UNI TED STATES OF AMERICA 81 ferc T 61, 320
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATCRY COWM SSI ON

Bef ore Conmi ssi oners: Janes J. Hoecker, Chairman
Vicky A Bailey, WIlliamL. Massey,
Li nda Breathitt, and Curt Hebert, Jr.

Pacific Gas & El ectric Conpany ) Docket Nos. EC96-19-006,
San Diego Gas and Electric Conpany ) EC96-19-008, EC96-19-010,
and Sout hern California Edi son ) EC96-19-011, ER96-1663-007
Conpany ) ER96-1663-009, ER96-1663-
) 011 and ER96-1663-012

ORDER CONDI TI ONALLY ACCEPTI NG FOR FI LI NG AND SUSPENDI NG CERTAI N
PRO FORMA AGREEMENTS AND PROPCSED TARI FF CHANGES, ESTABLI SHI NG
PROCEDURES AND PROVI DI NG CLARI FI CATI ON AND GUI DANCE
(I ssued Decenber 17, 1997)

l. I nt roducti on

On Cctober 31 and Novenber 21, 1997, as anended by the
California | ndependent System Operator Corporation (I1SO on
Novenber 26, 1997, the I1SO and the California Power Exchange
Corporation (PX) separately tendered several filings to respond
to the Conmission's July 30 and Cctober 30, 1997, orders in
Docket Nos. EC96-19 and ER96-1663, et al. 1/ These filings
include certain Pro Fornma Agreenents and operating Protocol s that
govern the administration and operation of the | SO and PX, as
wel | as certain proposed revisions to the |1 SO and PX Tariffs.

In this order, we will accept for filing certain of the
ISOs Pro Forma Agreenents and proposed Tariff changes, to becone
effective on the date that |SO operations commence, after a
nom nal suspension, subject to the conditions and nodifications
di scussed herein, and subject to future Commi ssi on orders.
Simlarly, we will accept for filing the PXs Pro Forma Agreenent
and proposed Tariff changes, to becone effective on the date that
PX operations commence, after a nom nal suspension, subject to
the conditions and nodifications discussed herein, and subject to

1/ Pacific Gas and El ectric Conpany, San Diego Gas & Electric
Conpany, and Sout hern California Edi son Conpany, 80 FERC
1 61,128 (1997) (July 30 Order), and Pacific Gas and
El ectric Conpany, San Diego Gas & Electric Conpany, and
Southern California Edi son Conpany, 81 FERC f 61, 122 (1997)
(Cctober 30 Order).
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future Conmi ssion orders. In addition, we will treat the SO s
and PX' s Protocols as filed under section 205 of the FPA,
conditionally accept the Protocols for filing, as nodified
herein, subject to a nom nal suspension and further Conmi ssion
order, to becone effective on the | SO Operations Date, and
require the SO and PXto file their anmended Protocol s under
section 205 of the FPA within 60 days after the | SO Qperations
Dat e.

Cctober 31 Filings

The 1SO s Cctober 31 filing consists of the following Pro
Forma Agreenments: UDC Agreenent; Participating Generator
Agreenent; Existing Operating Agreenment; InterimBlack Start
Agreenment; Meter Service Agreenment for |SO Metered Entities; and
Meter Service Agreenent for Scheduling Coordinators. 1/ The PX's
Cctober 31 filing includes a Pro Forma Meter Service Agreenent
for PX Participants. The |1SO and PX request that the Comn ssion
accept the Pro Forna Agreenents as "agreenents in principle" that
will be used as the basis for the agreenments that will be
executed by the 1SO PX and Market Parti ci pants.

The 1SO also filed for infornmational purposes the follow ng
Protocol s: Qutage Coordi nation Protocol (OCP); Ancillary Services
Requi renments Protocol (ASRP); Settlenments and Billing Protocol
(SABP); Metering Protocol (MP); Scheduling Coordinator
Application Protocol (SCAP); Schedul es and Bids Protocol (SBP);
Schedul ing Protocol (SP); Dispatch Protocol (DP); Denmand
Forecasting Protocol (DFP); and Market Nbnitoring and |Information
Protocol (MM P).

The PX al so submitted the follow ng Protocols for
i nformati onal purposes: PX Registration and Certification
Protocol (PRCP); PX Metering Protocol (PMP); PX Conmunications
Protocol (PCP); PX Bidding and Bid Eval uati on Protocol (PBEP); PX
Schedul i ng and Control Protocol (PSCP); PX Settlenent and Billing
Prot ocol (PSABP); PX Market Monitoring and | nformation Protocol
(PW P); and PX Enmergency Recovery Protocol (PERP).

2/ The 1SO states that it is submitting the Pro Forma
I nterconnected Control Area Qperator Agreenent for
i nformati onal purposes only. The |SO states that
negotiations with other control area operators are ongoi ng
and that once the agreenents are closer to being finalized,
the parties to the agreenents will deternine whether they
need to filed with the Conm ssion under section 205.
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As noted above, the |1SO and PX filed these protocols for
i nformati onal purposes; the | SO and PX request an extension of
time to review the Protocols to deternmine which require
Conmmi ssi on approval under section 205 of the Federal Power Act.

Finally, the 1SO and PX each filed, for infornmationa
pur poses only, anmendnents to their respective tariffs. The |1SO
and PX state that they are submitting the tariff anmendnents in
order for the Conmission to be apprised of how the Protocols
interact with the 1SO and PX Tariffs. Wile the |SO does not
request that its proposed tariff changes becone effective, the PX
does request acceptance of its proposed tariff changes effective
January 1, 1998.

Novenber 21 Filing

On Novenber 21, 1997, the I SO and PX separately filed, under
section 205 of the FPA, proposed anendnments to their respective
tariffs. The |1SO and PX both request waiver of the Comnission's
60-day notice requirenent so that the proposed anmendnents can
becone effective January 1, 1998. The | SO and PX both state that
the proposed tariff changes reflect changes required by the
Conmi ssion's COctober 30 Order, including the deletion of any
functions proposed to be inplenented after January 1, 1998
pursuant to their respective staging plans. The |SO and PX al so
both state in support of these filings that the proposed tariff
changes are required as a result of further software devel opnent.

The Novenber 21, 1997, tariff amendnent filings by the |ISO and
PX render the Cctober 31, 1997, informational tariff filings
noot .

Novenber 26 Filing

On Novenber 26, 1997, the ISOfiled a Notice of Wthdrawal
and Application for New Section 205 Approval. 1In that filing
the |1 SO proposes to replace 1SO Tariff Sections 11.3.2 and
11.3.3, which were included in its Novenber 21 filing, with a new
| SO Tariff Section 11.3. 2.

Decenber 9 Filing

On Decenber 9, 1997, the ISOfiled a letter with the
Conmi ssion indicating that it has discovered a “significant
gam ng scenario with respect to the | nbal ance Energy market” and
proposing a nodification to its Scheduling Protocol to correct
this perceived problem

1. I nterventi ons and Conments
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Notice of the SO s Cctober 31 filing was published in the
Federal Register, 62 Fed. Reg. 60,896 (1997), with notions to
i ntervene or protests due by Novenber 21, 1997. Notice of the
PX' s October 31 filing was published in the Federal Register, 62
Fed. Reg. 60,895 (1997), with notions to intervene or protests
due by Novenber 21, 1997. Notice of the 1SOs and PX s Novenber
21, 1997 filings was published in the Federal Register, 62 Fed.
Reg. 63,537 (1997), with notions to intervene or protests due by
Decenber 2, 1997. The due date for interventions and protests to
t he Novenber 21 filings subsequently was extended to Decenber 4,
1997. Notice of the 1SO s Novenber 26 filing was published in
the Federal Register, 62 Fed. 64,216 (1997), with notions to
i ntervene or protests due by Decenber 8, 1997.

Timely notions to intervene and notice of intervention were
filed in these proceedings by the parties listed in Appendix A
On Decenber 10, 1997, Bonneville Power Adm nistration (BPA), the
Uility Reform Network (TURN) and Utility Consuners' Action
Network (UCAN) filed Motions to intervene out of tinme and
comments regardi ng the Novenber 21 filings.

M. Di scussi on

A Prelimnary Matters

Pursuant to Rule 214 of the Conmission's Rules of Practice
and Procedure, 18 CF. R § 385.214 (1997), the notice of
intervention and tinely, unopposed notions to intervene serve to
make the intervenors listed on Appendix A parties to this
proceeding. 1/ G ven the stage of the proceeding and the absence
of undue delay and prejudice, we find good cause to accept the
untinmely, unopposed notions to intervene of BPA, TURN and UCAN

Nunmer ous commenters object to the Cctober 31 infornmationa
tariff filings by both the SO and PX, claining that these
filings cause confusion, do not reflect the nodifications
required in the Cctober 30 order, are not permitted under the FPA
or the Conmi ssion's regul ati ons, and waste Conmi ssion and
intervenor resources. 1/ In view of the fact that the Cctober 31
informational tariff filing has been superseded by the |1 SO s and
PX s Novenber 21 Tariff filings under section 205 of the FPA
t hese concerns are noot.

3/ Intervenors in Docket Nos. ER96-1663 and EC96-19 continue to
have party status in this proceeding. See Cctober 30 O der,
81 FERC Y 61, 122 at 9.

4/ See, e.g., Novenber 21, 1997 Comments of Transni ssion Agency
of Northern California (TANC) at 27-32.




Docket No. EC96-19-006, et al. - 5 -

Simlarly, the California Departnent of WAater Resources
(DWR) filed a notion to defer consideration of the protocols and
related filings filed by the 1SO and PX to afford them an
opportunity to file revisions which address the changes required
by the Cctober 30 Order.

Commenters al so contend that the 1SO and PX filings continue
to present a noving target, which conplicates their ability to
address the proposals in a tinmely and neani ngful fashion. 1/
These parties contend that the size and frequency of the |ISO and
PX filings, as well as the |arge nunber of issues they present,
make it virtually inpossible for the parties to provide
neani ngful comments and for the Comi ssion to engage in an
adequate review of the filings inthe limted tine avail able
prior to the expected comencenent of |SO and PX operations.
Accordingly, these parties urge the Conmi ssion to defer
consi deration of as nmany issues as possible until after the
commencenent of | SO and PX operations, and to focus our attention
in this order on issues that require resolution prior to the | SO
Operations Date. In addition, several intervenors renew their
request for fornmal hearing procedures.

In view of the nunerous filings that nust be addressed pri or
to the 1 SO Operations Date, and the | arge nunber of new and ever-
evol ving proposed tariff changes, we agree with the commenters
that the nost sensible approach is to address in this order only
those issues that require resolution prior to the 1SO Operations
Date. Accordingly, this order will address those substantive and
procedural issues necessary for the | SO and PX to conmence
oper ati on.

W will deny the renewed requests for hearings in these
proceedings. W note that we are concurrently establishing
formal hearings in a nunber of proceedings related to the
California restructuring today, where devel opnent of a factua
record is required. Moreover, in this order, we are al so
requiring the SO and PX each to file confornming revisions to
various | SO and PX Pro Forma Agreenents and Tariffs and a
conpliance filing of the 1 SO and PX Protocols and Tariffs under
section 205. Because of this filing requirenent, Parties wll
have the opportunity to again raise issues related to the filings
and new i ssues that arise in view of operational experience.

5/ Novenber 21, 1997 Comments of Cities of Redding and Santa
Clara, California, and the MS- R Public Power Agency (M SR
et al.) at 5-7; Novenber 21, 1997 Comments of Electric
d earinghouse, Inc. at 5-6.
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O her issues not addressed by this order will be addressed in a
subsequent order. In light of these determinations, DAWR s Mtion
to Defer is noot.

Finally, as in our Cctober 30 Order, the Commission will use
the terms as defined in the Master Definitions Supplenents. 1/
Accordingly, the capitalized terns used in this order reflect
terns that conformto the terns contained in the | SO and PX
Master Definitions. As we stated in our earlier order, we do not
specifically endorse the definitions for purposes other than this
or der.

B. | SO and PX Protocols

One of the nobst significant issues remaining in this
proceedi ng concerns the filing status of the | SO and PX
Protocols. Under our "rule of reason" the Commi ssion has
previously noted that the 1SO and PX will in the first instance
identify the Protocols that should be filed under section 205 and
not sinply submtted for informational purposes. 1/ The
Conmi ssion stated that in reviewing the applications, the
Conmi ssion and all interested parties can evaluate and deternine
which Protocols will require section 205 review

In the instant filings, the |1 SO and PX note that they have
previously committed to "engage in a review of the Protocols to
determ ne which provisions plainly require the Conmission's
explicit approval under section 205." 1/ However, the |ISO and PX
now request an extension of time to performthis analysis. 1/

The 1 SO and PX therefore subnitted all their Protocols for
i nformati onal purposes in Appendix Il of their respective
filings.

In response, the conments al nost universally objected to the
filings of the Protocols for informational purposes. Various

6/ See 81 FERC | 61,122 at 9. The Master Definitions are set
forth in Appendix A to that order.

7/ 81 FERC 1 61,122 at 16.

8/ | SO Application at 12 and PX Application at 7. These
commtnents were made in response to requests for rehearing
of our July 30 Order.

9/ Both the 1 SO and PX state that they wish to review the
Cctober 30 Order prior to performng the requisite anal ysis.
| SO Application at 12 and PX Application at 7.
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Parties note that while considerable effort went into the
filings, the I SO and PX have not conplied with the Conmission's
orders. Moreover, various Parties note that Section 1 of the
various Pro Forna Agreenents filed by the | SO provides that where
there is any inconsistency between the agreenents and either the
| SO Tariff or applicable SO Protocols, the |1SO Tariff and/or the
| SO Protocols will prevail. Therefore, they claimthat the | SO
has i nappropriately elevated the Protocols, filed for

i nformati onal purposes, to take precedence over the terms of the
Pro Forma Agreenents. 1/

10/ TANC at 17-18; Metropolitan Water District (Metropolitan) at
18; California Miunicipal Uilities Association (CMJA) at 6.
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Upon review of the Protocols, the Commi ssion believes that,
contrary to the earlier |1SO and PX representations, the Protocols
are not simlar to internal operating manuals of all public
utilities, which contain the kind of detail that the Conm ssion
shoul d not want to concern itself with. 1/ A review of the |1SO
and PX Protocols reveals that they govern a wide range of matters
which traditionally and typically appear in agreenents that
shoul d be filed with and approved by the Conmi ssion. Many Tariff
provi sions sinply cannot be understood and adm ni stered wi t hout
the Protocols. 1/ Certain Protocols change the service to be
rendered under the Tariffs that were accepted by the Comn ssion

They al so contain charges and provisions that are not specified

11/ 80 FERC { 61, 128 at 61, 423.

12/ Mbdesto Irrigation District (Mdesto) at 17.
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inthe I1SO 1/ and PX 1/ tariffs. Furthernore, we note that the
| SO and PX Protocols that were filed have not been nodified to

13/ For exanple, Section 11 of the ASRP (Sanctions For Poor
Performance) details how an Ancillary Service resource that
fails a conpliance test will be disqualified from providing
the Ancillary Service. 1In contrast, Section 2.5.26 of the
SO Tariff (Penalties for Failure to Pass Tests) provides
that a resource failing an availability test will not be
entitled to paynment for the committed period. Sinilarly,
SCAP Section 6.3 requires Scheduling Coordinators to submnit
a $500 non-refundabl e application fee, while Section 2.2.4.1
of the SO Tariff sinply states that the fee will be set by
t he | SO Governi ng Boar d.

14/ For exanple, PX Tariff Section 3.8.1.2 (regarding Price and
Si ze Paraneters for Day- Ahead Bi ddi ng) states:

Al Energy Bids and Ancillary Services shal
not be less than zero and shall be subject to
any maximumprice limt set by the PX. In
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conformto the Conmission's October 30 Order and viol ate
principles established by that order

addition, all bids shall be subject to

m ni nrum si ze and maxi mum size limts set by
the PX in the PX Protocol on bidding and bid
eval uati on.

However, Section 1.2.2 of the PX Bidding and Bid Eval uati on
Protocol allows the PX to notify PX Participants of these
limts fromtine to tine.
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In these circunstances, we see no alternative but to accept
and suspend for a nonminal period all of the | SO and PX Protocols
for filing as part of the 1SO and PX rate schedules. 1/ The |SO
and PX nust immediately conformtheir filed Protocols with the
| SO and PX Tariffs consistent with this order, as well as our
previous orders in this proceeding and post themon the publicly
avail abl e portion of WEnet. 1/ In addition we will require the
| SO and PX to each file under section 205 of the FPA their
conplete Protocols within sixty days of the | SO Operations Date.

At that time we will afford the parties an opportunity to file
coments.

In addition, after all of the Protocols are filed, we
encourage the 1SO PX and all interested parties, through the

15/ We al so accept for filing and suspend for a nomnal period
the nodification to the Scheduling Protocol proposed in the
| SO s Decenber 9, 1997 filing. The parties will be afforded
an opportunity to address this proposal at the tine that the
ISOfiles its Protocols under section 205 of the FPA, as
di scussed herein.

16/ In our Cctober 30 Order, we directed the | SO and PX to post
their rate schedul es on the WEnet (See 81 FERC { 61, 122 at
2-3, Footnote 3). W clarify that all rate schedules are to
be posted on the publicly accessible portion of WEnet (i.e.
the 1SO s and PX' s Hone Pages).
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ongoi ng st akehol der process, to reviewthe Protocols to determne
whi ch provisions are nore appropriately included in the Tariffs.
We expect that as a result of that process, the SO and PX will
file to anend their respective Protocols and Tariffs under
section 205 to incorporate these changes. For exanple, we note
that the tariffs do not incorporate nonitoring provisions; these
activities are presently included only in the Protocols. 1/ If
after this process, certain of the Protocols are truly "operating
gui del i nes" that sinply add details or procedures necessary to

i mpl erent tariff provisions, the Conmission will consider a
future request to delete these Protocols fromthe rate schedul es.

C. The Pro Forma Agreenents

Wth the exceptions noted bel ow, we accept the | SO and PX
Pro Forma Agreenents for filing and suspend them for a noninal
period. Specifically, we accept the SO s proposed Participating
Cenerator Agreenment (PGA), Existing Operator Agreenent (EQA), and
the PX's Meter Service Agreenent for PX Participants. W find
that the proposed Pro Forma Agreenents are reasonable to the
extent that they establish a necessary basis for negotiating and
executing all future contracts between participating entities and
the 1 SO and PX. W recognize that these Pro Forma Agreenents are
subject to certain nodifications to reflect the unique
ci rcunstances of each individual participant (e.g., whether an
entity is or is not a public utility subject to our
jurisdiction).

InterimBlack Start Agreenent

The 1SO s proposed InterimBlack Start Agreenent is
reasonable to the extent that the |ISO nust establish m ninmm
reliability criteria applicable to those entities which propose

17/ Simlarly, we note that in its Novenber 21, 1997 filing,
"[t]he PX originally planned to include [Zonal MNarket
Clearing Prices] inits Protocols, but ultinmtely decided
that it nore properly belonged in the PX Tariff in order
that Market Participants could nore easily find the rule."
Application at 5.
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to provide future Black Start service to the 1SO However, we
find that it is inappropriate for the Conmmi ssion to accept, under
section 205 of the FPA, a pro forma agreenent filed by the | SO
as the purchaser of this service. Therefore, we direct the |1SO
to post on the publicly avail able | SO Hone Page, for

i nformati onal purposes only, the necessary requirenents and
criteria for providing Black Start service. W note that any
public utility that provides Black Start services to the | SO will
have to nake a filing under section 205 for approval of the rate,
terms and conditions of that service.

Moreover, we find that it is unnecessary to accept the 1SO s
proposed Bl ack Start agreenent in light of the SO s decision to
secure this service under certain Reliability Mist-Run
Agreenments. The ISO states that initially it will not have in
pl ace a conpetitive process to procure Black Start services and
will thus rely on Southern California Edison Conpany, Pacific Gas
& El ectric Conpany, and San Diego Gas & El ectric Conpany
(collectively the Conpanies), to supply these services under the
Reliability Mist-Run Agreements. 1/ \While we are synpathetic to
t he concerns raised by CMJA and others 1/ that other entities may
be able to provide Black Start service, we find that the | SO nust
initially procure Black Start service fromthe Conpani es under
Reliability Mist-Run Agreenents. However, after the | SO
Operation date, we will require the SO to undertake an
exhaustive review of its Black Start service procurenent process
and to evaluate and consider all resources that may be able to
provi de the service.

I nterconnected Control Area Qperating Agreenent

We find that the Interconnected Control Area Operating
Agreenent, filed for informational purposes by the |1SO my be
useful as a basis for the negotiation of future bilatera
i nterconnection agreenents with the |1 SO s nei ghboring contro
areas. |In our October 30 Order, we noted that the | SO comm tted
totinely file interconnection agreenents with all nei ghboring
control areas. 1/ The Conmi ssion's conditional section 203
aut hori zati on was based, in part, on the 1SOs conmitnent to
negotiate and file the necessary agreenents with all adjacent

18/ 1SO Appendix Il at 5-6.
19/ See, e.g., Novenber 21, 1997, Comments of CMJA at 12-15.
20/ See 81 FERC { 61, 122 at 53-54. (Discussion under |SO

Principle No. 10, which requires an |1SO to devel op
nechani sns to coordi nate with nei ghboring control areas.)
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control area operators. W enphasize that all interconnected
control area agreenents entered into by the 1 SO nust be filed
with the Comm ssion for approval under section 205 of the FPA
We reject the SO s proposal to file the Interconnected Control
Area Qperating Agreenent for informational purposes only. 1In
response to concerns raised by NCPA and others, we note that any
i nt erconnecti on agreenent negotiated by the |1SO nust clearly
provide for the continuation of all existing contractual

rights. 1/ Any other issues related to the SO s interconnection
agreenents with neighboring control areas will be addressed when
the actual agreenents are filed with the Conm ssion.

Meter Service Agreenent for | SO Metered Entities and the Meter
Servi ce Agreenent for Schedul i ng Coordi nators

21/ See, e.g., Novenber 21, 1997, Comments of Northern
California Power Agency (NCPA) at 9-10.
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In our October 30 Order, we recogni zed the inportance of
operating as a Metered Subsystem 1/ |In addition, we noted that
the 1SOintends to revise the 1SO Tariff after January 1, 1998 to
clarify the role, responsibility and requirenents associated with
a Metered Subsystem As we stated in the Cctober 30 Order, we
consider this to be an extrenely inportant issue and urge the |1SO
to resolve this issue. Based on the comments received to date
regarding the SO s proposed Metering Protocol, the Meter Service
Agreenent for |SO Metered Entities, and the Meter Service
Agreenent for Scheduling Coordi nators, we recogni ze that there
are al so many ot her unresol ved i ssues regarding the 1SO s
netering requirenents and operating standards. For exanple, we
agree with TANC and Metropolitan that it is unclear whether an
entity that qualifies as both an |1 SO Metered Entity and a
Schedul i ng Coordi nator needs to sign both agreenents and if so,
whi ch agreenent is guiding in instances where there is a conflict
between the agreenents. 1/

In addition, we note that TANC and others raise questions
with regard to basic definitions and that it is unclear how the
ISOwi Il reconcile the netering standards contained in Existing
Contracts with those now proposed by the ISO 1/ W find that it
is premature to address these and ot her issues until such tine as
the 1SO s proposal is nore fully devel oped. Because these
agreenents are still a work in progress we see no reason at this
time to accept for filing the 1SOs Pro Forma Meter Service
Agreenment for |SO Metered Entities and Meter Service Agreenent
for Scheduling Coordi nators.

UDC Agreenents

As noted above, the 1SO s COctober 31 filing includes a Pro
Forma UDC Agreenent. However, on Decenber 2, 1997, the ISOfiled
executed UDC Agreenents with the Conpani es in Docket No. ER98-
899- 000. These appear to contain sone provisions that differ

fromthe Cctober 31 Pro Forma UDC Agreenent. |In the Decenber 2
filing, the 1SO requests that the executed UDC Agreenents be
treated as a revised Pro Forma Agreenent. |In view of this new

filing, all of the ISOs filed UDC Agreenents will be addressed
in a subsequent order.

22/ 81 FERC { 61,122 at 134.

23/  Novenber 21, 1997, Comments of TANC at 8-9; Metropolitan at
12-13.

24/ 1d. at 10.
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Ceneric Issues on the Pro Forma Agreenents

We di sagree with Modesto that parties electing not to becone
Participating Transnission Omers (i.e., electing to continue to
take service under their Existing Contracts) shoul d not be
obligated to sign certain Pro Forma Agreenents with the | SO
While we agree that any party can continue to take service under
an Existing Contract, we find that any entity that wi shes to take
service from or in any way participate in, the various narkets
admi ni stered by or through the 1SOw Il have to sign the
appropriate Pro Forma Agreenents.

W agree with Metropolitan and others that the 1 SO s and
PX' s Pro Forma Agreenents should not be subordinate to the 1SO s
and PX's Protocols. 1/ The 1SO and PX Tariffs should be the
gui di ng docunents with respect to all inconsistencies and
di sputes between the Tariffs, Protocols, Pro Forma Agreenents and
all other agreenents entered into by the I SO PX and Market
Participants. Wile the Conmission will initially require that
all 1SO and PX Protocols be filed under section 205 of the FPA
this action in no way dimnishes the preeninent position of the
| SO and PX Tariffs vis-a-vis the Protocols. Accordingly, the ISO
and PX are directed to revise Section 1 of their respective Pro
Forma Agreenents. |In addition, as discussed further bel ow, we
agree with Metropolitan that the |1 SO and PX may not incorporate
by reference their respective Protocols into their Pro Forma
Agr eenent s.

The definition section of the Pro Forma Agreenents provides
that terns will have the sanme neaning as defined in the | SO
Tariff "[u]lnless the context otherwise requires." Metropolitan
and TANC note that this provision inappropriately allows terns to
have different neani ngs under certain circunstances and requests
that this |anguage be deleted to avoid confusion and
uncertainty. 1/ W agree that this clarification is necessary
and require that this | anguage be del eted fromthe agreenents.

W al so agree with TANC that to the extent the |1 SO and PX propose
to add or change a definition in the Master Definitions

Suppl enent accepted by the Conmi ssion in the Cctober 30 O der,
they nust nmake a filing under section 205 of the FPA. Finally,
consistent with our determ nation in the Cctober 30 Order, we

25/ See, e.g., Novenber 21, 1997, Comments of Metropolitan at 9;
MS R et al. at 8-10; TANC at 10-11, 14.

26/ Novenber 21, 1997, Conments of Metropolitan at 8 and TANC at
9-10 and 14.
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agree with Metropolitan that the 1SO and PX Pro Forma Agreenents
shoul d delete all definitions not applied in their respective
agreenents. 1/

27/  Novenber 21, 1997, Comments of Metropolitan at 13.
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A nunber of parties raise concerns with regard to the fact
that certain of the Pro Forma Agreenents contain penalties
(i ncluding the suspension of trading rights) and sanctions, the
details of which have not yet been provided. 1/ As the
Conmi ssion stated in the Cctober 30 Order, all penalties and
sanctions nmust be tinely filed under section 205 of the FPA
before any such penalty or sanction is inplenented. 1/

W agree with TANC that the Pro Forma Agreenents shoul d be
revised to state that termnation will be effective upon
acceptance by FERC of the Notice of Termi nation. 1/ As proposed,
the Pro Forna Agreenents provide that the operation of the terns
of the agreenent are suspended pendi ng Conm ssion acceptance of
the ternination notice.

Certain parties raise concerns that the Pro Forma Agreenents
woul d require non-public utilities to file a notice of
termnation with the Conmssion. 1/ W clarify that non-public
utilities would not have to make a filing with the Comn ssion
Only the SO, as a jurisdictional entity that is party to the
agreenent, would be required to tinely file, under section 205 of
the FPA, a notice of termnation with the Comm ssion. The I1SOis
directed to clarify that it has the responsibility to file a
timely notice of termination with the Conmi ssion

Partici pati ng Generator Agreenent (PGA)

We disagree with Southern G ties/Azusa and Banning's
reconmended change to Section 3.2.1 of the PGA, which would
restrict the 1SOs ability to term nate for non-conpliance. 1/

28/ See, e.g., Novenber 21, 1997, Comments of NCPA in Docket
Nos. EC96-19-006 and ER96-1663-007 at 4-5 and Docket Nos.
EC96- 19- 008 and ER96- 1663-009 at 5-10; Metropolitan at 10.

29/ 81 FERC { 61,122 at 249-50.
30/ November 21, 1997, Comments of TANC at 11, 14-15, and 18.

31/ Novenmber 21, 1997, Comments of NCPA in Docket Nos. EC96-19-
008 and ER96-1663-009 at 5; Cities of Anaheim Colton, and
Ri verside, California and Azusa and Banning, California
(Southern Cities/Azusa and Banning) in Docket Nos. EC96-19-
008 and ER96-1663-009 at 5; and Turlock Irrigation District
(Turlock) in Docket Nos. EC96-19-008 and ER96- 1663-009 at 8.

32/ Novenber 21, 1997, Comments of Southern Cities/Azusa and
Banni ng in Docket Nos. EC96-19-008 and ER96- 1663-009 at 5.
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The 1 SO should be permitted to terninate the PGA, subject to
Conmi ssion approval, if a Participating Generator fails to conply
with the ternms of the agreenent. However, we agree with Southern
Cities/ Azusa and Banni ng and TANC that the Participating
CGenerator Agreement should contain an Uncontroll able Force

provision simlar to that contained in the UDC Agreenent. 1/ The
ISOis directed to incorporate this provision.

33/  Novenber 21, 1997, Comments of Southern Cities/Azusa and

Banni ng in Docket Nos. EC96-19-008 and ER96-1663-009 at 5
and TANC at 16.
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We disagree with Turlock that Article IV (General Terns and
Conditions) of the PGA should be nodified to reflect that a
Met ered Subsystem can use a System Unit to provide certain
services. 1/ As the title to the section inplies, these are
general terns and conditions and we find that there are no
provisions in this article that would preclude a Metered
Subsystem fromutilizing a SystemUnit to provide any services.
Simlarly, we find Schedule 1 to be reasonable and not in need of
the clarification requested by Turlock. 1/

We reject TANC s reconmended change to Section 6.1 of the
PGA. TANC reconmends that the provision specify the procedures,
rights, and obligations of the parties regarding the cost of unit
operation and maintenance. 1/ W interpret Section 6.1 of the
PGA as sinply providing that the owners of the identified
Participating Generators will be responsible for the costs of
operating and nmaintaining their units. W find that this
provision is reasonabl e.

W agree with Metropolitan's recomendation to delete the
clause "prior to the | SO Operations Date" from Section 8.2 of the
PGA. 1/ This deletion will clarify that approvals or pernmts
secured by a Participating Generator will be obtained prior to
execution of the PGA

We disagree with TANC that Sections 10.1 and 10.4 of the PGA
are inconsistent with the SO Tariff. TANC recomends that these

34/ Novenber 21, 1997, Comments of Turlock in Docket Nos. EC96-
19- 008 and ER96-1663-009 at 8.

35/ 1d. at 9.
36/ Novenber 21, 1997, Comments of TANC at 15.
37/ Novenber 21, 1997, Comments of Metropolitan at 10.
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provisions either restate the applicable terns of the 1SO Tariff
or should incorporate those terns by reference wthout partially
restating them 1/ W interpret these provisions as consistent
wi th, and guided by, the rel evant provisions of the | SO Tariff.

38/ 1d.
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Turlock is concerned that Section 2.1 of the PGA nay pernmit
the 1SOto take certain actions that may harmthe Participating
CGenerator's custoners. 1/ For exanple, Turlock states that
Section 2.1 of the PGA may pernmit the 1SOto require Turlock to
operate certain of its hydroelectric facilities at tines when
they are of little value to Turlock, causing Turlock to incur
hi gher costs at other tinmes. 1/ W find that the rel evant
provision is reasonable. Section 2.1 of the PGA states that the
SO is responsible for the efficient use and reliable operation
of the ISOGid, and that to the extent that a Participating
Cenerator fails to conply with its obligations under the PGA and
the 1SO Tariff and Protocols, the | SO nay not be able to satisfy
its responsibilities. Wth regard to Turlock's exanple, we find
that, at certain tines, in order to naintain the reliability of
the I1SO Gid, the SO may have no alternative but to take actions
that will have negative cost consequences on certain parties.

Exi sti ng Operating Agreenent (EQA)

The Existing Operating Agreenent recognizes that |1SO
Operations nmust acconmodate the operations of existing systens
within the SO Control Area. W find the EOA, as nodified bel ow,
to be reasonable. However, we clarify that if there is an
i nconsi stency between the terns of the EQA and an Existing
Contract, the Existing Contract controls. 1In response to
Turl ock's concern, 1/ if an entity signs the EOA, that entity
mai ntains all of its rights and obligations under its Existing
Contract .

39/ Novenber 21, 1997, Comments of Turlock in Docket Nos. EC96-
19- 008 and ER96-1663-009 at 7-8.

40/ Novenber 21, 1997, Comments of Turlock in Docket Nos. EC96-
19- 008 and ER96-1663-009 at 7.

41/ 1d. at 9-10.
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Sacranento Municipal Uility District (SMJD) states that the
agreenent is of arelatively recent vintage and is still in an
evol utionary stage. Wiile the 1SOis continuing to anend the
ECA, SMUD rai ses several issues. 1/ SMJD, as well as Southern
Cities/Azusa and Banning and TANC, 1/ notes that the agreenent
provides that the SO w |l honor Existing Operating arrangenents
"except as limted by the operation of [Scheduling Protocol] 7."

SMUD and Southern Cities/Azusa and Banni ng request that this
limtation be renpved, noting that existing rights have been
recogni zed and preserved by the Commission's Cctober 30 Order.
Furthernore, Scheduling Protocol 1.2.3(a) states, in relevant
part, that "if the provisions of this [Scheduling Protocol] and
an Existing Operating Agreenent conflict, the provision of the
Exi sting Operating Agreenent will prevail." We direct the | SO
del ete the reference to Scheduling Protocol 7. This nodification
is necessary to preserve existing operating and scheduling
rights. The nodification is not intended to restrict the 1SOs
ability to use available transm ssion capacity that is not used
by Existing Operating Agreenents.

SMUD states that the Section 1.2 definition incorrectly
characterizes an Exi sting Subsystem as, "subsumed within the |SO
Control Gid" as opposed to subsunmed within the | SO Contro
Area. 1/ W agree with SMJD s recomended change.

We disagree with Turlock that Section 3.1 of the EOA
requires clarification to state that an entity does not have to
sign the EQA in order to participate in the I1SOs Ancillary
Service market. 1/ Section 3.1 of the EOA provides that an
Exi sting Operating Entity nust either be, or is represented by, a
Schedul i ng Coordinator. W interpret this provision to in no way
obligate an entity to sign the EOA in order to participate in the
ISOs Ancillary Service narket.

Turl ock objects to providing unit and | oad specific
i nformation by individual |oad bus on an hourly basis. 1/ W

42/ November 21, 1997, Comments of SMJD at 16-18.

43/ Novenber 21, 1997, Comments of Southern Cities/Azusa and
Banning at 5 and TANC at 17-18.

44/ Novenber 21, 1997, Comments of SMJUD at 17.

45/  Novenber 21, 1997, Comments of Turlock in Docket Nos. EC96-
19- 008 and ER96-1663-009 at 10.

46/ Novenber 21, 1997, Comments of Turlock in Docket Nos. EC96-
19- 008 and ER96-1663-009 at 11-12.
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agree with Turl ock that unique characteristics of certain systens
may require nodification to the data requirenents. However, as a
general matter we believe that it is appropriate for the Pro
Forma EQA to contain the proposed data requirenents. To the
extent entities such as Turlock negotiate different data

subm ssion requirenents with the 1SO that is an issue best
addressed in their individual executed EQOAs.

Wth respect to Turlock's concerns regarding its ability to
function as a Metered Subsystem we interpret the SO Tariff to
permt Metered Subsystens to make sales froma SystemUnit. 1/

As we stated in the Cctober 30 Order, we recogni ze the inportance
of the Metered Subsystem concept to many parties and encourage
the 1SO and all interested stakeholders to resolve these issues
as expeditiously as possible.

We di sagree with Southern G ties/Azusa and Banning's
reconmended change to Section 8.2.1. For the sane reasons given
above with respect to Participating Generators, the |SO should be
permitted to term nate service under the EOQA, subject to
Conmi ssion approval, to the extent an Existing Operating Entity
fails to honor the terns and conditions of the EOA. However, we
clarify that this would in no way effect an entity's rights and
obl i gations under an Existing Contract.

D. | SO and PX Tariff Amendnents

As noted above, the 1SO s and PX s proposed tariff changes
filed on Novenber 21, 1997, as revised on Novenber 26, 1997, are
extensive and in many respects depart fromthe provisions
addressed in our Cctober 30 order and fromthe anticipated tariff
changes filed for informational purposes on Cctober 31, 1997.

Nunmerous parties conplain that the SO s and PX s proposed
tariff changes are unclear, inconsistent with the Comi ssion's
prior orders, inconsistent with their own Staging Plans, and the
subj ect of further contenplated changes. As a result,
essentially all parties reserve the right to address future |1SO
and PX Tariff changes. Mreover, parties point out that due to
anbiguities in the Tariffs and related Protocols, certain issues
may arise or alternatively becone noot once they are inplenented
after operations commence. They assert that a full understanding

47/ 1d. at 12-13.
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of these issues will not be known until the | SO and PX actually
implement their tariffs. Therefore, these parties request the
opportunity to raise these issues at a |later date.

Qur prelimnary review of the filings indicates that these
proposed tariff changes may be unjust and unreasonabl e or unduly
discrimnatory. Accordingly, we will accept the ISOs and PX' s
proposed tariff changes for filing, suspend the filings for a
nom nal period to becone effective on the date that | SO and PX
operati ons comence, subject to the conditions and nodifications
di scussed bel ow, and subject to further Conm ssion orders. 1/

Consistent with the procedures established in our Cctober 30

Order, we will require the Tariff Amendnents, including the
nodi fications required herein, to be pronptly posted
el ectronically on the WEnet. In addition, we will require the

| SO and PX each to nake their conpliance filing in these
proceedings no |later than 60 days after the comrencenent of |SO
and PX operations. The filing shall reflect the nodifications to
the 1SO and PX Tariffs, including the Protocols addressed above,
required in our orders to date. At that tine, the Comn ssion

will afford the parties an adequate opportunity to address the
filings in view of actual |1SO and PX operational experience. Al

i ssues raised by these filings, including, but not limted to | SO
and PX issues regarding Tariff anendnents not addressed in this
order, will be the subject of a future order

A nunber of parties raise concerns over the 1SO s proposed
allocation of its Gid Managenent Charge. Al issues related to
t he devel opnent and all ocation of the ISOs Gid Managenent
Charge will be addressed in Docket No. ER98-210-000.

W agree with SoCal Edison that the |1SO s proposed Tariff
should be nodified to reflect that the 1SOw Il contract with the
owners of Reliability Miust-Run Generating Units to procure Bl ack
Start capability, as opposed to contracting with their Scheduling
Coordinators. As noted by SoCal Edi son, the Conpani es nust sel

48/ W note that no party opposes the | SO s Novenber 21 Mtion
to Wthdraw a portion of its Novenber 26 filing.
Accordingly, we grant that notion, and accept for filing
herein the proposed revision to | SO Tariff Section 11.3.2.
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all of their generation into the PX, which will act as their
Schedul i ng Coordi nator. However, at least initially, the PX will
not have the capability to sell Ancillary Services such as Bl ack
Start service. Accordingly, we will require the ISOto nodify
Sections 2.5.19 and 2.5.10 of the ISO Tariff as proposed by SoCal
Edi son.

The | SO proposes nunerous |SO Tariff changes that woul d
initially prohibit System Resources from supplying Ancillary
Services. 1/ The 1SO states that this change is necessary to
reflect the limtations of the 1SO s scheduling, settlenent and
billing software in the SO Tariff. 1/ The ISO states that it
will not be able to procure Ancillary Services fromoutside the
Control Area until April 1, 1998. 1/

49/ System Resources are defined by the 1SO as a group of
resources |located outside of the SO Control Area. |SO
Tariff Appendix A, Mster Definitions Supplenent, Oiginal
Sheet No. 344.

50/ See Novenber 21, 1997, filing by the 1SO in Docket Nos.
EC96- 19- 010 and ER96-1663-011 at 1.

51/ 1SO Revised Staging Plan No. 1, Section 12 at 18.
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Nunmerous parties raise concerns with regard to the 1SO s
proposal to prohibit System Resources from supplying Ancillary
Services. 1/ These parties claimthat excluding resources
| ocated outside the SO Control Area fromparticipating in the
Ancillary Services nmarket will force the ISOto rely on nore
expensive Reliability Miust-Run generators. TANC states that the
excl usi on of System Resources fromthe Ancillary Services narket
wWill result in an extrenely narrow geographic market for these
services. TANC requests that the I SO pernit Schedul i ng
Coordinators to utilize out-of-1SO Control-Area Ancillary
Servi ces using transm ssion service under Existing Contracts. 1/

Metropolitan contends that while the 1 SO s Revised Stagi ng Pl an
contenpl ates that Scheduling Coordinators will be able to Self-
Provide all Ancillary Services by utilizing transmn ssion Service
under Existing Contracts, the |SO s proposed Tariff changes will
only permt the Self-Provision of Regulation service. 1/

We recogni ze that the ISOmay initially be unable to procure
Ancillary Services from System Resources. However, to the extent
permtted under their Existing Contracts, entities should be able
to utilize transmi ssion service (consistent with WSCC st andar ds)

to self-provide additional Ancillary Services fromresources

| ocated outside the | SO Control Area, where technically feasible.
While the 1 SO s proposed Revised Staging Plan No.1 provides for
this option, 1/ the SO s proposed revision to Section 2.5.7.4 of
the 1SO Tariff is unclear as to an entity's ability to self-
provide all Ancillary Services. W direct the SO to revise
Section 2.5.7.4 to state that Scheduling Coordi nators may
utilize transm ssion service under Existing Contracts to self-
provide Ancillary Services, where technically feasible,

consi stent with WSCC st andards.

Initially, the 1SO characterized a Metered Subsystemas a
system subsuned within the 1SO Controlled Gid and enconpassed by
revenue quality neters which would pernit an entity to bid its
resources into the 1SOs Energy and Ancillary Services Market as
a SystemUnit. 1/ In our Cctober 30 Order we acknow edged the

52/ See, e.g., Decenber 4, 1997, Comrents of Redding and Santa
Clara and MS-R at 13-14; TANC at 24-26; DWR at 4.

53/ Decenber 4, 1997, Comments of TANC at 25-26.
54/ Decenber 4, 1997, Comments of Metropolitan at 13-14.
55/ See ISO Revised Staging Plan No. 1 at 8.

56/ The 1SO defines a SystemUnit as a group of resources that
simulate a single resource. A SystemUnit is not the sane



Docket No. EC96-19-006, et al. - 28 -

| SO s statenent that the MSS concept was a work in progress and
t hat many issues surroundi ng the proposal were unresolved. 1/

as a System Resource, which is sinply a resource | ocated
outside of the | SO Control Area.

57/ CQctober 30 Order at 120.
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The |1 SO now states that there will be no Metered Subsystens
as of the 1SO Qperations date and that instead the SO intends to
execute agreements with PGRE and SoCal Edison who will be the
Schedul i ng Coordinators for entities that currently operate on a
Met ered Subsystemtype basis (Existing Operating Entity). 1/ As
expl ai ned above, in order for the SO to provide for the
operation of these existing subsystenms (Existing Operating
Arrangenents), the 1SOrequires that these entities execute the
| SO s proposed Pro Forma Existing Operating Agreenent.

In light of the numerous conments we have received to date
on this issue, we find that there are many issues stil
unresolved with regard to the Metered Subsystem concept and the
rel ated agreenents. W agree with nunerous parties that the | SO
has not adequately explained the need for entities to execute an
Exi sting Qperating Agreenent by January 1, 1998, in order to
operate as a Metered Subsystem In particular, we find that it
is inappropriate to require entities to sign an Existing
Operating Agreenment before the details of the 1SO s Metered
Subsyst em proposal are known. Wile we are accepting the 1SO s
proposed Pro Forma Existing Operating Agreenent for filing, our
action should not be interpreted as obligating a party to execute
an Existing Operating Agreenent before the | SO Operations Date.

Mor eover, our approval of the Pro Forma Existing Operating
Agreenent should not be interpreted as in any way resol ving the
myriad of issues surrounding the 1SOs proposal. It is unclear
how the EQA will operate in conjunction with the | SO s treatnent
of Existing Contracts under Section 2.4 of the SO Tariff. For
exanple, it is unclear why entities that operate a Metered
Subsyst em under an Existing Contract will have to execute an EQA
in addition to satisfying the requirenents of Section 2.4 of the
SO Tariff, or if the EOA is intended to satisfy this |SO Tariff
requirenent. In addition, it is unclear whether the | SO intends
that only entities that operate as a Metered Subsystem as of the
| SO Operations Date will be permitted to function as a Metered
Subsystemin the future. Therefore, we will address issues
related to the Metered Subsystem concept when the | SO conpl etes
its Metered Subsystem proposal. At that tine, the SO nust fully
support its proposal

The Conm ssion orders:

58/ Decenber 4, 1997, Comments of NCPA at 6.
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(A) The 1SO s proposed Pro Fornma Agreenents and Protocols
are hereby accepted for filing and suspended for a nom na
period, to becone effective on the date that | SO operations
commence, subject to the conditions and nodifications di scussed
in the body of this order

(B) The 1SO s proposed Tariff changes are hereby accepted
for filing and suspended for a nominal period, to becone
effective on the date that | SO operations comence, subject to
the conditions and nodifications discussed in the body of this
order.

(© The PX' s proposed Pro Forma Agreenent and Protocols are
hereby accepted for filing and suspended for a nomnal period, to
becone effective on the date that PX operations conmence, subject
to the conditions and nodifications discussed in the body of this
order.

(D) The PX' s proposed Tariff changes are hereby accepted
for filing and suspended for a nominal period, to becone
effective on the date that PX operations conmence, subject to the
condi tions and nodifications discussed in the body of this order

(E) The I1SOis directed to file its Protocols under section
205 of the FPA no later than 60 days fromthe | SO Operations
Dat e.

(F) The PX is directed to file its Protocols under section
205 of the FPA no later than 60 days fromthe | SO Operations
Dat e.

(G The ISOis directed to refile its Tariffs and
agreenents in conpliance with the Conmmi ssion’s orders in these
proceedings no |later than 60 days after the comrencenent of |SO
operati ons.

(H The PX is directed to refile its Tariffs and agreenent
in conpliance with the Commi ssion’s orders in these proceedi ngs
no later than 60 days after the commencenent of | SO operations.

(1) The tinely and late filed Motions to Intervene set
forth in Appendi x A are hereby granted.

(J) The Mdtion to Defer of DAR is disnissed as noot.

(K) The requests to reject the | SO and PX i nfornationa
Tariff filings are disnissed as noot.

(L) The requests for hearings are hereby denied.
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By the Conmi ssi on.

( SEAL)

et al.

Lois D. Cashell,
Secretary.
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APPENDI X A
TI MELY NOTI CES OF | NTERVENTI QN, MOTI ONS TO | NTERVENE,
PROTESTS AND COMVENTS

EC96- 19- 006 and ER96-1663- 007

Bonnevi |l | e Power Administration

California Dept. of Water Resources (Mdtion to Defer)

Cities of Anaheim Colton, and Riverside, California and Azusa
and Banning, California

Cities of Redding and Santa Clara, California, and the MS-R
Publ i c Power Agency

El ectric O earinghouse, Inc.

Houst on I ndustries Power Ceneration, |nc.

Inperial Irrigation District

Los Angel es Departnment of Water and Power

Metropolitan Water District

Modesto Irrigation District

New York Mercantile Exchange

Nor Am Ener gy Services, Inc.

Northern California Power Agency

Public UWilities Commission of the State of California

Sacranento Municipal Uility District

Transni ssion Agency of Northern California

Turlock Irrigation District

The Utility Reform Network (TURN) and Utility Consuners' Action
Net wor k ( UCAN) *
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APPENDI X A

Docket Nos. EC96-19-008 and ER96-1663- 009

Bonnevil |l e Power Adninistration

California Municipal Wilities Assn.

California Department of Water Resources

Cities of Anaheim Colton, and Riverside, California and Azusa
and Banning, California

Cities of Redding and Santa Clara, California, and the MS-R
Publ i c Power Agency

El ectric O earinghouse, Inc.

Enron Power WMarketing, Inc.

Houst on I ndustries Power Ceneration, |nc.

Los Angel es Departnment of Water and Power

Metropolitan Water District

Modesto Irrigation District

New York Mercantile Exchange

Nor Am Ener gy Services, Inc.

Northern California Power Agency

Public Wilities Conmission of the State of California

Sacranento Miunicipal Uility District

San Diego Gas & El ectric Conpany

Transni ssion Agency of Northern California

Turlock Irrigation District

The Utility Reform Network (TURN) and Utility Consuners' Action
Net wor k ( UCAN) *
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APPENDI X A

Docket Nos. EC96-19-010 and ER96-1663-011 (Novenber 21 Filing)

Bonnevi |l | e Power Administration *

California Department of Water Resources

Cities of Redding and Santa Cara and M S-R Public Power Agency

Los Angel es Departnment of Water and Power

Metropolitan Water District

Modesto Irrigation District

Northern California Power Agency

Sacranento Miunicipal Uility District

Southern California Edi son Conpany

The Utility Reform Network (TURN) and Utility Consuners' Action
Net wor k ( UCAN) *

Transni ssi on Agency of Northern California

Turlock Irrigation District

Docket Nos. EC96-19-011 and ER96-1663-012 (Novenber 21 Filing)

Bonnevi |l | e Power Administration *

California Department of Water Resources

Cities of Redding and Santa Cara and M S-R Public Power Agency

City and County of San Francisco

Los Angel es Departnment of Water and Power

Metropolitan Water District

Modesto Irrigation District

Northern California Power Agency

Sacranento Municipal Uility District

The Utility Reform Network (TURN) and Utility Consuners' Action
Net wor k ( UCAN) *

Transni ssi on Agency of Northern California

Turlock Irrigation District

Western Area Power Administration

* Filed a Motion to Intervene and Comments out of tine



