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1. Please provide a summary of your organization’s general comments on the meeting
regarding alternative proposals.
The California Community Choice Association (CalCCA) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the August
19, 2024, stakeholder call. The CAISO presented a revised schedule, alternative proposals put forth by the
California Energy Storage Alliance (CESA) and Vistra Corp. (Vistra), and an analysis of the frequency of storage
mitigation to inform potential instances of warranted Bid-Cost Recovery (BCR).

The concerns that the CAISO listed, lack of exposure to real-time (RT) prices and incentives to bid strategically,
are legitimate issues that the stakeholder process should address.  The CAISO will need to determine how much
of each objective can be addressed immediately and which may take a longer-term initiative to address.  In
summary:

CalCCA thanks the CAISO for extending the schedule of this initiative to allow more time to have a robust
discussion of solutions that specifically target unwarranted BCR payments.

The CESA proposal and Vistra proposals warrant additional discussion and consideration. The CAISO
should explore the open questions associated with these alternative proposals to allow stakeholders to
assess their merits fully.

CalCCA appreciates the CAISO’s presentation of instances of mitigation, including cases in which BCR
payments to storage resources would likely be warranted.

The CAISO’s revised schedule, presentation of alternative solutions, and presentations of cases where BCR
may be warranted will allow for a more robust discussion of the potential of solutions that effectively address
unwarranted BCR payments while providing fair compensation for storage resources.

2. Please provide your organization’s comments regarding the updated schedule of the
initiative.
CalCCA appreciates the CAISO’s revised schedule of the initiative, which will provide more time for stakeholders
to evaluate and comment on the CAISO’s proposal and stakeholder-proposed alternatives. It will also allow more
time to consider which instances warrant BCR, like when resources are mitigated, and the magnitude of those
instances. The revised schedule will allow more time to have a robust discussion of solutions that specifically
target unwarranted BCR payments.  The CAISO should consider whether one of its concerns will be easier to
address within the updated schedule than the other.  In addition, if one of the two concerns is more difficult to
address, the CAISO should evaluate whether it is feasible to put forth proposals that address both within the
updated schedule or if an additional phase of the stakeholder process will be necessary.

3. Please provide your organization’s comments regarding the alternative proposals put forth
by stakeholders, the outstanding questions regarding their implementation, and how they
compare relative to the status quo and the Proposed Solution.
Within the stakeholder initiative, the CAISO should include further examples and description of how BCR is
triggered.  This information will help stakeholders to better understand the changes being contemplated. 

Unwarranted BCR payments can result from the current framework’s disincentives to consider RT market
conditions due to limited RT price exposure that could incentivize resources to bid inefficiently to maximize BCR
payments. The CAISO and the Department of Market Monitoring have identified an increase in BCR payments
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to storage resources related to the buy-back or sell-back of day-ahead schedules due to state-of-charge
constraints. This can create market inefficiencies and increased costs that could be exacerbated by the ability of
storage to bid above the soft-offer cap. However, BCR payments are warranted if the buy-back or sell-back
results from the CAISO’s market design preventing resources from reflecting RT conditions in the RT energy
bids and, therefore, dispatching storage in a way that makes them eligible for BCR. In these cases, BCR is
warranted, and the CAISO should aim to develop a solution that differentiates between unwarranted and
warranted BCR.

CESA and Vistra proposed alternative solutions to the CAISO’s straw proposal. CESA’s proposal would modify
the RT BCR calculation to replace the resource’s RT bid price with the day-ahead energy price. This proposal
intends to allow storage resources to continue existing bidding practices without inadvertently increasing BCR
payments or offering strategic RT bids to increase revenues through BCR payments. Vistra makes a similar
proposal to CESA but would use the resources’ default energy bid rather than the day-ahead energy price in the
BCR calculation. It also advances a proposal to exclude resources from BCR in the intervals where the
scheduling coordinator has submitted an outage card or bid parameters that derate or rerate the resource. While
CalCCA does not take a position on its preferred approach at this time, the CESA and Vistra proposals warrant
further consideration, as they could offer improvements to the CAISO’s proposed blunt mechanism for excluding
storage resources from BCR. The CAISO should continue to explore the open questions it identified associated
with these proposals so that stakeholders can assess the merits of these proposed alternatives.

4. Please provide any other proposals your organization considers the ISO should assess.
Please include as much detail as possible.
CalCCA has no alternative proposals at this time.

5. Please provide your organization’s comments regarding the issues regarding mitigation as
well as the initial analyses presented by the ISO.
Stakeholders and the Market Surveillance Committee have noted that if storage is mitigated prior to the buy-
back or sell-back, they may warrant BCR payments. This is one case beyond the resource operator’s control
that can prevent a resource from having sufficient state of charge to follow its day-ahead schedule and prevent it
from recovering its costs fully through market participation. The CAISO’s presentation indicates that about 41
percent of BCR payments to storage were paid to mitigated resources. This number is not insignificant and
signals that the ultimate solution must consider instances where BCR is warranted.

6. Please provide any additional comments, feedback, or examples regarding the stakeholder
meeting. You may upload examples or data using the “Attachments” field below.
CalCCA has no additional comments at this time.
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