&> California ISO

Stakeholder Comments
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The ISO received comments on the topics discussed at the August 5, 2019 stakeholder call from the following:

©CoNoTrWNE

8minute Solar Energy

Avangrid Renewable

American Wind Energy Association - California (AW EA-California)
Bay Area Municipal Transmission group (BAMXx)

California Wind Energy Association (CalWEA)

EDF-Renewables (EDF-R)

EDP Renewables North America LLC (EDPR NA)

First Solar

GLW

. Golden State Clean Energy (GSCE)

. Intersect Power

.LSA

. LS Power

. NextEra

. Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E)

. Southern California Edison (SCE)

. San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E)

. The Cities of Anaheim, Azusa, Banning, Colton, Pasadena and Riverside (Six Cities)
19.

sPower

Copies of the comments submitted are located on the generation deliverability assessment page at:

http://www.caiso.com/informed/Pages/StakeholderProcesses/GenerationDeliverabilityAssessment.aspx

The following are the ISO’s responses to the comments.
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1.

8minute Solar Energy
Submitted by: Ali Chowdhury

No

Comment Submitted

CAISO Response

1a

Comment Summary

8minute Solar Energy (8minute Solar) appreciates the opportunityto provide
commentson the CAISO’s revised Deliverability Assessment Methodology
incorporating 2018 Stakeholder comments. 8minute Solar notes a significant
improvementin this revised documentas compared to the one issuedin 2018.
However, 8minute solar observes that Solar-Battery Hybrid projects and

Standalone Battery projects are not very well addressed in the currentproposal.

Specific comments and questions follow:

Please see the Draft Final Proposal and the more specific referralsin
the subsequentresponsesbelow. The ISO considers these issues
have been addressed.

1b

CAISO presentation on 8/5 Stakeholder meeting, Page 19, HSN Assumptions.
The table is missing assumptions for Battery as well as Hybrids output. The
SSN timings of 18-22 are the timings when batteries will kickin to maintain
solaroutput to 100% level. How is CAISO planning to model Hybrid projectsin
the study base cases?

Please see section 4 of the Draft Final Proposal

1c

Page 20 of the same presentation: Will 20% exceedance level applyto hybrids
also? If not, whatoutput level willbe modeled for hybrids?

Please see section 4 of the Draft Final Proposal

1d

Page 21 of the same presentation, SSN Assumptions, Hybrids and Standalone
Batteries are missingin the table. What output level is CAISO considering for
Hybrids?

Please see section 4 of the Draft Final Proposal

1e

Page 21, even though Pmax set to 50% exceedance for PV plantis a good
assumption, it may not be accurate for Hybrid projectwhichis committed to
keep PV output to full 100% level for designated numberofhours. What are
CAISO thoughts on that?

Please see section 4 of the Draft Final Proposal

1f

How will Hybrid projectbe modeled under off-peak Deliverability Assessment?

Please see section 5.4 of the Draft Final Proposal

19

Page 37 of the above presentation, Assumptions for Hybrid is missing.

Page 37, since solaris modeled at68%, would it not be better to use the
remaining outputto charge the battery if itis a Hybrid?

Please see section 5.4 of the Draft Final Proposal
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1h | While modeling for off-peak Deliverability Assessment, would it not be betterto | Please see section 5.4 of the Draft Final Proposal
put battery of the Hybrid inthe charge mode to add more load to the system
and avoid generation surplus? T his could also minimize or eliminate
transmission overloads due to excessive generation?

1i | Page 42, Steps to Mitigate Overloads: T hese are perfectcommon-sense steps | Specific study assumption depend on the specific studyscenario being
to mitigate overloads. Would CAISO considerapplying these steps in its Annual | studied, but generallythe ISO would follow these steps inthe TPP
Transmission Plan studies, Reliabilitystudies and other internal studies as studies.
well?

1j | CAISO has mentioned CPUC’s ELCC approach several timesin this document | Please see section 4 of the Draft Final Proposal. Please note that

Butit seemslike CAISO is using 20% and 50% Exceedance levelsinits On-
Peak studiesand a different level for off-peak studies. At what stage does
CAISO use ELCCin its Deliverability Assessment?

ELCC values are a cumulative impactofa range of outputs over a
period of time, and do not representa suitable dispatch level for
deterministic tests based on allowing thatrange of outputs to be
achievedto serve load.
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2. Avangrid Renewables

Submitted by: Margaret Miller

No

Comment Submitted

CAISO Response

2a

Avangrid Renewables appreciates the opportunityto commenton the on the
CAISO Generation Deliverability Assessment Straw Proposal.

Avangrid Renewables supports the proposed changes to the deliverability
methodologythat will better align with the timing of critical system need and the
CPUC’sELCC methodology. T he existing deliverabilityassessmentis overly
conservative andis not reflective of currentgrid requirements. Avangrid
Renewables recommends thatmodifications to the deliverabilityassessmentbe
implemented as soon as possible and not be delayed if more discussions are
ultimatelyneeded to address curtailmentconcerns.

Avangrid Renewablesis not opposed to moving forward with modifying the
deliverability methodologyin tandem with a solution to address the increased
risk of renewable generation curtailment. Either Option 4 or Option 5 as
proposed by the CAISO could be feasible alternatives with some modifications.

Please see the Draft Final Proposal

2b

Avangrid Renewables outlines the following concerns and recommendations to
the CAISO specific to these proposals:

While the funding of off-peak or OPDS upgrades will be optional in the CAISO’s
interconnection process, itis likely that off takers will require the funding of
these upgradesin contractsif Option 4 or especiallyOption 5is adopted.
Avangrid Renewables is not opposed to this requirementbeing shifted from the
CAISO’s interconnection process to the commercial side ofthe business.
Ultimately, under Option 5as currentlyproposed, itis likely that development
projects would all end up with the same curtailmentpriorityunless they electto
be energyonly.

Please see section 4 of the Draft Final Proposal. For clarity, the
proposal is considered to hold meriteven if all generation seeks OPDS,
as that results in the implications of minimizing excessive curtailment
through interconnections atthose locations being studied, and can be
taken into accountin procurementprocesses.

2c

Based on available data on the CAISO’s website, it appears that CAISO
engagesin uneconomic adjustmentsinfrequently. The CAISO has curtailed 5,
851 MWHs of self schedules to address local congestion yearto date as
compared to 386,345 MWHslocal economicand 319,083 system economic.
Going forward the market should provide incentives for resources to
economicallybid and move away from self-scheduling to the fullest extent

Please see section 4 of the Draft Final Proposal
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possible so one would hope that the need for the CAISO to curtail
selfschedules should decrease overtime. T hatbeing said, it is unclear how
much value the OPDS curtailment prioritywould really offer and whether it
could create adverse incentives.
2d | It seemsflawed that new projects that have FCDS would have a lower Please see section 4 of the Draft Final Proposal. T he purpose ofthe
curtailmentprioritythan those that choose to fund additional OPDS upgrades OPDSis more focused on the curtailmentissue than on the ability of
considering thatthe OPDS upgrades will be small and not critical for the resources to provide resource adequacycapacityat other times.
deliverability.
2e | ltisunclearwhy Option4 does not allow upgrades to be fully funded but Option | Please see the Draft Final Proposal
5does.
UnderOption 4 and 5 developers mustmake an election to fund upgrades
before costs are known.
2f | Considering the concerns described above, Avangrid proposes the following Please see section 4 of the Draft Final Proposal

modifications to the proposals for consideration bythe CAISO:
¢ Adopt Option4 and allow local network upgrades to be optional but
fully funded. T here would be no OPDS priority status. T hisis Avangrid
Renewables preferred approach and would be the most effective in
encouraging the correctmarketbehaviorand investments to mitigate
curtailment.

e Adopt Option 5 but allow FCDS projects to have curtailmentpriorityin
peak-hoursand OPDS to have priority in off-peak hours. Only energy
only projects would have a lower curtailment priorityin all hours.

o Lastly, undereither Option 4 or 5 developers mustbe offered the
flexibility to make a decision to fund optional upgrades after they have
a reasonable estimate of costs.
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3. American Wind Energy Association-California (AWEA-California)

Submitted by: Caitlin Liotiris

No

Comment Submitted

CAISO Response

3a

Comments:

AWEA-California appreciates the CAISO’s continued work on developing
updatesto the Generation Deliverability Assessment Methodology
(“methodology” or “deliverability methodology”) and considering options to
addressthe potential for increased curtailmentthat mightresultfrom changes
to this methodology. While CAISO is not proposing to pursue the precise
direction that AWEA-California advocated for in priorcomments, we are
encouraged bythe direction that CAISO appears to be headed and look
forward to continued participation in this initiative. While we support CAISO’s
general direction, we recommend some simplifications to ease the
implementation burden and increase the likelihood ofimelyimplementation of
the new deliverability methodology.

With the federal production and investmenttax credits winding down, thisis a
crucialtime forthe CAISO to be able to accommodate incremental, clean-
energy resources and it will be importantfor those additions to be capable of
achieving Full Capacity Deliverability Status (FCDS). Moreover, system
dynamics have changed substantiallyover the last several years and the
deliverability methodologyneeds to reflectthe changed system conditions to
appropriatelystudy deliverability within CAISO. Forthese reasons, AWVEA-
California has previously commented thatthe new methodologyshould be
implemented expeditiouslywhile also working to develop solutions to the
potential for increased (or excessive) curtailment.

The ISO considers thatthese issues need to be addressed holistically,
given the range of stakeholderinputand the range of stakeholder
interests expressed inthose comments. The specificissue was the
mostpressing concern expressed bya number of stakeholders
concerned with the implementation ofthe changes proposed to the “on
peak” methodology.

3b

AWEA-California Supports Option 5, with Modifications that eliminate the
proposed Off-Peak Deliverability Status (OPDS)

Of the various Options presented by CAISO, AWEA-California believes that
Option 5 may be the best approach to providing a path to mitigate excessive
local curtailmentwhile also providing developers (and offtakers) with additional
information on expected levels of curtailment. While AWEA-California generally
supports Option 5, we are concerned thatthe creation of the new OPDS
interconnection service mayunnecessarilycomplicate the implementation of

Please see the Draft Final Proposal.
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CAISO Response

the new deliverability methodology, without providing significantbenefits to
developers, offtakers, or the market.

While AWEA-California was initiallyencouraged bythe OPDS concept, upon
further review, we believe its usefulness will be limited, that it may cause
question/hesitation when proposed to FERC, and that it may overcomplicate or
delay the new deliverabilitymethodologyproposal.

After further reflection on the impacts of OPDS, AWEA-California now supports
its elimination from Option 5.

The implementation of OPDS would require the developmentofa number of
detailswhich,as we understandit, are not yet fully fleshed out by CAISO.
Additionally, OPDS would create a “preferred” economic status for a certain set
of generators (through implementation ofa more negative penalty price for
these self-schedules). While this conceptmaypotentiallybe able to garer
FERC approval, itis also likely to raise a numberof questionsand concerns. If
OPDSis included with the new deliverabilitymethodologyproposal, those
questions and concerns could unnecessarilydelay implementation ofthe new
deliverability methodology.

At the same time OPDS has the potential to delay deliverability methodology
changes, the commercial value of OPDS may be extremelylimited. OPDS
would only apply when the market operator runs out of effective economic bids
and must make cuts to self-schedules. T he prioritycurtailment status of OPDS
resources would onlyapply when CAISO moves in to curtailmentof self-
schedules, whichisrelatively infrequently. T hus, the benefit of OPDS would be
limited to those resources that choose to self-supply and would be expected to
applyinfrequently.

Moreover, we expectthat, from a commercial perspective, manyofftakers will
require generators they contractwith to obtain OPDS. CurrentFCDS/PCDS
resources would also be granted OPDS, making it likely that most resourcesin
CAISO would have the OPDS designation. If virtually all generators have the
same OPDS curtailment “priority’, OPDS will become a distinction with little
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difference as all OPDS resources would be subjectto curtailmentwhen the
marketoperator must cutself-schedules.

Forthese reasons, we see little benefitin creatinga somewhatcomplicated,
new interconnection senvice status for OPDS resources. Instead of developing
OPDS, CAISO should provide generators with the option to fund these local,
off-peak deliverabilitynetwork upgrades and receive full reimbursementforthe
upgrades. Even with reimbursementofthese upgrades, developers are unlikely
to fund them unless they are required to do so in a commercial contractor if
they see substantial value in the ability of the upgrade to mitigate curtailmentin
the area.2 This construct will allow for some economic consideration by
offtakers of whetherthese upgrades are necessaryor not.

Option 5, with the removal of the OPDS component, as recommended above,
would provide a path to approval of local upgrades thatcould help mitigate
excessive curtailmentin local areas, helping to address some of curtailment
concerns AWEA-California and other stakeholders have raised. Under Option
5, these upgrades would be optional and fully reimbursable. T his construct
allows for generators, and importantlythe parties they are contracting with, to
determine whetherthese local upgrades are necessaryand beneficial. Option
5, with OPDS eliminated, will simplifythe implementation and approval
processes for the new deliverability methodologywhile still addressing some of
the concernsthatwere raised about curtailmentimpacts. T hus, AWEA-
California support Option 5 with OPDS eliminated.

3c

Off-Peak Deliverability Assessment Methodology

Underall of the options being considered in the Straw Proposal, CAISO is
proposing to revise the existing off-peak deliverability assessment
methodology. Given the anticipated use for these off-peak deliverability
assessments, the proposed revisions seem appropriate.

The off-peak studies would focus on system conditions thatoccur, not during
typical system oversupply conditions, butduring periods where local oversupply
issues may cause increased curtailment. If these studies focused on system
oversupply conditions, then would potentiallycause the identification of
upgrades which would notbe useful in mitigating curtailment. Butby focusing
on conditions where solar generation is higher than the On-Peak studies, but

Please see the Draft Final Proposal
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not as high as system oversupply, the Off-Peak Deliverability studies should be
able to identify the local deliverabilityupgrades that would help to alleviate
excessive curtailmentthatmightoccurdue to local system constraints. AWEA-
California supportthe general approach to off-peak deliverability assessments
outlined by CASO in the Straw Proposal.

3d

If OPDS Mustbe Retained, itshould be “Unbundled” from the Other
Changes to the Deliverability Assessment Methodology

AWEA-California supports CAISO’s proposal to move forward with the new
deliverability methodologyimplementation concurrentlywith a revised Option 5
(that eliminates OPDS). AWEA-California believes this should be achievable on
the timeline CAISO has outlined.

As discussed above, AWEA-California supports removing the OPDS
designation from Option 5. But, in the event CAISO believes that OPDS s
critical to the success ofthis initiative and that developmentofthe deliverability
methodologycannotmove forward without OPDS, we urge CAISO to further
evaluate the conceptand to structure this initiative (and future tariff filings) in
sucha way that the delay or rejection of OPDS will not cause delay/rejection of
the new deliverability methodology. Forinstance, this may be accomplished by
creating a separate tariff filing package for OPDS if CAISO feels OPDS must be
retained.

Please see the Draft Final Proposal, and the earlierresponses.

3f

Curtailment Information

The provision of information on expected curtailmentwill be importantto
developersand should be a priority data point as CAISO develops more of the
details on how the Off-Peak deliverability studies would be conducted and what
information would be provided.

AWEA-California understands that undera variety of the options, including
Option 5, CAISO would provide information about“howmuch renewable
generation needsto be curtailed in orderto mitigate the remaining overloads
after the re-dispatch described above without the area network upgrades.”

Forthe off-peak area constraints, the study report will provide the
location and an estimate of generation curtailmentamountin lieu of any
transmission upgrades to mitigate the overloads. Such information is
based on the conditions studied in the off-peak deliverability
assessment. Transmission constraintinformation will also be available
from the on-peak deliverability studies, and the on-peak and off-peak
interconnection reliabilitystudies. Annualized figures would need to be
based on production costmodeling, butthis type of modelingis not
feasible with the quantity of generation in the interconnection queue
and with the timelines required by the tariff. The production cost
modeling work for the economic planning studyin the transmission
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AWEA-California seeks clarification from the CAISO on the informationitis
planning to provide regarding generation curtailment. It appears unlikelythat
CAISO will provide annualtotal curtailmentfigures and, instead, we expect
CAISO would provide the MW of curtailmentthatwould be needed, without
area network upgrades, to mitigate overloadsin the off-peak deliverability study
case.CAISO should clarify, specifically, what curtailmentinformation it
proposes to supply as part of the Off-Peak deliverabilitystudies.

If, as AWEA-California believes to be the case, CAISO would only provide the
MW curtailed in the off-peak deliverability assessmentcase, we ask CAISO to
considerifit mightbe feasible to provide any incremental information on
curtailments, such as annualized figures or figures under different load/resource
conditions. T hese details do not need to be developed now, but should be
developed as part of the implementation details and will be helpful in ensuring
the marketcan reactappropriatelyto expected curtailmentimpacts associated
with the deliverabilitychanges.

planning process provides information regarding potential annualized
renewable curtailmentwith the quantities of renewable developmentin
the renewable portfolios provided by the CPUC’s IRP process.

39

Revised Transmission Limitations in the Integrated Resource Plan (IRP)

As CAISO is well aware, changes to the deliverability methodologywill have
wide ranging impacts, including (indirectly) affecting the portfolio selection that
is part of the California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC’s) IRP. Specifically,
CAISO provides the CPUC with information on the amountof FCDS and
energy-only resources that could be interconnected in each renewable energy
zone, based on the capacityof the currentand already approved transmission
system. These “transmission constraints”are a crucial modeling parameter that
drive the selection ofresourcesin RESOLVE, the tool used for IRP portfolio
selection. Thus, the transmission capabilityassumptions affectthe selection of
the Reference System Plan which maybe used by the CAISO in identifying
policy-driven transmission needs in the Transmission Planning Process (T PP).

The implementation of new deliverabilitymethodologyis likely to resultin
increased estimates ofthe resources thatcan be accommodated on existing
and currently planned transmission in manyrenewable energyzones, which will
significantlyaffectthe resources selected by RESOLVE. It will be importantfor
the CAISO to provide the CPUC with updated transmission constraintestimates

The currentIRPis wellunderway and the opportunity to provide
transmission capabilityinformation has passed for portfolio
developmentfor the 2020-21 transmission planning process. The
proposed changes to the deliverabilitymethodologystill need to be
discussed in at least one more stakeholder meeting and then need to
be approved at an ISO Board meeting and finally need to be approved
by FERC. Assumingimplementationin studies conducted in 2020,
then the proposed changes would be reflected in results provided to the
CPUC in late 2020 for use in the 2021-2022 transmission planning

cycle.
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(based on the new deliverability methodology) as soon as possible, so that the
portfolios developed in the IRP are more consistentwith commercial
expectations going forward.

In order to accountfor the expected changes associated with the new
deliverability methodology, ANEA-California and other parties have advocated
for the CPUC to relax the transmission constraintsin RESOLVE during the
2019-20 IRP modeling process. We encourage the CAISO to offer support for
that approach atthe CPUC going forward. Allowing the IRP to beginto account
for the possibility of increased accommodation of renewable resources on
existing transmission will be critical to ensuring that the portfolios which come
outofthe IRP, and are used by the CAISO to determine the necessaryarea
network upgradesin the T PP, are more accurate.

Timelyimplementation ofthis change atthe CPUC will allow for developmentof
more cost-effective renewables, which can take advantage of high level of the
federal production and investmenttax credit. For that reason, CAISO should
supporta relaxation ofthe transmission constraints currentlyused in RESOLVE
in the 2019-20 IRP modeling exercise and portfolio development.

3h

Conclusion

AWEA-California generallysupports the proposed direction CAISO has taken in
the Straw Proposal and during the stakeholder meeting, butsuggests
streamlining the proposal by eliminating the addition of OPDS interconnection
senice. We look forward to working with the CAISO and other stakeholders as
this initiative continues.

Please see the Draft Final Proposal and refer to above responses.
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4. Bay Area Municipal Transmission (BAMx)

Submitted by: Paulo Apolinario

No

Comment Submitted

CAISO Response

4a

Introduction:

The Bay Area Municipal Transmission group (BAMXx)1 appreciates the
opportunity to commenton the CAISO Deliverability Assessment Methodology
Straw Proposal discussed during the August 5, 2019 stakeholder call. BAMx
supports the CAISO having a separate Stakeholder process onits proposal to
revise their deliverability methodology. Revisions are clearlyneeded to keep the
CAISO studies correlated to the maximum extentwith the implementation ofthe
effective load carrying capability (ELCC) methodologybeing adopted by the
CPUC in conformance with State law. T he proposed solar and wind output
assumptions forthe revised on-peak deliverabilityassessmentare expected to
resultin fewer transmission upgrades required for the generators to achieve
Full Capacity Deliverability Status (FCDS). For purposes of modeling
production levels, the CAISO proposes to not model resources ata production
level lowerthan the average Qualifying Capacity(QC) numberbased on the
ELCC methodology. However, these proposed solar and wind output
assumptions do not adequatelyreflectthe ELCC based QC values.2 Modeling
the solar and wind output levels consistentwith the ELCC based QC values
should further minimize the excessive and unneeded transmission upgrades
identified from the deliverability assessmentin both the generation
interconnection studyprocess and T PP process. T herefore, BAMx urges the
CAISO to retain the flexibility to revise the production levels, especiallyfor the
intermittentgenerators. Forexample, in the future, if the CAISO finds that the
proposed assumption of setting the intermittentgenerators to 20% exceedance
level during the selected hours to study the Highest System Need Scenariois
not consistentwith the ELCC based QC values, then it should be revised in
consultation with the stakeholders

BAMXx believes that the CAISO proposal is headed in the right direction with its
revisions to the deliverability methodology. It should provide a better indication
of the capabilityof the existing transmission system to accommodate the
renewables necessaryto achieve California’s policygoals. However, we are
concerned thatthe CAISO’s proposal to provide additional visibility/certainty
regarding possible curtailmentlevels by enhancing the currentoff-peak

Please see the Draft Final Proposal and the responses provided above.
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deliverability assessmentas part of the Generation Interconnection Process
(GIP) studies to address excessive curtailmentis misdirected and will likely
delay the implementation of the revisions to the deliverabilitymethodologythat
is long overdue.
4b | AnyAdditional Studies Options Consideredto Address Curtailment

Concern withinthe GIP Should be for Information Only

The Straw Proposal seems to respond to the concerns aboutthe deliverability
methodologyrevisionsleading to increasing levels of generation curtailment
dueto congestion. BAMx believes that the existing T ransmission Economic
Assessment Methodology (T EAM) provides a decentframework for that to be
studied thoroughly, which would lead to transmission upgrades ifthey are
economicallyjustified. BAMx believes that TEAM is well suited to determine the
need for any transmission additions thatcan be justified on the basis of
reducing generation curtailments. T his appears to be the exacttype of
application forwhy TEAM was developed.

As we mentioned in our May 16th comments3, itis importantto note that
curtailmentis nota resource adequacy(RA) issue for which the deliverability
assessmentis designed, butrather an operational issue. Since anyincreasein
curtailments can be addressed byidentifying needed policyand economic
driven transmission upgradesin the Transmission Planning Process (T PP), we
do not believe there is any need for such assessmentin the GIP.

Since the Straw Proposal has included onlythose options4 that perform
curtailments studies within the GIP, BAMx supports Option 1 among them,
whichincludes aninformational off-peak deliverabilityassessment.5 The
CAISO does not seem to recommend this option as “it would not facilitate the
developmentof low-costupgrades needed to address excessive curtailment.6”
Athough we agree that the interconnection customers are unlikelyto have
sufficientincentive to pursue merchanttransmission upgradesidentified in the
GIP studies, if these upgrades are truly needed to address economic concerns
associated with excessive renewable curtailment, then they would be approved
as part of the economic assessmentunder the CAISO TPP. As the Straw
Proposal points out, Option 1 would require minimal tariffchanges and could be
implemented with the least amountof effort relative to the other options.
Therefore, BAMx views Option 1 to be the only reasonable option among the

Please see the Draft Final Proposal. As described inthe proposal, the
informational off-peak study information provided in earlier
interconnection studies has notbeen effective in deterring
interconnection customers from siting in locations that resultin
excessive curtailment. Directlyassigning local transmission upgrades
to interconnection projects as proposedin Option 5 is a stronger
incentive for generators to site inlocations that don’ttrigger such
upgrades unless the upgrades are low cost. However, if the cost of the
low-costupgrades are not refunded then the generators are not likely to
fund the upgrades and existing generatorsin the area would then
experience excessive congestion until the upgrades can be developed
through the transmission planning process. Directlyassigning the
transmission upgrades to the generators allows this costto be
accuratelyconsidered in the procurement process and results in
procurementdecisions thatare in the ratepayer’s interest.
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optionsoutlinedinthe Straw Proposal to study curtailmentconcerns within the
GIP.

The CAISO Straw Proposal appears to be leaning towards the following two
optionsto address the curtailmentconcern within the GIP.

Option 4: Optional off-peak local network upgrades (OLNU) with reimbursement
cap;and

Option 5: Optional off-peak deliverability status senice with mandatory local off-
peak fransmission upgrades.

BAMx believes that any off peak deliverability status (OPDS) upgrade including
a local deliverabilitynetwork upgrade (LDNU) triggered by an interconnecting
customer (IC) needsto be paid by that IC, unlessitis also identified to be
needed for the renewable portfolios studied underthe CAISO TPP. Since
Option4 and Option 5 allow for partial and full reimbursementto new
generators triggering any OPDS upgrades, respectively, we oppose both these
options. Departing from cost causation principals would lead to decisions that
are notin CAISO ratepayers best interests. While opposing both, BAMx
considersthat Option 4 is less problematicthan Option 5as Option4’s
treatmentis limited to local upgrades to avoid excessive curtailmentbeyond
oversupply curtailment. Furthermore, under Option 4, the upgrade costs will be
reimbursable to the ICs with a reimbursementlimit. However, BAMx notes that
the Straw Proposal lacks clarity in terms of how a reimbursementlimitwould be
determined under Option 4.

Option 5: Optional off-peak deliverability status senvice with mandatory local off-
peak transmission upgrades. BAMx believes that any off peak deliverability
status (OPDS) upgrade including a local deliverabilitynetwork upgrade (LDNU)
triggered by an interconnecting customer (IC) needs to be paid by that IC,
unlessitis alsoidentified to be needed forthe renewable portfolios studied
underthe CAISO TPP. Since Option4 and Option 5 allow for partial and full
reimbursementto new generators triggering any OPDS upgrades, respectively,
we oppose both these options. Departing from costcausation principals would
lead to decisions thatare notin CAISO ratepayers best interests.
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While opposing both, BAMx considers that Option 4 is less problematic than
Option 5 as Option 4’streatment is limited to local upgrades to avoid excessive
curtailmentbeyond oversupply curtailment. Furthermore, under Option 4, the
upgrade costs will be reimbursable to the ICs with a reimbursementlimit.
However, BAMx notes that the Straw Proposallacks clarityin terms of how a
reimbursementlimitwould be determined under Option 4.

BAMXx finds Option 5 to be the most problematic option thatis meantto
determine the OPDS upgrades that would be builtat the CAISO ratepayer's
expense. There are several issues with Option 5. Under this Option, the IC
electing the OPDS gets a higher scheduling priorityover non-OPDS resources
in the market. This conceptis a stark departure from the CAISO’s operations
tradition that does not distinguish between the full capacityorenergy only
generators for scheduling priority. Athough a conceptofoff-peak deliverability
already exists in the CAISO tariff, a change in scheduling prioritywould
constitute a significantchange to the CAISO tariff and could be challenged at
FERC. One such challenge would be the likely discriminatorytreatmentagainst
the existing energy only deliverabilitystatus (EODS) generators under Option 5.
If BAMx understands correctly, the new full capacitydeliverabilitystatus (FCDS)
or EODSICs with OPDS (by potentially making an upfrontpayment towards the
OPDS upgrade) will not get scheduling priorityover the existing FCDS (or PDS)
generators. However, they would get priority over the existing EODS
generators. Under Option 5, there is no opportunity for the existing EODS to
achieve OPDS. Similarly,a new FCDS resource paying for on-peak
deliverability status will be at a relative disadvantage to the OPDSresourcein
terms of scheduling prioritygiven that the OPDS curtailmentpriorityapplies
during all periods, not just off-peak, and under all conditions. Another
discriminatoryaspectof the OPDS resource receiving scheduling/curtailment
priority for all periods is that it would receive priority even during the oversupply
hours, which by definition are not the hours when renewable curtailments are
caused due to lack of transmission.

The proposalslike Options 4 and 5 that provide ratepayer funding to
transmission upgrades identified in the GIP gives us a sense of déjaw. Priorto
the implementation of Generator Interconnection and Deliverability Allocation
Procedures (GIDAP) study processes, billions of dollars of area delivery
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network upgrades (ADNUs) were approved as part of the GIP without any
stakeholderreview to accommodate primarilysolar FCDS resources. T hese
resources have very little RA value now and are expected to have even lower
RA value moving forward given their low QCs based onthe ELCC
methodology. Essentially, large-scale historical ADNUs identified within the GIP
are being paid by the CAISO ratepayers even though those upgrades have
proven to be of little economic value. Some may argue that those ADNUs albeit
not very valuable from the RA standpointprovide congestion and/orrenewable
curtailmentrelief. However, no economic analysis was performed to justify
those ADNUs in the approval process. So, the GIP-driven CAISO ratepayers-
funded upgrades have been of very little value to them.Some may claim that
suchan outcome could notbe foreseen but this is an example ofwhy the
developers of new generation projects should be the ones to take such risks-
not CAISO ratepayers. Although the CAISO anticipates thatonly some low-cost
LDNUSs (versus high-costADNUSs) will be needed to address the off-peak
deliverability status to avoid large-scale renewable curtailments, it is possible
that these multiple LDNUs approved as part of GIP without any economic
assessmentwilladd up and the CAISO ratepayers would ultimatelybear those
expenses. In summary, if proposals like Option 4 or Option 5 are implemented,
we would be repeating the same mistakes that were made in the pre-GIDAP
era.

BAMx appreciates the CAISO’s intentions to holisticallyaddress the resource
adequacyaspectof deliverabilityassessmentand related economic aspect of
renewable curtailments. However, BAMx is concerned thatthe fundamental
flaws as well as the contentious issues, such as the dispatch priorityelement
under Option 5, may delay implementation ofthe new deliverability
methodology. Therefore, we urge the CAISO to implementtheir proposed
methodologyas soon as possible while continuing to assess the curtailment
concernwithinthe GIP.

4c

Conclusion

BAMx would encourage the CAISO to implementtheir proposed methodology
withoutany further delay by considering the study withinthe GIP to address
curtailmentrisk asinformation only at this time.

Please see the Draft Final Proposal and refer to earlierresponses.
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5a

Summary and Recommendations

The California Wind EnergyAssociation (CalWEA) appreciates the opportunity
to commenton the California Independent System Operator’s (CAISO)
Generator AssessmentMethodologyRevisions paper (“Revisions Paper”) of
July 29, 2019.

The Revisions Paper starts by summarizing the description of the deliverability
assessmentmethodologythat CAISO developedin 2018 and then discussesa
number of informational and “active” mitigation measures for the potential
transmission congestion thatmay result from the implementation ofthis new
methodology. The Revisions Paper correctlyexplains thatthe deliverability
assessmentprocessisintended to accuratelydetermine the NQC (RA capacity
contribution) ofwind and solar resources and, hence, addresses system
reliabilityconcerns. The Revisions Paperthen acknowledges that the potential
transmission congestion thatis contemplated to occurunder the new
deliverability assessmentmethodologycould increase the curtailmentofwind
and solar resources, thereby creating a commercial concern. At the stakeholder
meeting of 8/5/2019, CAISO additionallyclarified thatunless and until an active
measure to mitigate the contemplated transmission congestion (generation
curtailments)is fully developed and incorporated into the GIP process, the
CAISO will notimplementits new deliverabilityassessmentmethodology.

Please see the Draft Final Proposal. The ISO does not agree with the
characterizations setoutin the comment, as the ISO sees the issues
fundamentallylinked and that it is necessaryto reasonablyaddressa
key concern expressed inits consultation processin orderto move
forward successfullywith approval and implementation of this holistic
proposal.

5b

Forreasons that we will explain below, CalWEA strongly recommends thatthe
CAISO promptlyimplementits new deliverabilityassessmentmethodologyfor
the Transmission Plan Deliverability (T PD) allocation process for Cluster 11
(slated after November of 2019) and for Phase 2 studies for Cluster 12 in mid-
year 2020. CalWEA also recommends thatthe CAISO implementthe following
processin order to evaluate and mitigate the contemplated transmission
congestion which maybe associated with the implementation ofthe new
deliverability assessmentmethodology:

1. Starting with Phase 2 studies for Cluster 11, CAISO should use the
system condition noted in the Revisions Paper for its Off-Peak
Deliverability Assessment (“OPDA"). CAISO should also report, in the
Phase 2 study results reports, not only the OPDA-identified overloaded
facilities and upgrades butalso, for OPDA upgrades, all resources that

Please see the Draft Final Proposal and earlier responses.
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would experience curtailments -- plus some indicator of the level of
curtailment--inthe event the upgrades re notimplemented. Ata
minimum, the shift factor of the resource with respectto overloaded
facilities should be identified.

2. In parallel with the above informational measure, CAISO should work on
developing a detailed “active” curtailmentmanagement solution through a
stakeholder process. In that regard, a methodologyin line with Option 5 of
the Revisions Paper offers a promising starting point.

5¢c

Discussion

The CAISO and CPUC staff have identified a potential near-term reliabilitycrisis
due to a forecasted scarcityof RA capacity. In addition to the imminent
retirementof many of the state’s thermal resources, a principal contributor to
this reliabilitycrisisis the fact that CAISO’s peak daily load has shifted to
evening hours when more than 17 GW of in-front-of and behind-the-meter solar
resources are fully or partially unable to meetthe demand. As a result of this
load shift, existing solarresources with FCDS deliverability status have seen
their RA capacityvalue diminish to about halfits previous value, a fact
recognized by the CPUC’s relatively new ELCC methodologyfor determining
wind and solar RA capacityvalue. Underthese circumstances, itis necessary
thatthe CAISO’s deliverability assessmentmethodologyrecognize thatthis
reductionin RA capacityof FCDS solarresources will free up transmission
system deliverability capacitythat is no longerneeded by these existing
resources. In turn, this will allow additional solarand wind resources to gain
FCDS deliverability status and contribute to resolving the state’s RA capacity
shortage. Implementing the CAISO’s proposed new deliverabilityassessment
methodologywill accomplish this.

The ISO notes that there is already over 10,000 MW of generationiin
the ISO queue with Full Capacity Deliverability Status that could be
developed to meetfuture RA needs.

5d

CalWEA is concerned thatshould CAISO decide to indefinitelypostpone the
implementation ofits new deliverability assessmentmethodology, CAISO will
become a contributor to the RA capacityshortage problem. Adecision to
postpone implementation will lead to two potentially undesirable outcomes:

The CAISO is targeting an implementation date of January 2020
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1. A large amountof thermal generation capacitythat is on the verge of
retirement, for regulatory or commercial reasons, will getre-contracted to
provide the needed RA capacity;and

2. Existing FCDS solar resources will add storage to their facilities in orderto
transfer the transmission deliverabilitycapacitythat they no longerneed to that
storage, rather than release the capacityfor use by new renewable resources
that seek to acquire FCDS deliverabilitystatus and offer RA capacity. The result
of such activity would be to limitcompetition in the RPS marketto the detriment
of California ratepayers. Moreover, resources paired with storage are typically
not operated for the benefit of the grid but rather to maximize the resource’s
PPA revenues.

5e

In regards to generation curtailmentthatmay occurdue to the implementation
of the new CAISO deliverabilityassessmentmethodology, such an outcome
would only come aboutif resource developmentand procurementcommunities
in California fail to conductproperdue diligence related to the methodology's
reformsand incorrectlyconflate the conceptof deliverability for the purpose of
obtaining FCD status with actual transmission congestion and resource
curtailment. Such an outcome is highlyunlikelysince the resource development
community (particularlyitsinvestment arm) and load serving entities have
already become quite sensitive to transmission congestion and forcommercial
purposes will avoid resource development/procurementin areas where serious
congestionissues mayarise. T o facilitate such analysis, CalWEA recommends
that the CAISO provide ample information aboutthe potential for transmission
congestion and curtailments by expanding its OPDA process as follows:

1. Use the OPDA study scenario discussed in the Revisions Paper;

2. Clearly identify every transmission facility (line, ransformer, switch, etc.) that
is overloaded in the OPDA, including the condition of overload
(normal/contingency);

3. Clearly identify whetherthe contingencyoverload is modeled in the CAISO
real-time congestion management protocols and system;

Please see the Draft Final Proposal
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4. Clearlyidentify all resources whose shift factor on the overloaded
transmission facilities exceeds 5% and publish the said shift factor; and

5. Tothe extent possible, provide the level of curtailmentofindividual resources
in the absence ofthe OPDA-identified upgrades, preferablyusing a production
simulation study.

CalWEA submits that the aforementioned information will virtuallyensure that
no developmentofresources will occur where levels of curtailmentwould be
unacceptable in the absence ofthe needed OPDA upgrades.

5f

Finally, CalWEA recommends that CAISO begin the stakeholder process to
develop an active curtailmentmanagement process starting with Option 5 of the
Revisions Paperas such a solution.

Please see the Draft Final Proposal
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6a

EDF-Renewables (EDF-R) appreciates the opportunityto commenton the
CAISO’s Straw Proposal (Proposal)in the Deliverability Assessment
Methodologyinitiative. The Proposal includes several thoughtful changesin
response to earlier stakeholder comments; this submittal suggests additional
revisions that would make the proposed framework more cohesive and
complete. EDF-R’s comments are summarized below and explained furtherin
the remainder ofthis document.

Initiative process: CAISO’s plan to move Deliverability Assessment changes
forward together with congestion-mitigation measuresis a good one and should
be retained. However, unless the CAISO adopts EDF-R’s simpler proposal for
funding off-peak Congestion Mitigation Upgrades (CMUs), or otherwise amends
the proposed options as EDF-R recommends, then critical details for the
package will require additional consideration, and an October-November
CAISO Board decision instead of September is a more realistic target.

Please see the Draft Final Proposal. The ISO has shifted to targeting
the November Board of Governors meeting while also seeking to
implementin 2020.

6b

On-Peak Deliverability Assessment

Scenario definitions: The CAISO should clarify the High System Need (HSN)
and SecondarySystem Need (SSN) scenario definitions, and how they might
change over time.

VER output: Thereisafundamental disconnectbetween CAISO’s focus on
only certain hoursin determining Variable EnergyResources (solarand wind)
deliverabilityand the CPUC’s use of an all-hours method to determine the
Resource Adequacy(RA) values for these resources. The CAISO should
considerfurther methodologyrevisions to help resolve this inconsistency.

SSN results: The CAISO should explain why Local Delivery Network Upgrades
(LDNUs) cannotbe identified in the SSN scenario or assigned in the
interconnection-studyprocess.

Please see section 4 of the Draft Final Proposal

6¢c

Off-Peak Deliverability Assessment: Under EDF-R’s simple proposal, CMU
funding for both deliverable and Energy-Only (EO) projects would be:

FERC Order 2003 requires that an energy only interconnection senvice
be offered to interconnection customers, and making DeliveryNetwork
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Mandatory (though notrequired for Full or Partial Capacity Deliverability Status
(FCDSor PCDS)), based on a “hold-harmless” policyrequiring new generation
to fund CMUs to mitigate their congestion impacts (similarto on-peak
assessmentrequirements); and

Fully reimbursable (same as Option 5), since preservation of RPS capability
serves a “Policy-Driven” purpose.

CAISO-proposed Options 4 or 5 will likely not effectively mitigate congestion
from new generation projectsin their currentform, and their complexities are
likely to delay the package. In particular, Option 4 reimbursementlimits and
free-riderissues, and Option 5 Off-Peak Deliverability Status (OPDS)
provisions, raise issues that need more time to resolve, if it is possible to
resolve them.

Thus,the HSN and SSN definitionsin the Proposal, and associated VER output
and other metrics, may not be those used in the 2020 Reassessment (when the
CAISO proposesto first apply the new method) or in lateranalyses. The next
proposal version should clarifythis process, for example:

I How CPUC LOLE figures would be used to define the HSN and SSN study
hours;

How or whether the definitions mightbe updated to incorporate the 2019
Summer Assessmentresults and/or future Summer Assessments; and/or

How and when these scenario definitions would change overtime.

upgrades mandatoryfor energy-only interconnection service is not
allowed.

6d

Reliability issues

There isa fundamental disconnectbetween the CAISO’s proposal to focus on
only certain hoursin determining Variable EnergyResources (solarand wind)
deliverability and the way in which these resources actuallycountfor RA.
Specifically,the CPUC’s Electric Load Carrying Capacity (ELCC) counting
methodologyfor VERs assigns much higher values to these resources than the
CAISO’s proposed dispatch inthe HSN scenario (where LDNUs would be
identified and assigned), and examines all hours of the year. It assumes thatall
their output is deliverable in all hours when they are producing, and it considers

Please see the Draft Final Proposal. The proposed study assumptions
are based on system conditions during summer peak hours that
reserve capacityis below 6% and every MW of available capacityis
needed. The need for resources during the off-peak period for
resource adequacypurposesis much less critical than forthe on-peak
period and is not preciselyquantifiable with available power system
tools. In addition, stakeholder feedback almostunanimouslyrejected
the notion of requiring off-peak deliverabilityfor resource adequacy
purposes.
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that these resources will operate at 100% of capabilityin some hours and at 0%
in others. By contrast, the CAISO’s methodologywould study these resources
atmuch lower levels, based on only the HSN peak-flow times on the grid. When
resources are found to be deliverable in those few hours, at those very low
dispatch levels, there is no guarantee that they would be deliverable in any
other hours of the year or at higherdispatch levels, potentially undermining the
foundation and basis for the ELCC figures. In other words, if VERs are not
deliverable in the hours assumed in the ELCC methodology, they may not
provide the reliabilityto load that the ELCC methodologyassumes that they
can. The Off-Peak Deliverability Assessmentcould partly fill that gap, at least
on a “snapshot’basis. However, unless off-peak upgrades are mandatory, the
problem will still exist.

6e

SSN-identified upgrades

The SecondarySystem Need (SSN) would only identify ADNUs to be
considered inthe TPP,and not additional LDNUs thatwould be assigned to
new generation like other LDNUsin the interconnection studyprocess. T he
Proposal definesthe SSN scenario as follows:

The secondarysystem need scenario represents when the capacityshortage
risk willincrease ifthe intermittentgeneration while producing ata significant
output level is not deliverable. If the addition of a resource will cause a
deliverability deficiencydetermined based on a deliverabilitytest underthe
secondarysystem need scenario,and is notidentified in the highest system
need scenario, then the constraintcan be classified asan Area Deliverability
Constraintfollowing the classification guidelines in the BPM for the Generator
Interconnection and Deliverability Allocation Procedures. (p.18)

If a deliverability constraintisidentified in this scenario, but that constraintis
largelylocal underthe LDNU definition, it is not clearwhy it would automatically
be considered an Area Deliverability Constraint (and thus considered onlyin the
TPP).In the next proposal version, the CAISO should either make the
treatmentfor LDNUsidentified in both scenarios the same or explain why SSN-
identified LDNUs would be treated different from HSN-identified LDNUs.

Please see section 4 of the Draft Final Proposal

6f

Enhanced Off-Peak Deliverability Assessment
General comments & recommended approach

Please see the Draft Final Proposal
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EDF-R agrees with the Proposal that this analysis should include both
FCDS/PCDS and EO generation, because the primarypurpose of this
assessmentshould be congestion analysis and mitigation. (T he nextproposal
version should state that explicitly.) In addition, EDF-R agrees that CMUs
should not be required for RA deliverability, since they are not technically
needed for deliverabilityin the most critical HSN/SSN hours.

However, EDF-R recommends thatthe CAISO fundamentallychange and
simplifyits approach to funding CMUsidentified in this assessment, to include
justtwo elements:

CMU funding should be mandatory. CAISO should adopt a “hold-harmless”
policythat requires new generation to fund CMUs identified in this assessment
to mitigate congestionimpacts on existing and earlier-queued generation.
These upgrades would notbe required for Full or Partial Capacity Deliverability
Status (FCDS or PCDS) but should nevertheless be required for
interconnection ofboth deliverable and energy-only projects.

CMU costs shouldbe fully reimbursable. CMUs would be specifically
identified to prevent operational impairment of existing/earlier-queued, largely
renewable generation projects, and thus would serve a policypurpose to
maintain the state’s ability to meetRenewables Portfolio Standards (RPS).
Essentially, then, these upgrades should be considered equivalentto Policy-
Driven upgradesin the TPP and reimbursable through the Transmission
Access Charge (TAC).

Moreover, the CAISO has not specified amethodologyto determine a
reasonable off-peak reimbursementlimit. T he current ReliabilityNetwork
Upgrade (RNU) reimbursementlimitwas determined using a percentage of
historic RNU costs and (perrecentchanges) will be escalated overtime. The
CAISO has no similar history for congestion-related off-peak NUs.

6g

Comments on specific CAISO-proposed options

Options4 and 5 are incompatible with EDF-R’s recommended framework
described above. Mostnotably, both options are optional, and that optionality
appliesonly to new generators, so there is no assurance thatexisting/earlier-
queued generators will notbe impaired and no recourse forthem to avoid that

Please see section 4 of the Draft Final Proposal
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outcome. Both options have manyother shortcomings as well,including those
listed below. (T hese problems applyto both options unless otherwise
indicated.)

Voluntary,applicable only to new projects: Upgrades would notbe built if
new projects electnot to fund, so harm to existing/earlier-queued projects
would not be mitigated.

Free-rider problem (Option4): Projectsin the cluster-study group that elect
not to fund get the same benefit as those that electto fund.

OPDS conceptual problems (Option 5): T he proposed Off-Peak Deliverability
Status, with higher scheduling/curtailment priorityin all hoursand underall
conditions, isinconsistentwith several CAISO policies. Conceptual problems
that should be addressed include the following:

Lack of equity: Projectsin the study cluster funding off-peak upgrades would
get scheduling/curtailment priority, but projects funding on-peak upgrades (at
least as important) would not; in fact, EO/OPDS projects would get priority over
FCDS/non-OPDS projectsin the same cluster, even in on-peak hours (where
FCDS projects funded upgrades). In fact, the CAISO has always maintained
that funding on-peak upgrades could and/or should notcarry any operational
scheduling or curtailment priority. The Option 5 proposal demonstrates thatthe
CAISO has the capability, at least, to provide such priorities.

Reduced economic biddingincentives: Scheduling/curtailment prioritywould
onlyapply to self-schedules, i.e., OPDS would be worthless if a resource
submits economic bids (e.g.,at $0 to avoid negative market-clearing prices),
and potentially undermine CAISO efforts to increase VER economic bids. (For
example, receiptof OPDS would increase incentives to all operating and
higher-queued FCDS projects to submitself-schedules.)

Unduly large scope: OPDS priorityapplies even where curtailments have
nothing to do with local transmission constraints or congestion (e.g., system-
wide over-supply conditions).
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7a

EDP Renewables North America LLC (“EDPR”) appreciates the opportunity to
commenton the CAISO Deliverability Assessment Methodology Straw Proposal
(“Straw Proposal”). EDPR supports the proposed changes to the deliverability
methodologybecause theyimprove alignmentwith the CA PUC’'sELCC
methodologyand because ofthe underlying shift in the timing of the critical
system need. As the CAISO is aware, the critical system resource adequacy
need has greatly shifted into the evening ramp hours. T he deliverability
methodologyshould be changed, as staff has proposed in this Straw Proposal,
to more accuratelyreflectresource dispatch and deliverabilityduring the critical
system hours.

Please see the Draft Final Proposal

7b

Timing and Process:

EDPR appreciates and supports adopting the deliverabilitymethodology
change on the schedule proposed bystaff in the Straw Proposal. It is critical
that this stakeholder process move forward ina timelymanner that will allow
the deliverability methodologychanges to be approved by the Board and by
FERC in time for the ISO to incorporate those changesinto the 2020
Transmission Plan Deliverability (“T PD”) allocations. Concerns about
curtailmentand questions about curtailmentmitigation options are important
and evolving topics but should not be allowed to delay the broadly supported
changesto the deliverability methodologyitself. We discuss these largerissues
in more detail below.

Please see the Draft Final Proposal

Tc

Discussion:

EDPR appreciates thatthe ISO is wrestling with increasing curtailments atthe
system, area, andlocal levels. These are obviously importantissues for
renewable energydevelopers and we agree that the system is evolving and
changes mayhave to be made to address curtailment. T he solutions to
curtailmentissuesare likelyto be multifaceted, coming from commercial
developmentof storage, ISO transmission expansion, interconnection
upgrades, new marketrules, demand response and continued regionalization.
This stakeholder process considering improvements to the deliverability
methodologywill notbe able to fully address this complexissue. For that
reason,we view any decisions made in this stakeholder process as part of an

Please see the Draft Final Proposal
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ewolving discussion and marketdesign. Similarly, it is importantto note that the
deliverability methodologyis not determinative of the expected curtailmentina
local area. Projects that choose Energy Only will have the exactsame
curtailmentimpactas FCDS resources and so the primaryquestionin this
stakeholder process should remain whether ornota deliverability methodology
that focuses on the period of critical system need (ELCCbased methodology) is
a more accurate representation of deliverable capacity contribution during the
critical system need. The implications of not adopting the proposed change to
the deliverability methodologyare also worth considering. One implication is

that less solar projects will be awarded FCDS because the current exceedance-

based methodologyfocuses on a dispatch level and associated hours thatno
longer representthe period of critical system need (even though solar projects
do provide some effective load carrying capabilityduring portions of this new
critical period). Less FCDS for solar decreases competition in thatmarketand
is notin the consumer’sinterest. From an environmental perspective, this lack
of competition increases the need for obtaining RA resources from conventional
resources such as natural gas power plants, which will ultimatelymake
achieving the state’s clean energy goals more difficult.

Another implication of notaligning the deliverability methodologywith the ELCC
measures are study results that continue to identify costly upgrades builtto
deliver RA during hours of peak gross consumption and greater solar
generation, even though those hours no longer identify the greatest system
need. T his status quois also notin the bestinterest of consumers.

The proposed changes to the deliverabilitymethodologyitself clearlyhave merit
and there appearsto be no debate that this proposal isa more accurate
approach to assessing deliverabilityduring critical system hours, as compared
to the exceedance-based methodology. EDPR does not believe that the
ewvolving concerns over curtailmentshould slow the adoption and
implementation ofthis broadly supported change to the deliverability
methodology

7d

CurtailmentMitigation Options:

EDPR believesthat itis too early to discountthe natural commercial reaction
we can anticipate in response to potential increased curtailmentin certain local
areas. If the addition of a new generatorin a specific local area is studied and

Please see the Draft Final Proposal
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shown to substantiallyincrease curtailmentin that area, that project will have a
more difficulttime gaining financing and will likelynot proceed, regardless of
what deliverabilitymethodologyis being used. Considering thatnearly half of
the new resourcesin the ISO’s queue are hybrid storage resources and that
storage may be added to existing resources, the ISO should also anticipate this
type of natural response to increased local curtailment. For these reasons,
EDPR is mostcomfortable atthis time moving forward with the change to the
deliverability methodologyunder Option 1, where the CAISO would conductan
‘informational” off-peak deliverabilityassessment. If such an assessmentcan
provide affected parties meaningful analysis of expected curtailments the
industry canincorporate itinto their developmentplans and the funding of
additional upgrades. With the following caveats, EDPRis also not opposed to
moving forward with changing the deliverabilitymethodologyin tandem with
some of the new concepts outlined by staff in Options4 and 5. Our view is that
solutions centered around self-scheduling (“Off-Peak Deliverability Status
(OPDS)") or merchant CRRs are less desirable. EDPR believes that solutions
centered around providing additional information on expected curtailimentand
identifying appropriate upgrades thatare reimbursable will more effectively
attract the investmentand marketbehavior necessary to mitigate curtailmentin
the longrun.

Option 5, without the OPDS concept, is also supportable for EDPR.

Given the merits and importance of moving forward with the changes to the
deliverability methodologyitselfin a timelymanner, EDPR also would not
oppose a decision from ISO staff to move forward witha OPDS. However, If the
ISO does move forward with an option that includes the OPDS concept, we
respectfullyrequest the ISO do so undera filing structure that ensures the
timelyimplementation ofthe deliverability methodologychange, regardless of
how long it takes to refine and gain approvals for the OPDS concept.
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8a

First Solar provides these commentsin response to CAISO’s July 29, 2019
Deliverability Assessment

MethodologyRevisions Straw Proposal. We appreciate CAISO’s
responsiveness to stakeholders and the thought and creativity that wentinto the
straw proposal. In particular, CAISO’s recognition ofthe concerns about
excessive curtailmentriskisimportant. T he proposal for the off-peak
deliverability assessmentwith a new off-peak deliverability status and
scheduling priorityisa promising solution to the concerns we and others
expressed aboutthe change in on-peak deliverabilitymethodology causing
undue impacts on congestion and curtailment. First Solar believes that the fifth
option presented in the Straw Proposal is the superior option for a number of
reasons.

We agree with the CAISO that the on-peak deliverabilityassessment
methodologyshould be deployedin tandem with the off-peak deliverability
assessmentmethodology. If the two are bifurcated and the onpeak deliverability
methodologyimplemented before the solution to the curtailmentrisk, First Solar
is concerned abouta potential mismatch in timing. We urge CAISO to evaluate
the options available under its transmission planning and generation
interconnection processes to perform the new on-peak deliverability
assessmentand remove upgrades not needed to meetpeak sale hours while
providing study results from the off-peak deliverability assessmentso project
developers can make those decisions and financial commitments atthe same
time.

A transitional process maybe required to address the timing issues and
existing queue clusters. First Solar supports maintaining the timeline suggested
in the Straw Proposal. We believe itis importantthat implementation
commence no laterthan the 2020 reassessmentstudy. We supportthe use of
potential tools, like a one-off transitional process, to achieve this timeline.

Please see the Draft Final Proposal

8b

First Solar supports CAISO moving forward with the revised on-peak and off-
peak deliverability assessmentframework and the new off-peak deliverability
status service with mandatorylocal off-peak transmission upgrades, with the
following additions:

Please see section 4 of the Draft Final Proposal
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1) Furtherinformation aboutwhy the OPDS option provides the incentive for
projectdevelopersto electthe option and fund the local upgrades.

2) A process for existing energy-only projectsin the queue to receive the first
opportunity to be allocated the incremental deliverabilitythat results from the
shiftin on-peak methodology.

3) A process for existing energy-only projects to electoff-peak deliverability
status, fund the off-peaklocal network upgrades and receive the market
scheduling priority.

4) A plan to assess all projects with deliverability for impacts on local
congestion ratherthan assuming thatthese projects have addressed excessive
curtailmentvia upgrades designed to meetpeak needs, before OPDSis
allocated to these projects.

8c

Revised On-Peak Deliverability Assessment Methodology

First Solarsupports CAISO’s on-peak deliverability assessment methodology.
We agree that for purposes of planning the transmission grid to support
reliabilityduring the new peak sale hours, using data that represents the actual
output of resources capable of supporting the grid during these hoursis
appropriate. Forthis reason, FirstSolar supports CAISO’s decision to use
summerassessmentdata at this time.

Energy-only projects:

Energy-only projects should be provided a one-time opportunityto seek
deliverability under the new methodologybefore the additional deliverabilityis
made available to new interconnection customers. We urge CAISO to develop
a transitional process to allow energy-only projects to be studied and afford
them the opportunity to obtain an allocation ofthe incremental increase in
deliverability that may be available due to the revised methodology.

CAISO knows how much deliverabilitywas available for allocation during the
last cycle, making it possible to establish a “base case” or set point to measure
the incremental change in available deliverability. If the new methodology
shows an incremental increase in availability, eligible energy-onlyprojects

Please see section 4 of the Draft Final Proposal. The Energy Only
projects have opportunitiesto receive TPD allocation as specified in the
CAISO tariff Aopendix DD for the TPD allocation process. The TPD
allocation process was very recently updated through a lengthy
stakeholder process and set Energy-Only projects to a lower priority
getting the allocation. Deviating from that process would resultin
different winners and losers and would require revisiting many of the
same discussions with all the same stakeholders.
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should be given the first chance to compete fora TPD allocation according to
queue clusterorder. We suggestthat projects that have already made their
Phase Il postings should be eligible for allocation ofincremental deliverability.

We have confidence given CAISO’s experience designing transitional
processes over time, as it has reformed its generation interconnection and
transmission planning processes, thatthe team can design an effective process
for this one-time transitional opportunityfor energy-only projects. We also
assume that the process could be run concurrentlywith the regular process for
reviewing and allocating TP deliverability.

Thisisan equitable way of managing the transition to the new deliverability
methodologywhere, due to the shiftin assumptions, additional deliverability
may be available for allocation.

Energy-only projects thatare in good standing, have made financial
commitments and investments to develop currentprojects and are further along
towards achieving commercial operation to support state policygoal should
have the opportunityto receive these allocations prior to the incremental
deliverability being made available to new interconnection customers.

This also benefits state policy goals because itallows projects that are much
further alongin their developmentand permitting process to be more
competitive in new solicitations where deliverabilityremains animportant
componentofobtaining a power purchase agreementin California.

8d

Proposed Off-Peak Deliverability Assessment & OPDS

First Solar supports the conceptofthe off-peak deliverabilityassessment. We
are very intrigued by the new off-peak deliverabilitystatus proposal and thinkiit
could be a very innovative way to address local congestion risk and provide
incentive to developersto fund the local upgrades to mitigate congestion and
curtailment. We are alreadyseeing curtailmentassociated with localized
“crowding” of solar development. With the policy goals pushing additional
renewable developmentin the state, we see this new framework as a promising
way to addresslocal congestion,improve the economic certaintyfor

renewable projectdevelopers and support GHG reduction goals.

Please see the Draft Final Proposal
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Additional data is needed to evaluate the OPDS solution First Solar supports a
framework that provides options rather than mandates. However, we do not feel
that we have sufficientinformation todayto evaluate the OPDS option and
make an informed decision to conclude itwill be effective. We are concerned
thatif it does not provide sufficientincentive the solution will not work to
mitigate excessive congestion. We requestthat the CAISO provide additional
data and examplesillustrating the impactofscheduling priorityon curtailmentin
the next version of the straw proposal so that stakeholders can evaluate the
benefits of OPDS. If the incentive is not sufficient, it is possible that the off-peak
local network upgrades should be mandatoryto mitigate the impacton existing
projects and to provide the infrastructure to support California’s GHG reduction
goals.

Because there are a lot of stakeholder questions aboutthe OPDS option, we
urge CAISO to issue a revised straw proposal and allow stakeholders one more
round of comments before presenting a final draft proposal. Doing this while
maintaining the schedule to implementthe new methodology (both onpeak and
off-peak) by the 2020 reassessmenttimeframe isimportant. While we
recognize this presents scheduling challenges, we urge CAISO to establisha
process that allows for more vetting while maintaining the plan for summer
2020 implementation. Ifthe timeline istoo aggressive, we urge CAISO to
consideraninterim solution thatwould preserve the ability to move forward
while maintaining the opportunityto mitigate for the curtailmentand congestion
risk.

Energy-only projects should be allowed the opportunity to elect OPDS. Current
energy-only projects should be provided a one-time opportunityto elect OPDS.
This could be done during a transitional process or coordinated with the fall
affidavit cycle. Providing energy-only projects with the opportunity to fund the
upgrades that will mitigate local curtailmentand allow these projects to receive
the scheduling priorityalong with new projects entering the queueis a
reasonable way to provide balance and equitybetween older-queued
customers and those just entering the queue. It also benefits California policy
by reducing congestion and curtailmentassociated with growing numbers of
energy-only projects.
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8e

Conclusion

First Solarappreciates the opportunity to engage with stakeholders, the CPUC
andthe CAISO in reforming the deliverability framework to address shifting grid
dynamics. It is a challenging and exciting opportunityto design a planning and
interconnection process thatsupports reliability and policygoals at the same
time. Providing certainty via a framework thatallows developersto finance
projects and make sound risk assessments in making significantfinancial
commitmentsis critical forthe developing the fleet of renewable projects
needed to support California policygoals. In addition,managing a shifting
methodologywhile providing for an equitable way to address earlier-queued
energy-only projectsis animportantelementof the framework. We applaud the
CAISO team’s hard work, innovation and ingenuity, and we look forward to
continuing to engage in this initiative.

Please see the Draft Final Proposal
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9a

GridLiance WestLLC (GLW)commends CAISO’s efforts to conductan open
stakeholder process forits proposal to modifythe Generation Deliverability
Assessment Methodology. GLW appreciates the opportunity to provide
comments on the Straw Proposal presented during the August 5, 2019
stakeholder call. T he proposed changes are beneficial because they more
correctlyrepresentthe reliabilityconditions on the grid and when the peak
deliverability needs should be assessed given the changing netload profile of
the CAISO. We know that it is importantto address transitional impacts,and we
hope that the CAISO can do so expeditiously.

Please see the Draft Final Proposal

Page 34 of 73




EM
) -

s California I1ISO

Stakeholder Comments

Generation Deliverability Assessment
Straw Proposal

August 5, 2019

10. Golden State Clean Energy (GSCE)

Submitted by: Daniel Kim

No

Comment Submitted

CAISO Response

10a

Golden State Clean Energy (GSCE) provides the following comments on the
CAISO’s deliverability assessmentmethodologystraw proposal dated July 29,
2019, and the stakeholder meeting held on August 5, 2019.

I. Introduction

GSCE very much appreciates the CAISO’s work on this topic, not only in
opening lastyear’s proposed new deliverabilityassessmentto the stakeholder
process, but alsoin being considerate of stakeholders’ comments submitted in
this initiative. We recognize that CAISO identified a need to improve its
deliverability assessmentmethodologyto conform to the new peak timeframe,
andwe laud CAISO’s efforts here to balance thatneed with the desire to
address the consequences ofthe methodologychanges. GSCE believes there
are some remaining issues to discuss before this methodologychange is ready
to implement, butwe are optimistic thatthese issues can be addressedina
timely manner while simultaneouslyaddressing the on- and off-peak
deliverability assessmentmethodologytogetheras a package.

Please see the Draft Final Proposal

10b

Il.Comments

Need for holistic developmentofthe on- and off-peak assessment GSCE does
not believe the methodologychanges to the on- and off-peak assessment
should be separated; we strongly oppose implementing the new on-peak
assessmentfirst while further policydevelopmentof the off-peak assessment
occurs. The timing ofthis initiative remains a concernas CAISO targets its
September Board meeting, but GSCE appreciates the desire to bring these
changesinto effectfor the 2020 reassessment. If any room exists for a last,
quick stage of policydevelopmentto refine and clarify the consensus approach
to the off-peak assessmentmethodologywhile maintaining the abilityto
incorporate resultsin the 2020 reassessment, GSCE believes the new
methodologywill be better for this additional vetting.

Despite our desire for some additional vetting, we believe the CAISO has
greatlyimproved this proposal by adding the criticallyrequired off-peak
deliverability assessment. For that reason, GSCE sees no need to break this
initiative into separate tracks or to delayimplementation of the off-peak

Please see the Draft Final Proposal
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assessmentto more quicklyimplementthe new on-peak methodology. The
offpeak assessmentresponds to concerns over excessive curtailment, and
Option 5 (discussed below) provides the correctapproach and incentive that
should give developersthe abilityto make choices to mitigate curtailment.
GSCE does not think the proposed off-peak assessmentis a panacea for
California’s long-term transmission needs to deliver renewables and meetthe
State’s aggressive GHG reduction goals. Nonetheless, the off-peak
assessmentprovides an implementable approach to address curtailment
concernsinamore immediate timeframe for generation developers, and we
think CAISO is rightto improve the deliverability assessment methodologyas a
holistic initiative.

If CAISO were to develop the off-peak assessmentmore slowlyand after the
new on-peak methodologyis implemented, we believe this would significantly
jeopardize the State’s progressin meeting its GHG reduction goals and create
inequitable treatmentof generators already in the queue. There is potential for
higher market prices and additional GHG emissions as a result of the on-peak
assessmentchangesifthey are not simultaneouslymitigated by an off-peak
assessment. Further, GSCE is concerned thatby separating the on- and off-
peak assessment, projects with newly allocated deliverabilitywill not be
responsible for addressing the congestion and curtailmentimpacts they create,
and therefore, it would be difficultto retroactively require those same projects to
later take responsibilityfor their impacts.

10c

Option 5 is preferred

GSCE s optimistic thatan off-peak deliverability assessmentcan provide some
optionalityto developers who have concerns aboutexcessive curtailment.
While we continue to support processimprovements to identifying policydriven
transmission upgrades and other long-term transmission solutions, the off-peak
assessmentprovides some remedy within the scope of this initiative. Out of all
the proposed optionsthe CAISO analyzed for the off-peak assessment, GSCE
supports Option 5 as the most feasible for both developers and the overall
marketbecause itprovides the most balanced incentive considering CAISO’s
goals of addressing lack of deliverabilityand excessive renewable curtailment.

Please see the Draft Final Proposal
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GSCE believes Option 5 is the only option that will truly incentivize developers
to make voluntary upgrades, which is what will determine how affective the off-
peak assessmentwill be at addressing curtailmentofrenewable resources.
With Option 5, the generator interconnection process provides atimeframe to
assess and address potential curtailmentthat more realisticallyaligns with
developers’ decision-making timeframe. In contrast, the TPPis too uncertain
and utilizes a timeframe thatposestoo muchriskto developers. OPDS also
appearsa fair incentive that some developers surely will wantto take
advantage of, and it seemsthat OPDS can be implemented smoothlybecause
it works within CAISO’s current prioritization regime. OPDS may be a critical
attribute for renewables in future marketing and contracting.

GSCE agrees with CAISO’s assessmentof the options, i.e., the first four do not
sufficiently address excessive curtailment. Timing, as justmentioned, is one
aspectthat must work within generator developmenttimelines to provide a
workable solution for individual projects.

Further,a lack of incentive may resultin there being functionallyno off-peak
mitigation atall.

Finally,we are mindful ofthe shiftin policythat this represents from a focus on
upgrades for deliverabilityto upgrades driven by relieving congestion and
mitigating curtailment. We believe that California policyoffers significant
supportfor embedding these upgrades in the generator interconnection
process. The GHG reduction goals and CPUC assumptions on the amount of
energy-only projects needed to meetthese State policies clearlycontemplate
dramaticallymore solar being constructed in California. Ifthese investments,
which as CAISO notes ultimatelyare paid for by ratepayers, become more
costly because they strand the megawatts from production, itwill make
achieving the RPS and GHG reduction goals more challenging and lead to
higherelectric costs forconsumer.

10d

Existing resources with deliverability should be grandfathered into OPDS
GSCE supports CAISO’s position that existing FCDS resources should receive
OPDSsstatus. Thatis because existing FCDS resources have paid for upgrades
to support deliverabilityduring a timeframe that likely covers at least a portion of

Please see section 4 of the Draft Final Proposal
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the off-peak deliverabilityupgrades that will be identified in CAISO’s new
studies.

Energy-only projectsin the queue should be given a one-time option to obtain
FCDSunderthe new proposed rules and have the opportunityto select OPDS.
Since the shiftin methodologyarguablycreates additional deliverability, we
urge the CAISO to develop a methodologyto allow existing energy-only
projects to compete foran allocation ofthe “new” deliverabilitythat will be
available when CAISO changesits on-peak deliverabilityassessment
methodology. Offering energy-only projects this opportunityin advance of
newlyinterconnecting projectsis the most equitable way to address the
additional deliverabilitythat is created due to the change in methodology.
Similarly, energy-only projects should be given an opportunity to electto be
studied for OPDS. So many factors gointo why a projectmayhave elected to
fund deliverabilityupgradesin the past, and this more focused and localized
opportunity to fund upgrades to get the OPDS and scheduling priorityshould be
offered on a one-time basis to currentenergy-only projects.

10e

Off-peak assessmentand OPDS implementation issue—prioritization level. We
requestthat the CAISO provide additional detail around the priority level
afforded OPDS and some details of how it would work. We do support the
CAISO moving forward with the OPDS proposal as part of the reform package
but request additional detail behind the CAISO’s thinking that the incentive it
presents will encourage voluntarypaymentfor the local upgrades identifiedin
the off-peak studies. Forexample, CAISO could provide a couple of scenarios
illustrating the effectof the OPDS priority to provide stakeholders a better
understanding whattype of load and generation conditions mightbe presentin
days where having OPDS made the difference in protecting a projectfrom
curtailment.

Please see the Draft Final Proposal

10f

GSCE would like to thank CAISO for their efforts in this initiative. We believe
the potential impactofthe new on-peak methodologyon renewable generation
in California could be problematicand are encouraged bythe creative thinking
behind the CAISO’s proposed solution.

Please see the Draft Final Proposal

Page 38 0of 73




L ‘ |f ° Stakeholder Comments
( y CG | OITIICI |SO Generation Deliverability Assessment
Straw Proposal
August 5, 2019

No Comment Submitted CAISO Response

Projectsin the currentqueue have alreadymade significantinvestmentin
transmission upgrades to supportthe State’s GHG reduction goals, and the
State will continue to need renewables to be developed to meetits RPS
requirements. Inlight of those concerns, we feel the straw proposal has made a
significantstep to address curtailment,and the new off-peak study process with
the local upgrades and OPDS option appears to be an effective solution to
helping limitexcessive curtailmentofthese resources.
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11a

Intersect Power (Intersect) appreciates the opportunity to offer these comments
on the CAISO’s Straw Proposal (Proposal) in the DeliverabilityAssessment
Methodologyinitiative. Intersect's comments focus on the process for this
initiative.

CAISO’s plan to move Deliverability Assessment changes forward together with
congestion-mitigation measures is a good one and should be retained. The
Proposalincludes several thoughtful changesin response to earlier stakeholder
comments, and Intersectis in the process of reviewing and analyzing the
conceptsitcontains.

However, critical details forthe package are still unresolved, and it is obvious
that the initiative requires considerable additional work before itis ready to
proceed to a Draft Final Proposal and a September Board decision. It will not be
helpful for the CAISO to proceed with a package thatstill contains major
unresolved issues and does not have significantstakeholder consensus.

Please see the Draft Final Proposal. The ISO believes the adjustments
made largelyaddress the concerns expressed.

11b

On-Peak Deliverability Assessment

Scenario definitions: High System Need (HSN) and Secondary System Need
(SSN) scenario definitions, and how they mightchange overtime.

VER output: Apparentcontradictions between the Deliverability Assessment
methodology (focus on only peak hours, with low VER output) and the CPUC
method for determining the Resource Adequacy(RA) values that resources

actuallycountfor (8760 analysis with output averaging far more than the
CAISO analysis).

Please see section 4 of the Draft Final Proposal

11c

Off-Peak Deliverability Assessment
Option 4: Reimbursementlimits and free-rider problems.

Option 5: Manyissues with the proposed Off-Peak Deliverability Status
(OPDS), including equitywith those paying for on-peak upgrades,impacton

Please see the Draft Final Proposal
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VER submission ofeconomic bids,and overallimpacton CAISO markets. The
conceptisinteresting butnot yet well-defined and coherent.

Otherideas: The Proposal encourages submission of stakeholder comments
andideas aboutthe newideas it contains, but there would be little opportunity
for the CAISO and other stakeholders to analyze and consideranysuchinput.

11d

In conclusion, Intersecturges the CAISO not to rush this initiative to conclusion
before its importantelements are carefullyconsidered and then rationally
decided. At a minimum, the process should allow for a Revised Straw Proposal,
where the CAISO can modify and better defineits proposals based on
stakeholderinputon the many conceptsin the Proposal.

Please see the Draft Final Proposal
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12a

The Large-scale Solar Association (LSA) appreciates the opportunityto
commenton the CAISO’s Straw Proposal (Proposal) in the Deliverability
Assessment Methodologyinitiative. T he Proposal includes several thoughtful
changesin response to earlier stakeholder comments; this submittal suggests
additional revisions to make the proposed framework more cohesive and
complete.

LSA's comments are summarized below and explained furtherin the remainder
of this document.

Please see the Draft Final Proposal

12b

Initiative process: CAISO’s plan to move Deliverability Assessment changes
forward together with congestion-mitigation measures is a good one and should
be retained. However, critical details forthe package are still unresolved,
especiallywith respectto the treatmentof Network Upgrades (NUs) triggered
by the new enhanced Off-Peak Deliverability Assessment.

LSA agrees with CalWEA thatimplementation ofthe new methodologyshould
take place as soon as possible. Even so, it will not be helpful for the CAISO to
proceed with a package thatstill contains major unresolved issues.

Thus, LSA would recommends thatthe CAISO do the following, in order of
preference:

IProvide sufficientinformation in the upcoming Draft Final Proposal for
stakeholders (and the CAISO Board)to fully understand and assess the
proposal.

IDelay Board consideration of the proposal untilthe nextregular Board
meeting, presumablyin November, and streamline or expedite internal CAISO
processes so that does not delay planned implementation ofthe new study
methodologyin the 2020 Reassessment.

ISplitthe initiative into two parallel parts —implementation ofthe new study
methodologyfor in the 2020 Reassessment, and continuation of this initiative to

Please see the Draft Final Proposal. T he schedule has been extended
to target the November Board of Governors meeting,and commence
implementation in 2020.
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address the unresolved Off-Peak Deliverability Assessment and treatment of
the triggered NUs — if and only if the required information cannotbe provided
before Septemberbut a delay of Board consideration to Novemberwould delay
the study-methodologyimplementation.

12¢

On-Peak Deliverability Assessment

IScenario definitions: The CAISO should clarify the High System Need (HSN)
and Secondary System Need (SSN) scenario definitions, and how they might
change over time.

IVER output: LSAdoes not disagree with CAISO’s proposal generally,
including the proposed Variable EnergyResource (VER) dispatch levels.
However, CAISO should do more to reconcile the apparentcontradictions
between the Deliverability Assessment methodologyand the CPUC method for
determining the Resource Adequacy(RA) values that resources actuallycount
for.

ISSN results: CAISO should explain why Local Delivery Network Upgrades
(LDNUs) cannotbe identified in the SSN scenario or assigned in the
interconnection-studyprocess.

Please see section 4 of the Draft Final Proposal

12¢

Off-Peak Deliverability Assessment: As noted above, this elementofthe
Proposal contains manynew ideas and requires further consideration. LSA
supports the voluntary nature of the funding options offered, but the Proposal
doesnot contain enough information to determine whetherthe incentives they
contain are sufficientto ensure that these upgrades are actuallybuilt(so
congestion can be mitigated). In particular, Option 4 reimbursementlimits and
Option 5 Off-Peak Deliverability Status (OPDS) provisions raise issues that
should be addressed.

Please see section 4 of the Draft Final Proposal

12d

On-Peak Deliverability Assessment
Scenario definitions

The proposed hours studied under each scenario are based in the Proposal on
the “Unloaded CapacityMargin” metric (<6%)inthe CAISO’s 2018 Summer

The CAISO utilized the loss of load hours from the CPUC monthly
LOLE summaryto corroborate the information being used from the
CAISO summerassessment.

Page 43 0f 73




&> California ISO

Stakeholder Comments
Generation Deliverability Assessment

Straw Proposal
August 5, 2019

No

Comment Submitted

CAISO Response

Assessment. However: (1) the CAISO now has information from the 2019
Summer Assessment; and (2) more importantly, the CAISO stated at the
stakeholder meeting thatit wantsto use “Loss of Load Expectation” (LOLE)
figuresfrom the CPUC’s ELCC analyses for these definitions butdid not explain
how or when.

Thus,the HSN and SSN definitionsin the Proposal, and the associated VER
output and other metrics, may not be those that would be used in the 2020
Reassessment(and later analyses). For example, it'snot clear:

I How CPUC LOLE figures would be used to define the HSN and SSN study
hours;

I How or whether the definitions mightbe updated to incorporate the 2019
Summer Assessmentresults and/or future Summer Assessments; and/or

I How and when these scenario definitions would change overtime.

Thus,the CAISO should cover all these questionsin the next proposal version.

12e

Potential reliability issues

There isa fundamental disconnectbetween the CAISO’s proposal to focus on
only certain hoursin determining VER deliverability and the way in which these
resources actuallycountfor RA. Specifically,the CPUC’s Electric Load
Carrying Capacity (ELCC) counting methodologyfor VERs assigns much
highervalues to these resources than the CAISO’s proposed dispatchinthe
HSN scenario (where LDNUs would be identified and assigned).

The ELCC methodologyexamines all hours of the year in determining VER RA
value, essentially assuming thatthey are deliverable in every hour. By contrast,
the CAISO’s methodologywould study these resources based on only the HSN
peak-flow timeson the grid,at much lower outputlevels. When CAISO finds
resources to be deliverable in those HSN hours, at those very low dispatch
levels, there is no study finding aboutwhether they would be deliverable in all of
the other hours of the year, potentiallyundermining the basis for the ELCC
figures. If VERs are not deliverable in all hours assumedinthe ELCC

Please see section 4 of the Draft Final Proposal.
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methodology, they may not provide the reliabilityneeded to serve load for which
they are counted.

The Off-Peak Deliverability Assessment seems intended to partly fill that gap,
i.e., ifresources are deliverable in both the On- and Off-Peak Assessments,
then they could safely be assumed to be deliverable in all or most hours of the
year. However, unless off-peak upgrades are actually constructed, then this
disconnectwould remain.

12f

SSN-identified upgrades

It is not clearwhy the Secondary System Need (SSN) scenario cannotidentify
additional LDNUs thatwould be assigned to new generationin the
interconnection studyprocess, like other LDNUs. Instead, only ADNUs from this
analysis would be identified, and that would only be consideredinthe TPP.The
Proposal defines this scenario as follows:

The secondarysystem need scenario represents when the capacityshortage
risk willincrease ifthe intermittentgeneration while producing ata significant
output level is not deliverable. If the addition of a resource will cause a
deliverability deficiency determined based on a deliverabilitytest underthe
secondarysystem need scenario, andis notidentified in the highest system
need scenario, then the constraintcan be classified asan Area Deliverability
Constraintfollowing the classification guidelines in the BPM for the Generator
Interconnection and Deliverability Allocation Procedures. (p.18)

If a deliverability constraintisidentified in this scenario, but that constraintis
largelylocal underthe LDNU definition, it is not clearwhy it would automatically
be considered an Area Deliverability Constraint (and thus considered onlyinthe
TPP).In the next proposal version, the CAISO should either make the
treatmentfor LDNUsidentified in either scenario the same or explain why SSN-
identified LDNUs would be treated different from HSN-identified LDNUs.

Please see section 4 of the Draft Final Proposal

129

Enhanced Off-Peak Deliverability Assessment
General comments & recommendedapproach
LSA agrees with the following general principles reflected in the Proposal:

Please see the Draft Final Proposal
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I This assessmentshould include both FCDS/PCDS and EO generation,
because the primarypurpose of this assessmentshould be congestion analysis
and mitigation. (T he next proposal version should state that explicitly.)

I Fundingofthese NUs should notbe required for RA deliverability, since
they are not needed for deliverabilityin the most critical HSN/SSN hours.

I Funding ofthese NUs should be voluntary. However, the viability of this
voluntary approach depends on providing potential participants with sufficient
incentives, and removing disincentives, such thatthey will electto fund the
NUs, and it's not clear thateither of the options offered have such features.
Otherwise, the identified upgrades will notbe constructed, even where
warranted, and the additional congestion resulting from the new on-peak
methodologywill notbe mitigated.

In addition, LSA requests that the CAISO provide better definition of “Off-Peak”
hours, as that term is used for this assessment,and how that definition might
change over time. Are off-peak hours simply all the hours not covered by the
HSN or SSN definitions, or is there some other method proposed for defining
them?

12h

Comments on specific CAISO-proposed options

Both Options 4 and 5 suffer from significantinherentand/or potential flaws.
These options require additional consideration and modification to be viable,
and other options should be considered as well. Non-viable “options” are simply
window-dressing thatwill notresolve the congestion-mitigation problems
inherentin the new on-peak assessmentmethodology. (One example in the
CAISO tariff todayis GIDAP Option B, which (to LSA's knowledge) has yet to
produce funding of a single additional NU.)

As noted above, LSA has concerns thatboth options containinsufficient
incentives for developers to electthem,and both may have significant
disincentives discouraging such elections.

Both options also require developers to make funding decisions before they
know the costto their projects. The currentFCDS framework atleast allows
conversion to Energy Only at various stages in the study and development

Please see the Draft Final Proposal
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process once developers learn of their projectcosts, but that flexibility is not
specified for either option offered here. At a minimum, developers should have
the ability to electnotto fund these upgrades once they have a reasonable
estimate of allocated share (post-Phase Il for Option 4, post-Phase | for Option
5).

Otherconcernswith Options 4 and 5 are discussed below.

Option 4

The mostsignificant problems with Option 4 relate to the “free rider” problem
discussed above and the reimbursementlimits.

There isno real way to mitigate the free-rider problem under this voluntary
structure, i.e., projects not electing to fund identified NUs would receive the
same congestion-mitigation benefitas those not electing to fund. However, the
reimbursementlimits would exacerbate thisinequity, since they would increase
the net cost to funding participants. Moreover —depending on the limits adopted
—they could serve as a major disincentive for funding these NUs and may
make this entire option non-viable.

LSA believes that funding of off-peak NUs should be reimbursable in any case.
The Proposal added the entire off-peak upgrade approach in order to address
concernsthatconsidering such upgradesin the TPPwould lead to lengthy
delays that could notbe tolerated in the project-developmentprocess.

These upgrades are thus effectively the equivalentof T PP Policy-Driven
upgrades. The NUs would be specificallyidentified to prevent significant
operational impairmentofexisting/earlier-queued, largelyrenewable generation
projects, and they would be dropped later through the annual Reassessment
process if no longer needed for that purpose. Theywould therefore serve a
“policy-driven” purpose, to maintain the state’s ability to meetRenewables
Portfolio Standards (RPS), and should be reimbursable as such.

Finally,the CAISO has not specified a methodologyto determine areasonable
off-peak reimbursementlimit. The currentReliabilityNetwork Upgrade (RNU)
reimbursementlimitwas determined using a percentage of historic RNU costs
and (per recentchanges) will be escalated over time. The CAISO has no similar
history for congestion-related off-peak NUs.
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Option5

LSA's concerns about Option 5 revolve largely around the proposed Off-Peak
Deliverability Status (OPDS) provisions and whether this is the best way to
incentoff-peak NU funding elections. T his elementofthe CAISO’s proposal is
interesting, but considerable additional information is needed before
stakeholders (and the CAISO Board) can determine whetheritoffers net
benefits.

Generallyspeaking, before adopting such a significantchange to its markets,
the CAISO should perform research and studies to determine the netimpacts,
so that decision has a reasonable basis and considers all relevantfactors.
LSA's concerns specific to this option, and some suggestions abouthow to
resolve them, are summarized below.

Equity between projects funding on-peak and off-peak upgrades: The
Proposal would provide scheduling/curtailment priority, in both on- and off-peak
hours, to projects funding off-peak upgrades, even though NUs identified in the
on-peak assessmentare arguably more importantfor reliability. Forexample, a
projectfunding on-peak upgrades for FCDS but electing notto fund off-peak
upgrades would have a lower operational priority, in all hours, than an Energy
Only projectfunding only off-peak upgrades.

Moreover, the CAISO has always maintained thatfunding on-peak upgrades
could and/or should notcarry any operational scheduling or curtailment priority.
The Option 5 proposal demonstrates thatthe CAISO has the capability, at least,
to provide such priorities.

Therefore, the CAISO should consider whether itwould make more sense to
give: (1) Projects funding on-peak upgrades the proposed
scheduling/curtailment priority in on-peak hours; and (2) projects funding off-
peak upgrades scheduling/curtailment priorityin off-peak hours.

I Scope of OPDS priority: OPDS scheduling/curtailment priorities would apply
regardless of the nature of the constraints causing scheduling or operational
limitations, i.e., even where curtailments have nothing to do with local
transmission constraints or congestion (e.g., system-wide over-generation
conditions). Infact, projects may choose to pay for off-peak upgrades for
reasons unrelated to local constraints butin order to avoid over-generation
curtailments.
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Impact on bidding behavior: The proposed OPDS would provide
scheduling/curtailment priority only for self-schedules, i.e., projects submitting
economic bids (which the CAISO has soughtto promote, e.g., for market-
efficiencypurposes) would getno benefitfrom OPDS. Thisis true, not only for
new projects, but also existing FCDS/PCDS projects, which would also receive
OPDS. Thisisa disincentive to submiteconomic bids and maycause changes
in bidding behavior.

I Modeling implications: T he addition of OPDS raises questions about how
the CAISO will model OPDS projectsin otheranalyses as well, e.g., the
portfolio-based UCAP analyses under consideration in the RAEnhancements
Initiative. The CAISO has established practices formodeling FCDS and EO
projects, butitis not clearwhetheror how its modeling practices would change,
for example, for FCDS/non-OPDS or EO/OPDS projects.

| Off-taker considerations: Election of OPDS would generallyoccur before
project PPA acquisition, and there is no indication atthis time whether off-
takers would consider OPDS to be sufficiently valuable to justify paying any
premium for projectsthathave it.
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13a | Equitable treatmentfor Transmission Planning Deliverability (TPD) Please see section 4 of the Draft Final Proposal. The TPD allocation

Allocation:

CAISO’s proposed change to the deliverability study methodologyis expected
to reduce the need for new transmission for new interconnection projects to
attain deliverability. T he new methodologyis expected to create thousands of
MWs of additional deliverabilityin various CAISO load pockets. If CAISO
continuesto use its existing rules for TPD allocation, this will inadvertently favor
new interconnection applications to the disadvantage of existing “Energy Only’
projects. As written, the existing CAISO rules will allocate newlyavailable
deliverability to interconnection projects thathave recently entered the queue
and are currently eitherin the study process or in parked mode; while Energy
Only projects that have been in the queue longerwill not be eligible for
allocation of new deliverability despite their advanced status. Mostof these
Energy Only projects had requested Full CapacityDeliverability Status at the
time they were in study process or parked mode but had to convertto Energy
Onlydue to lack of available deliverabilitybecause of the existing deliverability
methodology.

As shown in Table 1,when conducting TPD allocation, CAISO allocates
deliverability to projects based on Allocation Groups. If CAISO continues to use
this Allocation methodologyafter new deliverabilitybecomes available, Energy
Only projects that may have a LGIA executed but not yet achieved Commercial
Operation will notget anything allocated, vs. a recent Cluster projectwhich may
still be in study process (or parked mode) will get 100% of the allocation. We
recommend that CAISO develop an exception to the allocation rules when new
deliverability becomes available such thatmore advanced projects have a fair
chancein attaining the newly available deliverability. T his one time allocation
should be based on milestones a projecthas achieved, such as PPA, LGIA
execution and notbased on whethera projectis in study stage/parked or if it
already converted to Energy Only. We understand that the allocation rules were
previously developed through another stakeholder process and we are not
recommending to change these rules on a permanentbasis. However, the
impacts ofthe T PD deliverabilitymethodologywill inadvertently lead to CAISO

processwas very recently updated through a lengthy stakeholder
process. Deviating from that process would resultin different winners
andlosers and would require revisiting manyof the same discussions
with all the same stakeholders.
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picking winners (earlydevelopmentprojects) and losers (advanced
developmentprojects)ifthis “one time” exception to the allocation rules is not
developed.

Table 1: CAISO’s TPD Allocation Groups (source: CAISO BPM)

Can Build
Commercial Status DNUSs for All;g::on

Allocation?
Executed or regulator-

Allocation  Project/Capacity
Group Status

. approved PPA requiring
‘;'mmm FCDS or nterconnection Yes I&bcamd
customer is a LSE serving
Its own load
o gl Shortiisted in a RFOIRFP Yes Al
8 Study Process
(Following Ph. |l Proceeding without a PPA  Yes Q,’:W
Only.)*
Converted fo Energy
Only, or Energy Only  Executed of regulator-
projects that approved PPA requinng No “Alu!ocated
achieved commercial FCDS
operation
Converted to Energy
Only, or Energy Only
projects that Shortisted In a REOIRFP No g.‘..’”"’“
achieved commercial
operation
Converted 1o Energy Commercial operation No Allocated
Only achieved "
i -
Energy Only Commercial cperation No ;\Llocam

13b

2) Off-peak Deliverability Assessment Options:

In response to stakeholder concern thatless transmission will lead to more
congestion especiallyduring Off Peak hours, CAISO proposed five options for
Off Peak Deliverability assessment. CAISO is leaning towards proceeding with
either Option4 or 5.

Option 4 will show Optional off-peak Local Network Upgrades (OLNU) that a
projectcan fund as local transmission upgrades and then get reimbursed fora
portion and get CRRs for the rest. While this option has some merits, it may
lead to CAISO developing several local transmission upgrade solutions and will
not create an opportunityto develop a robust regional solution through TPP
which maybe more economical & effective solution. Further, developing more

Please see the Draft Final Proposal
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projects as local solutions could potentiallyreduce the need for regional
projects that have greater scale and can gain economic benefitfrom a
competitive solicitation, thereby further reducing ratepayer burden. For these
reasons, we do not support Option4.

Option 5 requires CAISO to change the self scheduling priorityfor a few
generators such that a curtailment/dispatch prioritywill be provided based on
deliverability status. Thisisa huge shift from currentpractice where
deliverability status does not come into playin CAISO’s markets. The
implications ofthis change could be very broad and this could have potentially
detrimental impacts on existing generators, imports and even EIM participants.
Implementation ofan Option like this withoutunderstanding itsimpacts is not
prudent. We do not support CAISO implementing Option 5.

We understand the concern some stakeholders have with additional renewable
curtailmentdue to less transmission, butwe believe this is an “economic”issue
andnot a “reliability’issue. We understand that there may be a need to address
this issue but we believe this should be addressed only through CAISO’s TPP
process and not through the GIP process. T herefore, we recommend CAISO to
revert to its original proposal as outlined in the Issue Paper.

13c

3) Implementation Timeline

We recommend that CAISO work expeditiouslyto address the remaining issues
in this initiative, including the issue of allocation of newlyavailable deliverability
and file the new deliverabilitymethodologywith FERC at its earliestsuch that it
canbe quicklyimplemented.

We commend CAISO staff on its efforts on this initiative and look forward to
continuing to work with CAISO and stakeholders to resolve remainingissues.

Please see the Draft Final Proposal, and the responses above.
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14a

NextEra Energy Resources, LLC (NextEra) appreciates the opportunityto
commenton the California ISO’s (CAISO) effort to update the deliverability
assessmentmethodology.

Much ofthe August 5th stakeholder meeting focused on concerns that
curtailmentofrenewable resources would be exacerbated bythe reductionin
transmission infrastructure needed to award variable energy resources Full
CapacityDeliverability Status (FCDS) under the proposed new deliverability
assessmentand on whether coupling a solution to that consequence
constitutes a necessaryprecondition toimplementing the updated
methodology. NextEra believes the controversy largelyamounts to fightinga
past battle, rather than concentrating our collective gaze on future challenges.

The presentissue arises because the updated deliverability assessment
proposes modeling significantlyreduced dispatch levels for variable generators,
which will lessen the need for new transmission infrastructure. However, the
CAISO noted in its hybrid resources stakeholder process that42% of all
projectsin the latest queue involve generation coupled with storage. Thattrend
willonlyaccelerate. T he resultwill be a probable future in which hybrid low-
carbon resources, whether single resource ID ordual ID configurations, will be
studied at or relatively near their interconnection injection capacitylimit.

Forthis and other reasons, NextEra believes the two elements can, and should,
proceed independentlyand sequentially. In short, NextEra generally supports
the CAISO adopting an updated deliverability assessmentmethodology, subject
to additional refinements setforth below, and subsequentlyproceeding with a
more rigorous examination of potential solutions to California’s growing
curtailmentchallenge. As the CAISO acknowledges, anysuch solution involving
application of penaltyprices or a new transmission senice is likely to be
complex, should be properlyunderstood, and must properlybalance the
interests of ratepayers and both past and future generators, as well as consider
the impactoftechnological innovation.

Please see the Draft Final Proposal,and the responses above.
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14b

NextEra Conditionally Supports Moving Forward with Adoptionofthe
Revised Deliverability Assessment Methodology

Consistentwith the comments of stakeholders considering this matter last year,
NextEra agrees that changes occurring on California’s electric system warrant
the CAISO capturing a broader range of study scenarios than currentlydone
underthe on-peak deliverability assessment. NextEra further finds value in
utilizing an assessmentthat allows for greater availability of T ransmission Plan
Deliverability (TPD) allocation for new resources that should resultfrom the
declining qualifying capacityvalues of variable energy resources, especially
solar, due to the adoption by the CPUC of an Effective Load Carrying Capacity
(ELCC) methodology. Similarly, identifying fewer transmission upgrades to
support FCDS reduces a project's commercial risk and contracting complexity.
But those interests mustbe balanced againstthe effectiveness of the
deliverability assessmentto preserve system reliabilityand not unduly harm the
commercial interest of existing generators.

In light of these considerations, NextEra respectfullyquestions some ofthe
proposed assumptions underlying the revised deliverabilityassessment.
Although a gross simplification, ELCC looks at8760 hoursandis an average of
multiple probabilistic outcomes. Thus, to the extent the CAISO’s deliverability
snap-shotignores the performance ofresources over a significantnumber of
hours and therefore fails to identify infrastructure needed to make those
resources deliverable in those hours, the level of reliabilityresulting from the
transmission system’s capabilitywill be less than that assumed by the CPUC’s
ELCC analysis. Thatmismatch should be reasonablyminimized.

Here, for example, the CAISO proposesto use a “50% exceedance level” under
the Secondary System Need scenario due to “mild risk of capacityshortage.”
But the mild capacityshortage risk is, in part, due to the high probability of
output of variable generation during the period covered by that scenario.
Moreover, while the snapshot does not match the hours of greatest curtailment
risk, it more closelyconforms to those instances than the High System Need
scenario. Accordingly, selecting alower exceedance level to determine
generator dispatch, particularlyforthe SecondarySystem Scenario, e.g.20%
or 30%, would seem to correspond sufficientlyto the ELCC and partially
mitigate the concerns over curtailment.

Please see the Draft Final Proposal
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The CAISO presentation at slide 25 states that the “GIP may identify
LDNU/ADNUSs inin the primarysystem need scenario and ADNUs inthe
secondarysystem need scenario.” NextErarecommends thatthe Secondary
System Need scenario also identifyLDNUs. Expanding the scope of DNUs that
can beidentifiedin either scenario will similarlyserve as a bridge to addressing
curtailmentrisk. Absent adoption of this recommendation, NextEra requests
further explanation ofthe rationale for the distinction.

Given the prevalence ofhybrid resourcesin the queue, NextEra also
recommends the CAISO specify, to the extent currentlypossible given the
status of CPUC review, how those resources will be studied under the two
deliverability scenarios. For dual resource ID configurations, NextEra assumes
that the storage resource will be fully credited toits nameplate capacity,
consistentwith CPUC counting criteria, during the High System Need scenario,
butitis not clearhow storage will be addressed in the Secondary System Need
scenario when there is more of a likelihood of charging. Greater clarification
would be appreciated. It is also assumed thattreatment of single resource ID
configurations will be more fully addressed in the pending hybrid resource
stakeholder process and at the CPUC.

14¢

NextEra Recommends Further Evaluation of Potential Solutions to
Renewable Resource Curtailment Prior to Adopting the Significant Market
ChangelIncludedin the Current Proposal

Curtailmentofrenewable generation is a problem in California, and it will
becomeincreasinglyso as the State advances towardsits carbon reduction
goals.However, NextEra believes it is unnecessaryto address these
curtailmentissues by rushing fundamental changes to the CAISO market
structure through transmission planning without methodically vetting the
consequences among the various effected constituentgroups.

Simplyput, NextEra appreciates the CAISO’s efforts to respond to legitimate
concerns ofthe renewable developmentcommunity, but requests more time be
given to evaluating the various options and proposals put forth. As an initial
matter, solutions should be commensurate with the problem and cognizantof
who currently bears the cost of the problem as well as who would bear the cost
of any solution.

Please see the Draft Final Proposal, and the responses above.

Page 55 0f 73




&> California ISO

Stakeholder Comments

Generation Deliverability Assessment
Straw Proposal

August 5, 2019

No

Comment Submitted

CAISO Response

It is not entirely clear whetherthe CAISO, or any party to these discussions,
fully understands the scope of how the costof curtailments are presently borne.
The CAISO correctlyrecognizes that supporting deliverabilityof renewable
resources to reduce curtailmentlargelyinvolves an economicdecision or policy-
driven concern, rather than satisfying a reliabilityconcern. Thatcostcan be
estimated from a societal standpointby valuing, among other potential items,
the lost energy and environmental attributes and increased capital investments.

However, depending on the underlying commercial arrangements, who actually
bears that costmay be different. For instance, manylegacycontracts with the
investor-owned utilities involve an allocation ofthe risk of curtailmentwith the
resource owner taking an initial “bucket’ of hours and the utility ratepayers
assuming responsibilityfor any curtailmentthat exceedsthatlevel. Thereis
further the critical distinction between “economic” and “reliability’ curtailment,
with the formerbeing more frequently compensated. These issues were likelya
matter of negotiation and, it could be, but is not necessarilytrue, that the
developeraccounted for the risk of realization of full curtailmentin the
underlying energy cost. The pointis that in some cases load already bears that
costand it may be prudentto devise a solution that allows that constituencyto
determine when and how additional costs are spent to alleviate the problem.
Alternatively, it could be that generators bear the cost, but additional
considerationisneeded.

However, at a minimum, the CAISO can ensure more marketclarityand
efficientadministration of contracts by clearlydelineating what constitutes an
economic orareliabilitycurtailment. Reliabilitycurtailments should reflect
extreme conditions on the system that do notinvolve routine congestion
management,including Exceptional Dispatch.

Further,in addition to the many complex questions regarding the impactvarious
options may have on bidding behavior, potential anti-competitive behavior,
siingand interconnection incentives, etc, there are foundational considerations
of how the optionsimpactthe developmentof other marketsolutions, such as
storage. Does increasing the outputof renewable resources during periods of
local congestion increase the probabilityof over generation? If so, was that the
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mostefficientsolution? NextEra does not have answers to these questions. But
they do seem to warrantcareful assessmentby allimpacted parties and for this
reason, NextEra recommends further vetting before going beyond selection of
Option 1, an option which was not recommended bythe CAISO.
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15a

Pacific Gasand Electric Company (PG&E) offers the following comments on
the California Independent System Operator's (CAISO) Deliverability
Assessment Methodology Straw Proposal.

PG&E supports CAISO’s effort to revisit the study scenarios for assessing
deliverability given the evolving needs of a system with increasing levels of
intermittentresources. However, PG&E urges CAISO to extend its timeline for
this initiative and consider additional stakeholder meetings before finalizing its
proposal.Based on the straw proposal, PG&E does not think the proposal will
be ready to be taken to the Board of Governors meeting in September. PG&E
believes there are still a myriad of cascading effects thathave not yet been fully
considered and more time isnecessaryfor CAISO to properly engage with all
the relevant stakeholders in order to work through these issues. PG&E offers
comments to highlightsome of the unresolved issues, and they can be
summarized as follows:

1. PG&E is concerned thatthere is misalignmentbetween the new deliverability
assessmentmethodologyand the RA NQC methodology.

2. CAISO should quantify the magnitude ofthe trade-offs between renewable
curtailmentversus fewer transmission deliverynetwork upgrades.

3. PG&E would like to offer a list of questions that CAISO should considerand
clarifyinthe nextiteration of its proposal.

Please see section 4 of the Draft Final Proposal

15b

1. PG&E is concerned thatthere is misalignmentbetween the new deliverability
assessmentmethodologyand the RA NQC methodology.

PG&E understands that the evolving energy landscape necessitates a relook at
the CAISO’s methodologyfor assessing deliverability. However, the same
factors driving the need for such relook also require the CAISO to ensure that
there is alignmentbetween the different processes. PG&E is concerned thatthe
currentproposal putforth by the CAISO has not fully considered how those
different processes overlap and that misalignmentmayhave unintended
consequences. PG&E urges the CAISO to reconsider submitting this initiative
to the CAISO Board of Governors so that all the relevant stakeholders,
including the CAISO, can better understand the cascading effects.

With the addition of large amounts of behind the meter solar PV
generation the peak load hour (peak sales) has shifted to later in the
day when system connected solarresource production is well below
maximumoutput. As a result of this, the ISO is revising its deliverability
methodologyassumptions. Inaddition, for the same reason, the ISO
recentlyrevised its LCR study assumptions as showninthe 2020 LCR
Study Manual:
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From PG&E'’s currentunderstanding ofthe proposal, there appearsto be
misalignmentbetween three key processes: 1) Generation Interconnection
Process (GIP), 2) the annual Transmission Planning Process (T PP),and 3) the
Local Capacity Technical Study. In an effort to better illustrate our own
confusion on how these different inter-related processes overlap, PG&E
constructed atable to outline the modeling assumption thatwould be used in
these processes. Since we wanted to focus on the methodologyand the
assumptions used rather than the specifics ofthe methodologyitself, we
focused on solar dispatchin PG&E's area.

New Dellyerabdliey
Awowssmenl

Local Capactty

. : mwr
Technical Studie

Current Deliverability

Sumsmoer Toad HE15-22 (HSN)

) i - F15-17 (SSN) 81 - 15
Assessient Peviodd HE 141 HE15-17 (S8 HE1%1 HI1%)

FIM-PY 10% (HSN)
12% (Exveedaoce) $5.6% (SSN

BTM-PV (Systen) Mid AAPY - % ot (HSN) S

PG&E requests that the CAISO provide a similar chartto ensure alignmentof
the assumptionsin these studies and consider closer collaboration with the
CPUCELCC that establishes the counting methodologyfor renewable
resources. PG&E also requests that the CAISO provide a venue for more
stakeholders to fully understand and engage on how these processes overlap
to ensure integration among these studies.

Ultimately, PG&E understands there is value in studying the peak consumption
period and the peak sales period—especiallygiven that the CAISO system has
increasing levels of intermittentgeneration. There is meritin considering both
periods and PG&E believes the CAISO should ensure alignmentbetween these
processesinits final proposal.

http://www.caiso.com/Documents/2020Local CapacityRequirementsFin
alStudyManual.pdf

On page 6 of the manual under “Generation Modeled” the following
statementis made:

“Generation resources shall be dispatch up to the latest available net
qualifying capacitynotto exceed historical (projected for new
resources) outputvalues at the time of the managed peak load in
the local area for purposes of the 2020 Technical Study.”

The bolded and italicized partensures that solar production levels
accuratelyreflecttheirexpected outputduring the peak sales hours
alsoreferred to as the managed peakload. The table that PG&E
included in theircommentis does not accuratelyrepresentthe ISO’s
assumptions. It indicates thatsolar dispatchinthe LCR studiesare
based on production during HE 15-17. However, the ISO solar
dispatchin LCR studies is based on the output values at the time of the
managed peak load which is more likelyto be later in the day when the
solar production much lower.

The changes proposed to the deliverabilitymethodologyfor the

summer peak load period would look at two different scenarios as
describedin the Final Straw Proposal paper. The mainfocus ofthose
scenariosison the hours later in the day during the peak sales, which
is similarto the LCR studies, so there is noinconsistency. Also, the
deliverability study is primarilyfor system resource adequacypurposes
when MW production due to the diversity of resource production across
the ISO system is counted towards meeting the need. Thisadditional
MW productionis notcounted towards meeting LCR needs because
diversity in a localized areais much smallerthan across alarge area.

The TPP study assumptions are shownin the table 3.11.2 inthe 2019-
2020 TPPstudy plan: http://www.caiso.com/Documents/Final2019-
2020StudyPlan.pdf
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Again, PG&E'’s table does not accuratelyreflectthe ISO’s assumptions.
The peakload houris different for each of the different local areasin
that table and shifts to later in the dayin later years. However, this is
consistentwith the LCR methodologyassumptions.

15¢

2. The CAISO should quantify the magnitude ofthe trade-offs between
renewable curtailment versus fewer transmission deliverynetwork upgrades.
PG&E appreciates the CAISO’s acknowledgementthatthe currentproposal will
effectively lead to fewer transmission upgrades, butit will also resultin
increased level of renewable curtailment. The CAISO claims thatthis tradeoff is
notan issue, because “ratepayers ultimatelyreimburse generators for delivery
network upgrades through the CAISO’s transmission access charge.”1 PG&E
thinks itis importantfor the CAISO to conduct preliminarystudies to evaluate
the magnitude ofthose tradeoffs.

3. PG&E would like to offer a list of questions that CAISO should considerand
clarifyinthe nextiteration of its proposal.

PG&E would like to thank the CAISO for the amountof work it has already done
in developing this proposal. However, PG&E thinks additional workis needed.
PG&E provides the following listof additional questions and requests the
CAISO to answerand clarifyin its next proposal.

. * How will OPDS apply to storage devices?

. Canthe CAISO provide additional clarityon if the deliverability
upgradesidentified in the secondarysystem scenario are needed for a
resource to obtain full deliverability status?

. + Canthe CAISO consideran OPDS analysis process for existing
resources that could mitigate excessive curtailmentwithin the TPP?
. * Canthe CAISO provide more detail on the merits to permitting

interconnecting resources with the option to fund OPDS upgrades when they
may be the sole cause of the future congestion constraintto existing
resources?

Please see the Draft Final Proposal

Page 60 of 73




&> California I1SO

Stakeholder Comments

Generation Deliverability Assessment
Straw Proposal

August 5, 2019

16. Southern California Edison (SCE)

Submitted by: Tony Velarde

No

Comment Submitted

CAISO Response

16a

Southern California Edison (SCE) appreciates the CAISO considering revisions
to the deliverability study assumptions used in the existing methodology, given
the significantchangesin the composition of the existing generation fleetsince
the CAISO’s previous modificationsin 2009 and the further changes anticipated
over the forecasthorizon. SCE supports the proposed changes contained in the
CAISO’s Deliverability Assessment Methodology Revisions Straw Proposal
posted on July 29, 2019 and recommends thatsuch proposed revisions be
implemented as soon as possible and applied immediatelyto the resourcesin
the existing interconnection queue.

The proposed revisions are needed to align the deliverabilitystudies to the
resource capacityneeded for the identified critical periods:

a) Highestsystem need scenario, during the summerhours ending 18 to 22
when capacityshortage is mostlikelyto occur;

b) Secondarysystem need scenario, during the summerhoursending 15t0 17
when the capacityshortage risk willincrease ifthe intermittentgeneration is not
deliverable while producing ata

significantoutputlevel; and

c) An additional Off-peak deliverabilityassessment (not under oversupply
conditions) to address curtailmentofrenewable resources due to transmission
constraints.

SCE recommends thatany refinements to the revised deliverability assessment
methodologyin response to concerns ofresource developers regarding
curtailments could be reviewed after the revisions have beenimplementedin
the next studies and specific issues have been identified.

Please see the Draft Final Proposal, and the responses above.
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17a

Introduction

SDG&E agrees that itis timely to reevaluate the CAISO’s existing deliverability
assessmentmethodology. Grid conditions have changed significantlysince the
initial developmentofthe methodologyin 2004. The methodologyneeds to be
changed to consider the ability of intermittentresources to deliver power during
peak demand conditions thathave shifted later in the day. With the increased
levels of Behind-T he-load-Meter (BT M) generation, peak load hours now
include hours-ending 1500 through 2200. SDG&E therefore supports the
introduction ofa “Secondary System Need Scenario” in addition to the existing
“‘Highest System Need Scenario.”

SDG&E understands there are concerns with local transmission-related
renewable resource curtailimentduring the “non-summer peak period.”1
However, SDG&E finds that these concerns are really economic issues that
involve determining the tradeoffs between the cost of potential transmission
upgrades and the value of foregone Renewable Energy Credits (RECs) as well
as the cost of injecting energyonto the grid when Locational Marginal Prices
(LMPs) are low or negative. Accordingly, SDG&E does not believe Resource
Adequacy (RA) deliverabilityis implicated during the “non-summer period” and
does not believe that deliverability changes applicable to the non-summer peak
period are needed.

Please see the Draft Final Proposal

17b

SDG&E Supports Enhancing the Off-Peak Deliverability Assessment

The CAISO presentsfive options relative to the “non-summer peak period.”
SDG&E supports Option 1 which involves “updating study assumptions for the
off-peak deliverabilityassessmentsuch that the results provide a meaningful
indication of curtailmentdue to transmission constraints.”2,3 (page 10) The
CAISQO’s annual Transmission Planning Process (T PP) would perform analysis
to determine whetherit would be economic to expand transmission in order to
reduce resource curtailments. If the CAISO determines such expansionwas
economic, the CAISO Board of Governors could authorize Transmission Access
Charge (T AC) cost recovery for such upgrades.

Option 1 is fully consistentwith the CAISO’s “reliability through markets”
principle. It allows Interconnecting Customers (IC) to 1) have information on

Please see the Draft Final Proposal,and the responses above.

Page 62 of 73




£
A

=35 California 1ISO

Stakeholder Comments

Generation Deliverability Assessment
Straw Proposal

August 5, 2019

No

Comment Submitted

CAISO Response

transmission-constrained generation pockets that may be subjectto high levels
of curtailment, and 2) manage the risks of curtailment, if the IC decides to move
forward with its project, by submitting price/quantityoffers into the CAISO
markets that reflectthe IC’s own assessmentofits variable coststructure (e.g.,
variable operations and maintenance (O&M) costs and opportunitycosts such
as foregone renewable energycredits (REC) revenues). Option 1 avoids the
inefficiencies associated with administratively-set offer prices. It also allows
interconnecting generators to make their own decisions as to whetherit makes
economic sense to propose and pay for merchanttransmission expansion
beyond that which the CAISO may approve in its TPP. Thisapproach ensures
that CAISO consumers would notbe obligated to fund transmission expansion
beyond that which the CAISO has fully vetted through an economic studyand
approved inits TPP.4

SDG&E Does Not Support Options which Mandate that Interconnecting
Generators Fundor Pay For Transmission Upgrades, or that Obligate
CAISO Consumers to Pay for Transmission Upgrades, thatwould Reduce
Curtailment Duringthe “Non-Summer Peak Period.”

Option 2 would mandate that interconnecting generators fund Local Delivery
Network Upgrades (LDNUs) that reduce curtailmentduring the non-summer
peak periods, in order to achieve Full Capacity Deliverability Status (FCDS)
during summer peak periods. SDG&E sees no advantage for such a mandatory
requirementsince the risk of supply-shortages is low during the non-summer
peak period. Moreover, ultimate paymentresponsibilityfor these LDNUs would
rest with CAISO consumers. Outside ofthe CAISO’s TPP process, there is no
basis for determining thatthe benefits provided to CAISO consumers bythese
LDNUs, would offset the costs paid by CAISO consumers. SDG&E does not
supportthis option as it mixes reliabilityissues tied to possible supplyshortages
during summer peak periods, to economicissues tied to curtailments during
non-summer peak periods.

While Option 3 would unbundle the off-peak deliverabilitynetwork upgrade
requirements from the on-peak network upgrade requirements for resource
adequacypurposes, it would allow interconnecting generators to choose to fund
a transmission upgrade. T he interconnecting generator’s paymentobligation
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“‘would be capped” (page 11) and would be refunded with CRRs. This
essentially means that CAISO consumers are obligated to pay for the upgrade
costsin excess of the cap. Unless the CAISO’s TPPfinds that such local or
system-wide transmission upgrades are cost-effective, SDG&E does not believe
CAISO consumers should payfor the upgrades. SDG&E does not supportthis
option.

Option 4 would also allow interconnecting generators to choose to fund a “local”
transmission upgrade, but CAISO consumers would be obligated to pay for
these upgradesup to a “reimbursementcap.” (page 11) As with Option 3,
SDG&E does not believe CAISO consumers should payfor transmission
upgrade costs for which there is no CAISO TPP-based evidence thatsuch
upgrades are cost-effective for CAISO consumers.

Under Option 5, a generator electing Off-Peak Deliverability Status (OPDS)
would be mandatedto fund upgrades (up to a cap) that mitigate the local
constraintduring the non-summer peak period. CAISO consumers would be
obligatedto payfor these local upgrades. Option 5 also “introduces a new
concepttothe CAISO’s markets: giving curtailment/dispatch prioritybased on
deliverability statuses.” The CAISO explains that “an interconnection customer
selecting ‘Off-peak Deliverability Status’ would be curtailed aftera generator
that does not have that status.” (page 12)

As with Options 2, 3 and 4, SDG&E does not believe CAISO consumers should
be required to pay for transmission upgrades which have not been determined
by the CAISO’s TPPto be cost-effective. Additionally, SDG&E believes this new
conceptwillintroduce marketinefficiencyinas much asit relieson
administratively-setoffer pricingin orderto give effectto the
curtailment/dispatch priority. Market efficiencyis maximized when generators
participate in the CAISO markets via price/quantityoffers that reflecteach
generator's own assessmentof its variable coststructure — which mayinclude
the opportunity costs associated with possible curtailment. SDG&E does not
supportOption 5.

17¢c

The Methodology Used to Assess the Output Level of Intermittent
Resources Should be Consistent Across all Scenarios Studied.

While SDG&E supports the need to revise the on-peak deliverability
methodology, SDG&E has some concerns regarding the numerous production

Please see section 4 of the Draft Final Proposal, and the responses
above.
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level methodologies used by the CAISO. For instance, a proposed 20%
exceedance production level forwind and solar resources is used during the
highestsystem need scenario (during the early evening hours) but a proposed
50% exceedance level is used during the secondarysystem need scenario
(during the late afternoon hours). SDG&E does not understand the logic for
using different exceedance percentages during these two time periods.
Furthermore, although the proposal explains whyusing an average Effective
Load Carrying Capacity(ELCC) probabilisticapproach is notviable for
deliverability assessments, the solar output value for only the SDG&E area will
be based on average ELCC value. Finally, for the off-peak scenario, the
proposal introduces the concept of “production level underwhich 90% of the
annual energyis produced setthe outputsto be tested in the off-peak
deliverability assessment.” This approach is also differentfrom the exceedance
or ELCC previously discussed. SDG&E recommends thatmore explanations be
provided in the revised straw proposal on why several methodologies are
needed. SDG&E continues to advocate for consistencyacross the CPUC and
the CAISO whenit comesto how a resource value is determined.
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18. Cities of Anaheim, Azusa, Banning, Colton, Pasadena, and Riverside, California (Six Cities)
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Comment Submitted

CAISO Response

18a

In response to the CAISO’s request, the Cities of Anaheim, Azusa, Banning,
Colton, Pasadena, and Riverside, California (collectively, the “Six Cities”)
provide their comments on the Straw Proposal in the Deliverability Assessment
MethodologyReuvisionsiinitiative. As discussed below, the Six Cities do not
supportthe aspects of the Straw Proposal related to the evaluation and
mitigation of curtailmentrisk resulting from the revised assumptions the CAISO
proposes to use in the deliverabilityassessments. As explained in their prior
comments, however, the Six Cities do not objectto the revised assumptions
themselves, including, specifically, the CAISO’s proposal to study deliverability
according toa highestsystem need scenario and a secondarysystem need
scenario. T he Six Cities reiterate their requestfor information from the CAISO
regarding the expected impacts ofthe revised deliverabilitystudy assumptions
on Resource Adequacyqualifications and requirements.

The Six Cities’ principal concerns with the Straw Proposal are related to the
‘nonsummer peak scenario” (or off-peak) deliverability assessments that the
CAISO proposes to perform as part of the resource interconnection process.
Although the Six Cities do not inherently objectto the CAISO performing
studiesin order to provide information to interconnecting resources about
potential curtailmentrisks,1the CAISO’s preferred approaches (particularly
“Option4” and “Option 5”) for assigning the costs of any resulting local network
upgrades have not been fully fleshed out. In particular, the CAISO’s proposals
to allocate the costs of such upgrades to transmission customers do notappear
to be justified. Certainlyabsent further details regarding these proposals, the
Six Cities do not support either of these options.

As an initial matter, itis not clearwhy interconnection customers should have
the discretion toimpose on transmission customers the costs of network
upgrades whose primarypurpose is to avoid adverse economic consequences
(i.e., curtailment) tointerconnecting resources. For example, the CASO
proposes under Option 4 that Off-Peak Local Network Upgrades (“OLNUS”)
funded by interconnection customers will be reimbursable to the funding
customerup to an unspecified cap, while under the Option 5 scenario, OLNUs
will be fully reimbursable. If an interconnection customer wishes to avoid what it

Please see the Draft Final Proposal,and the responses above.
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may deem to be excessive levels of curtailment, then the customer should be
responsible for the cost of funding upgrades to achieve that result.2 Is there
data that would illuminate the scope ofthe anticipated curtailmentand the
potentialimpactto consumers? See, e.g., Straw Proposal at 7 (noting that
“‘renewable generation curtailment could increase which would ultimately
directlyor indirectlyincrease costs for consumers to some extent’) (emphasis
added).

With respectto Option 5, the Six Cities are unclearasto the basis for the
CAISO’s proposal to assign self-scheduling priorityto interconnecting resources
that electto initiallyfund OLNUs when, again, those OLNUs are reimbursable.
Why is the CAISO providinga scheduling priorityfor resources that are not
ultimatelybearing the costs of the OLNUs, but are merely providing up-front
financing? Ascheduling priorityalong the lines of what the CAISO proposes
would make more sense in the contextof OLNUs that are not reimbursed by
transmission customers.

18b

In addition to these concerns, the Six Cities have questionsrelating to several
aspects of the CAISO’s Straw Proposal:

OLNU Cost Caps: With respectto the cost caps for OLNUs proposed as part of
Options 3 - 5, the CAISO suggests that the caps will be established atthe
lower of the Phase | and Phase Il studies. However, the CAISO also proposes
thatin Phase |, each interconnection customer will be assigned the full cost of
the OLNUs, while at Phase II, the costs of the OLNUs will be allocated.3 Unless
the CAISO identifies significantlymore (or more costly) OLNUs between Phase
| and Phase II, the cap for individual interconnection customers s likely to be
established inthe Phase Il studies, even if a subsequentreassessmentresults
in a higherallocation. Is this the CAISO’s intention and, if so, why are the OLNU
costcaps not set at the higher of the Phase | and Phase Il results? Or is it the
CAISO’s intention to apply the cap to the aggregate OLNU cost as between
Phase | and Phase Il, but not to provide interconnection customer-specific
caps?

Finally,how will OLNU costs in excess of the cap be allocated?

Please see the Draft Final Proposal. Details for establishing costcaps
in the Phase | and Phase Il studies and how they are applied are
provided in the proposal, and are similarto how cost caps are
established and applied for other network upgrades in the existing
GIDAP.
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Option4 Reimbursement Cap: According to the CAISO’s stakeholder
presentation (at slide 31), adopting a reimbursement cap will “protectrate-
payers and motivate prudentdecision[s] by the ICs.” How will the CAISO
determine whatlevel of reimbursementcap will accomplish this? Will the cap be
setas a fixed $/MW or will the cap be set as a percentage (i.e.,

50%) of the interconnection customers” OLNU cost?

Option 5 Scheduling Priority: In general, the scheduling priorityconceptwithin
Option 5 requires further development, including with respectto the following:
I How will the proposed scheduling prioritybe implemented?

I What scheduling prioritywill existing resources have?

I What will be the curtailment priority for resources that have funded OLNUs
relative to othertypes of self-schedules?

I How will the CAISO decide on curtailmentlevels among resources having
equal scheduling priority?

Doesthe CAISO expectto see an increase in self-schedules as a result of its
proposal and, if so, is this result desirable?

Additionally, as noted above and in their previous comments, stakeholders
would also benefit from information regarding the potential impacts on the level
of Net Qualifying Capacityfor resources asa result of the change in
deliverability assessment. What are the expected effects of potential increased
congestion onresource adequacyresources, especiallyexisting resources?

18¢c

In light of the foregoing questions and concerns, the CAISO’s goal of issuinga
Draft Final Proposal to present to the CAISO Board of Governors duringits
September meeting appears to be unrealistic. The changes the CAISO is
proposing, particularlywith respectto OLNUs, are complicated and likelywill
entail significanttariff revisions, particularlyrelated to interconnection
procedures. T he Six Cities also urge the CAISO to considerthe impactofits
proposalsin this initiative on other pending and recentlycompleted initiatives,
including Resource AdequacyEnhancements and the 2018 Interconnection

Please see the Draft Final Proposal,and the responses above.
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Process Enhancements. T hese issues will require appropriate time to carefully
evaluate, and, by failing to take adequate time to consider these issues now,
the CAISO may increase the likelihood that stakeholders will be compelled to
protest the CAISO’s not-fully-vetted proposal and tariff revisions when they are
filedat FERC. T o thoroughlyaddress the proposal to create a new categoryof
network upgrades and the related costallocation, which is potentially
contentious, it likely will be necessary for the CAISO to extend the timeframe for
completion ofthisinitiative.
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19a

SPower appreciates the opportunity to commenton the CAISO’s Straw
Proposal (Proposal) in the Deliverability Assessment Methodologyinitiative.
The Proposal includes several thoughtful changesin response to earlier
stakeholder comments, and this submittal suggests additional revisions that
wouldimprove that proposed framework.

SPower's comments below focus on the initiative process and timing, and on
the proposed enhanced Off-Peak Deliverability Assessment.

Please see the Draft Final Proposal

19b

Initiative process & timing

CAISO’s plan to move DeliverabilityAssessment changes forward in a single
package, together with congestion-mitigation measures, isa good one and
should be retained. However, critical details for the package are still
unresolved, especiallywith respectto the treatmentof Network Upgrades (NUs)
triggered by the new enhanced Off-Peak Deliverability Assessment.

The CAISO is planning to proceed to the Draft Final Proposal after this Straw
Proposal,in orderto take a final proposal to the Board in September; however,
the process requires more deliberate consideration of these features, e.g.,in a
Revised Straw Proposal and then possible Board considerationin October.
Ratherthan proceed before the proposalis ready, the CAISO should seek ways
to expedite its internal processes to accommodate a more reasonable and
complete stakeholder process.

Please see the Draft Final Proposal,and the responses above.

19¢

Enhanced Off-Peak Deliverability Assessment

SPower agrees with the following general principles reflected in the Proposal:

I This assessmentshould include both FCDS/PCDS and EO generation,
because the primarypurpose of this assessmentshould be congestion analysis
and mitigation. (T he nextproposal version should state that explicitly.)

I Fundingofthese NUs should notbe required for RA deliverability, since
they are not needed for deliverabilityin the most critical HSN/SSN hours.

Please see section 4 of the Draft Final Proposal, and the responses
above.
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I Fundingofthese NUs should be voluntary. However, the viability of this
voluntary approach depends on providing potential participants with sufficient
incentives, and removing disincentives, such thatthey will electto fund the
NUs, and it's not clear thateither of the options offered have such features.
Otherwise, the identified upgrades will notbe constructed, even where
warranted, and the additional congestion resulting from the new on-peak
methodologywill notbe mitigated.

Thismeans thatthis funding should: (1) Include benefits not available to those
not electing to fund the NUs, to avoid “free rider” problems;and (2) be
reimbursable. T hese positions are explained further below. Of the two options
offered in the Proposal — Option 4 and Option 5 — Option 5 comes closestto
meeting these criteria but, as described below, some revisions are needed to
rationalize the proposed Off-Peak Deliverability Status (OPDS).

In addition, CAISO should give some consideration to the required timing for
electing off-peak upgrade funding, and perhaps adding flexibilityto the
developerdecision-making process. Both Options 4 and 5 require developers to
make funding decisions before they know the cost to their projects. T he current
FCDS framework at least allows conversion to Energy Only at various stagesin
the study and developmentprocess once developers learn their projectcosts,
but that flexibility is not specified for either option offered here. At a minimum,
developers should have the ability to electnot to fund these upgrades once they
have a reasonable estimate of allocated share (post-Phase Il for Option 4, post-
Phase | for Option 5).

19d

Benefits to funding projects

Option 4 suffers from an obvious “free rider” problem,i.e., projects electing not
to fund the off-peak upgrades would receive the same congestion-reliefbenefits
as those electing to fund them. With no obvious benefits from funding (and with
the funding deterrents described below), there is no strongincentive to fund,
potentially making this option non-viable.

The OPDS provisions under Option 5 offer an obvious incentive to fund.
However, SPower believes that this elementshould be modified before itis

Please see section 4 of the Draft Final Proposal. A different
mechanism foraccomplishing the scheduling priorityhas been
proposed, and this mechanismis more targeted than the original
proposal.
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finalized, to make it more equitable between projects funding on-peak upgrades
and those funding off-peak upgrades.

The Proposal would provide scheduling/curtailment priority, in both on- and off-
peak hours, to projects funding off-peak upgrades, though NUs identified in the
on-peak assessmentare arguably more importantfor system reliabilitythan off-
peak upgrades. For example, underthe CAISO’s proposal, projects funding on-
peak upgrades for FCDS but electing notto fund off-peak upgrades would have
lower self-schedule priorities, in all hours, than Energy Only projects funding
only off-peak upgrades.

More interestingly, the CAISO has always maintained thatfunding on-peak
upgrades could notand/or should not carry any operational scheduling or
curtailmentpriority, though many market participants have advocated such
priorities over the years. The Option 5 proposal demonstrates thatthe CAISO
has the capability, at least, to provide such priorities,and SPower strongly
supports implementation ofthis fair and equitable principle.

Therefore, SPower believes that it would make more sense for the CAISO to do
the following:

(1) Give projects funding on-peak upgrades (FCDS/PCDS projects) the
proposed scheduling and curtailment priorityin on-peak hours; and

(2) Give projects funding off-peak upgrades scheduling and curtailment priority
in off-peak hours.

19e

Deterrents to funding projects

The proposed (butunspecified) reimbursementlimits under Option 4 would
exacerbate the free-rider problem, since they would increase the net costto
funding participants. Moreover — depending on the limits adopted —they could
serve as a majordisincentive for funding these NUs and, together with the free-
rider problem, may make that option non-viable, as noted above.

sPower believes that funding of off-peak NUs should be reimbursable in any
case, i.e., that provision should be added to Option 4 if itis chosen and retained
in Option 5 ifitis chosen.

Please see the Draft Final Proposal
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These upgrades are thus effectively the equivalentof T PP Policy-Driven
upgrades (though they are addressed here due to stakeholder concerns about
delays with TPP consideration). T he off-peak NUs would be specifically
identified to prevent significantoperational impairment of existing/earlier-
queued, largely renewable generation projects, and they would be dropped
later through the annual Reassessmentprocess ifno longer needed for that
purpose. Theywould therefore serve a “policy-driven” purpose, to maintain the
state’s abilityto meetRenewables Portfolio Standards (RPS),and should be
reimbursable as such.

Finally,the CAISO has not specified a methodologyto determine a reasonable
off-peak reimbursementlimit. T he current ReliabilityNetwork Upgrade (RNU)
reimbursementlimitwas determined using a percentage of historic RNU costs
and (per recentchanges) will be escalated overtime. The CAISO has no similar
history for congestion-related off-peak NUs.
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