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|. Introduction

In September 2005, the CAISO filed Tariff Amendment 72, which required Scheduling
Coordinators (SCs) to submit day-ahead schedules equal to at least 95% of their forecast
demand for each hour of the next day. Overall compliance with the 95% day-ahead
scheduling requirement has been extremely high since spring 2006, particularly during
peak hours. However, some participants and CAISO operations staff have expressed
concerns about the impacts and difficulty of compliance with the 95% scheduling
requirement, particularly during off-peak and weekend hours. In response to these
concerns, the CAISO has initiated a stakeholder process to identify and consider potential
refinements to Amendment 72.

This whitepaper provides a discussion of issues related to Amendment 72 scheduling
requirements and presents a straw proposal for potential refinements to Amendment 72.
The remainder of this paper is organized as follows:

x Section Il provides a background discussion of the objectives of Amendment 72 and
various issues relating to the impacts and compliance with the 95% scheduling
requirement that have been identified by participants and CAISO staff.

x Section Il presents quantitative analysis relating to these various issues, which is
intended to provide a better framework for assessing potential modifications to
address these issues.

X Section IV provides a straw proposal for several modifications to Amendment 72.

X Section V summarizes next steps in the process for considering potential changes to
Amendment 72.

Il. Background

The 95% day-ahead scheduling requirement established through Amendment 72 was
designed to enhance reliability and reduce the need for the CAISO to take actions to
protect against under scheduling, such as requiring additional capacity to be on-line
through Must-Offer Waiver denials. The CAISO’'s Amendment 72 filings also indicated
that the CAISO expected that the 95% scheduling would generally have a positive overall
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financial impact on participants, due to a reduction in costs relating to Must Offer Waiver
denials and real time intra-zonal congestion management.

In summary, Amendment 72 required the following:

1. Day-ahead schedules submitted by participants must equal at least 95% of
the SC’s forecast demand for each hour, for each UDC Service Area
(CAISO Tariff 4.5.4.2.1.1).

2. SCs must submit demand forecasts (through their SI Workspace) for each
hour of the following Trading Day, for each UDC Service Area (CAISO
Tariff 31.1.4.1 (first).

3. SCs must submit reports to the CAISO that compare the SCs’ forecasted,
scheduled, and estimated actual Demand by UDC Service Area for each
hour of the past week (CAISO Tariff 31.1.4.1 (second)).

The CAISO did not seek to include a penalty for failing to meet the 95% scheduling
requirement in Amendment 72, and instead indicated that any failure to meet this
requirement may be subject to enforcement by the Federal Regulatory Energy
Commission (FERC) under FERC market rules, which include a general requirement that
participants comply with all provisions of the CAISO Tariff. FERC approved

Amendment 72 in November 2005.

Overall compliance with the 95% day-ahead scheduling requirement has been extremely
high since spring 2006, particularly during peak hdurslowever, some participants and
CAISO operations staff have expressed concerns about the impacts and difficulty of
compliance with the 95% scheduling requirement, particularly during off-peak and
weekend hours. For example:

X Numerous participants have indicated that the bulk of bilateral market supply is only
available in standard multi-hour blocks (e.g. 16 peak hours or 8 off-peak hours), so
that complying with the 95% scheduling requirement during peak hours often
requires SCs to over procure energy and then over schedule significant amounts of
load during off-peak hours. In addition to creating a need to over schedule load in
the off-peak hours in order to comply with the 95% requirement, this may create
additional costs to participants in cases when the price of procuring this energy in the
bilateral market exceeds the real time energy price received by the SC for over
scheduled load (which is settled as positive uninstructed energy). Some participants

! e.g. See Amendment 72 Transmittal Letter, September 22, 2005, p. 1-5.
http://www.caiso.com/docs/2005/09/23/20050923085702339.pdf

2 A discussion of Amendment 72 compliance was provided in DMM'’s October 10, 2006 Market
Monitoring Report memo to the CAISO Boalttp://www.caiso.com/188d/188d792d5a4a10.pdf).
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have indicated that limiting the 95% scheduling requirement only to peak hours may
greatly reduce this problem.

x CAISO Grid Operations staff have expressed concern that any over scheduling during
these off-peak hours due to Amendment 72 may negatively affect system reliability
by exacerbating over generation conditions. This impact was particularly evident this
spring, when over scheduling attributed to the Amendment 72 requirements —
combined with other sources of unscheduled energy and uninstructed generation —
created significant over generation during many hours. Nevertheless, Grid
Operations has also indicated that it is important to retain the 95% scheduling
requirement during peak hours for reliability reasons.

x Numerous participants have expressed concern that under current CAISO Tariff
provisions even infrequent and minor violations of the 95% scheduling requirement
(and related load forecasting requirements) may be subject to investigation and
potential sanction by FERE. Section IIl provides analysis of the frequency and
magnitude of potential violations of the 95% scheduling requirement (and related
load forecasting requirements) that may be subject to investigation and potential
sanction by FERC.

X At least one participant has suggested that the 95% scheduling requirement should not
apply to SCs serving some minimal level of IdadSpecifically, Williams has
proposed that SCs that represent a quantity of load less than 1 MW should be exempt
from the A-72 requirements, consistent with an exemption from MRTU's Resource
Adequacy ("RA") provisions provided for LSEs servifgyminimudoads>

x Some uncertainty has arisen concerning whether compliance with the 95% scheduling
requirement should be based on Initial Preferred or Revised Preferred schedules
submitted to the CAISO by participants, or Final Schedules determined by the
CAISO after congestion management. This issue is discussed in more detail later
under the headinDay Ahead Schedules Submitted by SGslow.

® As discussed in DMM'’s October 10, 2006 Market Monitoring Report, under the CAISO Tariff, DMM

has the authority to issue a penalty of $500 per day for failure to submit a day-ahead load forecast, but does
not have the discretion to waive or reduce penalties for violations identified pursuant to this authority.
Rather, as in the case of penalties for failure to meet outage generation reporting requirements, DMM may
only submit a filing at FERC recommending that the Commission waive or reduce a penalty based on
mitigating circumstances.

* In written comments in response to the CAISO’s initial Amendment 72 filing, several participants argued
that the reporting requiremergstablished under Amendment 72 should not apply to participants with

some minimum thresholds of under scheduling. However, these protests only applied to the reporting
requirementestablished under Amendment 72, and proposed relatively high “materiality thresholds,” such
as the greater of 100 MW, 2 percent of the CAISO'’s peak load, or 10 percent of forecast load (see the
CAISO’s Answer to Comments and ProtestsAmendment 72, p.6-7
http://www.caiso.com/docs/2005/10/28/200510281447107108.pdf

® Section 40.1 provides and exemption for LSEs seméminimidoad, and definede minimidoad as
actual metered peak Demand during the preceding twelve (12) months of less than one (1) megawatt.
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x Under commonly accepted scheduling practices, the day-ahead forecasts and
schedules for Sundays and Mondays are often submitted on Fridays. However, in
cases where significant changes occur that may warrant a forecast or supply schedule
to be modified over the weekend, some issues have arisen in terms of how to report
and assess compliance with the 95% scheduling requirement. These issues are
discussed in more detail under the heatiffeekend Forecasting and Scheduling
Issue below

Day-Ahead Schedules Submitted by SCs

The 95% scheduling requirement established under Amendment 72 was incorporated into
the CAISO tariff in terms of the schedules that SCs sutantiite CAISO:

Each Scheduling Coordinator shall submit to the CAlf8®each hour of each

Trading Day, a Day-Ahead Schedule that include at least ninety-five percent (95%)
of that Scheduling Coordinator’s forecast demand for each hour, for each UDC
Service Area ....[emphasis added ] (2.2.7.2.1.1)

Two types of schedules may be submitted by participants to the CAISO as part of the
day-ahead scheduling process:

x Preferred Schedulegsubmitted by 10 am) are defined in 30.3.1 and are described in
Appendix C (Sheet 717) as "initial preferred energy schedule". For sake of clarity,
this paper refers to these schedules as “Preferred Schedules”, consistent with term
used in 30.3.1 of the CAISO Tariff.

X Revised Schedulegsubmitted by 12 noon) are defined in 30.3.4 and are described in
Appendix C (Sheet 718) as "revised Preferred Schedules". For sake of clarity, this
paper refers to these schedules as “Revised Schedules”, consistent with term used in
30.3.4 of the CAISO Tariff.

Thus, a literal reading of current tariff language would suggest that the 95% scheduling
requirement applies to both Preferred Schedules (submitted by 10 am) and

Revised Schedules (submitted by 12 noon). In addition, since any under scheduling in
either of these two steps may lead the CAISO to commit additional capacity through the
Must Offer Waiver denial process, it would be logical that any day-ahead scheduling
requirement be applicable to both Preferred Schedules and Revised Schedules submitted
by participants.
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In practice, however, DMM has determined that the CAISO’s Scheduling Infrastructure
(SI) does not currently retain the data necessary to assess compliance with any scheduling
requirement applicable to Preferred Schedules (submitted by 10 am).

At least two approaches could be taken to clarify the compliance obligations of SCs and
potential enforcement authority of FERC:

1) Modify Section 2.2.7.2.1.1 so that the 95% scheduling requirement applies only to
Revised Schedules (submitted by 12 noon) as defined in 30.3.4.

2) Clarify that any enforcement of the 95% scheduling requirement as applied to
Preferred Schedules (submitted by 10 am) would be based on data reported by
participants. Under this approach, additional tariff modification would be
necessary to specifically require submission of these data to the CAISO and/or
FERC.

These options are discussed further in Section IV.

Weekend Forecasting and Scheduling Issues

Under commonly accepted scheduling practices in the WECC, an entity may develop and
submit forecasts and schedules two or three days ahead of a Trading Day (e.g. on
Thursday and/or Friday for Trading Days falling on weekends and Mondays, and similar
practices for certain holidays). This practice reflects or accommodates the fact that the
bulk of trading and scheduling activity is done during the common non-holiday business
work week of Monday through Friday. In the FERC proceeding on Amendment 72, such
weekend or holiday scheduling was deemed to be compliant with the Amendment 72
requirements. However, changes to load forecasts or schedules that occur between the
time these weekend or holiday schedules are submitted and the day-ahead timeframe may
result in situations that may appear to not meet the Amendment 72 requirements.

In recognition of this weekend and holiday scheduling practice, the instructions for the
weekly report required to be submitted by SCs under Amendment 72 indicate that if an
SC submits two-day-ahead schedules for weekend or holidays that it did not update in the
day-ahead timeframe, the SC should use the weekly report to indicate that any apparent
deviations from the 95% scheduling requirement are due to weekend or holiday
scheduling. Specifically, the template indicates that:

® When SCs submit their Preferred Day-Ahead Schedules into S, the “Schedule Class” variable is set to
“P”. If, an SC subsequently provides the CAISO with adjustments to their schedule, those adjustments
overwrite the Preferred Schedule data, and the “Schedule Class” variable is set to “R”. When this occurs,
data containing the Preferred Schedule initially submitted by SCs are not retained in the Sl system,
according to CAISO Market Operations staff.

’ http://www1.caiso.com/177a/177ad2412e760;dutp://www.caiso.com/14d8/14d8acf022820.xls
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1) In the field for the day-ahead forecast (D_FC), “the SC should include the
Demand Forecast data that it used to develop the two-day ahead Schedule.”

2) If data in the field for the Demand scheduled on a Day Ahead basis (D_DA) are
based on a two-day ahead forecast, the SC should “make an appropriate notation
in the “Notes” field.”

3) The “Notes” field should include “any explanations that are appropriate, such as
explanations of large forecast errors and notations indicating that Demand
Schedules and Forecasts were developed on a two day-ahead basis for weekends
and holidays.”

In the event that an SC follows the above instructions, but updates its day-ahead load
forecast or Schedules prior to the final deadline for submittal of this information to the
CAISO? a discrepancy may occur between information in the SCs weekly report and the
final day-ahead load forecast and schedule data appearing in the CAISO SI system.
Market Participants have identified two specific scenarios under which this may occur:

x Increase in Load ForecasOne SC has indicated that it has revised its load forecast
for Sunday and/or Monday upwardfer developing resource schedules prior to the
weekend that met or exceeded the 95% Day ahead scheduling requirement. Although
the SC had the ability to update its forecast, the SC indicated it could not increase its
day-ahead schedules due to a lack of bilateral market activity on weekends. As a
result, the SC’s day-ahead schedules fell below the 95% of its final day-ahead load
forecast (as revised upwards over the weekend).

x Decrease in Supply AvailabilityOther SCs have indicated that they have revised
their resource schedules downwaoder the weekend due to a decrease in available
supply, either through generating unit outages or downward forecasts of the
availability of intermittent resources (e.g. wind, solar, etc.). Again, however, due to a
lack of bilateral market trading and scheduling opportunities on weekends, the SCs
were unable to schedule additional supply to compensate for the decrease in available
supply resources. Since the CAISO requires each SC’s portfolio of supply and
demand to be balanced, the SCs needed to reduce their day-ahead load schedules by
an equal amount. The result of this was that the SCs’ day-ahead schedules fell below
95% of forecast.

The weekly report submitted by SCs under Amendment 72 was designed to provide a
basis for identifying and explaining precisely this type of situation. For example, if a
potential violation of the 95% scheduling requirement during any specific hour is
identified based on day- ahead load forecast and schedule data in the CAISO Sl system,

8 10 a.m. of the day preceding each Trading Day.
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the SC’s weekly report is designed to provide an initial source of information, or
explanation, from the SC as to why this occurred.

This issue will still be applicable even if the 95% scheduling requirement is limited to
peak hours, since Mondays are considered peak days.

One option to address these scenarios may be to specify that SCs should not update their
day-ahead forecast or day-ahead schedule in Sl for Sundays or Mondays if this increase
would cause them to drop below the 95% scheduling requirement.

Another option is to modify the template for the weekly reports to include columns for
the SC’s forecasts and schedules as submitted to the CAISO at the time of the deadline
for the day-ahead market, as well as separate (additional) columns for any alternative
forecast and schedule that the SC used as the basis for seeking to comply with the 95%
scheduling requirement

These options are discussed further in Section IV.
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lll. Analysis of Scheduling Data

This section presents quantitative analysis relating to the various issues identified in the
preceding section, and is intended to provide a better framework for assessing potential
modifications to address these issues.

Methodology

All analysis in this section definegatential violationof the 95% scheduling

requirement as any hour during which data in the CAISO SI system indicate that an SC
submitted day-ahead schedules equaling less the 95% of the day-ahead forecast submitted
by the SC for any UDC area. Thus, if two SCs submit schedules less than 95% of

forecast in any UDC area during one hour, this is counted as two potential violations.
Day-ahead schedules used in this analysis are the “revised preferred schedules” or
Revised Schedules (submitted by 12 noon), as defined in CAISO tariff section®30.3.4.

Analysis of the total or average MWh associated wtential violationds based on the
difference between the amount of energy scheduled by the SC and 95% of the SC Day-
Ahead forecast. For example, if an SC submitted a Day Ahead forecast of 100 MWh for a
UDC area, but submitted a Revised Schedule in this UDC area equaling only 90 MWh,
this would represent a 5 MWh potential violation of the 95% scheduling requirement.

In order facilitate use of this analysis to directly assess the potential impact of potential
exemptions to the 95% scheduling requirement during different time periods, results are
presented in terms of three time periods:

x Peak (Monday — Saturday, HE 7-22)
x Off-Peak (HE 1-6 and 23-24)
X Sunday Peak (Hours 7-22)

Potential Violations of 95% Scheduling Requirement

Overall compliance with the 95% scheduling requirement has improved significantly
over the last year, as shown in Figures 1 and 2. Compliance began to improve
significantly in the late spring as DMM and FERC increased communications to
participants about compliance monitoring and potential enforcement actions. Another
significant increase in compliance occurred over the months of August, September and

® As noted on page 3, these Revised Schedules are also described in CAISO Tariff
Appendix C (Sheet 718) as "revised preferred schedules".
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October. As shown in Figure 1, since August, potential violations of the 95% scheduling
requirement represent only 1 to 2% of total scheduling hours for all SCs.

While the rate of overall compliance with the 95% scheduling requirement — as a
percentage of total scheduling hours — has been very high, the total number of potential
individual hourly violations remains significant. For example, while the overall rate of
compliance was about 99% during September and October, about 500 potential hourly
violations of the 95% scheduling requirement occurred during each of these months.
Thus, even if the overall rate of compliance with the 95% scheduling requirement
remains very high, the total number of potential hourly violations may remain significant,
simply due to the large number of scheduling hours in which the 95% scheduling
requirement applies.

About half of the potential violations of the 95% scheduling requirement have
consistently occurred during peak hours, as summarized in Figures 2 through 4. These
results suggest that even if the 95% scheduling requirement is applied only during peak
hours, the number of potential violations may still be remain significant from the
standpoint of administration, enforcement and potential penalties or sanctions.

Themagnitudeof potential violations of the 95% scheduling requirement has also been
relatively small. As shown in Figure 5, virtually all potential violations involve

schedules that are only about 10 to 50 MWh lower than the 95% requirement. As shown
in Figure 6, most of these potential violations involve schedules that are over 90% of the
SC’s day ahead load forecast, and virtually no potential violations involve schedules that
are under 80% of forecasted load.

As shown in Figure 7, the overall frequency of potential violations is relatively
comparable across all hours of the day, further illustrating that that even if the an
exemption were made for off-peak and weekend hours, potential violations may still
remain significant from the standpoint of administration, enforcement and potential
penalties or sanctions. However, the frequency of potential violations is slightly higher
in the “shoulder” off-peak hours (HE 6 and 23), which represent the off-peak hours with
the highest loads. Several SCs have indicated that due to the need to purchase off-peak
energy in 8 hour blocks, they often seek to purchase just enough off-peak block energy to
meet the 95% requirement for these hours in order to minimize their over scheduling in
the other off peak hours when loads are lower. A similar trend exists during peak hours,
with the frequency of potential violations being highest during the highest load peak
hours of the day.

As shown in Figure 8, theverage magnitudef potential violations of the 95%

scheduling requirement is significantly lower during the highest peak load hours of the
day, when any under scheduling would typically have a potential impact on reliability,
day-ahead unit commitment and real time dispatches. During HE 12 through HE 20, the
average magnitude of each violation ranges between 40 and 60 MWh.
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Figure 9 shows that the portion of potential violations of the day-ahead forecasting and
scheduling requirement established under Amendment 72 have been slightly higher on
Sunday and Monday which represent the days during which the special weekend
forecasting and scheduling issues discussed in Section Il may create potential violations.
However, as shown in Figure 9, these data do not indicate that these issues have led to
significant difference in compliance for these days relative to other days of the week.

Finally, as shown in Figure 10, potential violations with the requirement to submit a day-
ahead load forecast by 10 a.m. dropped dramatically in May 2006 as DMM began its
program for enforcing potential penalties for failure to submit load forecasts. Potential
violations continued to decline steadily over the course of the summer, as DMM and
Client Services continued to work with participants to facilitate improved compliance.
Since September, potential violations have been minimal.
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Figure 1. Potential Violations of 95% Scheduling Requirement
Number and Percentage of Total Scheduling Hours (By Week)
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Figure 2. Potential Violations of 95% Scheduling Requirement
By Month and Time Period (Peak vs. Off Peak)
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Figure 3. Potential Violations of 95% Scheduling Requirement
Percentages Based on Total Potential Violations
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Figure 5. Potential Violations of 95% Scheduling Requirement
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Figure 6. Potential Violations of 95% Scheduling Requirement
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Figure 7. Potential Violations of 95% Scheduling Requirement
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Figure 9. Potential Violations of Forecast and Scheduling Requirements
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Figure 10. Potential Violations of Forecast Submission Requirement
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V. Potential Modifications

This section outlines a straw proposal for several potential modifications to the
scheduling requirements established under Amendment 72. DMM notes that these
potential changes are provided for discussion based on initial input provided from CAISO
Grid Operations and participants. However, since the fundamental purpose of the
scheduling requirements established under Amendment 72 is to enhance system
operations and reliability, DMM believes that CAISO Grid Operations’ assessment of the
potential operational and reliability impacts of any modifications will be critical in
determining any specific modifications that may be made.

Potential tariff changes that may address the major concerns with the 95% day ahead
scheduling requirement — without undermining the basic operational and reliability
goals of Amendment 72 — include the following.

1. Scheduling Requirements for Peak Hours Only

Modify the Tariff so that day-ahead schedules submitted by each SC are required to meet
95% of forecasted load only during peak hours.

The CAISO believes that for purposes of this requirement, peak hours should be defined
using the standard definition of Monday through Saturday, Hours Ending 7 through 22.
This provides the greatest consistency between scheduling requirements and the
definition of peak hours commonly used in the bilateral market.

To address concerns that under scheduling on a Sunday with very high loads could create
potential operational and reliability problems, such as occurred this summer, it has been
suggested that the exemption for Sundays may be designed to be non-applicable on
Sundays that the CAISO issues a “Restricted Maintenance Operations” (i.e., “No-
Touch”) alert prior to the day-ahead scheduling deadline. With this option, DMM notes
that it may be necessary to notify SCs that the Sunday exemption will be suspended well
in advance of the day-ahead scheduling deadline (Saturday, 10 a.m.). Since bilateral
trading opportunities are limited on weekends, it may be necessary to actually notify SCs
relatively early on the preceding Friday that the Sunday exemption will be suspended.
DMM also notes that a clear deadline and method for notifying SCs that the Sunday
exemption will be suspended should be specified in order to provide clear rules for
assessing compliance.
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2. Threshold for Limited Non-Compliance with 95% Scheduling Requirement Not
Subject to Sanction

Establish a specific threshold for limited non-compliance with the 95% scheduling
requirement by individual SCs that would not be subject to sanction by FERC.

DMM proposes a specific tariff provision indicating that any hour in which an SC
scheduled less than 95% of their forecasted load with a UDC area would not be constitute
a violation if (a) the SC scheduled at least 93% of their forecasted load, and (b) the
number of hours within that UDC area during which the SC scheduled at least 93% but
less than 95% of their forecasted load did not exceed six per calendar month.

In other words, the total number of violations for each SC within each UDC area each
month would be the sum of (a) each hour in which the SC scheduled less than 93% of
their forecasted load with the UDC area, plus (b) the number of hours in which the SC
scheduled at least 93% but less than 95% of their forecasted load within the UDC area in
excess of six hours. Thus, each SC would have these six exemptions for each UDC Area
in which the SC schedules load.

A variation of this option would be to expand the 93% threshold described above to
include an absolute value (in MWh) by which schedules might fall below the 95%
requirement without constituting a violation. For example, the threshold could be based
on the_ loweof (a) 93% of the SC’s forecast or (b) 25 MWh less than 95% of the SC’s
forecast. DMM notes that under this approach, a relatively small threshold such as 25
MWh could reduce potential violations, and provide SC scheduling relatively small
amounts of load a reasonable threshold in terms of actual MWhs, without having a
significant impact on overall under scheduling.

Again, to address concerns that under scheduling during any peak hour of a very high
load day could create potential operational and reliability problems, it has been suggested
that these exemptions exclude any violations of the 95% scheduling requirement during
days on which the CAISO issues a “Restricted Maintenance Operations” (i.e., “No-
Touch”) alert prior to the day-ahead scheduling deadline. Under this approach, all
violations of the 95% scheduling requirement on “No-Touch” days would be referred to
FERC as violations — even if the SC had fewer than six total violations for that calendar
month. With this option, DMM again notes that it may be necessary to notify SCs that
“Restricted Maintenance Operations” conditions exist well in advance of the day-ahead
scheduling deadline (Saturday, 10 a.m.). This may require modification of current
CAISO practices in order to issue “No-Touch” alerts earlier than is typically done. Again,
DMM also notes that a clear deadline and method for notifying SCs that “Restricted
Maintenance Operations” conditions have been declared should be specified in order to
provide clear rules for assessing compliance.

Finally, DMM notes that, despite any specific thresholds included in the CAISO tariff,
FERC will retain all authority to enforce the scheduling requirement and to exercise
discretion not to enforce any sanctions due to mitigating circumstances and other factors
they deem appropriate.
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3. Clarify that day-ahead scheduling requirements apply to Revised Preferred
schedules

Clarify that compliance with day-ahead scheduling requirements will be assessed based
on Revised Schedules, as defined in 30.3.4 of the CAISO Tariff, submitted by each SC to
the CAISO during the day-ahead scheduling process.

Revised Schedules (submitted by 12 noon) are defined in 30.3.4 of the CAISO Tariff and
are also described in Appendix C (Sheet 718) as "revised Preferred Schedules.”

As discussed in Section I, it may be logical to also apply the 95% scheduling

requirement to Preferred Schedules (submitted by 10 am), as defined in 30.3.1 of the
CAISO Tariff and described in Appendix C (Sheet 717) as "initial preferred energy
schedule". However, DMM has determined that the CAISO’s Scheduling Infrastructure
(SI) does not currently retain the data necessary to assess compliance with any scheduling
requirement applicable to Preferred Schedules (submitted by 10 am). Thus, absent any
source of information to verify compliance with a 95% scheduling requirement

applicable to Preferred Schedules, DMM recommends specifying that compliance with
day-ahead scheduling requirements is assessed based on Revised Schedules, which are
retained in the Sl system.

4. Exclude SCs Serving de minimuslevel of load from 95% scheduling and
reporting requirements.

Specify that SCs representing a quantity of load less than 1 MW are exempted from the
95% scheduling requirement.

As discussed in Section Il, this provision would be consistent with an exemption from
MRTllJ(')s Resource Adequacy ("RA") provisions provided for LSEs sexéngiinimus
loads:

DMM believes that this provision could be easily implemented and would reduce
unnecessary administrative burdens for a very small number of SCs, without creating
potential “loopholes” or additional administrative problems associated with setting any
higher threshold for levels of load that may be exempted from the 95% scheduling
requirement.

10 section 40.1 provides and exemption for LSEs seméminimisoad, and definede minimisoad as
actual metered peak Demand during the preceding twelve (12) months of less than one (1) megawatt.
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5. Exclude Limited Non-Compliance with Load Forecasting and Reporting
Requirements from Sanction

Establish a specific threshold for limited non-compliance with the requirement that SCs
submit day ahead forecasts by 10 a.m. and weekly summary reports.

Potential violations with the requirement to submit a day-ahead load forecast by 10 a.m.
dropped dramatically since May, and have been minimal since September, as discussed in
Section Il and illustrated in Figure 10. Meanwhile, compliance with weekly reporting
requirements has been 100%. In addition, the penalty for failure to meet either of these
informational requirements is only $500 per event (e.g. one missed daily forecast would
potentially be penalized $500).

However, given that DMM does not have discretion to unilaterally waive penalties for
inadvertent or unintentional violations of these requirements, DMM believes it would be
administratively beneficial to establish a specific provision exempting limited non-
compliance with these information-submission requirements from the $500 penalty.

DMM proposes a specific tariff provision indicating that the $500 penalty for either load
forecasting or weekly reporting requirements not be assessed for the first violation in any
calendar montf

6. Clarify Weekend Scheduling Issues

Establish specific guidelines and/or a specific mechanism for SCs to comply with the
95% scheduling requirement while using WECC-compliant weekend and holiday
scheduling practices.

As discussed in Section Il, several SCs have expressed concern about weekend
scheduling issues that arise when an SC may comply with the 95% scheduling
requirement based on schedules and forecasts established on Friday for Sunday and
Monday, but then updates its forecast or schedule over the weekend.

DMM believes that this appears to be a relatively limited scenario, and notes that this is
precisely the type of situation that DMM believes FERC would be expected to exercise
the wide degree of discretion it has in interpreting and enforcing CAISO market rules.
In addition, DMM suggests several possible approaches for dealing with this issue:

X The first option would address these scenarios may be to specify that SCs may should
not update their day-ahead forecast in S| for Sundays or Mondays if their forecast
increases between the time the schedules are submitted and the respective day-ahead
timeframe over the weekend, if this increase would cause them to drop below the

1 Since only four weekly reports may be required each month, DMM believes that it would not be
reasonable to provide a separate exemption for failing to comply with weekly reporting requirement once
each month. Instead, DMM proposed to that the exemption be applied to the sum of any failures to comply
with daily load forecasting requirements plus and any failures to comply with the weekly reporting
requirement.
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95% scheduling requirement. It is probably desirable, however, for SCs to reduce
their day-ahead schedules in the day-ahead timeframe in the event that supply
resources become, or are anticipated to be, unavailable, so that the CAISO has the
opportunity to commit any replacement must-offer resources that may be needed. As
this may cause the data in Sl to indicate that the SC did not meet the 95% scheduling
requirement, the second option may also have to be implemented even if this first
option is selected.

X The second option would be to modify the template for the weekly reports to include
columns for the SC’s forecasts and schedules as submitted to the CAISO at the time
of the deadline for the day-ahead market, as well as separate (additional) columns for
any alternative forecast and schedule, submitted in advance of the day-ahead
timeframe, that the SC used as the basis for seeking to comply with the 95%
scheduling requirement

DMM believes these and other options should be discussed, along with and other options
that may be identified by participants and CAISO Grid Operations staff.

7. Clarify Tariff Forecast Submittal Requirements
Clarify forecast submission requirements.

Several SCs have sought clarification of the relationship of various demand forecast
submission requirements described in Section 19 of the CAISO Tariff to the requirement
in Section 31.1.4.1, referenced by Amendment 72, to submit a daily demand forecast for
the following day. As Section 19 appears to describe obsolete requirements, tariff
revisions to improve the consistency of the demand forecast requirements should be
discussed.
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V. Further Steps

The process for developing any changes to Amendment 72 will be conducted on a
relatively accelerated timeframe, so that any changes may be effective prior to the spring
months when problems related to over generation tend to be highest. The specific steps
in this process, which were outlined in a November 30, 2006 Market Notice, include the
following tasks. Dates have been updated:

x Development and distribution of whitepaper outlining issues with Amendment 72 and
a draft straw proposal for changes to Amendment 72 (December 11, 2006)

X Submission of initial stakeholder comments on straw proposal (Close of Business,
December 18, 2006)

x Conference call with stakeholders to discuss straw proposal and stakeholder
comments (10:00 AM to 12:00 PM, December 20, 2006)

X Submission of final stakeholder comments on straw proposal (January 5, 2007)
x Development of CAISO recommendation to CAISO Board (January 10, 2007)

x Discussion and potential approval of Tariff modifications at CAISO Board Meeting
(January 24-25, 2007)

The stakeholder process described above will only address potential modifications to
day-ahead scheduling requirements until implementation of MRTU. Pursuant to FERC’s
September 21, 2006 Order on MRTU, a separate stakeholder process is being conducted
later in 2007 to address potential provisions to address under scheduling under MRTU
prior to successful implementation of convergence biddfng.

2 The CAISO’s filing on Amendment 72 indicated that the day-ahead scheduling requirement was viewed as a “stop
gap” measure that the CAISO expects would be unnecessary and not be extended under MRTU once the Integrated
Forward Market (IFM) and Residual Unit Commitment (RUC) processes were in place. However, FERC's
September 21 Order on MRTU indicated that the FERC is concerned about the potential for day-ahead
under scheduling by LSEs in the absence of convergence bidding and/or any explicit day-ahead
scheduling requirement. Consequently, the Order directs the CAISO to develop and file interim measures,
no later than 180 days prior to the effective date of MRTU Release 1, to address any potential economic
incentives for LSEs to under schedule in the Day Ahead Market until the successful implementation of
convergence bidding has been achieved. (September 21 Order at 452, p.132).
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