
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
 
California Independent System Operator ) Docket No. ER07-127-000 
    Corporation     )  
 
 

MOTION OF THE CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM OPERATOR 
CORPORATION FOR LEAVE TO FILE ANSWER, AND ANSWER TO  

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
 

Pursuant to Rule 213 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, 18 

C.F.R. § 385.213 (2006), the California Independent System Operator Corporation 

(“CAISO”) hereby files this motion for leave to file answer to a pleading filed by Pacific 

Gas & Electric Company (“PG&E”) in the above-referenced dockets on December 8, 

2006 (“December 12 Pleading”).  Although the December 12 Pleading is styled as an 

“answer” to comments filed earlier in this docket by Southern California Edison (“SCE”), 

it raises new issues that merit response, and the additional information contained herein 

will assist the Commission’s deliberations with respect to these issues.  Therefore, the 

CAISO requests leave to file this answer to PG&E’s December 12 Pleading. 

I. DISCUSSION 
 
The CAISO filed this amendment with unconditional support from a range of 

stakeholders, including PG&E.  See Answer to Comments and Protests, filed December 

6, 2006 (“December 6 Answer”).  PG&E in particular had supported the amendment in 

the stakeholder process and before the CAISO’s Board of Governors.  The December 

12 Pleading expresses a new position for PG&E.  It states that although PG&E 

“supports the general idea of generator outage reporting,” it believes that SCE has 

raised “valid concerns” in its protest and “encourages the Commission to carefully 



consider SCE’s recommendations.”1  The CAISO has already responded to SCE’s 

arguments in its December 6 Answer, and will not repeat here the points raised therein.    

PG&E’s December 12 Pleading introduces a new concern with respect to 

hydroelectric operations.  Specifically, PG&E contends that because “full river 

hydroelectric systems require more attention than single stand alone power plants,” it 

might be difficult for operators of such systems to meet the 30 minute timeframe for 

reporting outages as “proposed” in the Outage Reporting Amendment.2  PG&E states 

that if the Commission believes that a time commitment is necessary, then PG&E 

recommends 60 minutes.   

In weighing this argument, the Commission should consider that the 30-minute 

timeframe for reporting Outages was not proposed in the Outage Reporting 

Amendment; it is a pre-existing requirement of the CAISO Tariff.  In fact, the Outage 

Reporting Amendment actually proposed to relax the reporting timeframe by having the 

30-minute window begin to run upon “discovery” of an Outage, as opposed to the 

current standard set forth in the CAISO Tariff, which requires that Outages be reported 

within 30 minutes of occurrence.    

Given the fact that the CAISO Tariff already contains a 30-minute Outage 

reporting window and the fact that this issue was not raised in comments on the Outage 

Reporting Amendment, it should be incumbent upon PG&E to provide a compelling 

rationale as to why the 30-minute window is unreasonable as applied to operators of 

“large hydroelectric systems.”  The December 12 Pleading does not do this.   PG&E’s 

argument is based solely on its explanation that when a hydroelectric facility on a river 

                                                 
1  PG&E December 12 Pleading at 1. 
2  Id. at 1-2. 
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system with multiple plants reduces generation, the priority for schedulers operating 

those facilities is to avoid spilling water or violating license requirements, and that only 

once generation levels are aligned can they focus on Outage reporting.  The CAISO 

does not dispute that an Operator’s first priority under Outage conditions is to ensure 

the safe and reliable operation of the Generating Unit.  Operators of other types 

Generating Units must take steps upon the occurrence of an outage to ensure that their 

facilities do not suffer undue damage, and hydroelectric facilities are not the only types 

of Units whose Outages have impacts beyond the specific Unit suffering the Outage.  

For instance, an Operator of a power plant that consists of multiple Units will certainly 

have to account for the Outage of one Unit in the operation of the other Units that 

comprise the entire Facility.  However, it is unclear from the December 12 Pleading why 

hydroelectric Operators need more time than Operators of other types of Generating 

Units to comply with Outage reporting requirements. 

The Commission should also consider the fact that the CAISO has specifically 

requested that the Outage Reporting Amendment, and attendant sanctions, not become 

effective until the CAISO develops, tests, and implements improvements to its SLIC 

Outage reporting software interface.  The purpose of these improvements, as explained 

in the Outage Reporting Amendment, is to streamline the Outage reporting process, 

thereby greatly reducing Market Participants’ reporting burden.  In this context, PG&E’s 

argument that it is unreasonable to expect hydroelectric Operators to report Outages 

within a 30-minute window is premature. 

Last, but not least, a 60-minute Outage reporting window would be incompatible 

with the CAISO’s need for timely and accurate Generator availability data in order to 
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reliably operate the CAISO Controlled Grid.  As explained in the attached Declaration of 

Mr. Gregory Van Pelt Concerning Outage Reporting Requirements, a 60-minute window 

would significantly and adversely affect the CAISO’s ability to reasonably plan and 

procure the Operating Reserves necessary in order to ensure reliable grid operations, 

forcing the CAISO to overprocure capacity, leading to increased costs for all Market 

Participants.  Mr. Van Pelt also explains that 60-minute reporting would impair the 

CAISO’s ability to plan for operating contingencies, especially related to path 

overloading.   

 In addition to its comments about hydroelectric operations, PG&E states that it 

agrees with SCE that the CAISO should only impose financial sanctions for “egregious, 

willful violations of the reporting requirements.”  As the CAISO explained in its 

December 6 Answer, however, such an approach would be inconsistent with the 

underlying principle of the Rules of Conduct set forth in the CAISO’s Enforcement 

Protocol: that the CAISO administers sanctions only for objectively identifiable 

violations, and that other determinations must be referred to the Commission or its 

staff.3  Moreover, it would be infeasible for the CAISO to make the determinations 

necessary to identify and sanction only “willful” violations of its Tariff.   

 

                                                 
3  See, e.g., CAISO Tariff Section 37.8.2 (“the Market Monitoring Unit shall refer to FERC any 
matter for which the particular circumstances preclude the objective determination of a Rules of Conduct 
violation”); Section 37.8.4 (“The Market Monitoring Unit shall contact the Market Participant(s) that may be 
involved, so long as the ISO has sufficient objective information to identify and verify the role of the 
Market Participant(s) in the potential Rules of Conduct violation”). 
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II. CONCLUSION 
 

For the foregoing reasons, the CAISO respectfully urges the Commission not to 

require the changes requested in PG&E’s December 12 Pleading. 
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Michael Kunselman  
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Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
/s/ Daniel J. Shonkwiler 
Anthony J. Ivancovich 
Daniel J. Shonkwiler 
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   Operator Corporation 
151 Blue Ravine Road 
Folsom, CA 95630 
Telephone: (916) 608-7015 
 

 

Dated: December 26, 2006
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Certificate of Service 
 

 I hereby certify that I have this day served a copy of this document upon all 

parties listed on the official service list compiled by the Secretary in the above-captioned 

proceedings, in accordance with the requirements of Rule 2010 of the Commission’s 

Rules of Practice and Procedure (18 C.F.R. § 385.2010). 

 Dated this 26th day of December, 2006 at Folsom in the State of California. 

      
             
        /s/ Daniel J. Shonkwiler 
        Daniel J. Shonkwiler 
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