


PRR 1656 – Clarifying Nature of Work for generation outages related to distribution utility limitations.

The California Energy Storage Alliance (CESA) continues to oppose PRR 1656 because (1) CAISO has not justified why a distribution charging limitation should be subject to RAAIM penalties, (2) CESA is not aware of any resource adequacy requirement regarding the firmness of charging capability on either the distribution or transmission system, (3) the proposal is discriminatory to distribution interconnected resources because, unlike transmission interconnected resource, N-1 contingencies are not modeled in the CAISO dispatch and require an outage to communicate this information to the CAISO market, and (4) the CAISO has implemented constraints that limit charging of storage resource due to contractual limitation which are not subject to RAAIM penalties.

CAISO claims the reason for revision meets the section 2.4 of the BPM Change Management business practice manual.  This is inaccurate.    The BPM PRR must include “2. Reason for the suggested change [including a statement of “why” it is important].”  The PRR does not explain nor justify why the “ambient due to fuel insufficiency” nature of work is the correct fit. The clarifying language the CAISO is proposing to add to the “ambient due to fuel insufficiency” nature of work could have just as easily been added to “transmission induced” or “technical limitations not in the market model” nature of works.  The CAISO could have also created a new nature of work specific to distribution charging limitations.  What the CAISO has not explained through the BPM process is why using a nature of work that is subject to RAAIM penalties is justified. RAAIM is a mechanism explicitly designed as an incentive to ensure resources either perform their must-offer obligations or provide substitution when they cannot. No evidence has been provided that these resources are not meeting these requirements.

CESA is not aware of resource adequacy requirements regarding the firmness of charging.  Through this BPM change, CAISO is seeking to subject a subset of storage resources to penalties even though there is no resource adequacy requirement.  This is a departure from existing resource adequacy policy.  CAISO cannot unilaterally change the resource adequacy rules for a subset storage resource after resource adequacy contracts for 2026 have been entered into.  CAISO is seeking a resource adequacy policy change through a BPM change which is not allowed under the CAISO tariff.  


Treating distribution interconnected storage differently from transmission interconnected storage under binding N-1 contingencies would be discriminatory. Transmission interconnected storage resources are not required to submit outages when N-1 contingencies are binding in the CAISO market optimization.  This is because these constraints are modeled which prevents the market optimization from scheduling the storage resource to charge.  SCE’s management of its distribution system uses static charging tables to manage N-1 contingencies until its contingency management system (CMS) is operational.  Once SCE’s CMS is operational, if a distribution interconnected resource is instructed not to charge because an N-1 constraint is binding, what nature of work should be used to communicate this charging outage to CAISO?  It would be discriminatory if the chosen nature of work was not exempt from RAAIM penalties in that case. There is no justifiable reason to do differently now.  

Another important example of similarly situated resources is co-located resources that utilize the Off Grid Status Indicator (OGSI).  This market constraint prevents the storage resource from charging from the grid to maintain the investment tax credit.  The OGSI policy states that there shall be no exposure to RAAIM penalties when there is a contractual agreement to prevent charging storage when solar isn’t generating. Consistent policy application would therefore require a RAAIM exempt nature of work in the case of the distribution interconnected resources with contractual charging limitations impacted by this PRR.

Conversations with CAISO staff have highlighted that there are many unanswered policy questions related to this PRR.  As such, this PRR is not simply a clarification and should be withdrawn.  The appropriate venue to address policy changes related to RAAIM is Track 2 of the Resource Adequacy Modeling and Program Design initiative.   The issues related to this PRR are exactly the type of questions in scope of that initiative. It is irresponsible for the CAISO to make a BPM change as significant as this one without due process. 





