January 7, 2026
BPM Change Management Coordinator
California Independent System Operator (CAISO)
Email: BPM_CM@caiso.com
Subject: Comments Opposing PRR 1656 — Classification of Charging Restrictions and RAAIM Applicability
Dear CAISO BPM Change Management Coordinator,
We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on Proposed Revision Request (PRR) 1656. We oppose the proposed BPM change and request that CAISO withdraw PRR 1656 and restart the process with full stakeholder engagement. 
1. Charging Constraints Stem from Operationally Assumed Transmission Outages 
Charging constraints imposed on resources are frequently driven by “assumed” worst case transmission equipment outages that often do not reflect the actual system conditions.  For instance, utilities may assume certain equipment is always out of service due to the absence of real-time monitoring or reporting systems. This operational gap results in resources being artificially restricted from charging, regardless of the true system condition. Penalizing resources under RAAIM for outages that are assumed and often an inaccurate reflection of true system conditions, is fundamentally unjust and outside the control of resource owners. We respectfully request that CAISO take time and perform technical diligence to fully understand the constraints behind charging restrictions.  We believe that through such technical diligence CAISO would discover that most of these constraints restricting resources from charging are due to an operationally assumed transmission outage and should be classified accordingly because they do not reflect the actual system conditions, are outside of resources’ control, and result in the artificial restriction of resources’ ability to charge due to the discrepancy between “assumed” and actual system conditions.
2. Correct Outage Classification: Transmission Induced 
CAISO’s Outage Management BPM § 3.4 states that “Transmission Induced” is the appropriate nature of work when transmission or distribution equipment outage curtails generator output. When charging restrictions are issued solely because a utility assumes an outage, rather than any actual equipment failure, these constraints should be classified as “Transmission Induced”. CAISO’s responses to other comments indicate that this category applies only if an actual equipment failure on the transmission or distribution system drives the charging restriction.  However, the language of § 3.4 does not indicate that it must be an actual equipment failure but rather refers broadly to an “equipment outage” which would encompass an assumed outage based upon the transmission owner’s operational practices. 



For illustration, consider the following two scenarios:
Scenario 1: Physical Transmission Outage
A transformer on the transmission system trips offline and real-time monitoring is lost. The transmission owner notifies CAISO and all affected resources. As a result, a generator or storage resource is unable to charge or deliver energy. This event is reported as a “Transmission Induced” outage, which is RAAIM-exempt because it is outside the resource’s control.
Scenario 2: Operationally Assumed Transmission Outage 
In another case, the transmission owner lacks real-time monitoring for a transformer. To ensure system reliability, the transmission owner conservatively assumes the transformer is always out of service and reflects this in the static charging table for affected resources. The resource is prevented from charging, not because of an actual equipment failure but because of this operational assumption. The effect on the resource is identical: it cannot charge due to a transmission system constraint outside its control; however, if both cases are not considered “Transmission Induced”, then the results are different in that the resource is exempt from RAAIM penalties in one instance but subject to RAAIM penalties in the other.
Key Point:
In both scenarios, the resource is curtailed due to a transmission system limitation, not because of any deficiency or limitation of the resource itself. The only difference is whether the outage is observed in real time or operationally assumed, regardless of the actual system conditions, due to lack of monitoring. The operational impact and lack of resource control are the same. Therefore, both situations should be classified as “Transmission Induced” outages under the BPM, not as “Ambient due to Fuel Insufficiency.”
3. Technical Limit Not in Market Model: The Appropriate Second Choice
If, for any reason, “Transmission Induced” is not selected, the next most appropriate category is “Technical Limit Not in Market Model.” This classification is specifically designed for situations where a resource is unavailable due to technical limitations that are not captured in the CAISO market model—most notably, when a constraint is imposed because the transmission owner assumes an outage on a piece of equipment due to lack of real-time monitoring or modeling. In these cases, the system is not reflecting actual conditions, but rather an operational assumption, and no actual outage is entered for the affected equipment. If CAISO does not agree that an actual outage is driving the constraint, then by definition it is a technical limit resulting from the absence of proper modeling or visibility in the market system. Distribution charging limitations, arising from static charging tables, operational assumptions, or constraints not modeled in the market—fit squarely within this definition. By using this category, CAISO ensures that resources are not unfairly penalized for limitations outside their control and that outage reporting accurately reflects the true cause. Importantly, this approach maintains the integrity of market operations and avoids the misapplication of “Ambient due to Fuel Insufficiency,” which is intended for genuine fuel or environmental limitations and does not reflect the technical realities faced by storage resources. For these reasons, “Technical Limit Not in Market Model” is far superior to “Ambient due to Fuel Insufficiency” and should be the clear second choice for outage classification.
The “Ambient due to Fuel Insufficiency” category is intended for genuine fuel or environmental limitations such as lack of water, wind, sun, or actual fuel supply interruptions. In this scenario, the resource is not facing any such limitation; it is ready and able to charge but is prevented from doing so solely because of a system-level constraint imposed by the transmission owner’s operational practices. This classification is not just slightly inaccurate, it is fundamentally misaligned with the intent of the category and bears no resemblance to the actual conditions, making its use wholly inappropriate. Applying this category would not accurately reflect the true cause of the outage and could cause reporting confusion, masking true fuel availability issues. Misclassifying outages as “Ambient due to Fuel Insufficiency” when fuel is available compromises accurate tracking of true fuel limitations and introduces errors in system performance assessments, reducing the ability to identify genuine fuel-related constraints
4. Additional Substantive Matters 
• BPM Integrity: The integrity of CAISO’s market rules depends on accurate reporting of outage causes. Stretching the definition of “Ambient due to Fuel Insufficiency” to cover a transmission system constraint could set a precedent for inconsistent application of outage categories beyond this one change. In contrast, classifying these constraints as “Transmission Induced” is logical and consistent with the BPM’s regulatory framework and follows established industry practices and understanding.
• RA Changes: RA policy changes must be made through the appropriate stakeholder and tariff processes—not through a BPM change. The CAISO tariff does not permit substantive RA policy changes via BPM revisions. Attempting to subject a subset of storage resources to new RA penalties through PRR 1656 constitutes a policy change that requires full stakeholder engagement and a formal tariff amendment process. 
•  The current challenges around firm charging are rooted in the ongoing delays to the Distributed Energy Resource Management System (DERMS) rollout by the utility. DERMS was originally intended to modernize grid operations and enable firm charging for energy storage resources, with initial implementation targeted for 2025–2026 as reported as late as October 2023. However, annual updates show that this timeline has slipped and there is still no firm date for higher voltages. In response to these delays, the provider is working to expand the existing Constraint Management System (CMS) and develop new optimization capabilities, with a goal of having these solutions online in 2027. This history is critical: the absence of firm charging is not a result of generator choice, but a direct consequence of delayed technology delivery. CAISO should initiate a formal stakeholder process to ensure all parties fully understand this history.
In summary: The core issue is that these outages are driven by a transmission constraint, not by any fuel or environmental limitation. If clarity is needed between whether the transmission outage is actual or operationally assumed, it should fall under one of the two appropriate categories: “Transmission Induced” or, alternatively, “Technical Limit Not in Market Model.” Applying “Ambient due to Fuel Insufficiency” is wholly inappropriate because it misrepresents the true cause and undermines accurate classification. Proper categorization ensures transparency and fairness while aligning with the BPM framework and industry standards.
 Respectfully submitted,
       Michael Russ, P.E.
 Vice President, Interconnection  
          Strata Clean Energy
