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Rock, Arkansas 72203—-0867, or by email
at CESWL-TRLOC-DFO@usace.army.mil.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This
notice meets the 15-day notification
requirement as required by 41 CFR 102—
3.150(a) concerning the cancellation of
its previously noticed meeting of May 6,
2020.

On February 6, 2020, the Department
of Defense (DoD) published an updated
notice (85 FR 6937) that announced the
third meeting of the Table Rock Lake
Oversight Committee, which was to take
place on Wednesday, May 6, 2020 from
8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. DoD is publishing
this notice to announce that this federal
advisory committee meeting has been
cancelled due to COVID-19 concerns
(the State of Missouri is under “Stay at
Home” orders) and will be re-scheduled
at a later date, along with meeting four.
The rescheduled meetings will be
announced in the Federal Register.

Dated: April 10, 2020.
Pete G. Perez,
Director, Programs Directorate.
[FR Doc. 2020-08071 Filed 4-16-20; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3720-58-P

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
[Docket No.: ED-2020-SCC-0060]

Agency Information Collection
Activities; Comment Request; Loan
Discharge Applications (DL/FFEL/
Perkins)

AGENCY: Federal Student Aid (FSA),
Department of Education (ED).

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: In accordance with the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, ED is
proposing an extension of an existing
information collection.

DATES: Interested persons are invited to
submit comments on or before June 16,
2020.

ADDRESSES: To access and review all the
documents related to the information
collection listed in this notice, please
use http://www.regulations.gov by
searching the Docket ID number ED-
2020-SCC-0060. Comments submitted
in response to this notice should be
submitted electronically through the
Federal eRulemaking Portal at http://
www.regulations.gov by selecting the
Docket ID number or via postal mail,
commercial delivery, or hand delivery.
If the regulations.gov site is not
available to the public for any reason,
ED will temporarily accept comments at
ICDocketMgr@ed.gov. Please include the
docket ID number and the title of the
information collection request when

requesting documents or submitting
comments. Please note that comments
submitted by fax or email and those
submitted after the comment period will
not be accepted. Written requests for
information or comments submitted by
postal mail or delivery should be
addressed to the Director of the Strategic
Collections and Clearance Governance
and Strategy Division, U.S. Department
of Education, 400 Maryland Ave SW,
LBJ, Room 6W-208D, Washington, DC
20202-4537.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
specific questions related to collection
activities, please contact Beth
Grebeldinger, 202—-377-4018.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Department of Education (ED), in
accordance with the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1995 (PRA) (44 U.S.C.
3506(c)(2)(A)), provides the general
public and Federal agencies with an
opportunity to comment on proposed,
revised, and continuing collections of
information. This helps the Department
assess the impact of its information
collection requirements and minimize
the public’s reporting burden. It also
helps the public understand the
Department’s information collection
requirements and provide the requested
data in the desired format. ED is
soliciting comments on the proposed
information collection request (ICR) that
is described below. The Department of
Education is especially interested in
public comment addressing the
following issues: (1) Is this collection
necessary to the proper functions of the
Department; (2) will this information be
processed and used in a timely manner;
(3) is the estimate of burden accurate;
(4) how might the Department enhance
the quality, utility, and clarity of the
information to be collected; and (5) how
might the Department minimize the
burden of this collection on the
respondents, including through the use
of information technology. Please note
that written comments received in
response to this notice will be
considered public records.

Title of Collection: Loan Discharge
Applications (DL/FFEL/Perkins).

OMB Control Number: 1845-0058.

Type of Review: An extension of an
existing information collection.

Respondents/Affected Public:
Individuals or Households.

Total Estimated Number of Annual
Responses: 30,051.

Total Estimated Number of Annual
Burden Hours: 15,027.

Abstract: The Department of
Education is requesting an extension of
the currently approved information
collection.

This information collection is
necessary for loan holders in the FFEL,
Direct Loan, and Perkins Loan programs
to obtain the information that is needed
to determine whether a borrower
qualifies for a closed school or false
certification loan discharge. The loan
discharge regulations in all three loan
programs require borrowers who seek
discharge of their FFEL, Direct Loan, or
Perkins Loan program loans to request
a loan discharge and provide their loan
holders with certain information in
writing.

This information collection includes
the following five loan discharge
applications that are used to obtain the
information needed to determine
whether a borrower qualifies for a
closed school discharge, false
certification—ATB, false certification—
disqualifying status, false certification—
unauthorized signature/unauthorized
payment or unpaid refund loan
discharges.

Dated: April 14, 2020.
Kate Mullan,
PRA Coordinator, Strategic Collections and
Clearance Governance and Strategy Division,
Office of Chief Data Officer.
[FR Doc. 2020-08173 Filed 4—16-20; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4000-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission

[Docket No. AD20-10-000]

Standard Applied to Complaints
Against Oil Pipeline Index Rate
Changes

AGENCY: Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission.
ACTION: Notice of inquiry.

SUMMARY: Following the issuance of
HollyFrontier Refining & Marketing LLC
v. SFPP, L.P., 170 FERC {61,133 (2020),
the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (Commission) seeks
comment on the Commission’s recent
proposal to eliminate the Substantially
Exacerbate Test as the preliminary
screen applied to complaints against oil
pipeline index rate changes under 18
CFR 343.2(c)(1) and to apply the
Percentage Comparison Test as the
preliminary screen for complaints. The
Commission also seeks comment on the
use of the 10% threshold when applying
the Percentage Comparison Test to
complaints.

DATES: Initial Comments are due June
16, 2020, and Reply Comments are due
July 16, 2020.
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ADDRESSES: Comments, identified by
docket number, may be filed
electronically at http://www.ferc.gov in
acceptable native applications and
print-to-PDF, but not in scanned or
picture format. For those unable to file
electronically, comments may be filed
by mail or hand-delivery to: Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission,
Secretary of the Commission, at Health
and Human Services, 12225 Wilkins
Avenue, Rockville, Maryland 20852.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Evan Steiner (Legal Information), Office
of the General Counsel, 888 First Street
NE, Washington, DC 20426, (202) 502—
8792, Evan.Steiner@ferc.gov. Monil
Patel (Technical Information), Office of
Energy Market Regulation, 888 First
Street NE, Washington, DC 20426, (202)
502—-8296, Monil.Patel@ferc.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 1. In
HollyFrontier Refining & Marketing LLC
v. SFPP, L.P.,* the Commission
proposed to eliminate the Substantially
Exacerbate Test as the preliminary
screen applied to complaints against
index rate increases and to evaluate
such complaints by applying the
Percentage Comparison Test. The
Commission further stated that it
planned to initiate a separate, generic
proceeding to request briefing from
industry participants.2 As contemplated
in HollyFrontier, we invite public
comment on the merits of this proposal
as well as the use of the 10% threshold
when applying the Percentage
Comparison Test to complaints.

I. Background

2. The Commission regulates oil
pipeline rates pursuant to the Interstate
Commerce Act’s just and reasonable
standard.? In accordance with the
Energy Policy Act of 1992,4 the
Commission adopted the indexing
regime to provide a simplified and
generally applicable ratemaking
methodology for oil pipelines and
created streamlined procedures related
to oil pipeline rates.® Indexing allows
oil pipelines to change their tariff rates
so long as those rates remain at or below
applicable ceiling levels. When the
Commission created indexing, it also

1170 FERC {61,133 (2020) (HollyFrontier).

2]d. P 46 n.82.

349 U.S.C. app. 1(5) (1988).

4Energy Policy Act of 1992, Public Law 102—-486
1801(b), 106 Stat. 3010 (Oct. 24, 1992).

5 See Revisions to Oil Pipeline Regulations
Pursuant to Energy Policy Act of 1992, Order No.
561, FERC Stats. & Regs. 130,985 (1993), (cross-
referenced at 65 FERC {61,109), order on reh’g and
clarification, Order No. 561-A, FERC Stats. & Regs.
31,000 (1994) (cross-referenced at 68 FERC
161,138), aff'd sub nom. Ass’n of Oil Pipe Lines v.
FERC, 83 F.3d 1424 (D.C. Cir. 1996).

added page 700 to Form No. 6 to
provide cost, revenue, and throughput
information so that the Commission and
the industry can monitor these indexed
rates.6

3. In adopting the indexing regime,
the Commission established a procedure
to allow shippers to challenge index rate
increases that, while in compliance with
the applicable ceiling, are substantially
in excess of the actual cost changes that
the pipeline incurred.” Section
343.2(c)(1) of the Commission’s
regulations provides that a protest or
complaint against an index rate increase
must allege “‘reasonable grounds’’ that
the index rate increase is “‘so
substantially in excess of the actual cost
increases incurred by the carrier that the
rate is unjust and unreasonable.” 8 The
Commission reviews protests and
complaints against index rate increases
by: (1) Applying a preliminary screen
based on cost and revenue data from the
pipeline’s page 700; and (2) if the
preliminary screen is satisfied,
investigating the rate or rate increase at
a hearing.

4. Under the Commission’s current
policy, the preliminary screen differs for
protests and complaints. When a
proposed index rate increase is
protested, the Commission applies the
Percentage Comparison Test and will
investigate the protested increase if the
pipeline’s page 700 revenues exceed its
costs and there is more than a 10
percentage-point differential between:
(a) The index rate increase; and (b) the
change in the prior two years’ total cost-
of-service data reported on page 700,
line 9.9 By contrast, when a complaint
against an index rate increase is filed,
the Commission considers “a wider
range of factors beyond the Percentage
Comparison Test,” including the

6 Cost-of-Service Reporting and Filing
Requirements for Oil Pipelines, Order No. 571,
FERC Stats. & Regs. 131,006 (1994), (cross-
referenced at 69 FERC { 61,102), order on reh’g and
clarification, Order No. 571-A, FERC Stats. & Regs.
931,012 (1994), (cross-referenced at 69 FERC
61,411) aff’d sub nom. Ass’n of Oil Pipe Lines v.
FERC, 83 F.3d 1424 (D.C. Cir. 1996); see also
Revisions to and Electronic Filing of the FERC Form
No. 6 and Related Uniform Systems of Accounts,
Order No. 620, FERC Stats. & Regs. 131,115 (2000)
(cross-referenced at 93 FERC {61,262), reh’g
denied, Order No. 620—-A, 94 FERC {61,130 (2001);
Revisions to Page 700 of FERC Form No. 6, Order
No. 783, 144 FERC 61,049, at PP 29-40 (2013),
reh’g denied, Order No. 783-A, 148 FERC {61,235
(2014). All jurisdictional pipelines are required to
file page 700, including pipelines exempt from
filing the full Form No. 6. 18 CFR 357.2(a)(2)—(3).

7Order No. 561, FERC Stats. & Regs. {30,985 at
30,951.

818 CFR 343.2(c)(1).

9E.g., SFPP, L.P., 168 FERC 761,043, at P 4 (2019)
(citing Calnev Pipe Line, L.L.C., 130 FERC {61,082,
at PP 10-11 (2010)).

Substantially Exacerbate Test.10
Pursuant to the Substantially Exacerbate
Test, the Commission will investigate a
complaint against an index rate increase
if the complaint shows that: (1) The
pipeline is substantially over-recovering
its cost of service (first prong); and (2)
the index rate increase so exceeds the
actual increase in the pipeline’s cost
that the resulting rate increase would
substantially exacerbate the pipeline’s
over-recovery (second prong).1?

II. HollyFrontier Proceedings

5. In 2014, two complaints were filed
in Docket Nos. OR14-35-000 and
OR14-36-000 challenging SFPP, L.P.’s
(SFPP) index rate increases for the 2012
and 2013 index years under § 343.2(c)(1)
(2014 Complaints). The Commission
dismissed the complaints for failing the
second prong of the Substantially
Exacerbate Test, finding that the
complaints failed to show that the
challenged rate increases exacerbated
any over-recovery because,
notwithstanding the rate increases, page
700 data that became available after
SFPP implemented the increases and
before the 2014 Complaints were filed
(post-increase data) showed that the
difference between SFPP’s costs and
revenues declined between 2011 and
2013.12

6. Following an appeal by the
complainants, the United States Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia
Circuit held in Southwest Airlines Co. v.
FERC3 that the Commission’s
consideration of post-increase data in
evaluating the 2014 Complaints marked
an unjustified departure from the
Commission’s prior practice of
considering only pre-increase data in
evaluating challenges to index rate
increases.1* The court vacated and
remanded the Commission’s orders
dismissing the 2014 Complaints so that
the Commission, if it chose to consider
post-increase data in evaluating the
complaints, could persuasively
distinguish or knowingly abandon its
prior inconsistent practice.’® The court
directed the Commission on remand to
“explain its action in a way that coheres
with the rest of its indexing scheme”

10F.g., Calnev Pipe Line L.L.C., 130 FERC
61,082 at P 11 (citing BP W. Coast Prods. LLC v.
SFPP, L.P., 121 FERC { 61,243, at PP 8-9 (2007); BP
W. Coast Prods., LLC v. SFPP, L.P., 121 FERC
{61,141, at P 7 (2007)).

11E.g., BP W. Coast Prods., LLCv. SFPP, L.P., 121
FERC {61,141 at P 10.

12 HollyFrontier Ref. & Mktg. LLC v. SFPP, L.P.,
157 FERC {61,186, at P 9 (2016).

13926 F.3d 851 (D.C. Cir. 2019).

14 [d. at 856-59.

15 [d, at 859.


mailto:Evan.Steiner@ferc.gov
mailto:Monil.Patel@ferc.gov
http://www.ferc.gov

21422

Federal Register/Vol. 85, No. 75/Friday, April 17, 2020/ Notices

and “provide a reasoned explanation
that treats like cases alike.”” 16

7.In 2019, three additional
complaints were filed in Docket Nos.
OR19-21-000, OR19-33-000, and
OR19-37-000 challenging certain SFPP
index rate increases for the 2018 index
year (2019 Complaints).

III. Discussion

8. In response to the remand in
Southwest Airlines and the 2019
Complaints, the Commission issued the
HollyFrontier order proposing to revise
the Commission’s policy for reviewing
complaints against index rate increases
by eliminating the Substantially
Exacerbate Test as the preliminary
screen applied to such complaints and
applying the Percentage Comparison
Test to both protests and complaints
under § 343.2(c)(1).17

9. In HollyFrontier, the Commission
explained that several considerations
support this proposed change in policy.
First, the Substantially Exacerbate Test
has not been defined and lacks clear
standards.?8 Second, the Substantially
Exacerbate Test suffers from an inherent
mechanical flaw that makes developing
analytically sound thresholds
unworkable and causes the test to yield
irrational results.1? Third, the
Substantially Exacerbate Test is
arguably inconsistent with the purposes
of indexing because rather than measure
the challenged index rate increase
relative to the pipeline’s already
incurred annual cost increases, it
considers whether the increase will
substantially worsen the gap between
the pipeline’s revenues and costs going
forward.20 Fourth, the Substantially
Exacerbate Test appears to be
inconsistent with Commission
regulations because it does not consider
whether the challenged index rate
increase is “‘so substantially in excess of
the actual cost increases incurred by the
carrier that the rate is unjust and
unreasonable,” as required by
§ 343.2(c)(1).2* Finally, eliminating the
Substantially Exacerbate Test would not
deprive shippers of the ability to
challenge a pipeline’s rates where the
pipeline is substantially over-recovering
its cost of service because regardless of
the standard applied to complaints

16 ]d.

17 HollyFrontier, 170 FERC {61,133 at P 21. The
Commission further explained that under this
proposed approach, it would continue to strictly
confine its evaluation of protests to the Percentage
Comparison Test while retaining the discretion to
consider additional factors in evaluating
complaints. Id. P 37.

18]d. PP 22-23.

19]d. PP 24-26.

20Id. P 27.

21]d. PP 28-30.

against individual index rate increases,
shippers can file a cost-of-service
complaint challenging the pipeline’s
rates that have historically been
indexed.22

10. In light of these concerns
regarding use of the Substantially
Exacerbate Test to evaluate complaints
under § 343.2(c)(1), the Commission in
HollyFrontier proposed to eliminate the
Substantially Exacerbate Test and apply
the Percentage Comparison Test to both
protests and complaints. Under this
proposed approach, the Commission
would apply the Percentage Comparison
Test to complaints against index rate
increases and establish a hearing to
investigate the increase when the
complaint shows that the pipeline’s
page 700 shows that revenues exceed its
costs and that there is a 10% or more
differential between: (a) The proposed
index rate increase; and (b) the annual
percentage change in cost of service
reported on line 9, page 700, over the
two years preceding the index rate
increase.?3

11. The Commission explained how
this proposed change in policy appears
to resolve the concerns regarding the
current policy of applying the
Substantially Exacerbate Test. The
Commission explained that the
Percentage Comparison Test is free of
the apparent methodological defect that
causes the Substantially Exacerbate Test
to yield irrational results 24 and more
closely conforms to indexing’s purpose
and the language of § 343.2(c)(1).25 In
addition, the Commission stated that the
proposed change in policy would
respond to the court’s concerns in
Southwest Airlines by adopting a single
test applicable to all challenges to index
rate changes that relies solely upon pre-
increase data.26

12. The Commission also proposed in
HollyFrontier to maintain the Percentage
Comparison Test’s existing 10%
threshold in applying the test to
complaints, consistent with the
Commission’s historical practice
involving protests against index rate
changes.2” The Commission noted that
the 10% threshold could apply to
complaints as well as protests because
it preserves indexing’s cost efficiency
incentives and encourages pipelines to
control costs.28 Moreover, the
Commission stated that high annual
volatility in oil pipeline cost and

22d. PP 31, 38.
23]d. P 32.
24]d. P 33.
25d. P 34.
26 [d. P 35.
27Id. P 39.
28d. PP 42-43.

volume data militates against adopting a
threshold below 10%, because lower
thresholds could result in distorted
outcomes.2® The Commission invited
the parties to comment on the use of the
10% threshold for complaints against
index rate increases and to present and
justify any alternative threshold they
believe would be superior.3°

13. The Commission directed the
parties in the HollyFrontier proceedings
to submit briefs addressing the merits of
the Commission’s proposal.31 The
Commission further stated that it
planned to initiate a separate, generic
proceeding to request briefing from
industry participants.32

14. As contemplated in HollyFrontier,
we therefore now invite public
comment on the Commission’s proposal
to eliminate the Substantially
Exacerbate Test as the preliminary
screen applied to complaints against
index rate increases and to apply the
Percentage Comparison Test as the
preliminary screen for both protests and
complaints under § 343.2(c)(1). The
comments should address the merits of
the Commission’s proposal; whether the
Commission should apply the
Percentage Comparison Test’s existing
10% threshold to complaints; and
whether and how the Commission
should consider additional factors
beyond the Percentage Comparison Test
in evaluating complaints against index
rate increases. The comments may also
propose alternative methods or
standards for the Commission to apply
in determining whether a complaint
against an index rate increase satisfies
the requirements of § 343.2(c)(1). The
comments should fully justify any such
alternatives and explain why the
alternative is superior to the Percentage
Comparison Test. In addition, the
comments may propose alternative
Percentage Comparison Test thresholds,
but must fully explain why any such
alternative thresholds are superior to the
10% threshold.

15. After publication of this Notice of
Inquiry in the Federal Register, the
Commission will extend the comment
deadlines in the HollyFrontier
proceedings so that the period for
comments in HollyFrontier aligns with
the period for comments in the instant
docket.

IV. Comment Procedures

16. The Commission invites public
comment on the proposals discussed in
HollyFrontier. Initial Comments are due

29 Id. P 44.
30]d. P 45.
31]d. P 46.
32]d. P 46 n.82.
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by June 16, 2020, and Reply Comments
are due by July 16, 2020.

17. The Commission encourages
comments to be filed electronically via
the eFiling link on the Commission’s
website at http://www.ferc.gov. The
Commission accepts most standard
word processing formats. Documents
created electronically using word
processing software should be filed in
native applications or print-to-PDF
format and not in a scanned format.
Commenters filing electronically do not
need to make a paper filing.

18. Commenters that are not able to
file comments electronically must send
an original of their comments to:
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
Secretary of the Commission, at Health
and Human Services, 12225 Wilkins
Avenue, Rockville, Maryland 20852.

19. All comments will be placed in
the Commission’s public files and may
be viewed, printed, or downloaded
remotely as described in the Document
Availability section below. Commenters
on this proposal are not required to
serve copies of their comments on other
commenters.

V. Document Availability

20. In addition to publishing the full
text of this document in the Federal
Register, the Commission provides all
interested persons an opportunity to
view and/or print the contents of this
document via the internet through the
Commission’s Home Page (http://
www.ferc.gov). At this time, the
Commission has suspended access to
the Commission’s Public Reference
Room, due to the proclamation
declaring a National Emergency
concerning the Novel Coronavirus
Disease (COVID-19), issued by the
President on March 13, 2020.

21. From the Commission’s Home
Page on the internet, this information is
available on eLibrary. The full text of
this document is available on eLibrary
in PDF and Microsoft Word format for
viewing, printing, and/or downloading.
To access this document in eLibrary,
type the docket number excluding the
last three digits of this document in the
docket number field.

22. User assistance is available for
eLibrary and the Commission’s website
during normal business hours from the
Commission’s Online Support at (202)
502—-6652 (toll free at 1-866—208—3676)
or email at ferconlinesupport@ferc.gov,
or the Public Reference Room at (202)
502—-8371, TTY (202) 502-8659.

Email the Public Reference Room at
public.referenceroom@ferc.gov.

By direction of the Commission.

Issued: March 25, 2020.
Kimberly D. Bose,
Secretary.
[FR Doc. 2020-08178 Filed 4—-16-20; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6717-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission

Combined Notice of Filings #1

Take notice that the Commission
received the following electric corporate
filings:

Docket Numbers: EC20-50-000.

Applicants: Roundhouse Renewable
Energy, LLC.

Description: Application for
Authorization Under Section 203 of the
Federal Power Act, et al. of Roundhouse
Renewable Energy, LLC.

Filed Date: 4/10/20.

Accession Number: 20200410-5207.

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 5/1/20.

Take notice that the Commission
received the following electric rate
filings:

Docket Numbers: ER10-2475-019;
ER10-2474-019; ER10-3246—013;
ER13-1266-022; ER15-2211-019.

Applicants: Nevada Power Company,
Sierra Pacific Power Company,
PacifiCorp, CalEnergy, LLC,
MidAmerican Energy Company.

Description: Supplement to June 28,
2019 Updated Market Power Analysis
for the Northwest Region of the BHE
Northwest Entities, et al.

Filed Date: 4/13/20.

Accession Number: 20200413-5171.

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 5/4/20.

Docket Numbers: ER11-3376-005;
ER11-3377-005; ER11-3378-005.

Applicants: North Hurlburt Wind,
LLC, Horseshoe Bend Wind, LLC, South
Hurlburt Wind, LLC.

Description: Supplement to December
13, 2019 Triennial Market Power
Analysis for Northwest Region of North
Hurlburt Wind, LLC, et. al.

Filed Date: 4/10/20.

Accession Number: 20200410-5205.

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 5/1/20.

Docket Numbers: ER16—-1969-007.

Applicants: Midcontinent
Independent System Operator, Inc.

Description: Compliance filing: 2020—
04-13_NIPSCO Compliance Filing. to be
effective 3/20/2020.

Filed Date: 4/13/20.

Accession Number: 20200413-5170.

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 5/4/20.

Docket Numbers: ER20-432-000.

Applicants: The Empire District
Electric Company.

Description: Supplement and
Amendment to November 30, 2019
Application for Waiver of Affiliate Rules
of The Empire District Electric
Company.

Filed Date: 4/9/20.

Accession Number: 20200409-5191.

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 4/30/20.

Docket Numbers: ER20-807-000.

Applicants: Ruff Solar LLC.

Description: Second Supplement to
January 15, 2020 Ruff Solar LLC tariff
filing.

Filed Date: 4/13/20.

Accession Number: 20200413-5033.

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 5/4/20.

Docket Numbers: ER20-1551-000.

Applicants: The Potomac Edison
Company, PJM Interconnection, L.L.C.

Description: § 205(d) Rate Filing: The
Potomac Edison Company submits
ECSA SA No. 4985 to be effective 6/9/
2020.

Filed Date: 4/10/20.

Accession Number: 20200410-5147.

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 5/1/20.

Docket Numbers: ER20-1552-000.

Applicants: California Independent
System Operator Corporation.

Description: Compliance filing: 2020—
04—10 Petition for Limited Waiver of
Tariff Provisions re RAAIM to be
effective N/A.

Filed Date: 4/10/20.

Accession Number: 20200410-5165.

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 5/1/20.

Docket Numbers: ER20-1553-000.

Applicants: American Transmission
Systems, Incorporated, PJM
Interconnection, L.L.C.

Description: § 205(d) Rate Filing:
ATSI submits ECSA SA No. 4986 to be
effective 6/9/2020.

Filed Date: 4/10/20.

Accession Number: 20200410-5213.

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 5/1/20.

Docket Numbers: ER20-1554—-000.

Applicants: Southwest Power Pool,
Inc.

Description: § 205(d) Rate Filing:
3243R1 City of Piggott, AR Municipal
Light, Water and Sewer to be effective
4/1/2020.

Filed Date: 4/13/20.

Accession Number: 20200413-5058.

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 5/4/20.

Docket Numbers: ER20-1555-000.

Applicants: Southern California
Edison Company.

Description: § 205(d) Rate Filing: UFA
Atlas Solar Project TOT870 SA No. 242
to be effective 4/14/2020.

Filed Date: 4/13/20.

Accession Number: 20200413-5080.

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 5/4/20.

Docket Numbers: ER20-1556-000.
Applicants: PJM Interconnection,
L.L.C.
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