could be mede directly to the
NUG. Members Sysems have incorporated language to reflect this change in Rate Schedule 2.

In response to the compliance filing, Sithe argues that NUGs should be digible to receive
payments for the provison of voltage support to the 1SO without having to receive a stipulaion from
the purchaser under a PPA that the NUG is digible to recaive such payments

Aswe daed above, to dlow NUGsto hill the 1SO without astipulaion from the purchaser
would lead to an unmanageghle postion for the |SO where it would be forced to resolve billing
digoutes and contract issues between the NUGs and the purchasars. Such apogtion isundesirable.
We will accept the Member Systems revisonsto the tariff as directed by the Commisson.

Recdl of Energy Exports During Emergendes and Curtallments

The Commisson required Member Systemsto darify thet anon-inddled capacity generator
located inthe NY CA, which sdlls power outsde the NY CA, would not have its transactions recdled
during emergencies Member Systemns have codified this condition in the taiff to indicate thet the 1ISO
may purchase power from anon-indaled cgpacity generator pursuant to 1SO procedures during an

emergancy.

Cord, EPMI and NMEM are concerned that the revised language in the tariff will dlow the
ISO to force anon+indaled capacity generator to sdl energy to the ISO in emergency Stuations. They
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argue that the proposed language is ambiguous as to whet defines an emergency and givesthe 1SO
authority to set the procedures for such purchases. They argue thet this exposes marketers and
generatorsto increasad risk when making commitmentsto sdl firm energy outsdethe NY CA.
Therefore, they request thet the provisons be darified to dearly Sate that sdles contemplated by this
provison can only occur on avoluntary bess. Cord and EPMI dso suggest thet recd| provisons
should only be gpplied to generators currently contractudly obligated to supply inddled capadity to the
NY CA and should not be extended to those generators thet qudify asinddled capacity providers but
are not yet under contract.

Member Sysems respond that their proposd thet the |SO be able to recadl energy from any
qudified ingalled capacity provider -- whether or not the generator is currently under contract - is
reasonable Snce, aosant this requirement, a qudified generator would be able to contract efter-the-fact
to provide inddled cgpecity for the period when export transactions of inddled capadity generaors
would be curtaled. *° Member Systems offer further assurance thet generators that have not qualified
asinddled cgpadity generaiors will not have their export transactions curtailed even if the 1SO faces the
possihility of shedding load inthe NY CA.

The July 29 order sought to: (1) didinguish qudified inddled cgpedity generators from those
thet are nat qudified to fulfill this purpose and (2) to ensure that New Y ork 1SO could only recdll the
cgpaaity of thase who hed qudified during times of sysem emergendies. Intervenors are attempting to
add adiginction which does nat exist in thet order: whether aqudified indaled cgpecity generaor is
under contract to provide inddled capeacity a the time of the sysem emergency. Infact, once
qudified, the only distinction would be the extent to which the generator is providing inddled capecity
to New York ISO. By qudifying asinddled cgpadity providers, these entities have dected to
paticipate in the inddled capacity market and assume this obligation as a conssquence of their choice
to acquire the benfits of sdlling in that market. 1 Inlight of the above, we deny the requests of the
intervenors above and acoept the revisons mede by the Member Sysems

Scheduling and Unit Commitment

The duly 29 order required that requests by tranamission providers to commit generators not
otherwise committed by the 1SO in the Day-Ahead market be posted on the ISOsOASIS. The
Member Sysems have revisad section 4.11 accordingly.

Cord and EPMI suggest that the tariff should aso date that the ISO will pogt "promptly™ any
such requests and the responses by the 1 SO to such requests. The parties argue thet prompt posting is

15 The New York 1SO market rules permit Load Serving Entities to meet a certain portion of
their inddled cgpadity obligation after-the-fact from qudified generation.

16 See eg, PIM Interconnedtion LLC, 88 FERC 61,016 a 61,046 (1999).
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necessaty as day-ahead prices may be"gde€’ asaresult of new information regerding units committed
for locd rdichility.

We agree with Cord and EPMI's argument thet to the extent the datalis not posted promply, it
isof novdue. Therefore, we will require the 1SO to pogt the requests asthey are recaived. We will
not, however, require the | SO to post responses to such requests, as we find this beyond the scope of
the compliancefiling.

Bid Information

The duly 29 order darified that the names of bidders need not be rdeasad with the rdease of
bid information thet was ordered in the January 27 Order. However, the Commission required thet the
bid deta be rleased in such amanner asto alow interested partiesto follow the behavior of individud
bidders over time. The Member Sysems have induded this change in section 6.3. The Commisson
dso daified thet bid datafrom Load Sarving Entities (L SES) must be made public aswell.

Cord and EPMI date that Member Sysems have not complied entirdy with the Commisson's
directions regarding the pogting of bid information. In particular, they daim thet Member Systems have
not medeit expliat thet al bid data, induding thet of LSES, will be mede public. They request thet
Member Systems add this darification.

Membe Sygems answer that dl bid information, induding the bid information from LSES will
be mede public. They daim the proposad addition is unnecessary Snce the tariff is dear, without
exception, thet dl bid information will be mede public.

We agree with the Member Sysemsthat the language in the taxiff is dl- encompassng and
dearly indudesthe rdease of bid information by LSEs. Moreover, the July 29 order darified thet bid
data from L SEs would be mede public without the need for Member Systems to revise the taiff.
Accordingly, we will acoept the Member Systems revison in thisregard asfiled.

3. Other Compliance Fling Isues

Lagtly, we note thet Cord and EPMI renew ther request for the Commisson to order the 1SO
to use the average hourly load when conducting the Balancing Market Evauaion (BME) indeed of the
pesk load for the hour. We note thet, Snce no changeto this caculation was required by the July 29
order, this request is beyond the scope of the compliancefiling.

Effective Date
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The Commisson accepts the Members Sysems tariffs, with the modifications noted herein,
and grants the Member Systems request to dlow the tariffs to become effective on the day the ISO
becomes operationd.

The Commisson orders

(A) Therequestsfor renearing and darification are hereby granted in part and denied in part,
as discussed in the body of this order.

(B) The Member Systems compliancefiling is hereby accepted, as modified, to become
effective as discussad in the body of this order.

(©) The Member Sysems are hereby directed to miake arevised filing, with the maodifications
directed herein, within 30 days of the date of this order.

(D) The Member Sysemswill beinformed of rate schedule desgnations at alater dete.
By the Commisson.

(SEAL)

Linwood A. Watson, .,
Ading Secrdtay.



