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BAMx Comments on CAISO’s 
Old Thermal Generation 

Phase 1 Report 
(2008-2012 Study Results) 

 
The CAISO Phase 1 report provides a lot of good information in a short period of time.  
This is a good start in the further evaluation of reliability of mitigating reliance on old 
thermal generation including once-through-cooled units.  The question of how much, and 
the right mixture of, energy infrastructure - electric generation and transmission - in order 
to maintain reliability is a difficult area to assess.  BAMx believes the Phase 1 report can 
mislead the reader by introducing a system performance metric that has not been used for 
resource planning purposes before and not identifying it as a new evaluation tool.  We 
also believe the stakeholder process leading up to the report was deficient.  We further 
explain those points about the Phase 1 report distributed on March 28, 2008, in the 
following bullet points: 
 
Approach/Study Methodology 

• Resource adequacy and planning reserve margins have historically been 
considered in many forums here in California.  A focal point for the current 
discussion is the state-wide resource adequacy requirement.  The CPUC has been 
the focal point for that debate.  As we understand, the current state policy requires 
Load Serving Entities to satisfy a 15-17 % amount of planning reserve obligations 
and to satisfy zonal and local requirements as adopted yearly by the CPUC.  That 
existing policy of course is subject to change as part of the on-going proceedings 
before the CPUC.  The CAISO’s Planning Reserve Requirements Study (PRRS)1 
will be an important aspect of that debate.  It is unclear if the planning reserve 
analysis contained in this report is part of that debate.  Based upon the above, we 
believe the report should clearly point out to the reader whether or not the 
CAISO operating reserve analysis is or is not a part of the current State 
accepted methodology for determining inadequate supply of resources to 
ensure a reliable electric system in California (it appears to BAMx that it is 
not).  

• Besides pointing out that the discussion on operating reserves and the approach 
utilized (which was stated to be similar to the annual seasonal/summer 
assessments performed by the CAISO) is not an accepted tool for resource 
planning, the CAISO should be clear on why change is needed, what changes 
does it propose, and how it will attempt to obtain support for any changes. In 
other words, why is this methodology appropriate in the context of long-term 
resource and/or transmission planning?  That is, why operating reserves 
requirements, and the probability of not exceeding a 5% and 10% threshold of 

                                                 
1 The CAISO is undertaking the Planning Reserve Requirements Study (PRRS) to evaluate long-term 
planning reserve requirements for its Control Area, using the industry-accepted one day in ten years loss of 
load (LOLE) criterion. The study results will provide the CAISO, the Load Serving Entities (LSEs) within 
its Control Area, State energy regulatory agencies, regional reliability organization and interested 
stakeholders with the understanding of its long-term planning reserve requirements based on industry-
accepted reliability metrics.
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shedding firm load, should be utilized for long-term planning requirements, when 
planning reserve margins (PRM) of 15% have already been identified by the 
CPUC as meeting resource adequacy requirements, notwithstanding the 
probabilistic approach (LOLE) study to PRM being undertaken by the CAISO in 
the PRRS. 

• BAMx believes that this part of the report, although containing important 
information, does not reflect state policy in terms of the amount of generating 
capacity needed to provide a reliable system in 2012. 

 
Stakeholder Process: 

• While the Phase 1 report is dated February 29, 2008, and was posted on the 
CAISO web site on March 4, 2008, there was no stakeholder notice, let alone 
notices to the Study Team of its availability for review until distributed on March 
28, 2008.  

• No notices were provided to the Study Team, or even included in the January 2, 
2008 version of the Study Plan, that an operating reserves assessment and 
probabilities of inadequate supply - using the Supply Adequacy Model (SAM) 
summer assessment approach - would be taken.  The Study Team, however, was 
informed that the long-term LCR study would be extended to provide an interim 
assessment report in Phase 1 by the first quarter of 2008.  The CAISO should, at 
the very least, strive to inform stakeholders of a new study approach, even if the 
intent is to provide an interim report on the study results.  

• Requesting comments within one week of distributing the report, particularly 
where the report introduces a new approach from traditional resource planning 
and/or transmission planning methodologies, is not an open, transparent or 
collaborative approach to assessing future reliability needs.  The CAISO should 
provide additional and sufficient time in order for more robust stakeholder 
involvement. 

 
Report Clarity and Transparency: 

• The Phase 1 report utilized the SAM approach to assess potential impacts of 
taking existing generation out of service.  While the report mentioned that this 
approach is not new and has been utilized for summer assessments in the past by 
the CAISO, the approach is new for long-term planning purposes. 

• The CAISO should further explain the approach, such as via a stakeholder 
meeting, as portions of the report are not easily understood. 

• The narrative in the report, with references to tables and figures, does not appear 
to be correctly referenced.  For example, on page 14, the following sentences 
stated: 

“The bottom portion of Table 5 shows the results of the Supply Adequacy 
Model.  The 14 to 22 percent range is the range of probability of having to 
shed firm load under both the WECC and the Conservative cases. While these 
Cases meet the RA program requirements, the probability of shedding firm 
load, otherwise known as rolling blackouts, is fairly high.” 

However, no indication of these results appears in Table 5.  Additionally, on page 
15, the following was stated: 
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“Because the probabilities for Stage-3 Emergencies in Table 5 were high, the 
study included use of the Supply Adequacy Model to determine the amount of 
capacity that could be taken off line for the 2012 summer and not exceed a 5 
percent and a 10 percent probability of a Stage-3 Emergency.” 

Again, Table 5 has no probabilities indicated, but in fact is labeled as a 
deterministic approach utilizing the planning reserve margin of 15%.  The CAISO 
should carefully review the narratives to assure clear and proper references to the 
appropriate tables and figures in the report are made. 

• Table 7 shows the historic declared emergencies and probabilities of calling 
emergencies in the future.  Please provide an explanation for the derivation of the 
probabilities for calling emergencies in 2008 and 2012. 

 
BAMx appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments on the CAISO Old 
Thermal Generation, Phase 1 Report. 

 3


