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1. Please provide a summary of your organization's general comments on the materials
shared and subsequent discussion during the Nov 12 meeting.
The California Community Choice Association (CalCCA) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
California Independent System Operator’s (CAISO) Storage Design and Modeling Working Group Meeting. In
summary, the CAISO should:

Adopt CalCCA’s alternative resource adequacy (RA) accounting proposal for storage resources with
foldback included in their PMax, if the CAISO puts forth a proposal in the California Public Utilities
Commission’s (CPUC) RA proceeding;
Prioritize the development of a Master File parameter as a market-based solution to reflecting foldback in
the market and ensuring known resource characteristics are modeled rather than reflected in a resource’s
unforced capacity value;
Adopt the stakeholder-supported, principle-based approach in which negative revenues attributed to
market algorithms or CAISO action may warrant uplift and negative revenues attributed to bidder behavior
may not warrant uplift; 
Require the submission of the day-ahead initial state-of-charge (SOC) parameter within a certain
accuracy range to be eligible for bid cost recovery (BCR); and
Do not exempt storage resources from local Market Power Mitigation (MPM) and instead seek to enhance
the tools and methodologies used to manage storage resources in the market and provide uplift payments
when warranted.

2. Provide your organization’s comments regarding the initiative’s overview and schedule.
CalCCA has no comments at this time.   

3. Provide your organization’s comments regarding the update on nonlinearity.
The CAISO’s proposed path forward addresses two issues: (1) reflecting foldback in the CPUC RA qualifying
capacity (QC) calculation; and (2) reflecting foldback in CAISO market optimization.

The CAISO should adopt CalCCA’s alternative RA accounting proposal for storage resources with foldback
included in their PMin to PMax range if the CAISO puts forth a proposal in the CPUC’s RA proceeding. CalCCA
understands that the CAISO plans to propose a QC methodology that accounts for foldback in the CPUC’s
Rulemaking (R.) 25-10-003, on January 23, 2026. The CAISO’s proposed calculation would divide the amount of
energy the resource can provide unaffected by foldback by four (for a four-hour battery). This will discount the
RA counting for the resource for all hours it can be shown. This is not reflective of the nature of foldback and
would overly constrain the RA value a resource can provide in the hour of greatest need.  This is particularly
important given the slice-of-day (SOD) nature of the CPUC RA system in which an LSE must demonstrate
sufficient capacity to serve load in all 24 hours of the “worst day” of the month.  Using an average rather than
values that can be provided will unnecessarily discount resources in some hours in which the resource is
available to reliably serve grid needs.

Instead, if the CAISO makes a proposal in the CPUC’s RA proceeding to account for foldback in the CPUC’s QC
calculation, it should modify its proposed calculation to allow a resource to count for full capacity for three of the
four hours and a derated amount in the fourth hour. Under the SOD framework, an LSE can claim the full
amount of capacity for a single hour but may not need the full capacity in other hours. CalCCA’s proposed
alternative calculation would result in a higher RA counting in the hour of highest need, and more accurately
reflect the impacts of foldback on RA capacity.
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The example below compares the CAISO’s proposal with CalCCA’s proposed alternative assuming a resource
with a 25 megawatts (MW) nameplate, 90 megawatt hours (MWh) available, and 10 MWh unavailable due to
foldback.

The CAISO’s proposed calculation
NQC = 90MWh/4 hours = 22.5 MW
SOD Showing: No greater than 22.5 MW in any hour

CalCCA’s proposed alternative
NQC = 25 MW
SOD Showing: MW in hour 1 + MW in hour 2 + MW in hour 3 + MW in hour 4 cannot exceed 90
MWh

Under CalCCA’s alternative proposal, the NQC will equal 25 MW (nameplate), and the total energy in all hours
shown will not exceed 90 MWh. In this case, that means the resource can be shown for 25 MWs in hours 1 – 3,
resulting in a total of 75 MWh and leaving 15 MW available for the fourth hour. The result is a maximum amount
of 25 MW in any hour, limited by energy. Under this proposal, an LSE could show the resource for 22.5 MW in
each hour and get the same result as the CAISO’s proposal but could also show up to an addition 2.5 MWs in
three hours from the resource as long as the total showing does not exceed the resource’s energy limit. If the
CAISO proposes derating a resource’s capacity value to account for foldback, it should do so using CalCCA’s
alternative proposal and apply it only to resources whose PMax includes the foldback range.

This proposal will also work for resources that are not constrained by foldback.  For example, if the resource has
a 25 MW peak capacity and sufficient storage to provide 110 MWh, then the foldback never occurs and the
energy limit is never reached meaning that the resource can be counted for 25 MWs in all four hours. 

Market Optimization

The CAISO should prioritize the development of a Master File parameter as a market-based solution  reflecting
foldback in the market and ensuring known resource characteristics are modeled rather than reflected in a
resource’s unforced capacity value. The CAISO proposes an interim and long-term proposal for addressing
foldback in the market optimization. The interim proposal would result in the market optimization being unable to
access the resources’ foldback range. As described in section 4, below, unnecessarily making energy in the
foldback range unavailable to the market when foldback ranges are not static is a negative outcome for
reliability, ratepayers, and storage owners.

Any interim approach should continue to allow the market to access the foldback range, when the resource is
available within that range. A better alternative would be to maintain the status quo in the interim, in which
storage resources reflect foldback ranges with outage cards and prioritize the CAISO’s long-term solution of a
Master File parameter to reflect foldback in the market. CalCCA has previously advocated for the “Technical
Limitations Not in the Market Model” Resource Adequacy Availability Incentive Mechanism (RAAIM) exempt
outage card to be used and continues to support that approach for the reasons described in CalCCA’s
September 5, 2025, comments.[1] More important than the type of outage card used in the interim, however, is
prioritizing a Master File parameter as a market-based solution to reflecting foldback in the market and ensuring
known resource characteristics are modeled rather than reflected in a resource’s unforced capacity value.

 

[1]            https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/Comments/AllComments/a35d7182-e62e-4559-93c0-
80ede736ceba#org-a3c4805c-db85-45ec-b58c-a9ccff090a32.

4. Provide your organization’s comments regarding the presentation offered by REV
Renewables.
CalCCA agrees with Rev Renewables that unnecessarily making energy in the foldback range unavailable to the
market when foldback ranges are not static is a negative outcome for reliability, ratepayers, and storage owners.
As stated in section 3, the CAISO should prioritize developing Master File fields for resources to reflect foldback
ranges in the market model.

https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/Comments/AllComments/a35d7182-e62e-4559-93c0-80ede736ceba#org-a3c4805c-db85-45ec-b58c-a9ccff090a32
https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/Comments/AllComments/a35d7182-e62e-4559-93c0-80ede736ceba#org-a3c4805c-db85-45ec-b58c-a9ccff090a32


5. Provide your organization’s comments regarding the guiding principles related to the Uplift
& Default Energy Bid (DEB) topic group.
CalCCA supports the CAISO eliminating opportunities for strategic bidding to inflate BCR payments. CalCCA
agrees with the stakeholder-supported, principle-based approach in which negative revenues attributed to
market algorithms or CAISO action may warrant uplift, and negative revenues attributed to bidder behavior may
not warrant uplift. 

6. Provide your organization’s comments regarding the responses on Day-Ahead Uplift and
Initial State-of-Charge (SOC) as part of the Uplift & Default Energy Bid (DEB) topic group.
CalCCA reiterates its October 13, 2025, comments.[1] Specifically, the CAISO’s solution should adhere to the
principle, rather than institute a blanket elimination of day-ahead BCR, unless the CAISO can demonstrate all
cases of day-ahead BCR are driven by scheduling coordinator action rather than CAISO market or operator
action.

CalCCA directionally supports the CAISO’s proposal to require the submission of the day-ahead initial State of
Charge (SOC) parameter within a certain accuracy range to be eligible for BCR. In general, scheduling
coordinators (SC) should be responsible for accurately reflecting their resources’ characteristics rather than
relying on a default value. CalCCA supports adopting a mechanism to incent submissions within a pre-defined
accuracy range, though it does not take a position on which proposed mechanism should be adopted among the
CAISO, California Energy Storage Alliance, and Vistra Corp. (Vistra) proposals.[2] If an SC does not select a
value despite the requirement to do so, then the CAISO should include a default value. If the default value is
outside the accuracy range, the resource should be ineligible for uplift.

 

[1]            https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/Comments/AllComments/c9903a4c-a900-47d2-b362-
51c768a52e73#org-57fb586b-0cfd-4b02-a180-1b0262593a0f.

[2]            Storage Design and Modeling, Working Group on Outage Management, Uplift & DEB and Mixed-Fuel
& Distribution Level Resources (Nov. 14, 2025) (CAISO Presentation), at Slide 45.

7. Provide your organization’s comments regarding Real-Time Uplift and Proposed
Approaches as part of the Uplift & Default Energy Bid (DEB) topic group.
CalCCA supports a real-time uplift approach aligned with the principle discussed in section 5, above. The data
provided by the CAISO and the Department of Market Monitoring clarifies the magnitude of out-of-merit
dispatches resulting from the multi-interval optimization (MIO) and the comparison of net revenues under the
MIO and a counterfactual no-MIO scenario. The overall BCR methodology for storage should consider MIO out-
of-merit dispatches and provide resources make-whole payments if they experience net losses over the day.
However, a specific uplift payment for MIO out-of-merit dispatches without consideration of net losses over the
day, as suggested by some stakeholders, is unnecessary and unsupported.

Instances of MPM may warrant uplift if a resource bids to preserve its output until later in the day, but the bid is
mitigated, causing the resource to be dispatched when it otherwise would not have been. On the other hand,
instances of MPM may not warrant uplift if the resource is rightfully mitigated to avoid the abuse of market
power. For the reasons described in section 11, the CAISO should not cease local MPM for storage assets as a
means to eliminate the need for a real-time uplift mechanism because MPM plays a role in protecting ratepayers
from the exercise of market power.  

8. Provide your organization’s comments regarding the notion of establishing a form of
System SOC target or constraint, including your perspective on how the SOC target should
be established and the relationship this target or constraint would have with market
products.

https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/Comments/AllComments/c9903a4c-a900-47d2-b362-51c768a52e73#org-57fb586b-0cfd-4b02-a180-1b0262593a0f
https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/Comments/AllComments/c9903a4c-a900-47d2-b362-51c768a52e73#org-57fb586b-0cfd-4b02-a180-1b0262593a0f


CalCCA has no comments at this time.

9. Provide your organization’s comments regarding the potential modifications to the storage
DEB to enable the representation of real-time conditions and ease its use across different
geographies.
CalCCA has no comments at this time.

10. Provide your organization’s comments regarding the presentation offered by Pacific Gas &
Electric (PG&E).
CalCCA has no comments at this time.

11. Provide your organization’s comments regarding the presentation offered by Vistra,
including the discussion questions included in their materials.
CalCCA appreciates Vistra’s presentation and acknowledges the challenges with managing use-limited storage
resources in the CAISO market. However, CalCCA does not support exempting storage resources from local
MPM under Vistra’s proposed self-management option. MPM is a critical component of the CAISO’s market
design to prevent suppliers from exerting market power, maintain competitive market outcomes, and ensure just
and reasonable rates for customers. While there are other resource types to which MPM is not applied, these
resources are: (1)  not fully integrated into the CAISO market (e.g., certain investor-owned utility-run load
reduction programs); (2) called upon only in emergencies (e.g., reliability demand response resources); (3) bid
but based on the value to load, with bids being struck primarily where other marginal cost based supply has run
out or load is willing to curtail at a price lower than the marginal resource (e.g. proxy demand response); or (4)
should be subject to MPM pending the development of a DEB (e.g., hybrid resources). The CAISO should
therefore seek to enhance the tools and methodologies used to manage storage resources in the market and
provide uplift payments without exempting the technology from MPM.   

12. Provide your organization’s comments regarding the presentation offered by Cong Chen
Ph.D., Assistant Professor, Thayer School of Engineering, Dartmouth College.
CalCCA has no comments at this time.   

13. Provide your organization’s comments regarding the update provided regarding the high
sustainable limit (to ease the development of comments, please note that a more detailed
review of the proposed guidance is included in the materials presented September 29,
2025).
https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/InitiativeDocuments/Presentation-Storage-Design-and-Modeling-Sep-29-
2025.pdf

CalCCA has no comments at this time.  

14. Provide your organization’s comments regarding the update and materials on outage
reporting for distribution-level resources. This topic will be discussed during the next
stakeholder meeting (scheduled for Dec. 4)
CalCCA supports the CAISO’s proposed changes to this element.   



15. Provide your organization’s comments regarding the materials and upcoming discussion
on the co-located variable energy resource Follow DOT topic. This topic will be discussed
during the next stakeholder meeting (scheduled for Dec. 4).
CalCCA has no comments at this time.   

16. Provide your organization’s comments regarding the upcoming discussion on mixed-fuel
ancillary services. This topic will be discussed during the next stakeholder meeting
(scheduled for Dec. 4).
CalCCA has no comments at this time.   

17. Please provide any additional comments, feedback, or examples in the Nov 12 stakeholder
meeting. You may upload examples or data using the Attachments field below.
CalCCA has no additional comments at this time.   


