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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

California Independent System )     Docket No. ER05-1502-000
Operator Corporation )

ANSWER OF THE CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM OPERATOR 
CORPORATION TO THE RENEWED MOTION FOR EXTENSION

OF TIME OF WILLIAMS POWER COMPANY, INC.

This is the Answer1 of the California Independent System Operator 

Corporation (“CAISO”) to the Renewed Motion for Extension of Time of Williams 

Power Company, Inc., filed April 26, 2006. The CAISO does not oppose the 

Williams’ motion, and submits that a prompt ruling from the Commission would 

benefit CAISO Scheduling Coordinators, as explained below.

Williams’ motion seeks additional time for generators to comply with 

Amendment 72 to the CAISO Tariff, which the Commission approved in this 

docket.  See 113 FERC ¶ 61, 187 (the “November 21 Order”).  The core 

requirement is that Day-Ahead Schedules must include at least 95% of forecast 

Demand.  In connection with this requirement, each Scheduling Coordinator must 

submit two types of reports to the CAISO:

i) daily reports about Demand forecasts, and 

ii) weekly reports comparing schedules against estimated actual 
Demand for the past seven days.  

In separate motions that remain pending, Williams and other generators have 

sought rehearing of the November 21 Order, asking the Commission to exclude 

  
1 See 18 C.F.R. § 385.213.
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generators from these requirements.  The CAISO agreed in part – it supports an 

exception for station power – but opposed a broader exception because its scope 

was not appropriately defined.2  

After the receiving the motions for rehearing, the Commission on 

December 27, 2005, issued a Notice extending the time for generators to comply 

with Amendment 72.  This initial extension, however, expired by its own terms on 

February 3, 2006.  The instant motion seeks to renew that stay.

If the Commission intends to grant the renewed motion for extension of 

time, the CAISO maintains that a prompt ruling (by May 15) would benefit many 

CAISO Scheduling Coordinators by clarifying the requirements before 

enforcement begins.  Starting with Trade Date May 16, the CAISO will impose 

sanctions on Scheduling Coordinators that fail to timely submit the two reports 

required by Amendment 72.  See CAISO Tariff 37.6 (requiring adherence to 

“timelines specified in the ISO Tariff for submitting . . . information” and specifying 

sanctions for violation).  A ruling by May 15 could reduce administrative 

expenses both for Scheduling Coordinators and the CAISO.  The CAISO has no 

reason to believe that a brief stay pending a ruling from the Commission on 

rehearing would jeopardize the reliability of the CAISO Controlled Grid.  (The 

CAISO’s partial opposition to the requests for rehearing is based on other 

grounds, as explained above.)

  
2 The CAISO’s position is explained in its Motion for Leave to File Answer One Day Out-of-Time 
and Answer to Requests for Rehearing and/or Clarification of the California Independent System 
Operator Corporation, filed January 6, 2006.  This pleading is not intended to change that 
position.
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Accordingly, the CAISO respectfully requests that, if at all possible, the 

Commission rule on this motion (which the CAISO does not oppose) by May 15, 

2006.
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