April 14, 2026

Submitted by Bonnie Blair on Behalf of the Cities of Anaheim, Azusa, Banning, Colton, Pasadena, and Riverside, California (“Six Cities”)

Initial Comments on PRR 1668
General Comment - - Throughout the revisions to the BPM for Market Operations, there are multiple discussions relating to procurement of Ancillary Services (“AS”) that do not specify that the EDAM will procure AS only for the CISO BAA, at least at the inception of the EDAM.  See, e.g., Section 6.6 beginning at page 94.  The Six Cities recommend that references to AS procurement through the market include a parenthetical reference - - “(for the CISO BAA)” - - throughout the BPM, including in formulaic expressions.
General Comment - - Throughout the BPM there are a number of references to processes or conditions as of MRTU launch.  The Six Cities recommend deleting these outdated references.
Section 6.8.2 - - Beginning at page 141, there is an extended discussion of RUC inputs that uses the terms “RUC Zones” and “load forecast zone.”  It is not clear from the discussion whether the terms mean the same thing or are intended to be interchangeable.  The first full paragraph of page 143 states that “The CAISO will initially use three RUC zones corresponding to three TAC areas,” which suggests that the term “RUC Zone” only applies to the CISO BAA.  Other parts of the section, however, suggest that other EDAM BAAs also may have RUC zones.  The Six Cities request that the CAISO clarify the intended scope and use of the “RUC Zone” and “load forecast zone” terms and explain any differences between the two terms.
	Section 6.8.2.4.1 - - In the paragraph beginning with “Where:”, should references to Metered Subsystems that have opted out or are Load Following MSS” be deleted”?  It also is unclear what entity or entities can adjust the load to be used for RUC procurement; is it the CAISO as market operator for any BAA, or is it the BAA Operator for an individual EDAM BAA, or is it both?  Please clarify.
	Section 6.8.2.4.2 - - The subsection appears to be internally inconsistent.  It appears that all material in the subsection beginning with “CAISO Tariff Section 31.5.2.2 . . .” to the end of the subsection should be deleted.
	Section 6.8.2.4.4 - - Will there continue to be adjustments for Eligible Intermittent Resources under the DAME/EDAM design?  If so, will Eligible Intermittent Resources be recognized in EDAM BAAs other than the CISO BAA?
	Section 6.8.2.6 - - On page 152, is the third paragraph from the bottom of the page accurate as to non-RA resources?
Section 6.8.4.1 - - Are awards for IR included within the term “IFM schedule of a resource”?
Section 7.1.6 - - In the last paragraph at the bottom of page 162, the term “RUC Awards” in the first line appears to be redundant with the term “RCU/RCD Awards” in the second line.
Sections 7.10.4.2 and 8.5.1.1 - - Please clarify the term “Reliability Schedule.”  Noting that the term is used with initial capitalization on page 172 but with both lower case and capitalized initial letters on page 174, does the CAISO intend this to be a defined term?  Why are IRU/IRD awards not included in Reliability Schedules?
Attachment D - - The Six Cities request that the CAISO explain the reason(s) for proposed deletion of examples from pages 216-220, 225-238, and 245-257.  The Six Cities also note that extensive renumbering of cross-references in the remaining text for Attachment D is necessary.
Attachment K - - The Six Cities request that the CAISO explain the reasons for deleting Table 2 in Section K.3 at pages 303-304.  Does the CAISO plan to add alternative content for Section K.3?  If not, Six Cities suggest deleting the Section heading as well.

