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I. INTRODUCTION 

The California Community Choice Association1 (CalCCA) appreciates Energy Division’s 
efforts to develop a thoughtful unforced capacity (UCAP) proposal (the Proposal) and host a 
productive discussion at the Workshop.2 CalCCA continues to support the California Public 
Utilities Commission’s (Commission) development of a UCAP counting methodology for 
thermal and storage resources. A UCAP methodology has the potential to: (1) provide better 
incentives for performance of maintenance on resources to support reliable resource operation; 
(2) allow load serving entities to assess the reliability of specific resources when making 
contracting decisions rather than spreading forced outage rates through the planning reserve 
margin (PRM); and (3) simplify the resource adequacy (RA) program and transition away from 
complex and ineffective Resource Adequacy Availability Incentive Mechanism (RAAIM) and 
forced outage substitution rules.  

CalCCA generally supports the Proposal, including the proposed use of the California 
Independent System Operator’s (CAISO) Outage Management System data to ensure a complete 
set of forced outage data. In addition, CalCCA supports the calculation of forced outage rates 
based upon the availability assessment hours. Finally, CalCCA supports using class averages to 
provide a complete data set for new resources. 

Before the Commission adopts a UCAP methodology, however, several open issues must 
be resolved. Specifically, the Commission should:  

• Quantify UCAP’s impacts to the PRM to ensure that the adoption of UCAP will 
result in equal and opposite adjustments to qualifying capacity (QC) and the PRM; 

 

1  California Community Choice Association represents the interests of 24 community choice 
electricity providers in California: Apple Valley Choice Energy, Ava Community Energy, Central Coast 
Community Energy, Clean Energy Alliance, Clean Power Alliance of Southern California, CleanPowerSF, 
Desert Community Energy, Energy For Palmdale’s Independent Choice, Lancaster Energy, Marin Clean 
Energy, Orange County Power Authority, Peninsula Clean Energy, Pico Rivera Innovative Municipal 
Energy, Pioneer Community Energy, Pomona Choice Energy, Rancho Mirage Energy Authority, Redwood 
Coast Energy Authority, San Diego Community Power, San Jacinto Power, San José Clean Energy, Santa 
Barbara Clean Energy, Silicon Valley Clean Energy, Sonoma Clean Power, and Valley Clean Energy. 
2  Workshop on Unforced Capacity Methodology and Preliminary Results (Nov. 3, 2025) 
(Workshop). Workshop Slides: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-
division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/resource-
adequacy-history/r23-10-011/2025-11-03-ra-workshop-on-ucap-final.pdf.  

https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/resource-adequacy-history/r23-10-011/2025-11-03-ra-workshop-on-ucap-final.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/resource-adequacy-history/r23-10-011/2025-11-03-ra-workshop-on-ucap-final.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/resource-adequacy-history/r23-10-011/2025-11-03-ra-workshop-on-ucap-final.pdf
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• Coordinate with the CAISO to clearly define nature-of-work outage codes for 
UCAP purposes, model known resource characteristics when possible, and reflect 
capacity unavailability due to forced outages; and 

• Further explore historical reporting of ambient derates due to temperature to 
ensure UCAP values appropriately consider overlapping outages. 

In addition, these comments respond to Energy Division’s discussion questions regarding 
how UCAP should be used in planning, operations, and contracting.3 Specifically, CalCCA 
recommends the Commission:  

• Urge the CAISO to adopt a must-offer obligation consistent with a resource’s 
capability rather than its UCAP value; 

• Establish a coordinated process with the CAISO for applying forced outage rates 
and deliverability adjustments to resource’s installed capacity (ICAP); and 

• Minimize impacts to existing contracts to the extent practical.  

II. COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSAL  

A. UCAP Impacts to the PRM Must be Quantified Before Its Adoption to 
Ensure Equal and Opposite Adjustments to QCs and the PRM 

The Commission should quantify UCAP impacts on the PRM to ensure the adoption of 
UCAP will result in equal and opposite adjustments to QC and the PRM. Capacity accreditation 
and the PRM are inextricably linked. When using UCAP capacity accreditation, the Commission 
must ensure that the PRM does not cover forced outages because they are already accounted for 
in resources’ QC. 

Decision (D.) 25-06-048 orders Energy Division to continue coordination with the CAISO 
to develop a final UCAP framework and to “calculate the estimated impact of UCAP on resource 
counting and to the PRM for procurement.”4 During the Workshop, Energy Division presented 
estimated impacts of UCAP on resource counting at an aggregate level and stated that it is 
continuing efforts to identify the impact of the Proposal on the PRM. CalCCA supports continued 
work on the PRM to identify how the PRM would be impacted before the Commission adopts a 

 

3  See Workshop Slides, at 65-70.  
4  D.25-06-048, Decision Adopting Local Capacity Obligations for 2026-2028, Flexible Capacity 
Obligations for 2026, and Program Refinements, Rulemaking (R.) 23-10-011 (June 26, 2025), Ordering 
Paragraph 7: https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M571/K237/571237404.PDF.  

mailto:info@cal-cca.org
https://cal-cca.org/
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M571/K237/571237404.PDF
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UCAP methodology. Once available, the Commission should vet the results of its assessment 
with parties to ensure the impacts of UCAP on QC values and the PRM are in alignment.  

B. The Commission and CAISO Should Seek to Clearly Define Nature-of-Work 
Outage Codes for UCAP Purposes, Model Known Resource Characteristics 
When Possible, and Reflect Capacity Unavailability Due to Forced Outages 

When determining which nature-of-work outage codes to include in the UCAP 
calculation, the Commission and CAISO should coordinate to: (1) clearly define nature-of-work 
outage codes for UCAP purposes; (2) model known resource characteristics, when possible, 
rather than including them in the UCAP calculation; and (3) reflect capacity unavailability due to 
forced outages. In its Workshop presentation, Energy Division presented a list of nature-of-work 
outage codes that are included and not included in its UCAP calculations. CalCCA provides the 
following recommendations regarding these codes. 

First, some nature-of-work outage codes are not defined sufficiently to understand 
whether they should be included in the UCAP calculation. For example, the “Unit Supporting 
Start-Up” code could reflect a known resource characteristic, as described below, or may 
represent a characteristic not represented in the CAISO modeling. In some cases, the start-up of a 
resource at the same site as another resource may use power from the operating resource to start 
the other. In such cases, the CAISO should know about this interdependence just as it knows of 
operating restrictions for multi-stage generators. If the CAISO is not aware of such a restriction, 
the better result would be for the CAISO to include that data in their market model rather than be 
surprised by an outage that could have been anticipated.  

It is also unclear whether the “Metering/Telemetry,” “Remote Terminal Unit,” “Inter-
Control Center Communications Protocol” result in capacity derates or not. If a communications 
related outage affects the direct output of the generator and/or its ability to be dispatched by the 
CAISO, then it should be included in UCAP. The Commission and the CAISO should define 
each nature-of-work code for UCAP purposes and review each code and its definition with 
stakeholders to determine if it should be applied to UCAP values.  

Second, some nature-of-work outage codes appear to reflect known resource 
characteristics that the Commission and CAISO should seek to model, rather than include them 
in the UCAP calculation. For example, “Technical Limitations Not in the Market Model” and 
“Transitional Limitations” are used to reflect resources’ design capabilities to prevent infeasible 
dispatches. Further, it is not clear that these outages are limiting the NQC of the resource or 
limiting some other factor for the resource. For example, the Transitional Limitations may be a 
circumstance in which the resource is taking longer to get through a transition that what the 
model would ordinarily predict but it will not ultimately limit the NQC of the resource. When 
possible, the Commission and CAISO should seek to model known resource characteristics 
rather than including them in the resource’s UCAP calculation so that UCAP is reflective of the 
resource’s true availability.  

mailto:info@cal-cca.org
https://cal-cca.org/
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Third, some nature-of-work codes appear to reflect characteristics other than capacity and 
therefore may not be appropriate to include in a resource’s QC. Specifically, the “Ramp Rate” 
nature-of-work code5 appears to reflect a decrease in the amount a resource can ramp, rather than 
the amount of capacity a resource can provide. While this may be something to consider when 
determining the amount of flexible RA a resource can provide, it does not affect the amount of 
capacity a resource can provide. Therefore, this code should not be included in the UCAP 
calculation.  

C. Historical Reporting of Ambient Derates Due to Temperature Should be 
Further Evaluated to Ensure the UCAP Methodology Appropriately 
Considers Overlapping Outages  

The Commission should further explore the historical data reflecting ambient derates due 
to temperature to ensure the Proposal accurately accounts for resources’ availability when there 
are overlapping ambient derates and forced outages. Energy Division proposes to use separate 
calculations for ambient derates due to temperature and other types of forced outages. Energy 
Division will then combine the calculations to derive the UCAP value. While this approach 
seems reasonable, the Commission should further explore how ambient derates due to 
temperature have been reported historically, to ensure overlapping outages are appropriately 
reflected in the UCAP value.  

CalCCA agrees with commenters at the Workshop that more discussion is needed about 
how to treat overlapping ambient derates due to temperature and other forced outages. For 
example, if there is a resource with a 100 megawatts (MW) Pmax, a two percent forced outage 
rate, and a 10 percent ambient derate, should the resource’s UCAP equal 90 MW or 88 MW? 
Discussion during the Workshop suggests that further investigation into the data used to 
calculate forced outage rates and ambient derates is warranted to ensure overlapping outages are 
accounted for in a manner that accurately reflects the availability of the resource.  

III. RESPONSE TO ENERGY DIVISION’S QUESTIONS REGARDING UCAP 
APPLICABILTIY  

A. The Commission Should Urge the CAISO to Adopt a Must-Offer Obligation 
Consistent with a Resource’s Capability Rather Than Its UCAP Value 

A resource’s must-offer obligation should be consistent with its total shown capability, 
not its UCAP value. Some parties at the Workshop seemed to suggest otherwise. These 

 

5  The CAISO defines a “Ramp Rate” nature-of-work outage code as an adjustment to the ramp rate 
value for a resource[;] value must be between the minimum and maximum values defined for the resource.” 
See CAISO, Business Practice Manual for Outage Management, Version 31 (June 30, 2025), at 24: 
https://bpmcm.caiso.com/BPM%20Document%20Library/Business%20Practice%20Manual%20for%20BP
M%20Change%20Management/Outage%20Management%20BPM_Version_31_Clean.docx.  

mailto:info@cal-cca.org
https://cal-cca.org/
https://bpmcm.caiso.com/BPM%20Document%20Library/Business%20Practice%20Manual%20for%20BPM%20Change%20Management/Outage%20Management%20BPM_Version_31_Clean.docx
https://bpmcm.caiso.com/BPM%20Document%20Library/Business%20Practice%20Manual%20for%20BPM%20Change%20Management/Outage%20Management%20BPM_Version_31_Clean.docx
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suggestions obviate the benefits of a UCAP framework by not requiring resources to bid their 
full capability.  

A resource’s must-offer obligation should be consistent with the entire amount of 
shown capacity that is available (i.e., not on forced outage). For example, if a 100-MW 
resource with a 5 percent forced outage rate is shown for its full 95 MW of UCAP NQC, then 
it must then bid 100 MW of capacity into CAISO’s markets when the resource is not on 
outage. This must-offer obligation is necessary to ensure sufficient capacity is available to the 
system at all times by accounting for the fact that some resources will be on forced outage and 
some will not. This is consistent with other markets that use UCAP and require energy market 
offers to the amount of ICAP.6 

Absent this requirement, resources would need to be available 100 percent of the time to 
their UCAP values, which is an unreasonable assumption. In the alternative, substitute capacity 
would need to be provided, which defeats one of the purposes of UCAP to ensure the market is 
offered the full amount of required RA.  

This is conceptually similar to effective load carrying capability (ELCC) or exceedance 
values. Those values represent an expected output based on the installed capacity. The ELCC or 
exceedance value does not replace the must-offer obligation. If it did, the system would never 
obtain the full value of the ELCC or exceedance. Therefore, requiring bidding up to the full 
amount of shown capacity that is available is consistent with the must-offer obligation for 
variable energy resources. For example, a solar resource’s pMax is derated using the exceedance 
methodology to obtain the QC. A solar resource’s must-offer obligation is its entire availability, 
not its derated amount. This ensures that overall, the solar resource provides enough capacity to 
derive the static exceedance value. 

B. A Coordinated Commission and CAISO Process Should be Adopted for 
Applying Forced Outage Rates and Deliverability Adjustments to a 
Resource’s ICAP 

Energy Division asked the Workshop participants to discuss when UCAP should be used 
in planning and operations and when it should not.7 CalCCA agrees with Energy Division that, 
“UCAP should not be used in deliverability feasibility studies because the unit will not always 

 

6  “Generators that are Capacity Resources and have an RPM or FRR commitment for the next 
Operating Day and are self-scheduling shall submit offer data in the event that they are called upon during 
emergency procedures. Such offers shall be based on the ICAP equivalent of the cleared UCAP capacity 
commitment.” PJM Manual 11: Energy & Ancillary Services Market Operations at 27: 
https://www.pjm.com/-/media/DotCom/documents/manuals/m11.pdf.  
7  Workshop Slides, at 66-69. 

mailto:info@cal-cca.org
https://cal-cca.org/
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have a forced outage, and it will have an output higher than UCAP such as pMax or [net 
deliverable capacity].”8  

To do this, the QC should be derated by the UCAP. Deliverability will then be applied to 
a QC after the UCAP and may further derate the resource if it is not fully deliverable. For 
example, if a 100-MW resource has a 10 percent derate due to UCAP, and during the 
interconnection process, the resource was fully deliverable, the ICAP would be equal to 100 MW 
and the UCAP would be 90 MW. Since up to 100 MW is deliverable, the most binding constraint 
is the UCAP. Therefore, the resource’s NQC would be 90 MWs. As a second example, suppose 
the same resource was only partially deliverable at 50 percent. In this case, the ICAP would be 
100 MW, the UCAP would be 90 MW and the NQC would be 50 MW to reflect the 
deliverability constraint as the most binding.  

C. UCAP’s Impacts on Existing Contracts Should be Limited to the Extent 
Practical  

Energy Division also asked parties to describe how (if at all) will existing and future 
contracts need to change to pass on the performance incentive of the UCAP framework.9 To the 
extent practical, the Commission should seek to minimize impacts on existing contracts. The 
Commission should, therefore, seek to use existing terminology as those terms are often used in 
formulating contracts. To do this, the QC should be derated by the UCAP and NQC should 
remain the value that can be purchased and shown for RA.  

IV. CONCLUSION 

CalCCA thanks the Commission for the productive conversation during the Workshop 
and urges the Commission to consider the recommendations herein.  

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 

Leanne Bober, 
Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy General Counsel 
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION 

cc: Service Lists: R.23-10-011 and R.25-10-003 

 

8  Workshop Slides, at 66.  
9  Id. at 70.  
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