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1. Please provide your organization's overall feedback regarding the Resource Adequacy
Modeling and Program Design Track 1 Draft Final Proposal, which was posted on August
25, 2025.

The California Community Choice Association (CalCCA) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
Resource Adequacy Modeling and Program Design Track 1 Draft Final Proposal (DFP). The California
Independent System Operator (CAISO) proposes to review the default planning reserve margins (PRM) and
default qualifying capacity (QC) methodologies in an annual study process and provide draft default PRMs and
QCs for stakeholder consideration. CalCCA recommends that the CAISO:

« Continue its goal of maintaining alignment with local regulatory authorities (LRA);

+ Provide additional information needed to assess the draft PRMs; and

« Update the battery storage effective load carrying capability (ELCC) methodology to differentiate by
duration.

LRA Alignment

The CAISO should closely coordinate with LRAs to ensure processes related to counting rules and PRMs align.
The CAISO should develop its unforced capacity (UCAP) methodology in parallel with the California Public
Utilities Commission (CPUC). The direction LRAs take in implementing counting rules such as UCAP will
necessarily impact CAISO processes such as its application of the resource adequacy (RA) availability incentive
mechanism (RAAIM). The CAISO should therefore reevaluate its default counting rules, and other related
processes such as RAAIM, in coordination with the CPUC and other LRAs to ensure holistic alignment on
counting rules and availability incentives.

The CAISO should also evaluate the impact of methodological differences between its modeling and the
modeling performed by the CPUC. The CAISO and CPUC methodologies appear similar, with the main
difference being that the CAISO removes gas capacity in its monthly calibration step while the CPUC adds flat
load. In addition, the CPUC allocates more events to non-peak months, which may have different affordability
impacts than the CAISO’s approach. The CAISO should therefore test whether differences in the CAISO and
CPUC methodologies result in different PRMs and ELCC results. If they do, the CAISO should provide additional
justification for the methodological differences and coordinate with the CPUC to seek alignment where possible.

Default PRMs

The CAISO provides monthly draft PRM numbers ranging from 19.27 to 30.09 percent. Because the default
PRM has not been updated in many years, these values vary significantly from the CAISO’s current default
PRM. Since any PRM is a function of the counting methodology used, the PRM will necessarily be different.
However, the magnitude of this change requires careful explanation. The CAISO should be explicit that the
default PRM adopted is in no way relevant to any other PRM that applies to any other accounting methodology.
In light of these principles, the CAISO should provide the following additional information for stakeholders to
more fully assess the draft PRMs:

 Demonstrate PRMs Resulting from Alternative Loss of Load Expectation (LOLE) Distributions: The
CAISOQO’s calibrated modeling results in LOLE in July, August, and September. The CAISO proposes to use
an alternative event distribution by distributing LOLE across months.[1] The draft PRMs presented by the
CAISO appear to be based upon the July, August, and September distribution.[2] The CAISO should
share the resulting PRMs with and without the alternative event distributions so that stakeholders can
assess the impacts of the CAISO’s proposed approach.

o Consider Affordability Implications when Choosing Between LOLE Distributions: Alternative event
distributions may reduce the monthly PRM in the months other than July, August, and September but only
at the expense of increasing the monthly PRM in July, August, and September. In recent years, these



months have seen the highest prices for RA capacity, with prices in July, August, and September double
the prices in other months.[3] Increases to the PRM in July, August, and September may increase the
overall cost of meeting the target reliability level of 0.1 LOLE. The CAISO should consider the cost
implications when weighing the advantages and disadvantages of choosing alternative event distributions.

« Verify that UCAP Adoption Will Result in an Equal and Opposite Adjustment to the PRM: Any
change to resource counting should be met with an equal and opposite offset in the PRM, especially since
the current default PRM accounts for forced outages and the current default QC values do not. Before
implementing UCAP counting rules (or any other change in counting methodology), 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.

Because the default PRM has not been updated in many years, and these values vary significantly from the
CAISO'’s current default PRM, the CAISO should ensure a robust stakeholder process that allows stakeholders
to vet the results and understand the sources of the differences between the CAISO’s draft values and the
legacy 15 percent value.

Default QC for Storage

The CAISO proposes to establish QC for battery storage resources using the ELCC methodology and derive
individual storage resource QC values using unit specific allocations based upon forced outage rates.[4] This
methodology appears not to differentiate between batteries with different durations. The CAISO should revise its
methodology so that ELCC values are differentiated by duration to reflect differences in reliability contribution
that battery storage may have that are driven by duration, in addition to forced outages.

[1] Resource Adequacy Modeling & Program Design (Aug. 28, 2025), at 20: Presentation-Resource-
Adequacy-Modeling-and-Program-Design-Aug-28-2025.pdf.

[2] Id., at 41.

[3] 2023 Resource Adequacy Report, Table 8: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-

website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/2023-resource-adequacy-
reportv2.pdf.

[4] Id., at 38.

. Please provide your organization’s feedback on the proposed UCAP default QC
methodology, specifically regarding the selection of supply cushion hours and the
inclusion of natures of work in unit-specific forced outage rates.

See response in section 1.


https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/InitiativeDocuments/Presentation-Resource-Adequacy-Modeling-and-Program-Design-Aug-28-2025.pdf
https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/InitiativeDocuments/Presentation-Resource-Adequacy-Modeling-and-Program-Design-Aug-28-2025.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/2023-resource-adequacy-reportv2.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/2023-resource-adequacy-reportv2.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/2023-resource-adequacy-reportv2.pdf

