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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE  

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
 
       
California Independent System   ) 
Operator Corporation   )                Docket No. EL14-22-000 
      ) 
          
       

COMMENTS OF THE ELECTRIC POWER SUPPLY ASSOCIATION 
 

Pursuant to Rule 212 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC” or the “Commission”), 18 C.F.R. 

§ 385.212 (2014), the Electric Power Supply Association (“EPSA”)1
 respectfully submits 

these comments regarding the July 23, 2015 filing by the California Independent 

System Operator Corporation (“CAISO”) in the above-captioned proceeding.2  The 

CAISO compliance filing addressed the timing of its Day-Ahead market close and 

publication of market results.  In its filing, the CAISO asserts that it does not need to 

change the timing of the Day-Ahead market close and that “the current day-ahead 

scheduling process provides sufficient opportunity for gas-fired resources to secure 

natural gas and pipeline transportation services.”3 The CAISO also noted that, based on 

stakeholder feedback, it had determined that “maintaining the current timing for day-

                                                 
1  EPSA is the national trade association representing competitive power suppliers, including 
generators and marketers.  Competitive suppliers, which collectively account for 40 percent of the 
installed generating capacity in the United States, provide reliable and competitively priced electricity from 
environmentally responsible facilities serving power markets.  EPSA seeks to bring the benefits of 
competition to all power customers.  The comments contained in this filing represent the position of EPSA 
as an organization, but not necessarily the views of any particular member with respect to any issue.  
EPSA filed a timely doc-less Motion to Intervene in this proceeding on August 7, 2015.  
 
2  California Independent System Operator Corporation, Docket No. EL14-22-000 (filed July 23, 
2015) (“CAISO Compliance Filing”). 
 
3  CAISO Compliance Filing, p. 1.   
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ahead market close and publication of results is more reliable, more efficient, and less 

disruptive than the alternative of moving the timing of this process to earlier in the day.”4 

I. BACKGROUND 

On March 20, 2014, the Commission issued three Orders proposing interrelated 

action to address natural gas and electric industry coordination issues.  One order was 

a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (“NOPR”) to amend the Commission regulations 

relating to the scheduling and of transportation service on interstate natural gas 

pipelines.5  The NOPR proposed to start the first day-ahead gas nomination opportunity 

for pipeline scheduling, the Timely Nomination Cycle, at 1:00 p.m. Central Time (“CT”) 

to allow electric utilities to finalize their day-ahead energy market scheduling before 

natural gas fired resources make gas purchases and submit nomination requests for 

natural gas transportation service to gas pipelines.  The second order initiated 

proceedings pursuant to Section 206 of the Federal Power Act (“FPA”) to ensure that 

organized market system operators implement changes to their Day-ahead energy 

market and reliability unit commitment processes.6  The third order initiated a show 

cause proceeding pursuant to the Natural Gas Act (“NGA”) to require natural gas 

pipelines to provide a place on their internet websites for customers to post offers to 

purchase and sell released pipeline capacity.7   

                                                 
4  Id. 
 
5  Coordination of the Scheduling Processes of Interstate Natural Gas Pipelines and Public Utilities, 
151 FERC ¶ 61,049 (2015), Docket No. RM14-2-000 (“Order 809”).   
 
6  Order Initiating Investigation into ISO and RTO Scheduling Practices and Establishing Paper 
Hearing Procedures, 146 FERC ¶ 61,202 (2014), Docket No. EL14-25-000, et al. (“FPA 206 Order”).   
 
7  Posting of Offers to Purchase Capacity, Order to Show Cause, 146 FERC ¶ 61,202 (2014). 
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After the Commission issued the final rule in Order No. 809 on April 16, 2015, 

CAISO initiated a stakeholder process proposing three alternatives for the CAISO Day-

Ahead market process.  The first alternative proposed to close the Day-Ahead market 

and publication of day-ahead market results to earlier in the day, before the close of the 

new timely nomination cycle for scheduling gas transportation services at 11:00 a.m. 

Pacific Time (“PT”). The second alternative proposed to maintain the CAISO’s current 

Day-Ahead market close time at 10:00 a.m. PT and market results publication at 1:00 

p.m. PT.  The third alternative proposed to move the Day-Ahead market time close and 

market result publication times to later in the day, after the close of the new timely 

nomination cycle, but still before the evening nomination cycle for scheduling gas 

transportation services at 4:00 p.m. PT.  

In deciding to retain its existing schedule, the CAISO submits in the compliance 

filing that its current Day-Ahead market scheduling process provides sufficient 

opportunity for gas-fired generators to procure natural gas supply and secure natural 

gas pipeline transportation services under normal operating conditions. The CAISO 

states that changing the timing of this process to occur earlier in the day would create a 

less reliable and less efficient market process and disrupt market participant and CAISO 

business practices.  

The CAISO arguments for maintaining its current process significantly rely on 

"accommodating the more up-to-date load and resource forecasts as well as a 
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mechanism to address sudden gas price spikes."8  In addition, the filing contends that 

the timeline and its allowance for more forecasting time increases market efficiency.9 

II. COMMENTS 

EPSA and its members participated in the North American Energy Standards 

Board (“NAESB”) process that looked at the natural gas pipeline industry’s nomination 

and scheduling process, which was accepted in large part in the Commission’s Order 

No. 809.  EPSA members also were active in the CAISO stakeholder process 

underlying proceeding in Docket No. EL14-22-000, in which CAISO and its stakeholders 

examined its Day-Ahead energy market bidding and commitment schedule to see if 

conforming changes are necessary to achieve sufficient and important benefits from the 

changes required of the gas industry. 

During its stakeholder process, CAISO considered three alternatives.  The first 

alternative, received minimal support proposing to move the close of the Day-Ahead 

Market and publication of Day-Ahead results to earlier in the day, before the close of the 

new timely nomination cycle for scheduling gas transportation services at 11:00 a.m. 

PT.  The second alternative and majority stakeholder position was maintaining the 

existing schedule. The third alternative considered was the least favored, proposing to 

move the Day-Ahead market close and publication times later in the day, after the close 

of the new timely nomination cycle, but still before the evening nomination cycle for 

scheduling gas transportation services at 4:00 p.m. PT.  

As an initial matter EPSA believes the choices offered by CAISO for stakeholder 

consideration were conservative and likely overly limited or narrow.  While there can be 

                                                 
8  Compliance Filing, p. 6-8. 
 
9  Compliance Filing, p. 8-10. 
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some reluctance to consider scheduling changes, the CAISO acknowledges that 

scheduling is not a “pressing concern” for all market participants,10 but EPSA believes 

that generators make up the bulk of the market participants that would be concerned 

about the nexus of electric and gas market scheduling.  It should be of little surprise that 

early support for the status quo proposal came from a large intrastate pipeline and user 

of natural gas in California.11 EPSA members rely solely on markets rather than 

monopoly vertical integration in intrastate electric and gas markets to meet customers’ 

needs.   

While EPSA does not oppose CAISO maintaining its clearing window for its Day-

Ahead Energy Market at three hours, competitive suppliers do believe the window could 

indeed be condensed.  However, the CAISO filing justifies its lack of action on its 

superior forecasting ability that has made it more efficient.  It is concerning that CAISO 

is maintaining the status quo based on accommodating improved electric forecasting 

processes and advanced gas scheduling practices that "in the West also benefit 

customers."12  In a recent experience EPSA members have found the forecasting 

processes to be flawed and inefficient.  That experience highlighted flawed forecasting 

and its role in existing gas and electric coordination problems.13  EPSA acknowledges 

                                                 
10  Compliance filing, p. 5. 
 
11  Pacific Gas and Electric Comments on California Independent System Compliance Filing, August 
5, 2015. 
 
12  Compliance Filing, p. 4. 
 
13  A summary of the June 30 events in California:  

 In late June, a high pressure system built up over California and the West, driving temperatures 
up. 

 On Monday, June 29, the CAISO forecasted very high loads (> 44,000 MW) for Tuesday, June 
30. 

 Imports into California fell as loads in other parts of the West also increased. 
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that these concerns are not directly linked to scheduling, but raises the issue because 

the forecasting touted in the CAISO compliance filing would appear to direct the 

Commission away from existing gas and electric coordination concerns that underlie 

what the Commission was addressing in the March 20, 2014 Orders.  The existing 

enhanced forecasting used to support the CAISO compliance filing appear to have 

contributed to the events at the end of June and beginning of July described herein.  

Moreover, it does not appear that the allowance for more time in the forecasting process 

described in the compliance filing would have changed the forecast associated with the 

event and improved electric and gas coordination and in turn system reliability.  Indeed, 

by touting market aspects that are flawed, the compliance filing draws attention away 

from addressing Day-Ahead Market optimization that could indeed open the door to the 

                                                                                                                                                             
 As a result of the high CAISO demand forecast and low levels of imports into California, 

generators in California (and Southern California in particular) received very strong day-ahead 
schedules in the CAISO’s DA market. 

 Unknown to generators in Southern California, the Southern California Gas Company 
(“SoCalGas”) had a pipeline outage in the LA Basin that began in early June.   This gas constraint 
was not factored into the CAISO’s market model, so the CAISO’s market produced generator 
schedules that were not feasible.  After the CAISO communicated the Day Ahead market 
generator schedules to SoCalGas, the CAISO and SoCalGas concluded that the gas supply 
system would not be able to provide all of the gas needed to meet these CAISO market 
schedules. 

 The CAISO and SoCalGas began notifying generators of gas curtailments the afternoon of June 
30.   However, there was confusion about generator heat rates, and the CAISO curtailed lower 
heat rate generators instead of high heat rate generators, leading to inefficient curtailments. 

 The CAISO has a policy that Day-Ahead schedules are financially binding and that there is no 
force majeure exception for any reason, even for things outside of the control of the generator 
(e.g., loss of transmission, gas curtailment).    Generators must either physically deliver the Day-
Ahead schedule or financially deliver it (by buying it out of the CAISO’s real-time imbalance 
energy market).   This left the curtailed generators exposed – if they burned gas to meet their 
Day-Ahead schedules, they would have incurred penalties from SoCalGas for over-burning gas 
during a curtailment.   If they did not physically deliver their Day-Ahead schedules, they had to 
buy the Day-Ahead schedules back out of the Real-Time market. 

 Generators found themselves at risk by being forced to buy back Day-Ahead schedules in the 
Real-Time Market. 

 The same thing happened on July 1.  This time the CAISO notified the generators that they would 
be curtailed much earlier in the day on July 1.  
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consideration of a shorter, more efficient clearing window that EPSA members would 

support.  

The CAISO’s market optimization does not include gas supply constraints.    This 

means the CAISO can issue financially binding schedules despite generators being 

unable to get gas to be able to deliver power.  Unfortunately the CAISO’s rules do not 

excuse generators from their financially binding Day-Ahead schedules.   The 

combination of these two factors – a CAISO market optimization that does not honor 

gas supply constraints and has no force majeure protection – disadvantages gas-fired 

generators and demonstrates a market inefficiency that underlies poor electric and gas 

market coordination14 in the CAISO. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
14  It should also be noted that generators are not part of the conversations between the CAISO and 
the gas company in which the CAISO and the gas company try to figure out how to curtail generators. 
Had the generators - who know their own heat rates better than anyone else - been part of those 
conversations, the inefficient curtailments might have been avoided.  
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III. CONCLUSION 

 WHEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons, EPSA respectfully requests that the 

Commission consider these comments in developing its Order on the CAISO Filing.  

 

     Respectfully submitted,      

          

_________________________________________ 
Nancy Bagot, Vice President of Regulatory Affairs  
Jack Cashin, Director of Regulatory Affairs 

    Electric Power Supply Association 
    1401 New York Avenue, NW, 12th Floor 
    Washington, DC  20005 
    (202) 628-8200 
    NancyB@epsa.org 
 
 
Dated:  August 18, 2015 
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 I hereby certify that I have served a copy of the comments via email upon each 

person designated on the official service list compiled by the Secretary in this 

proceeding. 

 Dated at Washington, D.C., August 18, 2015. 

      
       
      

________________________________   
    Nancy Bagot, VP of Regulatory Affairs 
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