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1. Track 1: Please provide your organization’s feedback on modeling improvements
undertaken and additional improvements to consider.

The California Community Choice Association (CalCCA) supports the California Independent System Operator’s
(CAISO) modeling improvements. Specifically, CalCCA supports the CAISO’s improved methodology for
modeling hydro using 25 years of historical data and random draws of 500 hydro-year profiles. Previous CAISO
analysis in the working group demonstrated through sensitivity simulations that hydro assumptions have
significant impacts on loss-of-load expectation (LOLE) events, so increasing the number of hydro samples used
in the model is a significant improvement over relying on an average hydro year. In addition, CalCCA supports
the updates to storage modeling to model resource level characteristics, as well as the updates to outage rate
modeling to use recent historical outage management system data.

2. Track 1: Please provide your organization’s feedback on the qualifying capacity
accreditation and PRM proposals discussed.

See CalCCA's responses to questions 3-5 below.

3. Track 1: Please provide your organization’s feedback on the development of default
qualifying capacity accreditation and PRM approaches and any preferred path the CAISO
should pursue. In needed, what additional analysis would help inform the decision.

Most LSEs participate under the California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC) resource adequacy (RA)
program and, therefore, do not use the CAISO’s default counting rules or planning reserve margin (PRM).
Before adopting default counting rules and default PRM, the CAISO should benchmark its own counting rules
and PRM with the CPUC'’s by identifying the PRM necessary to meet a 0.1 LOLE standard. The CPUC has
moved to a Slice-of-Day (SOD) model that accounts for capacity in all hours. The CPUC’s LOLE study will use
that SOD model to determine their PRM. With hourly granularity, it can be expected that the CPUC RA
requirements will capture all reliability needs. The CAISO should work with the CPUC to ensure that the CAISO
studies using a different counting methodology (i.e., effective load carrying capability with a single RA value
versus an exceedance with different values in all hours) have consistent overall results.

4. Track 1: Regarding the direction of CAISO’s UCAP proposal, please share your
organization’s feedback on key elements discussed at the workshop such as
implementation through CAISO NQC process, assessment hours, and interaction with LRA
QC methodologies.

The CAISO should continue its work to develop and implement a UCAP counting methodology. Such a
methodology has the potential to better incentivize resource maintenance and availability than the status quo,
which relies on the RA availability incentive mechanism (RAAIM) and forced outage substitution rules. CalCCA
provides the following recommendations to the CAISO, which are consistent with CalCCA’'s recommendations in
its March 3, 2025, RA Track 3 Opening Comments in the CPUC’s RA proceeding, Rulemaking (R.) 23-10-011.
As discussed in more detail below, the CAISO should: (1) coordinate with the CPUC; (2) verify PRM impacts
through an LOLE study; (3) apply UCAP to all eligible RA resources, regardless of whether it was shown for RA
during the time of a forced outage; (4) use a supply cushion approach; (5) adopt the CPUC Energy Division’s
proposed weighting; (6) minimize impacts to existing contracts; (7) develop a methodology to calculate UCAP for
new resources without a class average; and (8) work with stakeholders to better define UCAP-eligible outages
for storage resources.
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The CAISO and CPUC Should Coordinate Development of a UCAP Counting Methodology

The CAISO and the Commission should work together to develop a uniform UCAP counting methodology. The
CPUC has its active RA proceeding, R.23-10-011, to evaluate UCAP. The CAISO and CPUC Energy Division
staff should work together to ensure that progress in the CPUC’s proceeding and CAISO stakeholder initiative
are aligned. To this end, the comments herein mirror CalCCA’'s March 3, 2025, comments submitted to the
CPUC in R.23-10-011, in response to Track 3 proposals. The CAISO and CPUC should also coordinate with
other LRAs to the extent possible.

The CAISO Should Conduct a LOLE Study to Verify that UCAP Adoption Will Result in an Equal and
Opposite Adjustment to the PRM

Since the current PRM accounts for forced outages and the resource’s net qualifying capacity (NQC) does not,
any change to resource counting should be met with an equal and opposite offset in the PRM. Before
implementing UCAP counting rules, the CAISO should provide data showing that this equal and opposite effect
will materialize in the LOLE study that sets the PRM. If the offset is not equal and opposite, the CAISO should
begin a dialogue with stakeholders to examine why. A shift to UCAP counting that does not meet this criterion
appears flawed and deserving of further consideration to either perfect the UCAP calculation methodology or
determine whether it is suitable in California. To validate this, the CAISO will need to perform a LOLE analysis.
Given the time necessary to perform this calculation and for stakeholders to evaluate the result, the CAISO
should not implement UCAP any earlier than 2028.

The CAISO Should Apply UCAP to All Eligible RA Resources Regardless of Whether it is Shown for RA
at the Time of Forced Outage

The CAISO should apply UCAP to all resources regardless of whether the resource has been shown for RA at
the time of the forced outage. Forced outages largely appear to be beyond the generator's control except for
performing regular maintenance. Therefore, not counting an outage based upon the resource not being shown
for RA will largely coincide with luck and not with any form of incentive. In addition, the CPUC should avoid
mechanisms that encourage entities to show only the bare minimum to meet RA requirements. If an LSE has
excess capacity, it should be encouraged to show a long RA position to the CPUC so that as many resources as
possible are required to participate in the CAISO energy and ancillary services markets. With RAAIM, this
incentive does not exist as resources would rather not be shown since it would take a financial risk. Similarly, if
UCAP is only calculated for resources that are shown, the incentive to show the bare minimum will continue.
Finally, if UCAP depends on RA showing status, this will further encourage LSEs to hold long positions to
substitute for a forced outage. This is common practice in RA under RAAIM and has contributed to heightening
RA scarcity. The CAISO should develop rules that encourage parties to either show or sell excess RA positions
to avoid tight capacity market conditions.

The CAISO Should Continue to Develop a Supply Cushion to Identify Forced Outages that Apply to a
Resource’s UCAP

Using a supply cushion to identify the forced outages that are used to calculate UCAP sets correct incentives.
While in any given year, market participants do not know a priori which hours will be the most constrained,
history predicts that these hours will primarily occur during the peak and net load peak of the summer. This
history will give generators proper incentives to perform maintenance before the historically tightest hours. If and
when those hours change, they will likely occur slowly, with one or a few hours moving to historically unseen
periods. This movement will inform generators of what to expect in coming years and when to prepare their
resources for reliable operation.

The CAISO Should Adopt Energy Division’s Proposed Weighting in Its RA Track 3 Proposal in R.23-10-
011

The CAISO should adopt Energy Division’s proposal for a weighting of UCAP for resources that equates to a
weight of 44.45 percent, 33.33 percent, and 22.22 percent for the three-year period from most recent to most
distant.[1] This proposal is reasonable and should be adopted. Weighing the most recent year more highly than
the others will provide an incentive to perform major maintenance that will significantly impact the ability to
provide RA quickly. It will also provide an incentive to perform routine maintenance to avoid having increased
forced outages.

The CAISO Should Minimize Impacts on Existing Contracts
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To the extent practical, the CAISO should seek to minimize impacts on existing contracts. The CAISO should,
therefore, seek to use existing terminology as those terms are often used in formulating contracts. The most
relevant for this discussion is the NQC. Currently, the NQC is defined as the amount of Qualifying Capacity (QC)
adjusted by the CAISO for deliverability. If the total provision of RA is now dependent on forced outage rates, the
NQC should be that amount of QC derated by UCAP. In the alternative, the QC could account for the derate of
UCAP, which would be consistent with the treatment of renewable resources whose QC is determined by an
exceedance methodology that accounts for both fuel availability and resource outages. Either method is
acceptable since RA contracts are generally denominated in NQC and should account for what the LSE can use
to satisfy RA requirements.

The CAISO Should Adopt a Methodology for New Resources Without a Class Average

When assigning UCAP to a new resource at commercial operation without an existing class of technology, the
CAISO should use a similar technology where available. For example, a new enhanced geothermal resource
would use the class average for geothermal. This will likely serve as a reasonable starting point. In addition, if
the CAISO adopts the weighting proposed above, the general related class average will be quickly replaced. If
no similar technology exists, the CAISO should use an aggregate of a general classification. For example, if a
new flow battery achieves commercial operation, the CAISO should use an aggregate of other storage
technologies, which would currently include battery and pumped hydro. Again, this would quickly be replaced by
resource-specific outages given the CAISO’s proposed weighting.

The CAISO Should Work with Stakeholders to Consider UCAP-Eligible Outages for Storage Resources

The UCAP should be developed to account for outages due to equipment failures. Critically, this will need to
consider battery storage that is not available because any charging has already been used, and the resource is
not available due to its state of charge and not due to equipment failure. The CAISO should also work with
stakeholders to determine how to address storage resources that are receiving Investment Tax Credits and will
only charge from its host renewable resource. In this case, evaluating the reliability of such resources may need
to account for outages caused by fuel availability to charge the battery.

[1] Administrative Law Judges Ruling on Energy Division’s Track 3 Proposals and Joint Staff Qualifying
Capacity Proposal Status Update, R.23-10-011 (Jan. 21, 2025), Attachment
2: http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/SearchRes.aspx?DocFormat=ALL&DocID=555183934.

5. Track 1: Please provide your organization’s feedback on accounting for ambient derates,
particularly the interaction between a resource’s NQC after accounting for ambient derates,
the NQC after potentially being reduced for UCAP, and the must offer obligation. Would you
support the direction discussed and if not, what changes or analysis are required.

The CAISO puts forth two options for estimating ambient derates: (1) a historical lookback; and (2) unit capability
testing. The CAISO should utilize a combination of both approaches, starting with a historical lookback. A
calculation based on historical data is less burdensome than capability testing. If a resource does not have
sufficient historical data, or disputes the CAISO’s historical lookback calculation, the CAISO should allow for unit
capability testing.

Whether the CAISO uses ambient derates for a resource’s QC or NQC (inclusive of UCAP) will impact the
resources’ must-offer obligation. If the CAISO includes ambient derates into a resource’s QC, then the
resource’s must-offer obligation will also be reduced by the amount of the ambient derate. If the CAISO includes
ambient derates into a resource’s NQC (inclusive of UCAP), then the resource’s must-offer obligation will not
automatically be reduced by the amount of the ambient derate, and the resource will need to submit an outage
card to reflect the ambient derate.

To determine which approach the CAISO should pursue, the CAISO should investigate how other ISOs and
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10.

11.

RTOs incorporate ambient derates into resource counting and evaluate how each option impacts the risk of
meeting the must-offer obligation with a resource with ambient derates and who bears the cost of that risk.

. Track 2: For the outage and substitution proposal leaning, please provide your

organization’s recommendation and rationale for what threshold to use for conditional
outages, including the pros and cons of different alternatives.

CalCCA supports the straw proposal direction of allowing conditional approval of planned outages without
substitution, and if an outage would result in a reliability impact, offering a voluntary planned outage substitution
pool for SCs to procure substitute capacity. This approach will allow for more opportunities to perform planned
maintenance necessary to support reliable grid operation while retaining the responsibility of providing
substitution on the entity in control of the outage.

CalCCA has no comments at this time on the threshold to use for conditional outages. The CAISO should put
forth a straw proposal based upon its expertise managing outages and system reliability under various grid
conditions for stakeholder feedback.

. Track 2: For the outage and substitution proposal leaning, please provide your

organization’s recommendation and rationale for the product definition design attributes
(granularity, participation, type of RA, and quantity). For participation, should offering to
the pool and procuring from the pool be mandatory or voluntary for buyers and/or sellers?
Why or why not?

The CAISO supports a voluntary planned outage substitution pool. Holders of excess RA should retain their
ability to use the capacity how they choose. Mandatory participation in a pool, even with a right-of-first refusal,
would provide an incentive for entities not to show excess RA. Instead, the pool should more easily enable
sellers to voluntarily offer their excess RA to the market for substitution.

. Track 2: For the outage and substitution proposal leaning, please provide your

organization’s feedback on visibility options. What type of information would help
stakeholders understand the certainty of being able to take outages if relying on excess
shown RA and the voluntary pool?

CalCCA has no comments at this time.

. Track 2: For the outage and substitution proposal leaning, please provide your

organization’s feedback on access priority. Would the right of first refusal for the entity
showing the capacity for substitution purposes overcome incentives to hold capacity
back?

CalCCA has no comments at this time.

Track 2: For the outage and substitution proposal leaning, please provide your
organization’s feedback on the price and procurement mechanism design attributes.

CalCCA has no comments at this time.

Track 2: Please provide your feedback on adding “urgent” as an outage type. Are there any
other outage types that should be considered in the straw proposal, if so, in what way are
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12.

13.

14.

15.

they not covered by the outage types available today?

The CAISO should couple UCAP with clarifications to the definitions of outage types (forced, planned, urgent,
and opportunity) so that generators are clear about how to define their outages, and to which outage types
UCAP applies. In the straw proposal, the CAISO should explain the intended outcomes of adding “urgent” as an
outage type and how doing so will clarify outage reporting.

The CAISO should also categorize its nature of work categories into those that do and do not count towards
resources’ UCAP and ensure no one nature of work should be used for both UCAP-eligible outages and non-
UCAP-eligible outages. The CAISO should also revisit its bid insertion rules to ensure that resources are
incentivized to properly submit outages when they are unavailable so that UCAP values accurately reflect
availability.

Track 2: Please provide your organization’s feedback on the joint LSE presentation.

CalCCA has no comments at this time.

Track 2: Please provide your organization’s feedback on DMM’s presentation.

CalCCA has no comments at this time.

Track 2: Optionally, please provide your organization’s preliminary feedback on the
availability and incentive mechanism straw proposal leaning discussion. A follow up
working group meeting will be scheduled the week of March 3, 2025.

The CAISO should further explore the “measuring unavailable RA” concept. UCAP incentivizes resources to
always be available because they cannot perfectly predict when supply cushion hours will occur. Resources
should also have a financial incentive to be available during the most extreme grid conditions if possible
because forced outages during most critical periods have greater negative impacts on the grid. CalCCA may
have additional comments on this topic after the March 3, 2025, working group meeting.

Track 3: Please provide your organization’s feedback on the Track 3 Resource Visibility
discussion as a whole.

CalCCA agrees that the CAISO operators should have enhanced visibility into the capacity available for the
capacity procurement mechanism in high-risk months. In addition, increasing transparency of non-confidential,
aggregated data would provide stakeholders the ability to better assess RA market trends.[1] For these reasons,
CalCCA supports the CAISO developing a process to obtain increased visibility about RA resources and their
availability to California.

The CAISO and stakeholders should further consider how to implement such a process so that it balances
information accuracy and administrative burden. Compiling this information involves multiple parties and a chain
of events that will be difficult to track. The CAISO’s straw proposal options are good starting points, but the
CAISO and stakeholders will need to further consider these two objectives when developing the details.

1] For example, in 2024, the CAISO began posting historical aggregated RA showing
information: https://www.caiso.com/documents/historicalresourceadequacyaggregatedata.xlsx. This information
has greatly improved the transparency of shown RA.

16. Track 3: Does your organization have any feedback on or suggested redlines to the list of

capacity status categories discussed as potential reporting requirements for RA-eligible
capacity not shown as RA?
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The capacity status categories generally capture the reasons RA-eligible resources are not shown.

17. Track 3: Does your organization have feedback on any other aspects of the potential design
such as reporting frequency?

Reporting frequency should generally match the RA program’s monthly frequency. To limit the administrative
burden of reporting, the CAISO could require reporting of changes from previously reported information.

18. Track 3: Please provide your organization’s feedback on the presentation by Middle River
Power.

Middle River Power LLC (MRP) proposes an RA transaction ledger to log transactions into a CAISO system so
the CAISO has visibility into RA-eligible resources. MRP states this concept “can eliminate manual updates of
supply plans.”[1] CalCCA is concerned with a proposal that would eliminate supply plans. RA plans and supply
plans are needed to confirm a resource’s RA status by the seller and the buyer. A validated supply plan triggers
an RA resource’s must-offer obligation. Proposals to increase visibility into shown and non-shown RA capacity
should ensure both the buyer and seller confirm the RA status of the capacity, so that the CAISO can perform its
validation and apply must offer obligation to shown RA resources.

1] Middle River Power LLC, Visibility Solution Concept (Feb. 11, 2025) at Slide
4: hitps://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/InitiativeDocuments/Presentation-Middle-River-Power-Visibility-Solution-
Concept-Feb-11-2025.pdf.
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