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1. Please provide your organization’s feedback to the MURA discussion.
The California Community Choice Association (CalCCA) appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on
the California Independent System Operator’s (CAISO’s) March 4, 2025, Working Group call on the Measuring
Unavailable Resource Adequacy (MURA) concept. If designed correctly, MURA could provide a two-stage
penalty that addresses two different needs depending upon the severity of system conditions during the outage.
First, unforced capacity (UCAP) counting would provide an incentive for resources to conduct planned
maintenance to be available as much as possible. This is because supply cushion hours span across a broad
set of hours and suppliers cannot always predict when supply cushion hours will occur. The UCAP incentives will
apply prospectively to suppliers’ future ability to provide RA value. Second, MURA would provide an incentive to
be available specifically during the most extreme grid conditions if possible and provide an immediate financial
incentive during those times. Forced outages during most critical periods have greater negative impacts on the
grid, so the CAISO should explore targeted availability incentives during those periods.

2. Please provide your organization’s feedback on the MURA design options leaning which
includes: defining availability as meeting the must offer, using Tx/RMO/EEA hours as the
assessment period, determining the penalty administratively based on RA bilateral trades,
and allocating the penalty collected to load.
Basing the assessment periods on Tx/RMO/EEA hours seems directionally like the right approach. As noted in
PJM’s presentation, basing the assessment periods on rare occurrences, such as reserve shortages, would
likely result in an availability incentive that is not strong enough because it is so rarely triggered. On the other
hand, the availability assessment hours are likely too broad to create an availability incentive that is specifically
targeted to times of significant system stress. Finding a middle ground will ensure an incentive that is both
strong enough and targeted enough to incentivize availability during times of significant system stress.  

CalCCA does not yet have a recommendation on how to set the administrative penalty price but cautions against
setting it too high as to risk future availability of resources that receive a penalty. Experience with similar
availability incentives in other markets has revealed that penalty prices that are too high could adversely impact
future supply availability by bankrupting entities that were unavailable during the assessment hours. As the
CAISO examines this issue, it should be aware of other market values that could inform the administrative
penalty price. It is important that the chosen value not be lower than other market incentives as this may negate
the impact of the availability incentive. It is also important that the value remains current with changes in the
market to ensure it is not too high or low.

The CAISO should allocate collected MURA penalty dollars to load. Load pays for RA resources to be available
and for potential load shedding that could be exacerbated by resources’ unavailability during times of system
stress. The CAISO should consider whether there are other ways to create additional positive incentives (in
addition to penalties) for suppliers to be available during the MURA assessment periods.

3. Please provide your organization’s feedback to Walter Graf’s overview of PJM’s Capacity
Performance mechanism.
CalCCA appreciates the presentation of PJM’s capacity performance mechanism. The information provided by
PJM informed CalCCA’s responses in sections 1 and 2 above.
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