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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

• Parties continue to advance red herrings regarding California Community Choice Association’s 
(CalCCA) hourly load transaction proposal despite repeated clarifications; 

• Parties’ stack analyses require additional detail and refinement to reflect the resource adequacy 
(RA) supply stack transparently and accurately;  

• The California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) should reject The Public Advocates 
Office at the California Public Utilities Commission’s (Cal Advocates) claim that including the 
effective planning reserve margin (PRM) in Energy Division’s stack analysis would require 
assumptions that violate Commission Decisions; 

• CalCCA disputes Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s claims regarding the availability of 
effective PRM procurement information;  

• Parties agree that the current supply and demand balance makes it difficult to conduct RA 
procurement; temporary system and flexible RA waivers received broad stakeholder support; 

• CalCCA agrees with stakeholders who suggest the Commission consider path 26 constraints in 
the Integrated Resource Planning proceeding;  

• Planned outage processes should be considered in the California Independent System Operator’s 
(CAISO) RA Modeling and Program Design initiative; 

• The Commission should adopt the California Energy Storage Alliance’s proposal to count hybrid 
and co-located resources in the same manner under slice-of-day; 

• Parties’ Opening Comments highlight the need for considerable clarifications should the 
Commission move forward with Cal Advocates’ residual capacity auction; 

• CalCCA’s proposed temporary system and flexible RA waiver is based on good faith efforts, not 
a price cap; 

• CalCCA’s cure period extension proposal does not propose any CAISO impacts; it is narrowly 
focused on Commission-issued penalties; and 

• The Commission should examine whether efforts have been taken to accurately count hydro 
during above-average hydro years.  
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CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S REPLY COMMENTS 
ON ASSIGNED COMMISSIONER’S SCOPING MEMO AND RULING 

 
 

California Community Choice Association1 (CalCCA) submits these reply comments 

pursuant to the Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling 2 (Ruling), dated December 

18, 2023. The Ruling seeks reply comments on all proposals filed in Track 1 (excluding FCR and 

LCR issues). 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The California Public Utilities Commission’s (Commission) primary focus in Track 1 of 

this proceeding should be to adopt proposals that protect customers against excessive Resource 

Adequacy (RA) costs and increase RA capacity availability. The tight RA market has resulted in 

load-serving entities (LSE) paying historically high prices for capacity or struggling to find 

 
1  California Community Choice Association represents the interests of 24 community choice 
electricity providers in California: Apple Valley Choice Energy, Ava Community Energy, Central Coast 
Community Energy, Clean Energy Alliance, Clean Power Alliance, CleanPowerSF, Desert Community 
Energy, Energy For Palmdale’s Independent Choice, Lancaster Energy, Marin Clean Energy, Orange 
County Power Authority, Peninsula Clean Energy, Pico Rivera Innovative Municipal Energy, Pioneer 
Community Energy, Pomona Choice Energy, Rancho Mirage Energy Authority, Redwood Coast Energy 
Authority, San Diego Community Power, San Jacinto Power, San José Clean Energy, Santa Barbara Clean 
Energy, Silicon Valley Clean Energy, Sonoma Clean Power, and Valley Clean Energy. 
2  Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, Rulemaking (R.) 23-10-011 (Dec. 18, 
2023): https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M521/K589/521589385.PDF. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M521/K589/521589385.PDF
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sufficient capacity even when willing to pay those sky-high prices. The replies to Parties’ Opening 

Comments3 herein, which aim to address these challenges, can be summarized as follows: 

• Parties continue to advance red herrings regarding CalCCA’s hourly load transaction 
proposal despite repeated clarifications; 

• Parties’ stack analyses require additional detail and refinement to reflect the RA supply 
stack transparently and accurately;  

• The Commission should reject The Public Advocates Office at the California Public 
Utilities Commission’s (Cal Advocates) claim that including the effective Planning 
Reserve Margin (PRM) in Energy Division’s stack analysis would require assumptions 
that violate Commission Decisions; 

• Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (PG&E) claims regarding the availability of 
effective PRM procurement information are disputable;  

• Parties agree that the current supply and demand balance makes it difficult to conduct 
procurement; temporary system and flexible RA waivers received broad stakeholder 
support; 

• CalCCA agrees with stakeholders who suggest the Commission consider path 26 
constraints in the Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) proceeding;  

• Planned outage processes should be considered in the California Independent System 
Operator Corporation’s (CAISO) RA Modeling and Program Design initiative; 

• The Commission should adopt California Energy Storage Alliance’s (CESA) proposal to 
count hybrid and co-located resources in the same manner under slice-of-day (SOD); 

• Parties’ Opening Comments highlight the need for considerable clarifications should the 
Commission move forward with Cal Advocates’ residual capacity auction; 

• CalCCA’s proposed temporary system and flexible RA waiver is based on good faith 
efforts, not a price cap; 

• CalCCA’s cure period extension proposal does not propose any CAISO impacts; it is 
narrowly focused on Commission-issued penalties; and 

• The Commission should examine whether efforts have been taken to accurately count 
hydro during above-average hydro years.  

 
3  References to Parties’ Opening Comments refer to those filed in proceeding R.23-10-011 on 
March 8, 2024. 
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II. PARTIES CONTINUE TO ADVANCE RED HERRINGS REGARDING 
CALCCA’S HOURLY LOAD TRANSACTION PROPOSAL DESPITE 
REPEATED CLARIFICATIONS 

Under the existing SOD structure, the Commission would set requirements on an hourly 

basis, but LSEs would be required to purchase and show resources on a monthly basis. 

CalCCA’s proposal for hourly load transactions would enhance the existing SOD structure by 

allowing LSEs to transact at the same granularity as their requirements so that LSEs can shape 

their requirements to their portfolios. This will minimize the need for costly over-procurement 

and help LSEs with short positions fill those positions in the most cost-effective manner while 

ensuring that the original LSE remains responsible for meeting RA requirements. Under a SOD 

structure with hourly load transactions, one LSE with a short position in an hour could pay 

another LSE with a long position in the same hour to take on their RA requirement in that hour. 

There is not a mandate that a long LSE purchase load from any other LSE but doing so would 

enable that long LSE to monetize their long position, minimizing the cost to their customers 

while allowing the short LSE to effectively procure RA to meet their obligations.   

A. Hourly Load Transactions Support RA Program Affordability 

The primary benefit of hourly load transactions is affordability, offering LSEs another way 

to comply in a cost-effective manner. Under the current tight market conditions, hourly load 

transactions could make the difference between an LSE being found deficient or compliant. 

However, even if LSEs could meet their requirements with additional resources rather than load 

transactions, the Commission should not prohibit an efficient option for meeting RA requirements.  

In response to transactability concerns addressed by CESA, Middle River Power LLC 

(MRP) states that “[i]f CESA is correct that sufficient capacity exists on an aggregate basis to 

charge storage, then there should be little difficulty for individual LSEs to procure such capacity. 

If an LSE does not have sufficient charging capacity, then it has the option to reduce the usage of 
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storage resource to be shown to meet its RA requirements.”4 MRP fails to recognize that even if 

there is sufficient capacity on an aggregate basis, frictions associated with need to meet hourly 

requirements with monthly products may not allow LSEs to meet their requirements with “little 

difficulty.” In addition, it may be less expensive to meet requirements using one product over 

another. The Commission should not prevent LSEs from meeting their requirements in an 

affordable manner by failing to allow LSEs to transact hourly when there is no detrimental 

impact on reliability.  

B. CalCCA’s Hourly Load Transaction Proposal Includes Sufficient Detail for 
Commission Adoption 

PG&E5 and San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E)6 claim that hourly 

transactability is “premature” and “lacks necessary detail” in part because CalCCA did not propose 

a limit on the amount of obligations LSEs could trade. CalCCA developed the hourly load 

transaction proposal with the intent to address market frictions associated with product granularity 

that does not match requirement granularity. In other words, the proposal was intended to allow 

LSEs to fill minor open positions around the edges, rather than large portions (or the entirety) of 

their requirements. However, while not the original intent of the proposal, there is no reason not to 

allow LSEs to transact large portions of their requirements. Just like there is no limit on the 

amount of gas or renewable resources an LSE can show under SOD, the Commission does not 

need to set a limit on the amount of hourly load transactions LSEs undertake.  

As CESA states and Terra-Gen, LLC (Terra-Gen) expands on:  

“an inherent objective of the Commission’s RA program is ‘to 
ensure that enough capacity is procured so that reliability targets can 
be achieved, but not to dictate a specific way in which the reliability 
target must be met in operations.’ CESA’s rationale sheds light on 

 
4  MRP Opening Comments at 7-8. 
5  PG&E Opening Comments at 19. 
6  SDG&E Opening Comments at 9. 
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the fact that the Commission has historically attempted to avoid 
prescribing how LSE’s must meet overall reliability needs through 
its RA program and instead only sets minimum requirements 
intended to assure that CAISO’s markets will have enough resources 
to efficiently and competitively serve loads reliably.”7 

CESA and Terra-Gen highlight the Commission’s important historical practice of allowing LSEs 

to decide how they will procure to meet reliability needs. Parties opposed to hourly load 

obligation trading have provided no compelling justification for increasing customer costs by 

limiting the kinds of transactions LSEs can conduct at no detriment to reliability.  

PG&E goes far afield when it states that “the lack of reasonable limits or restrictions 

could lead to a de facto central procurement entity.”8 Central procurement entities (CPE), similar 

to the ones that conduct local RA procurement, typically are established by regulators to make 

procurement decisions on behalf of LSEs who pay their share of procurement costs. Hourly load 

transactions involve individual transactions between two parties who mutually agree upon the 

terms of the transaction.  

Contrary to claims by PG&E9 and SDG&E10 that the proposal lacks details and fails to 

justify why immediate adoption is necessary, CalCCA has provided a significant amount of 

implementation details around the proposal, including how hourly load transactions unlock benefits 

that other mechanisms like swaps do not, how to avoid impacts to the CAISO showing and 

validation process, and how hourly transactions would be shown and validated in the SOD showing 

tool.11 CalCCA has also provided ample evidence as to why hourly load obligation trading is 

 
7  Terra-Gen Opening Comments at 5.  
8  PG&E Opening Comments at 19. 
9  Id. 
10  SDG&E Opening Comments at 9.  
11  Public Version California Community Choice Association’s Comments on Assigned 
Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, R.23-10-011 (Jan. 19, 2024) at 25-27, California Community 
Choice Association’s Track 1 Revised Slice-of-Day (SOD) Proposals, R.23-10-011 (Feb. 23, 2024) at 2-7, 
and CalCCA’s Opening Comments at 3-5.  
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needed now and not sometime after implementation, through stack analyses showing tight supply 

under the existing framework and the SOD framework, price analysis showing that LSEs are paying 

historically high RA prices, and test year data that shows hourly load transactions could increase 

LSE compliance with SOD. Again, hourly load transactions promote cost-effectiveness while 

maintaining the obligation to meet reliability on each LSE, so it is unclear why the Commission 

would avoid adopting such a proposal even if the RA market was not as tight as it is.  

For these reasons, CalCCA recommends the Commission adopt its hourly load 

transaction proposal with no limit on its use. The Commission could monitor the use of hourly 

load transactions and propose limits in a future RA proceeding should the Commission find it 

necessary to limit its use after implementation for some reason. Alternatively, the Commission 

could limit the use of hourly transactability to some percentage of an LSE’s total obligation for 

the first couple of years of implementation and gradually remove the limit over time as the 

Commission gets comfortable with its use. If the Commission does include a limit, it should be 

no less than 20 percent of an LSE’s total obligation.  

C. Hourly Load Transactions Promote RA Compliance without Leaning 

SDG&E claims that hourly load transactions “may result in LSEs leaning on one another, 

which could undermine reliability.”12 This statement is false. Under the hourly load transaction 

proposal, LSEs pay other LSEs to take on their obligations at a price both parties agree reflects 

the value of the transaction. In addition, LSEs maintain full responsibility to meet their 

compliance obligations and the proposal includes a process for Commission validation, so 

reliability is not undermined. In other words, LSEs must fully meet their own obligations or face 

penalties. If they pay another LSE to take on its obligation, that LSE must show sufficient 

 
12  SDG&E Opening Comments at 9. 
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resources to cover their load and the other LSEs load or face penalties. Therefore, the 

Commission should reject SDG&E’s arguments as hourly load transactions would not introduce 

leaning or reliability issues.  

D. Transacting RA Obligations are Necessarily Different than Transacting 
IRP Obligations 

PG&E infers that CalCCA’s hourly load obligation trading proposal is inconsistent with 

IRP decision language on obligation trading.13 Circumstances between RA and IRP obligation 

trading are not “slightly different,” as stated by PG&E. They are very different. IRP obligations 

are requirements for LSEs to enter into Power Purchase Agreements (PPA) for new resource 

build to support long term green-house gas policy goals and reliability targets. RA obligations 

are short-term compliance obligations used to ensure enough resources are under contract to 

reliably serve load for the immediate year. In IRP, one resource can split up its product (Net 

Qualifying Capacity (NQC)) to sell to multiple LSEs. In RA, on the other hand, one resource 

cannot sell its product (hourly NQC) to multiple LSEs at the granularity of the requirement (i.e., 

resources cannot be sold by hour, even though the LSEs’ requirements are hourly). While 

CalCCA also proposed hourly resource trading to allow resources to sell their product at the 

granularity of the requirement, that hourly resource trading received pushback from stakeholders 

and the Commission for being too complex to implement.  

III. PARTIES’ STACK ANALYSES REQUIRE ADDITIONAL DETAIL AND 
REFINEMENT TO REFLECT THE RA SUPPLY STACK TRANSPARENTLY 
AND ACCURATELY  

Cal Advocates presented a revised stack analysis in its March 8, 2024, opening comments 

that updated the load forecast to that used for RA compliance purposes, updated the supply stack 

to account for the NQC list, and increased its specified import assumption. As a result, Cal 

 
13  PG&E Opening Comments at 19.  
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Advocates found a 2,332 megawatts (MW) capacity surplus for 2024.14 PG&E referred to a stack 

analysis it performed and described its inputs but did not provide detailed results, other than to 

say that the forecasted RA supply stack will be sufficient to meet the forecasted system-level RA 

compliance requirements and that 2025 will be the year with the tightest supply margins.15  

CalCCA revised its stack analysis for 2023-2026, as shown below. For 2023, CalCCA 

updated the excess investor-owned utility (IOU) procurement for higher effective PRM (Line 10) 

based on Southern California Edison Company’s (SCE) increased amount of excess procurement 

that was shown on their supply plan.16 This additional excess procurement was primarily from 

import RA. In all years, CalCCA followed the approach of Cal Advocates and applied separate 

reserve margins to Commission jurisdictional loads and non-Commission jurisdictional loads 

(Line 2). Following Cal Advocates, CalCCA also added (in Line 5) an estimate of Publicly 

Owned Utility demand response programs to all years and CAISO proxy demand response to 

2024-2026 (proxy demand response was already included in the stack for 2023). Finally, 

CalCCA switched the CAISO 1-in-2 load forecast for 2024 and 2025 (Line 1) to the recently 

adopted 2023 vintage of the California Energy Demand (CED) forecast.17 CalCCA did not 

change the 2024 load forecast because the 2024 RA requirements were set based on the earlier 

2022 vintage of the CED. CalCCA’s revised stack analysis shows a 226 MW deficit in 2024 and 

a growing surplus of resources in 2025 and 2026.  

 
14  Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 9.  
15  PG&E Opening Comments at 2. 
16  SCE 2023 Excess Resources Report updated Nov. 17, 2023: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-
/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-
adequacy-compliance-materials/sceexcess-resource-reporting-d211201511172023.xlsx.  
17  CEC California Energy Demand 2023 Planning Forecast LSE and BAA Tables: 
https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/GetDocument.aspx?tn=254422.  

https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/sceexcess-resource-reporting-d211201511172023.xlsx
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/sceexcess-resource-reporting-d211201511172023.xlsx
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/sceexcess-resource-reporting-d211201511172023.xlsx
https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/GetDocument.aspx?tn=254422


 

9 

 

More information and clarifications are needed, however, for stakeholders to assess the 

results of Cal Advocates and PG&E’s stack analyses and ensure their accuracy. PG&E must 

provide the detailed results of its stack analysis, as CalCCA and Cal Advocates did, so that 

stakeholders can fully assess PG&E’s stated findings there is sufficient RA capacity to cover the 

requirements. While PG&E makes statements about its inputs, assumptions, and results, the 

actual data is needed for stakeholders to fully understand the methodology taken by PG&E and 

the magnitude of the results.  

Cal Advocates must clarify its stack analysis to make sure it is not double counting 

resources that newly reached commercial online status. A key difference in Cal Advocates’ 

updated stack analysis is its use of the newly posted final 2024 NQC list, which increases RA 

supply by 1,026 MW relative to its original stack. Cal Advocates’ in-development list, taken from 

the CAISO’s “Other” tab on the NQC list, does not change from its original stack analysis to its 

updated stack analysis. It appears that of the 1,026 MW increase, 743 MW is also still shown in 

the "Other” tab, which Cal Advocates uses to estimate expected new additions. Therefore, it 

appears the final 2024 NQC list is being updated as new generators come online, but they are not 

being removed from the "Other” tab. The result is that Cal Advocates seems to double count such 

September NQC 2023 2024 2025 2026
1    CAISO 1-in-2 Load 46,829     47,475     46,204     46,395     
2    Reserve Margin (16% in '23, 17% after, with 13.89% for non) 7,404       7,938       7,725       7,757       
3    Total RA Demand 54,233     55,413     53,929     54,152     
4    NQC List 49,232     46,137     46,137     46,137     
5    Event-Based Demand Response 1,206       1,515       1,490       1,513       
6    Imports 6,363       6,000       6,000       6,000       
7    Estimate of Contracted Resources -            7,474       10,189     11,026     
8    Thermal Plant Derate (718)         (761)         (761)         (761)         
9    OTC, Retired or Contracted by DWR -            (2,859)      (2,859)      (2,859)      

10  Excess IOU Procurement for Higher Effective PRM (782)         (1,700)      (1,700)      -            
11  Retention for Substitution (619)         (619)         (619)         (619)         
12  Total RA Supply 54,681     55,186     57,876     60,436     
13  Surplus Supply (Deficit) 448           (226)         3,947       6,284       
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resources by adding together resources that are in both the Final List and the Other tab. This 

double counting appears to occur for an additional 800 MW of resources in Cal Advocates’ 

original stack analysis. For the reasons described in section IV. below, Cal Advocates’ results 

further overstate the availability of supply by ignoring the effects of the effective PRM.  

IV. THE COMMISSION SHOULD REJECT CAL ADVOCATES’ CLAIM THAT
INCLUDING THE EFFECTIVE PRM IN ENERGY DIVISION’S STACK
ANALYSIS WOULD REQUIRE ASSUMPTIONS THAT VIOLATE
COMMISSION DECISIONS

In its opening comments, Cal Advocates asserts that since the Commission required the

IOUs to sell excess positions, “CalCCA’s proposal [to include the effective PRM in the stack 

analysis] would require the Commission to assume that it has approved violations of its own dicta 

governing EPRM procurement.”18 The purpose and intent of stack analysis is to evaluate the total 

demand for resource adequacy and anticipated available capacity to serve that demand. While the 

Commission did indeed order the IOUs to sell excess positions, the Commission was also clear in 

its desire to have more RA resources available for California. The Commission stated: 

The 2,000-3,000 MW range provides for the procurement of 
contingency resources to meet an effective PRM of between 20% 
and 22.5% to ensure reliable electric supply during extreme 
circumstances. Additional resources that meet this higher effective 
PRM will provide additional reliability in the event of a need for 
contingencies above the existing PRM during extreme events.19 

It is very clear that the intent of the Commission was to procure not only the PRM 

required of all LSEs in the Commission’s jurisdiction but also to procure additional capacity 

above and beyond that PRM which increased the demand for RA capacity in the market 

18 Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 8-9. 
19 Decision (D.) 21-12-015, Phase 2 Decision Directing Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 
Southern California Edison Company, and San Diego Gas & Electric Company to Take Actions to 
Prepare for Potential Extreme Weather in the Summers of 2022 and 2023, R.20-11-003 (Dec. 2, 2021),
 at 12: https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/SearchRes.aspx?DocFormat=ALL&DocID=428821475. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/SearchRes.aspx?DocFormat=ALL&DocID=428821475
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contributing to the tight market conditions. Together, those requirements represent the total 

demand for RA. Ignoring the effective PRM in a stack analysis would have the effect of 

predicting less demand for RA resources than what the Commission ordered even if the IOUs are 

to make excess available. 

In addition, while the Commission did require the IOUs to sell excess positions, the 

review of those practices occurs after the fact through the Energy Resource Recovery Account 

(ERRA) compliance process. Evaluating PG&E’s assessment of whether their portfolio was 

long, when that identification occurred, and when any excess was made available has proved 

difficult. Even if the ERRA compliance proceeding were to transparently reveal the actions 

taken, this evaluation is well after the RA compliance period and serves little value in ensuring a 

liquid and efficient RA market. While the excess resources reports described in section V. below 

do indicate some RA supply was retained for the effective PRM, it is not clear through those 

reports or through the ERRA compliance process whether the IOUs attempted to sell their excess 

and at what point in time. 

V. CALCCA DISPUTES PG&E’S CLAIMS REGARDING THE AVAILABILITY
OF EFFECTIVE PRM INFORMATION

PG&E objects to CalCCA’s request to provide further insight into the effective PRM

procurement performed by the IOUs. PG&E defends this position by stating that the information 

can be found in either the ERRA or Quarterly Transactions Compliance Reports of the IOU. While 

that may be true, sifting through either of those reports which contain many transactions for PG&E 

bundled load purposes to find the relevant transactions is unduly burdensome. The Commission 

seemed to realize this by having each IOU complete an “excess resource report”20 in 2021, 2022, 

20 https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/industries-and-topics/electrical-energy/electric-power-
procurement/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials. 

https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/industries-and-topics/electrical-energy/electric-power-procurement/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/industries-and-topics/electrical-energy/electric-power-procurement/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials
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and 2023 to describe the resources and cite to the advice letter or resolution where the procurement 

was reviewed. However, even these reports lack information about the procurement. In 2023, 

PG&E’s excess resource report was more complete than in 2022 but still had line items for which 

no advice letter or resolution information is provided. In 2022, the number of resource 

procurements lacking advice letter or resolution information was even larger (See Figures 1 and 2). 

Figure 1. PG&E 2023 Excess Resource Report 

 

Figure 2. PG&E 2022 Excess Resource Report 

 

Transparency of IOU transactions and the efforts to sell excess are critical to ensuring 

that other LSEs are given reasonable access to resources needed for compliance purposes. 

Project/Resource Name Resource Type Jun-23 Jul-23 Aug-23 Sep-23 Oct-23
Advice Letter and/or 

Resolution
1. Supply-Side Emergency Reliability OIR Procurement -
        Itemize each new project/resource by name

Indicate whether the resource is new build, firm import, 
short-term energy only call option, etc. List # if applicable

Import RA: PowerEx Firm Import 75 75 75 75 AL-6504
Import RA: Shell Firm Import 100 175 175 150 100
Recurrent (Sonoran West Holdings 2) New build 150 AL 6289-E
NextEra (Arlington Energy Center III) New build 63 AL 6289-E
NextEra (Arlington Energy Center III) New build 47 AL 6289-E
Tesoro Martinez PPA extension 45 59.22 AL-6323
New build New build 350 175 169 AL 6477-E 
UOG Enhancements - Gateway UOG Enhancement 10 10 10 10 10 AL-6088, page 6
UOG Enhancements - Colusa UOG Enhancement 10 10 10 10 10 AL-6088, page 6
SPI Short-term Energy-Only Call-Option 10 10 10 10 10 AL 6949-E
Chevron Coalinga Short-term Energy-Only Call-Option 3 3 3 3 3 AL 6949-E
Chevron SE Kern River Short-term Energy-Only Call-Option 3 3 3 3 3 AL 6949-E
Chevron East Ridge Short-term Energy-Only Call-Option 15 15 15 15 15 AL 6949-E
Shasta Sustainable Resources Short-term Energy-Only Call-Option 16 16 16 16 16 AL 6949-E
Import RA: ConocoPhilips Firm Import 75 75
Import RA: Bonneville Power Firm Import 100

MW to be claimed for CAM Cost Recovery

Project/Resource Name Resource Type Jun-22 Jul-22 Aug-22 Sep-22 Oct-22
Advice Letter and/or 

Resolution
1. Supply-Side Emergency Reliability OIR Procurement -
        Itemize each new project/resource by name

Indicate whether the resource is new build, firm import, 
short-term energy only call option, etc. List # if applicable

Sierra Pacific Industries Short-term Energy-Only Call-Option 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 10.00 AL-6604
Chevron Taft/Cadet Short-term Energy-Only Call-Option 2.20 2.20 2.20 2.20 2.20 AL-6604
Chevron Cymric Short-term Energy-Only Call-Option 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50 AL-6604
Chevron Coalinga Short-term Energy-Only Call-Option 3.20 3.20 3.20 3.20 3.20 AL-6604
Chevron SE Kern River Short-term Energy-Only Call-Option 15.00 15.00 15.00 15.00 15.00 AL-6604
Chevron East Ridge Short-term Energy-Only Call-Option 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 AL-6604
Chevron McKittrick Short-term Energy-Only Call-Option 4.50 4.50 4.50 4.50 4.50 AL-6604
Wheelabrator Shasta Short-term Energy-Only Call-Option 15.90 15.90 15.90 15.90 15.90 AL-6604
Import RA: PowerEx Firm Import 125.00 125.00 125.00 125.00
Import RA: PowerEx Firm Import 75.00 75.00 75.00 75.00 AL-6504
Import RA: PowerEx Firm Import 200.00 200.00 200.00 200.00
Import RA: Morgan Stanley Firm Import 50.00 50.00 41.00 100.00
Import RA: TransAlta Firm Import 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00
Import RA: Guzman Energy LLC Firm Import 25.00
Import RA: Dynasty Power Inc. Firm Import 25.00
Import RA: BPA Firm Import 100.00
Tesoro Martinez PPA extension 45.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 AL-6323
Import RA: ConocoPhilips Firm Import 25.00 25.00 75.00
Calpine Short-term RA only 190.00 AL-6604
Elk Hills Short-term RA only 70.00 AL-6604
Vistra Short-term RA only 30.00 AL-6604
New build New build 150.00
New build New build 63.00 63.00 63.00
New build New build 47.00 47.00 47.00
UOG Enhancements - Gateway UOG Enhancement 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 AL-6088, page 6
UOG Enhancements - Colusa UOG Enhancement 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 AL-6088, page 6

MW to be claimed for CAM Cost Recovery
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Further, the process for reviewing PG&E’s ERRA compliance proceeding has been very 

difficult. PG&E states: 

PG&E’s Appendix S Justification ALs explain the methodology for 
determining how much of its portfolio is reserved based on 
regulatory requirements, portfolio uncertainties, and CAISO RA 
outage substitution capacity requirements, as well as the basis for 
timing RA sales under Appendix S.21 

CalCCA has worked within PG&E’s 2022 ERRA compliance proceeding to examine 

PG&E’s compliance with Appendix S. In fact, CalCCA submitted Testimony from Brian Shuey 

probing the very issues of whether and when PG&E identified excess from their portfolio including 

any procurement of effective PRM and how and when that was made available to the market. 

PG&E submitted a motion to strike large portions of that testimony which the ALJ granted.22 

On February 23, 2024, CalCCA filed a motion for Commission review of the 

Administrative Law Judge’s ruling.23 In part, the request notes: 

Moreover, PG&E’s RA sales activities impact all LSEs (including CalCCA’s members), 
who faced a constrained RA market during the summer of 2022. To properly fulfill its 
obligations to review PG&E’s ERRA Compliance activities, the Commission must 
examine the following: 

 The timing and substance of PG&E’s RA position calculations for the 
purposes of its RA sales solicitations with delivery in 2022;  

 The volumes of System RA PG&E offered for sale in its solicitations with 
delivery in 2022, and the results of those solicitations; 

 The timing and substance of PG&E’s RA position calculations when it 
identified excess RA for the purposes of its incremental system reliability 
procurement targets; 

 
21  PG&E Opening Comments at 16. 
22  Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Granting Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (PG&E) 
Motion to Strike Portions of the Prepared Testimony of Brian Shuey, Application (A.) 23-01-018 (Jan. 23, 
2024): https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M523/K984/523984322.PDF. 
23  California Community Choice Association’s Motion for Commission Review of Administrative 
Law Judge’s Evidentiary Rulings Public Version, A.23-02-018 (Feb. 23, 2024): 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M526/K553/526553960.PDF. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M523/K984/523984322.PDF
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M526/K553/526553960.PDF
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 PG&E’s transfer of excess system RA from its PCIA-eligible resource 
portfolio to its Cost Allocation Mechanism (CAM) portfolio; and 

 PG&E’s attempts (or lack thereof) to sell excess RA through (redacted) once 
it identified that excess. 

It is thus inconsistent of PG&E to, on one hand, object to and move to strike testimony to 

address whether PG&E made its excess RA capacity reasonably available to the market as 

required by D.21-12-015,24 and then in this proceeding state: 

Thus, assessment of whether PG&E “reasonably” made resources 
available to the market is addressed through assessment of its 
compliance with Appendix S to the Bundled Procurement Plan. This 
is a scoped issue in PG&E’s ERRA Compliance proceeding and, for 
the reasons discussed above, CalCCA’s proposal should be rejected 
by the Commission.25 (emphasis added) 

Given the lack of transparency, the missing information in the excess resource reports, 

and the challenges associated with reviewing PG&E’s RA sales efforts in an ERRA Compliance 

proceeding, it is difficult for any entity to understand and evaluate the role that excess 

procurement by the IOUs played in exacerbating tight market conditions including the potential 

to make other LSEs non-compliant in their RA procurement. For these reasons, the Commission 

must provide additional transparency in a timely manner to evaluate the full extent of market 

conditions and identify actions that can be taken to reduce inefficiency. This is important not 

only for LSE compliance but for customer costs as well.  

 
24  “If an IOU has not met its minimum contingency procurement target for the months of June and 
October with RA eligible resources that can be reflected on supply plans, it may use excess resources in 
its existing portfolios to meet the minimum contingency procurement target (900 MW for PG&E and 
SCE, and 200 MW for SDG&E), provided it has made reasonable attempts to sell this excess capacity to 
other LSEs.” D.21-12-015 at 103 (emphasis added). 
25  PG&E Opening Comments at 17. 
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VI. PARTIES AGREE THAT THE CURRENT SUPPLY AND DEMAND 
BALANCE MAKES IT DIFFICULT TO CONDUCT RA PROCUREMENT; 
TEMPORARY SYSTEM AND FLEXIBLE RA WAIVERS RECEIVED 
BROAD STAKEHOLDER SUPPORT  

CalCCA’s Opening Comments highlighted the broad range of stakeholders from the LSE, 

ratepayer advocate, and generator communities who support the Commission adopting a 

temporary system and flexible RA waiver.26 Since then, even more stakeholders have recognized 

that tight RA market conditions have created significant procurement challenges.27 For example, 

Calpine Corporation (Calpine) states:  

… several factors largely out of the control of LSEs, including 
development delays associated with new storage resources, low 
hydro conditions in the Pacific Northwest, and the continued 
retirement of coal units outside of California, have led to the current, 
tight RA market. The transition to SOD may further exacerbate this 
situation.28 

Calpine goes on to imply that it may not be opposed to a waiver as long as it is temporary given 

the significant amount of capacity scheduled to come online in the next several years.29 

Given the general stakeholder agreement that the RA market is extremely tight and the 

broad range of stakeholder support for a temporary waiver, the Commission should adopt a 

temporary waiver starting in 2024. This will provide LSEs relief from the challenges they face 

finding supply in the RA market and customers with relief from the historically high prices paid 

for RA capacity in recent years.  

 
26  See CalCCA Opening Comments at 8-9 that refer to Track 1 Proposals from CalCCA, SCE, Cal 
Advocates, and American Clean Power-California (ACP-CA) that incorporate a waiver. 
27  ACP-CA Opening Comments at 14, AReM Opening Comments at 10, Calpine Opening 
Comments at 3, REV Renewables, LLC Opening Comments at 6-7, PG&E Opening Comments at 6.  
28  Calpine Opening Comments at 3. 
29  Id. 
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VII. CALCCA AGREES WITH STAKEHOLDERS WHO SUGGEST THE 
COMMISSION CONSIDER PATH 26 CONSTRAINTS IN THE IRP 
PROCEEDING  

CalCCA agrees with Alliance for Retail Energy Markets (AReM) and SCE that the IRP is 

the more appropriate space to investigate the ability of California’s capacity to meet 

geographical needs given transmission system constraints.30 Currently, RA capacity in the state 

is so constrained that LSEs are highly unlikely to procure and show a set of resources that would 

violate the path 26 constraint given the current distribution of resources. Therefore, the concern 

of RA resource location is more a concern with a build of new resources that would violate path 

26 constraints. New resource development is a subject of the IRP and is more appropriately 

addressed in that venue.  

VIII. PLANNED OUTAGE PROCESSES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED IN THE 
CAISO RA MODELING AND PROGRAM DESIGN INITIATIVE 

CESA recommends that rather than rely on substitution for RA resources on planned 

outage, the Commission include a certain level of planned outages in the PRM to reflect the fact 

that planned outages are essential to the reliable operation of the system.31 While CESA is 

correct that a certain level of planned outages is necessary to ensure a reliable system, the 

Commission should not adopt CESA’s recommendation at this time. The Commission should 

instead defer discussion of planned outages to its appropriate venue, the CAISO’s RA Modeling 

and Program Design initiative.  

CESA’s proposal could be problematic if it results in increased demand on the already 

tight RA market through an increased PRM. A better approach would be one that incentivizes 

generator owners to plan maintenance to occur at a time when the system has sufficient excess 

 
30  AReM Opening Comments at 21-22, and SCE Opening Comments at 11. 
31  CESA Opening Comments at 10.  
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RA capacity so that resources on planned maintenance can find substitute capacity or take their 

maintenance in months when they are not being shown for RA. The Commission should defer to 

the CAISO’s stakeholder process to work through issues regarding planned outages first and 

focus its efforts on coordinating unforced capacity counting rules with CAISO and other Local 

Regulatory Authorities. 

IX. THE COMMISSION SHOULD ADOPT CESA’S PROPOSAL TO UPDATE THE 
QC COUNTING METHODOLOGIES FOR HYBRID AND CO-LOCATED 
RESOURCES TO REFLECT SOD ENERGY SUFFICIENCY VERIFICATION 

CalCCA agrees with parties32 who recommend the Commission adopt CESA’s proposal 

to change the qualifying capacity (QC) counting methodologies for hybrid and co-located 

resources under the SOD program.33 D.20-06-03134 adopted the different QC methodologies for 

in-front of the meter hybrid and co-located resources depending on whether the resources had 

grid charging restrictions. However, as CESA notes “the 24-storage charging sufficiency 

verification under the SOD framework eliminates the need…[g]iven that the 24-hour storage 

charging verification requirement captures interactive effects between hybrid and co-located 

resource components and any ITC-related grid charging restrictions.”35 Further, D.20-06-031 

recognized that the current QC methodology was effectively an interim approach when the 

Commission explicitly noted “[w]e encourage parties and Energy Division to monitor hybrid and 

co-located resources as they come online and evaluate the appropriateness of the adopted QC 

 
32  Hydrostor, Inc. Opening Comments, Terra-Gen Opening Comments, and Western Power Trading 
Forum Opening Comments.  
33  Revised Track 1 Proposals of the California Energy Storage Alliance, R.23-10-011 (Feb. 23, 
2024) (CESA T1 Proposals), at 15: 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M526/K147/526147527.PDF. 
34  D.20-06-031, Decision Adopting Local Capacity Obligations for 2021-2023, Adopting Flexible 
Capacity Obligations for 2021, and Refining The Resource Adequacy Program, R.19-11-009 (June 25, 
2020): https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M342/K083/342083913.PDF.  
35  CESA T1 Proposals at 16.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M526/K147/526147527.PDF
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M342/K083/342083913.PDF
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methodology as data becomes available.” Lastly, this approach would reduce the administrative 

burden for all parties of tracking and confirming the respective QC value of variable energy 

resources. For these reasons CalCCA supports CESA’s proposal to align the counting 

methodologies for hybrid and co-located resources with the SOD energy sufficiency verification.  

X. PARTIES’ OPENING COMMENTS HIGHLIGHT THE NEED FOR 
CONSIDERABLE CLARIFICATIONS SHOULD THE COMMISSION MOVE 
FORWARD WITH CAL ADVOCATES’ RCA 

During supply scarcity and high prices, CalCCA urges the Commission to find a solution 

to affordability that supports LSE procurement autonomy and does not create unintended market 

consequences. The Residual Capacity Auction (RCA) proposal advanced by Cal Advocates, 

while attempting to solve for affordability and allowing LSEs to procure prior to RCA backstop, 

risks negative outcomes in both respects without additional work in workshops to ensure the 

proposal does not result in adverse outcomes. CalCCA shares many of the concerns expressed by 

stakeholders who opposed the RCA in opening comments, including SCE – the proposed ORCA.  

Cal Advocates proposes the RCA introduce a “circuit-breaker” into the RA program to 

“relieve LSE procurement costs for system RA when a market failure occurs.” It would attempt to 

achieve this objective by introducing a residual capacity auction operated by the SCE local CPE 

in between LSE procurement and CAISO backstop.36 If the Commission moves forward with 

exploring the RCA proposal, then there are many proposal elements that require clarification 

through workshops. As stated in CalCCA’s Opening Comments,37 the following questions would 

need to be addressed before the Commission considers adoption of the RCA:  

 
36  Residual Capacity Auction Proposal of the Public Advocates Office (Public Version), R.23-10-
011 (Jan. 19, 2024) at 2, 16-17: 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M525/K128/525128819.PDF.  
37  CalCCA Opening Comments at 22-23. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M525/K128/525128819.PDF
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• Would the RCA be a temporary mechanism, and under what conditions would the 
RCA be deployed?  

• How are good faith efforts defined? For example, how would the proposal treat 
circumstances outside the LSEs’ control, like PPA delays?  

• How would the proposal ensure the Operator of the Reverse Capacity Auction 
(ORCA) does not have information about competitors that gives them an 
advantage over other LSEs?  

• Is a debt equivalence adder necessary? Cal Advocates’ proposal suggests yes, but 
debt equivalence adders address long-term debt on the IOU’s balance sheet, and 
the ORCA’s contracts for four months or less would not rise to this level of 
obligation.   

• What is the process for determining if the ORCA needs to continue? Should the 
ORCA be retired once tight market conditions are resolved?  

• Could the RCA be used to limit interference by the IOUs’ excess PRM 
procurement with other LSEs’ efforts to meet compliance obligations?  

• Would costs be allocated through a modified CAM, or would the LSE be billed 
directly?  

• What administrative costs would arise, and how could these costs be controlled?   

• Should administrative costs be billed pro-rata to all LSEs (Cal Advocates’ 
proposal) or should administrative costs be paid only by those deficient?  

In addition, the Commission and stakeholders would need to address the following three 

objectives.  

First, the Commission and stakeholders would need to ensure the proposal refrains from 

adding additional complexity to the extent possible during an already complex market transition 

with the shift to the SOD framework. Workshops will need to consider how best to manage 

concerns over added complexity like those from SCE, the proposed ORCA, who states:  
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The administrative complexity of a CPE managing the residual open 
positions, costs, and potential penalties of all deficient LSEs is 
significant and dwarfs the scope and complexity of the existing CPE 
responsibilities.38 

Second, prior to Commission adoption, workshops will need to quantify the rate impact 

of the proposal to ensure the proposal reaches its stated objective of customer affordability. For 

example, it is currently not clear what penalty price would trigger a waiver under the tiered 

penalty structure (e.g. $8.88 per kilowatt (kW) -month, $17.76 per kW-month, or $26.64 per 

kW-month, by each individual LSE’s specific tiered penalty price or one price for all LSEs). 

Such determinations will need to be made for LSEs to estimate the potential price impacts of the 

proposal. 

Finally, the RCA and proposals like the temporary waiver are products of the tight RA 

supply market and resulting skyrocketing prices. Should the Commission move forward with 

developing the RCA, the Commission must recognize that RA market scarcity has driven the 

need for such a procurement framework. It must also commit to resolving planning and 

procurement issues in the IRP so that LSEs can procure RA capacity affordably without having 

to rely on the ORCA or waivers. The market scarcity experienced in the RA market can only be 

resolved by bringing new resources online. IRP-related issues such as transmission and 

interconnection delays, permitting challenges, and supply chain issues make it difficult to build 

fast enough to immediately resolve market scarcity problems. This is the crux of the need for a 

mechanism like the RCA or a temporary waiver to preserve RA affordability. 

 
38  SCE Opening Comments at 10. 
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XI. CLARIFICATIONS TO CALCCA’S PROPOSALS IN RESPONSE TO 
STAKEHOLDER COMMENT  

A. CalCCA’s Proposed Temporary System and Flexible RA Waiver is Based 
on Good Faith Efforts, not a Price Cap 

AReM refers to CalCCA’s price criterion39 in its waiver proposal as a potential “price 

cap.”40 CalCCA clarifies here that its price criterion is not a “cap.” Rather, it is one element that 

would allow LSEs to justify a waiver among other elements like procurement actions taken to 

obtain RA capacity. CalCCA agrees with SCE when it states, “the Commission could consider 

excessive pricing as a factor in determination of granting a waiver, but excessive prices alone 

should not be sufficient for an LSE to pursue or the Commission to grant a waiver.”41 LSEs 

should also be required to demonstrate commercial efforts or factors outside of their control, like 

PPA delays, that justify the need for a waiver. 

B. CalCCA’s Cure Period Extension Proposal does not Propose any CAISO 
Impacts; it is Narrowly Focused on Commission-Issued Penalties 

In its Opening Comments, the CAISO states, “[t]he CAISO reiterates that the Commission 

does not have the authority to change CAISO showing timelines, and any changes to CAISO 

showing timelines must be coordinated through CAISO’s stakeholder process.”42 CalCCA’s 

extended cure period proposal would not impact the timing of CAISO showings. It would also not 

impact the timing of CAISO backstop procurement or cost allocation. CalCCA’s proposal was 

designed to avoid any CAISO changes and instead only impact the timing of Commission-issued 

penalties, including financial penalties, points assignment, and expansion prohibitions.   

 
39  CalCCA price criterion is described in CalCCA Opening Comments at 11-12. 
40  AReM Opening Comments at 13.  
41  Track 1 Proposals of Southern California Edison Company (U 338-E), R.23-10-011 (Jan.19, 
2024), at 3: https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M524/K484/524484642.PDF.  
42  CAISO Opening Comments at 8.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M524/K484/524484642.PDF
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CalCCA’s cure period extension proposal is superior to PG&E’s alternative proposal43 

because it does not require CAISO changes while also providing the right incentives for LSEs to 

continue procurement efforts as long as possible until RA needs are met. PG&E’s proposal would 

allow LSEs to cure after T-45 until a “new deadline aligned with [the] CAISO CPM process.” 

PG&E proposes this process as an alternative to the CalCCA, SCE, and CESA proposals because, 

“PG&E does not support extending the cure period to the start of the month, as such practice 

could result in CAISO issuing a significant event or exceptional dispatch Capacity Procurement 

Mechanism (CPM) that could not be attributed to a specific LSE’s deficiency.”44  

CalCCA disagrees that proposals that extend the cure period to the start of the RA month 

would result in significant event or exceptional dispatch CPM. Instead, it would result in an RA 

deficiency CPM that would be attributed to a specific LSE’s deficiency. As CalCCA described in 

its Opening Comments, “… if an LSE cures after the RA showings deadline and after the time 

the CAISO performs its assessment of the need for backstop procurement, it may result in the 

LSE receiving a CAISO backstop cost allocation. Although this outcome is possible, there is no 

downside to system reliability if it occurs.”45 It also ensures that LSEs that fully met their RA 

requirements by the CAISO’s showings timelines would not be at risk for backstop cost 

allocation resulting from another LSE’s inability to fill its open RA positions by the same 

timeline. Therefore, the Commission should adopt CalCCA’s proposed cure period extension to 

allow as many opportunities for LSEs to cure RA deficiencies as possible, providing additional 

reliability to the system and reducing penalty costs that could have been avoided. 

 
43  PG&E Opening Comments at 8-10.  
44  Id. at 9. 
45  CalCCA Opening Comments at 7. 
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C. The Commission Should Examine Whether Efforts Have been Taken 
to Accurately Count Hydro During Above-Average Hydro Years  

PG&E recommends the Commission defer less time-sensitive issues to a later track of 

this proceeding, including CalCCA’s proposal to require mid-year updates to increase 

hydroelectric NQC values during years of above-average hydrological conditions.46 PG&E states 

existing rules that give scheduling coordinators the option to adjust hydroelectric NQC values as 

needed should suffice for the 2024 and 2025 compliance years.  

While PG&E is correct that hydroelectric resources have the ability to adjust their NQC 

values, it remains unclear if they actually do so. Data presented in CalCCA’s January 19, 2024, 

proposal suggests the full value of hydroelectric resources may not have been made available in 

the summer of 2023, following a winter season that resulted in snowpack 333 percent above 

normal, potentially due to this lack of requirement.47 Continuing to lack such a process could 

result in stranded RA supply when a hydro resource uses the conservative exceedance option for 

QC counting in the YA, has an above-average hydro year, and fails to update its NQC for month-

ahead. Because both CalCCA48 and PG&E’s49 stack analyses point to 2025 being the most 

constrained upcoming RA year, the Commission should refrain from delaying CalCCA’s 

straightforward proposal that has the potential to avoid unnecessarily stranding RA capacity at a 

time when it is much needed.  

 
46  PG&E Opening Comments at 18. 
47  Public Version California Community Choice Association’s Comments on Assigned 
Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, R.23-10-011 (Jan. 19, 2024), at 20-21: 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M524/K571/524571013.PDF.  
48  Id. at Exhibit A.  
49  PG&E Opening Comments at 2. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M524/K571/524571013.PDF
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XII. CONCLUSION 

For all the foregoing reasons, CalCCA respectfully requests consideration of the reply 

comments herein. 

 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Evelyn Kahl, 
General Counsel and Director of Policy 
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE 
ASSOCIATION 

 
March 22, 2024 
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