


June 16, 2026
Submitted by Margaret McNaul on Behalf of the Cities of Anaheim, Azusa, Banning, Colton, Pasadena, and Riverside, California (“Six Cities”)
INITIAL COMMENTS/QUESTIONS ON PRR 1673 CHARGE CODES
General Comment:  A number of the Charge Codes included in PRR 1673 include different formats for designation of version, page headers showing version and date, and Effective Date history in Section 4 of the PRRs.  (For example, compare these elements for Charge Code 7070 with Charge Code 8080).  The Six Cities recommend that the CAISO review and conform the formats for version designation, page headers, and history for the included PRRs.
Charge Code 6478:  Proposed revisions in Sections 3.6.3 (p. 8) and 6.14 (p. 10) and Output ID 22 (p. 13) add components for EIM Area Virtual Awards.  Since convergence/virtual bidding only occurs in the CISO BAA, please explain why it is appropriate to include terms for EIM Area virtual awards.
Charge Code 8071:  Re Bus Req ID 3.2 (p. 6), fourth line, the Six Cities continue to recommend changing the term “undelivered” to “unavailable.”  All other references to non-performance charges in the Business Rules for this Charge Code refer to availability or non-availability.  In addition, CAISO’s posted Response to Six Cities’ Initial Comments on PRR 1662 indicated agreement with this change. 
Charge Code 8081:  Re Bus Req ID 3.2 (p. 6), second line, the Six Cities continue to recommend changing the term “IRU” to “IRD”.  CAISO’s posted Response to Six Cities’ Initial Comments on PRR 1662 indicated agreement with this change.
Charge Code 8088:  Although Version 6.0.1 includes most of the revisions recommended in the Six Cities’ Initial Comments on PRR 1662, the Six Cities continue to recommend changing the last line of Bus Req ID 4.1 (p. 5) to read “energy transfer, IRU transfer, and RCU, and transfer of BAA by hour.” in order to parallel the change made to Bus Req ID 4.2. 
Charge Code 8470:  In Section 3.5, Variable Name # 5 (p. 7), the name of the added variable and the description do not appear to match.
Charge Code 8704:  The revised version addresses some but not all of the inconsistencies and outdated references identified in the Six Cities’ Initial Comments on PRR 1662.  Outdated references to MRTU revisions remain on page 3, and, although Section 2.2 states that this Charge Code applies only to Scheduling Coordinators for non-CISO BAAs, Section 2.1 and Bus Req ID 1.1 continue to refer to Convergence Bidding, Virtual Awards, and payments relating to CRRs that are relevant only for the CISO BAA.  For clarity, the Six Cities recommend further review and revision of this Charge Code to eliminate all outdated, inapplicable, and inconsistent references.
Charge Code 8806:  Although CAISO’s posted response to the Six Cities’ Initial Comments on PRR 1662 indicated agreement with the Cities’ proposed revisions, they have not been included in the PRR 1673 version of this Charge Code.  The Six Cities recommend correcting Section 2.1 as follows:
In the second line of the first paragraph, change “CAISO Demand” to “Demand”.  [Note:  Conforms to current version of Charge Code 8810].
In the second paragraph, strike everything after the first sentence (i.e., eliminate references to a requirement for RA resources to submit $0 bids for RCU).  Insert “Resource Adequacy Resources have a Must Offer Obligation for RCU, are optional for RCD and can bid non-zero prices for RCU/RCD.”  [Note: Copied from Charge Code 8810].
Charge Code 8807:  Although CAISO’s posted response to the Six Cities’ Initial Comments on PRR 1662 indicated agreement with the Cities’ proposed revisions to Charge Code 8807, such revisions have not been included in PRR 1673.  The Six Cities  continue to recommend correcting Section 2.1, as follows:
In the second line of the first paragraph, change “CAISO Demand” to “Demand”.  [Note:  Conforms to current version of Charge Code 8810.]
In the second paragraph, strike everything after the first sentence (i.e., eliminate references to a requirement for RA resources to submit $0 bids for RCU).  Insert “Resource Adequacy Resources have a Must Offer Obligation for RCU, are optional for RCD and can bid non-zero prices for RCU/RCD.”  [Note: Copied from Charge Code 8810].
Charge Code 64770:  Should the additional variable in Section 3.5, Rows 12-14 (page 7) also be added to Section 3.2 (page 5)?
Pre-Calc for Day-Ahead Congestion:  Because the EDAM Tariff definition of the Marginal Cost of Congestion includes congestion relating to Reliability Capacity, the Six Cities’ Initial Comments on PRR 1662 questioned why there is no reference to RCU/RCD in this Pre-Calculation.  Although CAISO’s posted response to the Six Cities’ Initial Comments on PRR 1662 indicated agreement with the Cities’ observation, the version of the Pre-Calc for Day-Ahead Congestion included in PRR 1673 still makes no reference to congestion relating to RCU or RCD capacity, and there is no explanation for excluding congestion related to RCU/RCD.  The Six Cities reiterate their request for clarification.
PC Wheel Export Quantity:  For clarity, the Six Cities recommend correcting the numbering of the Input Variables in Section 3.4 and the Output IDs in Section 3.7. 



