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On July 23, 1999 (Friday), EPMI reserved and prescheduled non firm daily transmission for Monday on a Transmission Provider (NIMO) into PJM through NYISO when OASIS showed Available Transmission Capability (“ATC”).  NIMO confirmed the schedule to begin on Monday.  Late Friday evening, NYISO said that it would not allow the schedule to begin on Monday.  However, on Monday, it appeared that the interface was really not full, and, in fact, NYISO told me that EPMI should have been trying to use hourly transmission during that day, even though we had reserved daily (daily has a higher priority than hourly).  I had conversations with NYISO as to why it did not allow our daily schedule to flow, even though it had been scheduled and confirmed.  NYISO told me that it found “anomalies” in its system, but could not explain what the anomalies were or what they affected.  This kept EPMI from selling through that pool into PJM when PJM needed power.  NIMO billed EPMI for the transmission.  NYISO told me that it thinks EPMI should pay the bill unless I can send NYISO a schedule cut form.  I told NYISO that it was the one that told PJM that EPMI’s power would not flow and that NYISO had made the mistake.  We have paid the disputed transmission costs into escrow.  Since NYISO started the whole problem because it made a mistake and overallocated the path, EPMI should not have to pay for the transmission it was not allowed to use.





On Friday July 23, 1999, a Transmission Provider (ConEd) had not acted on EPMI’s request for a reservation for daily firm for Monday and the scheduling deadline was looming.  The request had been submitted at 4:30 pm on Thursday and ConEd was showing Available Transmission Capability (“ATC”) for the path.  We could not get a transmission person at ConEd to answer the phone – every number was on voice mail all morning.  I called ConEd’s attorney and explained the situation.  He said, “So you want me to go downstairs and find someone that can act on your request?”  I said, “That would be great!”  He said, “That’s not going to happen.  I cannot chase down telephone calls for you and you need to cut us some slack.”  After I explained that my next call would be to FERC since ConEd was showing ATC and would not act on our requested reservation, he had someone call me back.  EPMI’s request was refused then for lack of ATC because “there was a problem with OASIS.”  Tags apparently could not be accepted by email and OASIS paths even “disappeared.”  ConEd then made a general posting to call it in order to check on ATCs, rather than rely on OASIS.  This could lead to discrimination when the ATC information is not correctly posted on OASIS.  Ex. 10.





EPMI was trying to start an hourly schedule on a Transmission Provider (Ameren) and was told there was Transmission Line Loading Relief in effect (“TLRs”)(which prevent the start of new schedules or require the curtailment of current schedules).  EPMI could not locate the TLRs on any NERC webpage, nor on OASIS.  I called the upstream Transmission Provider, and it said the TLR had been lifted ½ hour ago, which Ameren did not tell me when I was on the phone with it.  Ameren said it thinks it has no obligation to tell its customers that the TLR has been lifted and that customers could again schedule power.  (I talked with Steve Rothenberg at FERC about this, but EPMI did not pursue.)





On July 26, 1999, FERC Enforcement Staff agreed with EPMI and made a Transmission Provider (Southern) flow an hourly transmission request that had been denied on Friday.  Southern initially told me that it was refusing to flow the deal because the tag was 4 minutes late (although it had been both emailed and faxed 20 minutes earlier by EPMI).  Southern admitted to FERC Enforcement Staff that it had received the tag in time, but had been too busy to look at any tags.  Southern also said we should “call them” in the future, after faxing and emailing the tag, just to make sure that everything was ready.  Extra non-FERC approved requirements like this are a barrier to obtaining and scheduling transmission.  [Note: the use of etags during Summer 2000 has alleviated some problems like this; however, several transmission providers, including WAPA and NSP, require both etags and faxed tags.  This is inefficient and creates unnecessary work for the hourly traders and schedulers.]





On June 7, 1999, a similar event occurred with a Transmission Provider (CP&L).  EPMI emailed and faxed tags at 11:25 and even called CP&L to alert it that the tags were on the way.  At 12:15 (after the schedule was to begin at 12:00), CP&L called and said the schedule was not allowed to flow because it had not received the tags.





On June 8, 1999, a Transmission Provider (VEPCO) changed its tagging requirement from 20 minutes before the hour to 60 minutes, which effectively precluded the ability for marketers to schedule hourly transmission through VEPCO.  This was on a very hot day when EPMI was trying to get power into PJM when PJM needed the power.  There was ATC available and VEPCO had even flowed the first hour of EPMI’s schedule on a 20 minute tag, but cut the second hour.  It is interesting that VEPCO’s marketer had a great deal of the reserved transmission into PJM that day (although FERC Enforcement told me that it could not find evidence of affiliate abuse).  The notice of this tagging deadline change was buried on the VEPCO’s OASIS under “TLRs” and had only been posted the day before.  FERC Enforcement found that since the FERC Open Access Tariff does not contain rules for hourly scheduling, technically VEPCO did not violate its tariff.  Per FERC Enforcement staff, NERC said that NERC Policy 3 “tagging” is only a “guideline,” so NERC will not make Transmission Providers comply with the 20 minute NERC deadline.  FERC Enforcement made VEPCO provide more notice on its OASIS when it makes changes to its “Business Practices” or any other practice it may have  (Note: “Business Practices” are not filed at FERC).





Another Transmission Provider (TVA) also changed its tagging deadline to 30 minutes, instead of 20 minutes, during the middle of the Summer 1999.





A Transmission Provider (First Energy) had a “policy,” which is not in its tariff, that allows the use of a secondary receipt or delivery point just once during the day.  FERC Enforcement agreed with EPMI that FERC’s pro forma open access tariff does not restrict the ability to change to secondary points, if ATC is available.  First Energy’s “policy” restricted the ability of marketers to wheel power freely from the points of availability to the points of need and favored the utility’s own generation.  First Energy told FERC that it did not have enough personnel to allow the flexibility required by FERC’s open access tariff, but FERC said that was not a good argument.





On July 28, 1999, EPMI was trying to wheel through a Transmission Provider (Entergy) in the hourly market when Entergy’s OASIS showed ATC.  EPMI submitted the OASIS reservation request and was told to submit a tag, too (usually, the tag is not submitted until the reservation is accepted).  The OASIS continued to show “received.”  When I called Entergy’s supervisor to inquire when we could expect a response (it was now about 24 minutes before the start hour), he said, “Honey, we don’t have time to look at OASIS.  You’ll just have to wait.”  Then, Entergy refused the transmission request because of TLR.  Earlier in Summer 1999, Entergy told EPMI that it was always too busy and may not put schedules in because it is too busy to check the tags.





On August 13, 1999, Entergy refused a weekly request by EPMI for transmission, but kept an Entergy Power Marketing daily request in the queue.  After EPMI complained, Entergy Power Marketing extended its request to weekly.  Ex. 8.





On January 1, 1999, a Transmission Provider’s (Duke’s) OASIS went down and Duke would not accept hourly deals by phone because it was “too busy.”  The lack of incentives for Transmission Providers to make OASIS work favors native load and precludes the wheeling of power where needed.





EPMI was selling into PJM.  A Transmission Provider (Allegheny) declared TLRs and, per NERC, PJM was supposed to notify the next upstream control area in the chain, and that party would notify the next control area, etc.  The Enron generators failed to receive proper notice of the curtailment and continued running (delivering to TVA) for several hours when the pool was posting a $900/MW price.  PJM told Enron that it would not pay the $900 during the curtailment; however, one of the Transmission Providers in the chain now effectively had EPMI’s energy.  Another marketer told Enron that it had the same problem on the same day when PJM told that marketer that PJM did not have time to make the appropriate calls.  The marketer told FERC Enforcement and NERC about the problem; however, has been told that in order to recover, the pool’s actions must be at the level of “intentional and wilful.”





On August 14, 1999, EPMI made a non-firm sale (unit contingent) for 5 hours to Southern Energy Marketing (SCEM) from one of Enron’s plants in TVA.  EPMI started the plants and obtained transmission on TVA.  SCEM could not get transmission into Southern because of TLRs; however, neither TVA nor SOCO’s OASIS showed TLRs – on the contrary, both OASIS showed ATC, plus SCEM owned daily firm transmission on SOCO from TVA-SOCO.  After showing SCEM this information, it did not cut our deal.  Ex. 9.





On August 17, 1999, a Transmission Provider (TVA) had confirmed fairly high amounts of next day firm transmission for two marketers (Southern and Dynegy)(not EPMI).  Later that day, TVA confirmed the same amounts for its own marketer and “retracted” the previously confirmed amounts for the two marketers.  This was done even though TVA’s marketer had requested a reservation after the two marketers.  The two marketers told us that they were going to call FERC enforcement.  Several hours later, TVA’s OASIS was changed to “reaward” the amounts to the two marketers.  Ex. 11.





Transmission Line Loading Relief was a Problem during Summer 1999 (See information attached as “Ex. 12”).
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