November 23, 2010

Comments of the Modesto Irrigation District
On the I1SO’s Draft “Clarifications Tariff Filing”

The Modesto Irrigation District (“MID”) appreciates the opportunity to subinait t
following comments on the California Independent System Operator Corporgti®@®s) proposed
“Tariff Clarifications Filing.”

1. Business Practice Manual (“BPM™) Proposed Revision Request (“PRRachinalysis

Currently, Section 22.11.1.1 of the ISO’s Tariff (BPM Proposed Revision Request
Submittal), provides that the ISO will perform a BPM PRR impact arsatysBPM revisions
that are proposed by “CAISO management.” A BPM PPR impact analysjgpssed to assess
the impact of the proposed revision request on “CAISO computer systems, CAIS@oopera
the CAISO market, market participants, or business functicB"122 FERC 61,271 at P 75
(2008). FERC accepted the ISO’s commitment to engage in such analyses on rthasiares
categorized as “Category B” revisions, which are “revisions of substaigraficance or
revisions that require changes to CAISO or Market Participants’ systéchat P 88. The ISO
also committed, in Section 22.11.1.8, to prepare BPM PRR impact analyses for “urgeht” BP
PRR requests.

The ISO now proposes to delete the requirement in Section 22.11.1.1 to prepare a
BPM PRR impact analysis for BPM PRRs submitted by the ISO managemeniSO laéso
proposes to revise Section 22.11.1.4 to replace the term “will” to “may,” therebggnakn
option for the ISO to prepare such an analysis for Category B revisiondly,RimalSO
proposes in Section 22.11.1.8, to delete the commitment to provide impact analyses for “urgent”
BPM PRRs. In the matrix, the ISO states it intends that the BPM PRR iargygsis will only
be prepared “when needed,” and to conform the Tariff to “the ISO’s current [Bipnaetice.”

MID is concerned that the ISO’s current business practices do not comgort wit
the ISO’s Tariff obligations in this regard. In addition, the proposed tariffioengiglo not
clarify when the ISO believes BPM PRR analyses would be “needed.” Conhsigte FERC's
March 28, 2008 Order, the ISO should maintain the current tariff language regogit®Q to
prepare BPM PRR impact analyses for the Category B PRRs.

2. Use of the undefined term “constraints”

The ISO proposes to revise the term “Constraints,” with the undefined term
“constraints” in various provisions of the ISO Tariff. In the following instanlcewever, MID
requests that the ISO provide clarification or modification of the tariff pangsfor the reasons
specified below:

(@) Section 27.5.1.1 (Base Market Model used in the CAISO Markets): The
ISO proposes to provide that “For portions of the Base Market Model that anea¢xtethe
CAISO Balancing Authority Area, the CAISO Markets only enforce nekwgzonstraints that
reflect limitations of the transmission facilities and Entitlememtsed over to the Operational
Control of the CAISO by a Participating Transmission Owner, or that &i@ogestion
Management within the CAISO Balancing Authority Area or on Inteftle Since the term



“network constraints” is not defined, the ISO should clarify the types of cantstrais
proposing to enforce “on the Interties”.

(b) Section 27.5.3 (Integrated Balancing Authority Areas (“IBAA”™)): The
ISO proposes to provide, “The CAISO monitors but does not enforce the netecrkti@ints
for an IBAA in running the CAISO Markets Processes.” Since the term “nleteoistraints” is
not defined, the ISO should make clear in this Section that “Transmission Cossteent
among the constraints it will nenforce for an IBAA.

(c) Section 27.4.3.1 (Scheduling Parameters for Transmission Constraint
Relaxation): Clarification is warranted as to whether the undefined meéete “constraint” in
the second to last sentence should instead refer to “Transmission Constrainti¢a@da is
also warranted as to whether the reference to “constrained transmissityi fesynonymous
with “Transmission Constraint.”

(d) Section 31.3.1.3 (Reduction of Self-Scheduled LAP Demand): The ISO
proposes to revise this Section as reflected in strikethrough and underline, as. foldhe
[Integrated Forward Market (“IFM”)], to the extent the market softwarenot resolve a non-
competitive-TransmissiorEconstraint utilizing Effective Economic Bids such thaels
Sscheduled Load at the LAP level would otherwise be reduced to relie@etimstraint, the
CAISO Market software will adjust Non-priced Quantities in accordanttetie process and
criteria described in Section 27.4.3. For this purpose the priority sequenceg stétiithe first
type of Non-price Quantity to be adjusted, will be: . . . (b) Relaxtmnstraint consistent with
Section 27.4.3.1. N@constraints on Interties with adjacent Balance [sic] Authority Areis wi
be relaxed in this procedure.” (Emphasis added in bold).

Thus, in this Section, the ISO proposes to use the undefined term “constraints” in
the four instances highlighted in bold above. The ISO’s proposal to use the undefined term
“constraint” in the first instance appears to be a typographical error, EBQteeintent appears
to be to use a capital “c” when it refers to “Transmission Constraints.1SIhahould clarify or
revise the reference to “constraint” in that regard. The second referaheeutadefined term
“constraints,” also appears to not follow the intent in the first referencéetatog Transmission
Constraints,” and appears inconsistent with the cross-referenced Section 27.h3efenscto
relaxing “internal Transmission Constraints.” The ISO should clarifpadify its proposal in
that regard. The third reference to “constraint” should also be explained giv&ethian
27.4.3.1, which is cross-referenced refers to “internal Transmission Constr&atshie last
sentence in that section, given that the undefined term “constraints” is definkDthleould
consider revising the sentence so that it reads, “No constraints, including iBsi08m
Constraintson the Interties with adjacent Balancifgthority Areas will be relaxed in this
procedure.”

(e) Appendix A, Definition of “Delivery Network Upgrades”: Since this term
is currently defined in the Tariff as, “Transmission facilities at or beyoadPbint of
Interconnection, other than Reliability Network Upgrades, identified in tleeclominection
Studies to relieve Constraints on the CAISO Controlled Grid,” and the proposed term
“constraints” is not defined, the ISO should clarify the types of constthistdefinition



encompasses.

)] Appendix A, Definition of “Transmission Constraints Enforcement Lists”:
MID notes that this term does not appear in the most recent version of the IS@dstetf on
the ISO’s website. In addition, since the ISO is proposing to do away withtihnéGenstraint”
in the Tariff, the ISO should clarify the meaning of the term “Constraintiefollowing
sentence of that proposed definition: “The definition of the Constraint includes theluaivi
elements that constitute thErdansmission Constraint.”

(9) Appendix L, Section L.1.3 (Operating Transfer Capability (“*OTCHY a
Appendix L, Section L.4 (Total Transfer Capability (“TTC”)-OTC Deténation): Appendix L
pertains to the method of assessing Available Transfer Capability (“ATI& $ection L.1.3 of
this Appendix, the ISO proposes to revise the provision as follows: OTC “is theefiiCad by
any operational-@nstraints caused by seasonal derates or Outages. . ..” In Section L.4 of this
Appendix, the ISO proposes to revise the provision, in pertinent part as follows: “Tesgpfor
developing TTC or OTC is the same with the exception of inclusion or exclusion of ngerati
TransmissiorConstraints based on system conditions being studied. Accordingly, further
description of the process to determine either OTC or TTC will refer only@"TThe ISO
should clarify the reasons for referring to the undefined term “constram&aation L.1.3 given
that it proposes to use the defined term “Transmission Constraints” in Section L.4.

3. Miscellaneous
Given the short timeframe that has been provided for review and comment of the

numerous proposed Tariff Clarifications, MID reserves the right to submit additiomanents
on the ISO’s instant initiative in further comments.



