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1. Please provide your organization’s feedback on the draft inputs and assumptions.

The California Community Choice Association (CalCCA) appreciates the California Independent System
Operator’s (CAISO’s) efforts to model the reliability of the resource adequacy (RA) fleet for the upcoming year
and generally supports the draft inputs and assumptions. The CAISO should make the following improvements,
however, to enhance transparency and better reflect the availability of the RA fleet:

* Wind and solar profiles — The CAISO states that it uses stochastic wind and solar profiles based on
actual generation as the basis for its model. With the information provided, it is difficult to understand the
sampling approach the CAISO uses to derive the profiles. The CAISO should provide increased
transparency into its derivation of the profiles by publishing a data file of the profiles for stakeholder
review. This would promote confidence in the profiles used by allowing parties to assess the profiles’
correlation with load and perform other checks to ensure the profiles are reasonable.

e Hydro - The CAISO only uses one year, 2018, to set daily minimum and maximum energy limits for
dispatchable hydro. 2018 represents an average hydro year, but loss-of-load events in probabilistic
modeling tend to be driven by extremes. The CAISO should use multiple hydro years or probabilistic
profiles to capture scenarios with above-average and below-average hydro conditions.

Outages - The CAISO’s presentation indicates that forced outages are calculated using technology averages
from actual 2006 to 2012 outages. This outage data is outdated, and the CAISO should explore using more
current outage data from its Outage Management System to better reflect the availability of technologies
providing RA in 2025. As the CAISO evaluates how to update its outage data, it should also consider how to use
this data to support the future unforced capacity (UCAP) design. Outage reporting must accurately reflect the
reasons for unavailability (maintenance or forced outages) to differentiate which outage types should apply to a
UCAP calculation. For example, current outage types used for storage likely do not accurately reflect reasons for
unavailability and may result in inaccurate UCAP calculations if they are not clarified.

2. Please provide your organization’s feedback on the preliminary results.

The CAISO’s analysis assessed three scenarios: (1) RA showings capped at the obligation to assess reliability
with the minimum amount of capacity needed to meet RA obligations; (2) RA showings based on historical
patterns to assess reliability with capacity at levels of historical excess; and (3) all eligible RA resources to
assess reliability if all RA eligible resources are shown. The CAISO should use Scenarios 1 and 2 as sensitivities
to inform expected levels of reliability based on estimates in advance of RA showings. Because these scenarios
use surveys completed in advance of the first binding slice-of-day (SOD) showings for load-serving entities
(LSE) in the California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC’s) RA program, reliability outcomes from the actual
RA showings may differ from those estimated in Scenarios 1 and 2. In the future, the CAISO should consider
using actual RA showings for Scenarios 1 and 2 to gauge whether the RA showings meet the 1-in-10 reliability
standard. Scenario 3 uses the full portfolio of RA-eligible resources, and therefore should be calibrated to a 1-in-
10 loss-of-load event (LOLE), as the CAISO has done in Scenario 3a. Scenario 3 should also be used as the
basis for exploring changes to the default counting rules and default planning reserve margin (PRM).

In Scenarios 1 and 2, the CAISO observes risks of LOLE in summer and non-summer months. In Scenario 3, all
eligible resources are more than sufficient to meet a 1-in-10 standard and LOLE in the summer months only. The
CAISO asks stakeholders if “the PRM should be based on the peak hour.” Concurrently, the CPUC’s RA
proceeding is considering PRMs that vary by season. Underpinning the concept of seasonal PRMs is an
expectation that the risk of unmet load for a specific level of planning reserves differs across the year.
Depending on weather patterns, variability of demand around the 1-in-2 peak demand will differ from month-to-
month, along with variability of wind and solar around the level accredited in the SOD, effective load carrying
capability, or other accreditation rules. Each month could, therefore, have a unique relationship between the risk
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of unmet load and the reserve margin. The CAISO should explore these differences to determine if it is
necessary and feasible to adopt seasonal default PRMs.

If the CAISO considers whether its default PRMs should vary by season, the primary objective of such a shift
should be to minimize ratepayer costs. If modeling indicates a need to increase the PRM to cover LOLE in non-
summer months, ratepayer costs can be saved through the adoption of seasonal PRMs. The PRM in non-
summer months can increase, reducing LOLE in those months when RA is cheapest, instead of increasing the
PRM in all months. As a result, the PRM in the low reserve price months may have to be set to elevated levels
such that the LOLE for the low reserve price months is near zero to retain a 0.1 LOLE across the year. Allocating
the annual 0.1 LOLE budget to months where procuring additional reserves is the most expensive could result in
ratepayer savings and should be considered when the CAISO evaluates annual versus seasonal PRMs.

The CAISO will need to consider other factors to evaluate the advantages and feasibility of a shift from annual to
seasonal PRMs. It would need to characterize variability in peak demand around the 1-in-2 peak day for each
month and evaluate monthly and seasonal differences in supply variability. The CAISO’s evaluation methodology
will also need to ensure that the generation resources needed to meet each month’s PRMs have sufficient
opportunity for planned outages. If the PRM is too high in low-demand months, all resources may need to be
shown, eliminating opportunities for maintaining the generation fleet and adversely impacting reliability.[1]

[1] If the PRM results in an inability for resources to take reasonable maintenance outages, such a result
should be communicated to LSEs for their Integrated Resource Planning processes to ensure that additional
new resources are procured to enable reasonable outages without reliability impacts.

3. Please provide your organization’s input on what types of capacity accreditation methods
and PRM approaches should be studied.

The CAISO should study the UCAP capacity accreditation method and align the PRM with the UCAP method.
UCAP provides incentives to resources to perform maintenance that supports reliable operation of the resources
by attributing forced outage performance metrics to resources’ capacity values. Unit-specific forced outage rates
allow LSEs to assess the reliability of specific resources when making contracting decisions rather than
spreading forced outage rates through the PRM. It also simplifies the RA program and would allow the CAISO to
eliminate its Resource Adequacy Availability Incentive Mechanism tool.

Capacity accreditation and the PRM are inextricably linked. When using UCAP capacity accreditation, the PRM
should not include forced outages because they are already accounted for in resources’ net qualifying capacity
(NQC). The CAISO should also ensure that any adoption of UCAP: (1) is coordinated with the CPUC, as the
CPUC has also been considering transitioning to a UCAP method for several years in its RA proceedings; and
(2) includes the definition of new terminology in a way that does not have unintended impacts on existing
contracts.[1]

[1] For example, CAISO’s previous UCAP proposal in the RA Enhancements initiative defines the terms
“NQC” and “Deliverable Qualifying Capacity” in a manner that would not disrupt existing contracts while aligning
the must-offer obligation and counting rules with the new UCAP method. The CAISO should retain such an
approach so that the implementation of UCAP does not result in the renegotiation of existing contracts. CAISO
Resource Adequacy Enhancements, Draft Final Proposal — Phase 1 and Sixth Revised Straw Proposal, at

74: https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/InitiativeDocuments/DraftFinalProposal-SixthRevisedStrawProposal-
ResourceAdequacyEnhancements.pdf.

4. Please provide any additional feedback not already captured.
CalCCA has no additional feedback at this time.
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