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1. Please provide your organization’s feedback on the presentation by the Department of
Market Monitoring and the following discussion on analysis and how to evaluate options
for improving auction efficiency.
The California Community Choice Association (CalCCA) provides these comments on behalf of its member
Community Choice Aggregators (CCAs) that are load serving entities (LSEs) within the California Independent
System Operator (CAISO) system. The Department of Market Monitoring’s  (DMM) presentation on “Willing
Seller Congestion Revenue Rights (CRR) Auction Design” helps to clarify the willing seller proposal’s potential
impacts on LSEs and their participation in the auction. In its analysis, DMM finds that of the CRRs bought or sold
by LSEs, 83 percent would have continued to clear if the willing seller model were adopted.  While this statistic is
helpful, it still leaves two questions that must be answered.

First, LSEs need to understand what portion of the 83 percent would have cleared under the willing seller
mechanism with a counterparty that is an LSE, a generator, a marketer, or a financial entity?

Second, DMM has posited that the amount available for allocation under the willing seller proposal would
increase for two reasons: (1) the amount of global derates could be reduced; and (2) the amount held for the
auction at the conclusion of allocation rounds would no longer be held. To allow LSEs to determine the net
impact of the proposal, the DMM should evaluate the quantity of additional megawatts (MW) that would have
been allocated based on the additional availability and known allocation requests. This amount can then be
compared to the 17 percent of LSE auction CRRs that did not clear. 

2. Please provide your organization’s feedback on the discussion of how to group the
potential enhancements into packages of complementary changes. Does your organization
have a preference for any of the three hypothetical packages, preferred modifications to
any of the packages, or an entirely new package to propose? Please provide your rationale
for how any preferred package addresses the goals and problem statements developed by
the working group.
The CAISO should pursue all three packages listed in the DMM presentation. Each addresses revenue
adequacy and auction efficiency in varying methods and degrees. Since there is still insufficient information to
prioritize one package over any other, the CAISO should continue to explore all three. The field of options can
be narrowed once more data has been provided, including the data requested in question 1, above, by CalCCA.

3. If the initiative were to have multiple phases, what feedback does your organization have
on the timing of reforms? Does your organization have any feedback on how to balance
consideration of long-term reforms with immediate enhancements?
The CAISO should move forward expeditiously with refinements to time-of-use (TOU) periods and storage as a
sink, especially if the timeframe for evaluation and implementation of options to address revenue sufficiency and
auction efficiency is anticipated to be lengthy. Delaying important changes like the TOU, which can better reflect
current grid congestion, and storage as a sink, for which the process is presently discriminatory, should not be
delayed by reforms to the allocation structure and auction process.  While implementation of all reforms in a
timely manner is preferred, it is apparent that the revenue sufficiency and auction efficiency topic are far more
controversial with more options for resolution than the TOU and storage as a sink items. In addition, the TOU
and storage as a sink items are largely independent of the revenue sufficiency and auction efficiency topics.[1] 
Any future changes to these latter two items will impact all CRRs including any changes made to the TOU and
storage as a sink elements.
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[1]            The storage as a sink element has caused some concern that making additional sinks available in the
auction could exacerbate revenue sufficiency. At a minimum, the equity allowing pumped storage hydro as a sink
in the allocation and auction while not allowing any other form of storage to serve as a sink must be addressed
quickly and should not be delayed for larger revenue sufficiency and auction efficiency proposals. 

4. Please provide your organization’s feedback on the product definition portion of the
discussion.
CalCCA provides feedback on three points below: (1) the CRR program should continue to follow Pacific
Standard Time (PST) and Pacific Daylight Time (PDT) through the calendar year; (2) CalCCA addresses points
raised by the DMM regarding the need for clarification on whether pumped storage hydro being eligible for
CRRs; and (3) CalCCA reiterates its prior comments on the ability to use stand alone storage as a sink in the
auction and allocation process.

First, the CAISO should continue to follow hourly through the calendar year as defined by PST and PDT. While
congestion patterns may shift slightly (by one hour), treating the CRR product consistent with other products that
recognize the switch between PST and PDT such as the ICE forward solar product is preferable to changing the
hours of CRRs twice per year. 

Second, CalCCA addresses points raised by the DMM in their February 6, 2026 comments regarding the original
implementation of CRRs and pumped storage hydro (PSH) being assessed the transmission access charge
(TAC). The CAISO later exempted pumped storage hydro load from paying the TAC in compliance with FERC
Order 841. DMM goes on to state that the CAISO should clarify whether pumped storage hydro should continue
to be eligible for CRRs after the TAC changes associated with Order 841. 

DMM raises a valid issue and the CAISO must clarify its intent. The CAISO should strongly consider that the use
of storage to serve customer load has become a significant resource.  The California Energy Commission (CEC)
states that 16,942 MW of storage were in use statewide in 2025 and the amount of storage is expected to grow
to 52,000 MW by 2045.[1] This storage is being used to hold excess energy from renewable resources in the
middle of the day and then discharge to serve load at night. Given this fundamental change in how LSEs serve
load, the congestion exposure is the sum of congestion from generation to storage and then from storage to
load. The CAISO should consider the total congestion exposure to customers when determining the eligible
sinks.

In addition, the DMM correctly notes that there is a difference between making storage and eligible sink and
using the load at storage as eligible load for determining the amount of CRRs provided. If storage is made an
eligible sink, the quantity of CRRs should still be limited to the total amount of end use load served by the LSE.
Using storage charging to calculate eligible load would double count the load of the LSE and should be avoided. 

Third, CalCCA reiterates its prior comments on the ability to use stand alone storage as a sink in the auction and
allocation process. The CAISO should allow CRRs to sink at all storage, regardless of technology, in the
allocation process in addition to the auction process. Presently, the CAISO allows CRRs to sink at PSH nodes in
the allocation process.[2] This provision was established during the implementation of CRRs when the only
storage on the system was PSH. The technological shift to other forms of storage, including battery-based,
compressed-air, gravity-based, or other methods, has simply made the current tariff provision outdated. During
initial development, the CAISO recognized that the only form of storage at the time (i.e., PSH in 2006 when the
Market Redesign and Technology Upgrade (MRTU) tariff was adopted) was a legitimate sink for an LSE to
hedge congestion risk. Today, the CAISO should allow all forms of storage to serve as sinks in the allocation, as
LSEs are contracting with or own such resources. Whether the technology is PSH or another form of storage,
the congestion risk faced is identical.  

During the stakeholder meeting, an issue was raised as to whether storage paid the TAC. The point was raised
of whether LSEs should be allowed to nominate a sink point that does not pay the TAC, on the principle that
LSEs are allocated CRRs because their load pays for the transmission system to exist. While storage does not
pay the TAC, neither does PSH.[3]  While storage does not pay the TAC, the storage is used by an LSE to



hedge the two-legged congestion risk[4] to the load that does pay the TAC. Indeed, this has been the case with
PSH from the beginning, as it has been an eligible sink for CRRs and has not paid the TAC.  

For these reasons, the CAISO should treat all forms of storage consistently. The CAISO should allow LSEs to
sink to nodes of any storage technology during the allocation process. This will correct the current discrimination
occurring by allowing only a subset of LSEs and storage resources of a particular type to obtain CRRs in the
allocation process.

 

[1]            See https://www.energy.ca.gov/data-reports/energy-almanac/california-electricity-data/california-
energy-storage-system-survey

[2]            CAISO Tariff Section 36.8.2.

[3]            CAISO Tariff Section 26.1.

[4]            Load faces congestion risk when the generation occurs to charge the battery and again when the
battery is later discharged to serve load. These legs involve different nodes, generation to storage and storage
to load, as well as different times, typically from generation to storage during the solar irradiation hours and from
storage to load in the evening and morning ramp periods.
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