      The Western Area Power Administration, Sierra Nevada Region (Western), appreciates the opportunity to comment on the California ISO’s proposed tariff language for its FERC Order 764 Market Changes initiative.   The set of numbers at the beginning of each item relate to the Section(s) of the proposed tariff.

1.  6.5.4.1.5 (b)   HASP AS Awards and ASMPs.  It is not clear when hourly AS Awards will be published and whether an hourly block AS Award will be published as an hourly quantity or in four 15-minute quantities.  In other sections in the Tariff, it is mentioned only that ASMPs will be published after the FMM.

2.  11.4.2   Due to our pseudo-tie arrangement with our WNML SC, we have “dynamic schedules”, but need to verify with the CAISO that for CAISO settlements purposes, these schedules will continue to be treated and priced as non-dynamic.

3. 11.5.2.2   It is stated here that “the weighting of the average is calculated based on the deviation of….”  It is not clear whether the weighting is the absolute value (i.e., taking the positive value of a negative number) or the algebraic value of the deviation.  The clarification is important because it affects the price significantly.  It is good that the price will be bounded by the maximum positive LMP and the lowest negative LMP for the hour.  The deviation may also need to be bounded just in case the CAISO forecast of load or load distribution factors between the FMM and the RTD are significantly different.
4. 16.9.1 Western has a number of ETCs and Agreements in place negotiated and coordinated with the CAISO.   Throughout this FERC Order 764 as with all other CAISO initiatives, no CAISO proposed actions shall lessen existing rights, and current agreements shall be honored.
5. 30.6.2.5   “If the Scheduling Coordinator does not have a transmission profile greater than its advisory Energy schedule….should read “greater than or equal to”…

6. 30.7.3.6.3.2   Position Limits at Interties   It appears that the time periods overlap in paragraphs b, c, and d.  Paragraph b are the 5 percent limits from the first day of the thirteenth month through the last day of the twentieth month….in paragraph c, the 25 percent limits start at the first day of the twentieth month through the last day of the twenty-fourth month…and then in paragraph d, the 50 percent limits go from the first day of the twenty-fourth month through the last day of the twenty-eighth month… 
The twentieth month and the twenty-fourth month overlap when discussing the first and last days of those months, moving from the different percent limits.  Also, in paragraph e, it appears that “twenty-nonth” should read “twenty-ninth”.
7.  31.8   We understand there may be some outstanding concerns with the virtual and physical schedules as portrayed in this section.   Please provide some examples of the consequences of physical scheduling with these intertie constraints.

8. 34.1   Unless there is change from the DAM schedules through to the RTM, there should be no requirement to re-submit our schedules.  The DAM schedules with the associated TOR and ETC information and designations should roll through to the RTM.

9.  34.2.5   This section stipulates that the CAISO can abort the HASP and perform all remaining RTM processes.  What happens to hourly block bids in this case? Do they revert back to the DAM?
10. 34.3    If the FMM fails, for example at the top of the hour, will the market then revert to Advisory results?  For example, if there is a fail at the top of Hour 13, will the market only look at the Advisory results for the top of HE 12, or will the market look at the entire block numbers for HE 12?

11. Section references ---Section 16.9.1 references Section 33.3 and 33.7; these references do not appear to exist in this document.   Section 30.7 references Section 34.1.4 and Section 34.1.2.2; these references do not appear to exist in this document.  Section 31.7 references Section 27.4.1; this reference does not appear to exist in this document.  The FMM Appendix is not listed either.

     Thank you for your consideration in reviewing these items.  We look forward to the subsequent stakeholder calls.  If you have any questions on our comments, please contact Brian Sprague, at (916) 353-4586, or at bsprague@wapa.gov

