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1. Proposal at a Glance
The Draft Straw Proposal provides a revised approach to the transmission requirement from the earlier Consideration Design Document by establishing a distinction between constrained and secondary transmission legs, simplified compliance administration, and narrow exceptions for transmission deficiencies.

	
	

	Core structure
	Transmission legs are classified as constrained or secondary and a more stringent demonstration is applied to constrained legs. The methodology for determining constrained versus secondary will be determined at a later point in time, but may incorporate historical curtailment data.

	Monthly showing 
	Require a transmission demonstration at the monthly compliance showing, with qualifying firm, conditional firm, NITS, redirectable firm or conditional rights on the same transmission system, or an equivalent TSR queue position.

	Cure principle 
	Require the participant to procure the highest-quality transmission available, using an attestation approach rather than continuous program validation. 

	Non-firm use
	Permit non-firm as a limited cure tool only when none of the firm or conditional firm options to comply with the applicable transmission requirements on a given leg, as listed in sections 4.1 and 4.2, are available. 

	Exceptions
	 Retain narrowly framed case-by-case exceptions: For example, transmission outage and derates available to show deliverability of resources to load.

	Operational handoff
	End the RA cure process for constrained legs before the applicable EDAM modeling, registration, or bid-submission deadline. The exact cutoff remains open pending confirmation of EDAM and transmission-provider timelines.


2. Design Principles
· Reliability first. Load-serving entities shall pursue the highest-quality transmission available.
· Flexibility where firm service is genuinely unavailable. The framework should recognize constrained firm ATC and the timing of short-term transmission releases without making non-firm the default RA compliance product.
· Administrative simplicity. To avoid an overly burdensome verification by the Program Service Provider, the program would use a combination of a 60-day forward showing, a cure period with participant attestations, and, for secondary legs, retrospective reporting where required.

3. Scope and Classification of Transmission Legs
Each transmission leg associated with delivery of an RA resource to the participating LSE’s load must have a documented deliverability agreement.
For program administration, each transmission leg will be classified as either constrained or secondary. The process for determination is an open design item. 
3.1 Constrained Leg
A constrained leg is a delivery segment under an approved methodology as presenting material deliverability concern during capacity-critical conditions. While the methodology is yet to be defined, conceivable historical curtailment and constraint information would be utilized. Initially, constrained transmission paths could be administratively determined based on Transmission Service Provider (TSP) input while a durable methodology is developed.
Annual re-assessment:  In future years, the Program Service Provider (CAISO) could conduct an [annual, or TSP/TP-planning aligned] re-assessment of leg constraints using a deliverability study. This re-assessment would result in legs migrating over time between being constrained and secondary, as new TTC/ATC comes online and new constraints emerge.

3.2 Secondary Leg
A secondary leg is any delivery segment not designated as constrained. “Secondary” does not mean the leg can never bind; it means the program applies a less stringent compliance treatment unless and until the leg is reclassified.
3.3 Geographic Framing as a Potential Approach
To reduce source-to-sink complexity, the program should evaluate whether compliance can be framed from a regional hub or balancing-area border to the applicable point of delivery, rather than requiring a separate demonstration for every upstream segment. Any such simplification must still identify the delivery of segments from a regional hub to load. A demonstration from hub to load only is envisioned to only be allowable when paired with a contract with Liquidated Damages (LD) provisions or other such firm delivery requirements. 
4. Monthly Demonstration
At the monthly compliance submittal, each participant must demonstrate a portfolio of transmission for the MW quantity associated with its Qualifying Capacity (QC) requirement. The percentage requirement remains a policy variable and is shown below as [75%] pending broader subgroup agreement.
4.1 Constrained Legs 
For each constrained leg, the participant must demonstrate qualifying transmission for at least [75%] of the associated MW quantity during the compliance period.
Qualifying demonstrations may include:
Existing firm PTP, conditional firm PTP, or NITS with a minimum NERC service priority of 6 or 7;
A TSR queue position for service of equivalent quantity and priority, potentially subject to an obligation during the pendency of the queue position to purchase firm and/or non-firm transmission service if/when it becomes available on the constrained transmission leg.; or
Firm or conditional firm rights to an alternate point of delivery on the same transmission-provider or balancing-area system that are eligible for redirection to the designated constrained leg.
The alternate-POD/redirection option should apply only where the participant can demonstrate that the underlying right is eligible for redirection to the required delivery point.  More evaluation is needed to determine the specific requirements of eligibility for redirection under this option.
4.2 Secondary Legs
For each secondary leg, the participant must demonstrate transmission or a qualifying deliverability commitment sufficient for [75%] of the associated MW quantity during the compliance period 
The participant must procure Firm or Conditional Firm service reasonably available. More evaluation is needed to determine the details of this requirement and what would be considered “reasonably available.” Products that satisfy the constrained-leg requirement also satisfy the secondary-leg requirement.
Where the release timing of a short-term product falls after the monthly showing, the participant may identify the expected product and complete procurement during the cure period, subject to the conditions in Section 5.

5. Transmission Cure and Quality Improvement
The cure process is intended to close a genuine transmission gap, not to create an option to enter the compliance period without showing transmission.
5.1 General Standard
Participant is eligible for an exception during the forward showing for an unplanned transmission outage or derate. Further, a participant will face no penalty if an unplanned outage or derate is announced after the forward showing. 
Firm or conditional firm service must be procured when available. 
The participant will attest to compliance and retain supporting documentation. The Program Service Provider may request documentation where a deficiency, complaint, audit, or material curtailment raises a question. This avoids continuous validation of OASIS availability while preserving accountability.

5.2 Use of Non-Firm Transmission
The proposal retains non-firm transmission as a potential cure tool, but the group has not reached consensus on whether, or under what conditions, it should be permitted, particularly for constrained legs. The framework below is offered as a discussion draft to anchor further RA Work Group conversation and stakeholder input, not as agreed proposal language.
Non-firm service may be used as a cure (whether for a constrained leg deficiency or a secondary leg shortage) only when all of the following conditions are met:
Firm PTP, conditional firm, NITS are unavailable for the relevant period, and the participant can demonstrate this unavailability to the Program Service Provider.
The non-firm service is paired with a binding delivery commitment such as WSPP Schedule C or similar Firm Energy structure.
The associated contract includes enforceable financial damages for failure to deliver, such as a standard liquidated-damages provision. An RA compliance penalty adder might be appropriate on top of the LD provision to make the compliance obligation more stringent.
The service is procured by the RA cure cutoff, to be later determined.
Open policy issue: The group has not resolved whether non-firm may cure 100% of a constrained leg deficiency or only a defined portion. The final design should avoid both an incentive to enter the cure period fully uncovered and an artificial residual deficiency that cannot be cured even when transmission rights (albeit non-firm) are available. 
1. Cure principle: Require the participant to procure the highest-quality transmission available, using an attestation approach rather than continuous program validation.
2. Discuss the transmission verification process.
3. BPA Business Practice is going through changes- monitor and enable design to allow for changes.
6. Limited Exceptions and Special Treatment
The underlying program design already provides significant flexibility, so exceptions should remain narrow and tied to demonstrated needs.
6.1 Outage and Derate
Participants will face no penalty for unplanned transmission outage or derate at the forward showing. 
6.2 Curtailable Load
LSEs with load contractually committed to be curtailed in the event of a transmission-related non-delivery may be exempted from obtaining transmission associated with that load, either programmatically or through the associated QC obligation. For this treatment to be effective, a host BA may have to control load shedding based on tag curtailments. 
6.3 Host Balancing Authority Option
Where authorized by the applicable local regulatory authority, an RA Program participant that is an LSE serving retail load within another LSE’s host BAA may rely on an eligible host-BA transmission queue position or transmission arrangement. Compliance should be supported by a joint attestation that identifies the relevant quantity, path, and responsibility. An LSE’s own equivalent queue position should receive the same compliance treatment.
 
7. Verification, Consequences, and Program Learning
7.1 Verification
Use participant attestation and record retention as the primary compliance method submitting information for not using Firm and Conditional Firm
Permit targeted review when a complaint, audit, deficiency, or delivery failure indicates further validation is warranted. The process for filing a complaint or triggering an audit is to be later developed.
For non-firm service, require reporting of curtailment-related delivery failures and the affected MW quantity and period.
Avoid a standing requirement for the Program Service Provider to monitor weekly purchases or reconstruct transmission availability continuously.
7.2 Reassessment of Leg Designations
The Program Service Provider should periodically reassess constrained and secondary leg designations using an approved deliverability methodology. The cadence should align, where practicable, with transmission-provider planning cycles and provide participants with sufficient notice to respond before a stricter classification becomes effective. The program should identify legs at risk of becoming constrained before reclassification where the data allows.
7.3 Consequences of Non-Delivery 
Contract remedies, including enforceable liquidated damages, should apply under the participant’s delivery arrangement. Any separate RA penalty should be calibrated to the non-delivery and transmission-compliance objective and should not duplicate market-operational charges. The penalty design remains outside the resolved elements of this draft.
7.4 Program Learning 
The program should establish a standing taskforce to monitor the program’s transmission requirements and monitor their effectiveness; The taskforce would continue to evaluate steps participants could consider optimizing the availability of transmission for RA compliance purposes consistent with the EDAM deployment of a common full network model (e.g., flow-based transmission reservation, scheduling, and congestion management).

8. Open Items
	Open item
	Decision needed

	Compliance percentage
	Confirm [75%] or another percentage for constrained and secondary legs.

	Non-firm cure limit
	Decide whether non-firm is acceptable for curing, if it may cure all or only part of a constrained leg deficiency and define the policy rationale.

	Non-delivery penalties beyond the LD clause

	1. Should the program impose an additional penalty on top of LDs?
2. How will this connect with the must-offer operational phase? – does that phase render this issue moot or not (EDAM-RA will not be an e-tag compliance program)?

	Cure cutoff
	Confirm EDAM registration/modeling deadlines and select [X days] before the applicable operational deadline.

	BPA product timing
	Document when monthly, weekly, daily, and other relevant products are posted and whether shorter products are available when superior products are not.

	Evidence standard
	Finalize attestation language and targeted-review documentation requirements.

	Outage/derate mechanics
	Define eligibility, notice, duration, and restoration obligations.

	Curtailable load due to transmission non-delivery
	Determine the resource/load-side showing and alignment with applicable commission requirements.

	Classification method
	Define constrained-leg methodology, data sources, reassessment cadence, and transition notice.

	Redirects Mechanics
	Determine how redirects will be used for monthly compliance and cure. 

	Compliance obligations during TSR queue position
	Whether to require ongoing procurement of transmission (firm and/or non-firm) for constrained legs, if and when it becomes available, during the pendency of the LSE holding the queue position.
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