
 
 
 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

 
 

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Continue 
Electric Integrated Resource Planning and 
Related Procurement Processes. 

 
 R.20-05-003 

 
 
 
 
 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S COMMENTS 
ON THE PROPOSED DECISION DETERMINING NEED FOR 

CENTRALIZED PROCUREMENT OF LONG LEAD-TIME RESOURCES 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 Evelyn Kahl, 

 General Counsel and Director of Policy 
Lauren Carr, 
 Senior Market Policy Analyst 
Eric Little, 
 Director of Regulatory Affairs 
 
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE 
ASSOCIATION 
1121 L Street, Suite 400 
Sacramento, CA 95814  
Telephone: (510) 980-9459 
E-mail: regulatory@cal-cca.org 

 
 
August 8, 2024 
 

FILED
08/08/24
12:40 PM
R2005003

mailto:regulatory@cal-cca.org


 

i 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

I. INTRODUCTION ...............................................................................................................1 

II. THE PROPOSED DECISION ERRS BY OMITTING NECESSARY 
DETAILS REGARDING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE CPE’S 
PROCUREMENT AND THE LSE’S PLANNING AND PROCUREMENT 
ACTIVITIES........................................................................................................................3 

A. The Proposed Decision Must Recognize the Inherent Interactions 
Between Central Procurement and RCPPP that Cannot be Untangled....................4 

B. The Proposed Decision Errs by Neglecting to Include LSE Self-
Procurement as a Step in the Process .......................................................................5 

C. The Proposed Decision Errs by Not Making all Efforts to Support 
Customer Affordability through the Ability to Transact Attributes of 
CPE-Allocated Resources ........................................................................................7 

III. THE PROPOSED DECISION ERRS BY BASING ITS PROCUREMENT 
CAP ON ANALYSIS THAT DOES NOT DEMONSTRATE A CLEAR 
NEED FOR THE TECHNOLOGIES AND AMOUNTS ORDERED ................................8 

A. The Proposed Decision Errs in Its Definition of Eligible Resources .......................9 

B. The Proposed Decision Bases Its Procurement Caps on Unsupported 
Conclusions ............................................................................................................11 

C. If the Commission Foregoes CalCCA’s Recommendation to Revisit 
the Need for Central Procurement in Future IRP Cycles, it Must 
Modify the Proposed Decision to Lower Procurement Cap ..................................13 

IV. THE PROPOSED DECISION FAILS TO RECOMMEND THE CPE 
RETAIN AN EXPERT CONSULTANT TO MAXIMIZE STATE AND 
FEDERAL FUNDING OPPORTUNITIES .......................................................................15 

V. CONCLUSION ..................................................................................................................15 

APPENDIX 
 
 



 

ii 

TABLE OF AUTHORITIES 

Legislation 

AB 1373 ................................................................................................................................. passim 
SB 100 .................................................................................................................................... passim 
 

California Public Utilities Commission Rules of Practice and Procedure 

Rule 14.3 ......................................................................................................................................... 1 
 

California Public Utilities Commission Proceedings 

R.20-05-003 ................................................................................................................................ 1, 9 
  

 
 



 

iii 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 

• The proposed Decision Determining Need for Centralized Procurement of Long Lead-Time 
Resources (Proposed Decision) errs by omitting necessary details regarding the relationship 
between the central procurement entity’s (CPE) procurement and the load-serving entities’ 
(LSE) planning and procurement activities: 

o The Proposed Decision must recognize the inherent interactions between central 
procurement and the Reliable and Clean Power Procurement Program that cannot be 
untangled; 

o The Proposed Decision errs by neglecting to include LSE self-procurement as a step 
in the process; and 

o The Proposed Decision errs by not making all efforts to support customer 
affordability through the ability to transact attributes of CPE-allocated resources. 

• The Proposed Decision errs by basing its procurement cap on analysis that does not 
demonstrate a clear need for the technologies and amounts ordered: 

o The Proposed Decision errs in its definition of eligible resources; 

o The Proposed Decision bases its procurement caps on unsupported analysis; and 

o If the California Public Utilities Commission foregoes CalCCA’s recommendation to 
revisit the need for central procurement in future Integrated Resource Planning 
cycles, it must modify the Proposed Decision to lower the procurement cap. 

• The Proposed Decision fails to recommend the CPE retain an expert consultant to maximize 
state and federal funding opportunities.  

 
 
 



 

 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S COMMENTS 
ON THE PROPOSED DECISION DETERMINING NEED FOR 

CENTRALIZED PROCUREMENT OF LONG LEAD-TIME RESOURCES 
 

The California Community Choice Association (CalCCA)1 submits these comments pursuant 

to Rule 14.3 of the California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) Rules of Practice and 

Procedure2 on the proposed Decision Determining Need for Centralized Procurement of Long Lead-

Time Resources3 (Proposed Decision or PD), dated July 19, 2024.  

I. INTRODUCTION 

CalCCA appreciates the Administrative Law Judge’s (ALJ) and Commission staff’s 

significant efforts to make an initial need determination and develop the process for central 

procurement under the provisions of Assembly Bill 1373 (Stats. 2023, Ch.367) (AB 1373). 

However, the PD misses the mark on several points with respect to these processes’ interactions with 

load-serving entities’ (LSEs) own planning and procurement activities as part of their right to self-

procure for identified needs. The PD’s statement that “…it is logical to keep any CPE procurement 

as a result of this order separate and apart from any individual LSE requirements driven by the 

[Reliable and Clean Power Procurement Program (RCPPP)], once adopted,”4 and finding that “CPE 

procurement should be kept in a separate category for purposes of consideration of an RCPPP in the 

 
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 of Southern California, 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  State of California Public Utilities Commission, Rules of Practice and Procedure, California Code of 
Regulations Title 20, Division 1, Chapter 1 (May 2021). 
3  Proposed Decision Determining Need for Centralized Procurement of Long Lead-Time Resources, 
Rulemaking (R.) 20-05-003 (July 19, 2024).  
4  Id. at 50. 



 

2 

future in this proceeding,”5 are false. Central procurement will interact with or, at minimum, 

significantly impact LSEs’ own procurement and planning processes. Therefore, it is necessary to 

modify the PD to more completely document central procurement entity (CPE) processes, its 

interactions with LSE procurement, and LSEs’ abilities to optimize their procurement plans through 

self-procurement and transacting CPE allocations.  

The PD also fails to make its need determination based on a well-supported analysis of the 

need for the technologies and amounts ordered in the PD. While CalCCA supports the PD’s finding 

that there is not a need for central procurement of out-of-state wind, the other technologies in the PD 

and their amounts are not justified. Ordering central procurement that does not have a demonstrated 

potential for net benefits is a risky and potentially unaffordable endeavor that could hinder LSE 

procurement and increase customer costs. Because its analysis does not demonstrate a clear need, the 

Commission should not direct Department of Water Resources (DWR) to centrally procure in this 

cycle and should instead revisit central procurement in future Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) cycles. 

If the Commission forgoes this recommendation and makes a need determination for the initial 

September 1, 2024, statutory requirement, the Commission should modify its procurement cap to 

better target the infrastructure development necessary to “help bring emerging technologies to 

scale”6 and better reflect the most up-to-date LSE procurement and planning information.  

The PD also fails to develop a central procurement process and recommendations to the CPE 

that make “all possible efforts… to contain costs, reduce ratepayer risk, and seek other sources of 

funding to reduce development costs and share in the long-term costs and benefits.”7 The 

Commission must revise the PD to address these errors, which include in summary:  

 
5  Proposed Decision, Conclusion of Law (COL) 22.  
6  Id. at 3.  
7  Id. 
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• The PD errs by omitting necessary details regarding the relationship between the CPE’s 
procurement and the LSE’s planning and procurement activities: 

o The PD must recognize the inherent interactions between central procurement and the 
RCPPP that cannot be untangled; 

o The PD errs by neglecting to include LSE self-procurement as a step in the process; 
and 

o The PD errs by not making all efforts to support customer affordability through the 
ability to transact attributes of CPE-allocated resources. 

• The PD errs by basing its procurement cap on analysis that does not demonstrate a clear need 
for the technologies and amounts ordered: 

o The PD errs in its definition of eligible resources; 
o The PD bases its procurement caps on unsupported analysis; and 
o If the Commission foregoes CalCCA’s recommendation to revisit the need for central 

procurement in future IRP cycles, it must modify the PD to lower the procurement cap. 

• The PD fails to recommend the CPE retain an expert consultant to maximize state and federal 
funding opportunities.  

Resolving these errors will ensure a well-functioning CPE process that mindfully considers its 

interactions with LSE procurement and determines needs based on well-supported analysis. 

II. THE PROPOSED DECISION ERRS BY OMITTING NECESSARY DETAILS 
REGARDING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE CPE’S PROCUREMENT AND 
THE LSE’S PLANNING AND PROCUREMENT ACTIVITIES 

During the development of AB 1373, the Legislature recognized that:  

Authorizing DWR to procure energy can have the unintended effect 
of reducing supply in the energy market and increasing prices 
overall (particularly in the currently constrained energy market). 
These costs come home to roost on electric utility customer bills. 
Additionally, market participants, including LSEs, electric POUs, 
and generators, may elect to delay procurement transactions so as to 
position themselves for procurement by DWR. In this regard, the 
state should tread carefully.8  

Despite this caution, the PD creates uncertainty around how central procurement interacts with 

LSE procurement, which could exacerbate the negative consequences of central procurement 

 
8  AB 1373. 
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conveyed by the Legislature. To reduce this uncertainty, the Commission should revise the PD as 

outlined in Sections II.A-C to clarify central procurement’s interactions with LSE procurement. 

This is a necessary first step that must be taken prior to developing further operational and 

implementation details of cost and benefit allocation, as the PD commits to do before or during 

consideration of DWR contracts.9 

A. The Proposed Decision Must Recognize the Inherent Interactions Between Central 
Procurement and RCPPP that Cannot be Untangled 

The PD finds that “CPE procurement should be kept in a separate category for purposes of 

consideration of an RCPPP in the future in this proceeding.”10 This finding introduces many 

questions that the PD leaves unanswered because central procurement and RCPPP procurement both 

intend to address GHG-driven procurement needs.11 In addition, both must factor into reliability 

planning to prevent costly over-procurement that could exacerbate the current affordability crisis 

facing the state’s customers. Central procurement will inevitably interact with LSE procurement. 

The PD insufficiently addresses this interaction.  

If CPE procurement is kept in a “separate category” from RCPPP procurement, it will be 

hard to determine how this procurement fits into the state’s overall procurement needs. If CPE 

procurement directives are part of the overall system reliability and GHG-reduction needs, then if 

the CPE fails to procure or elects not to procure based on the results of its solicitations, then the 

system will be short from a reliability and GHG-reduction perspective because the CPE’s failure to 

procure would not be accounted for in future need determinations in the RCPPP. Relatedly, if the 

CPE fails to procure or elects not to procure, it is unclear what steps will be taken to resolve the 

resulting shortfall, putting the RCPPP’s critically important objective of replacing order-by-order 

 
9  Proposed Decision, COL 28.  
10  Id., COL 22.  
11  Id. at 2 and 50. 
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procurement requirements in jeopardy. If CPE procurement directives provide capacity in excess of 

the grid’s reliability need, then CPE procurement would contribute to the ongoing affordability crisis 

by procuring excess capacity from technologies that are not yet cost-effective.  

Central procurement will inevitably interact with and significantly impact LSEs’ own 

procurement and planning processes. The Commission must modify the PD to document how the 

CPE process interacts with LSE procurement, particularly the RCPPP. In particular, the Commission 

should provide some indication of how and when it will provide certainty to LSEs to avoid 

unintentionally delaying LSE procurement.  

To minimize impacts on LSEs’ planning and procurement processes, LSEs should receive 

frequent status updates on DWR’s central procurement activities, including information on the 

timing of solicitations and notices of project delays. The Commission should also elaborate on how 

it intends to minimize the use of the CPE once future LSE procurement is known and state 

affirmatively that attributes allocated to LSEs from CPE procurement can be used for compliance 

obligations such as RA and RPS. Simply stating that “it is logical to keep any CPE procurement as a 

result of this order separate and apart from any individual LSE requirements driven by the 

RCPPP,”12 is insufficient and leaves all parties unclear of how CPE procurement will impact LSEs’ 

own planning and procurement activities.  

B. The Proposed Decision Errs by Neglecting to Include LSE Self-Procurement as a 
Step in the Process  

AB 1373 provides a six-month window between the Commission determining there is a need 

for central procurement and the Commission requesting DWR to procure. The Legislature made 

clear that:  

The intent for the six month window is to allow other LSEs the 
opportunity to procure their share of their load if they elect to do so. 

 
12  Proposed Decision at 50.  
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This approach is a long-held principle of CCAs whose primary (if 
not exclusive) mission is to procure energy on behalf of their load. 
Such an approach seems appropriate to ensure LSEs exercise their 
responsibility to procure resources for their load, prior to a state 
agency stepping in. In this regard, it’s possible DWR procurement 
may not ever be used, or perhaps only used when truly necessary 
because the resource was too difficult for any individual LSE, or a 
few LSEs, to procure.13 

Despite this clear direction, the PD says nothing about LSEs' ability to procure their share of 

needed resources to reduce their allocations from DWR procurement. The Commission must modify 

the PD to create a process in which LSEs show contracts for any long lead-time (LLT) technologies 

specified in central procurement orders issued by the Commission to DWR. This should include any 

request made pursuant to this PD and in subsequent IRP cycles.  If LSEs show these technologies, 

each LSE’s cost and benefit allocation should be reduced by their shown amount.  

While the PD states that it targeted resources “intentionally different from resources already 

being procured by LSEs directly at sufficient volumes to result in market transformation,”14 the PD 

also acknowledges the LLT resources targeted in the PD may have higher costs than prevalent 

commercialized resources.15 In this PD, the Commission explicitly identifies a need for pre-

commercial technologies with likely higher costs than conventional technologies. Because of these 

higher costs, it is logical that LSEs would not yet have procured these technologies without a clear 

indication from the Commission that there is a need for them, which had yet to occur in advance of 

the PD.  

The opportunity to self-procure should be a feature of this initial central procurement order 

and future central procurement orders, which can be more easily incorporated into LSEs' planning 

and procurement activities if coordinated with the RCPPP process. Failure to allow self-procurement 

 
13 AB 1373 at 14. 
14  Proposed Decision at 49.  
15  Id. at 3.  
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shifts costs onto the customers of early-moving LSEs, deterring early-moving LSEs from procuring 

quickly to accelerate reliability and decarbonization efforts.  

As outlined in Section 4.5 of the PD, it will take time for DWR to begin its solicitations and 

contracting processes. Self-procurement can occur at least until the Commission issues its procurement 

request and DWR is ready to start its solicitations. For these reasons, the PD errs by neglecting to 

include an LSE self-procurement step in the CPE process. The Commission should revise the PD to 

allow LSEs to demonstrate procurement to lower their CPE allocations during the six-month window 

between the September 1, 2024, need determination and the procurement request to DWR.  

C. The Proposed Decision Errs by Not Making all Efforts to Support Customer 
Affordability through the Ability to Transact Attributes of CPE-Allocated 
Resources 

The PD states:  

… this decision recognizes that electricity rates are rising, creating 
hardships for ratepayers. Though the DWR centralized procurement 
mechanism should help bring emerging technologies to scale, the 
cost of these investments will ultimately impact electricity bills. 
Accordingly, all possible efforts should be made to contain costs, 
reduce ratepayer risk, and seek other sources of funding to reduce 
development costs and share in the long-term costs and benefits.16 

To accomplish this critically important objective, the Commission must modify the PD to 

incorporate a key component of affordability: the ability for LSEs to transact attributes allocated 

from the CPE. Allowing LSEs to transact attributes enables LSEs to manage their resources and 

attributes in the most cost-effective manner, increasing market liquidity and putting downward 

pressure on prices for scarce supply. Allowing LSEs with excess attributes to offer to sell their 

surplus to other LSEs willing to buy will ensure the Commission achieves its objective of making all 

efforts to promote customer affordability, without jeopardizing reliability and state policy goals.  

 
16  Proposed Decision at 3. 
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The PD states, that “[f]urther operational and implementation details of the allocation of 

costs and benefits of CPE procurement to LSEs will be handled in this proceeding or its successor 

before or during consideration of actual contracts to be signed by DWR.”17 The Commission should 

modify the PD to explicitly include CPE allocation transactions within the scope of issues that will 

be resolved before DWR contracting opportunities.  

III. THE PROPOSED DECISION ERRS BY BASING ITS PROCUREMENT CAP ON 
ANALYSIS THAT DOES NOT DEMONSTRATE A CLEAR NEED FOR THE 
TECHNOLOGIES AND AMOUNTS ORDERED 

The PD finds an initial need determination of 10.6 gigawatts (GW) of nameplate capacity of 

the following technologies: up to 7.6 GW of offshore wind (OSW), up to 1 GW of enhanced 

geothermal systems (EGS), up to 1 GW of multi-day long-duration energy storage (LDES), and up 

to 1 GW of LDES with a discharge period of at least 12 hours.18 The PD defines the technologies 

eligible for central procurement in a way that will not mitigate risk and ensure cost containment. It 

also bases its procurement caps on unsupported conclusions that may result in crowding out a 

significant amount of LSE procurement for the foreseeable future. Procurement caps that are too 

high result in higher levels of uncertainty. This uncertainty will result in more risks for LSEs trying 

to manage their portfolios with uncertain amounts of attributes and associated costs allocated to 

them. It also increases the potential for developers to reduce their participation in LSE solicitations 

in favor of uncertain central procurement opportunities.  

For these reasons, the Commission should not find a need for central procurement for the 

September 1, 2024, deadline, and instead, work on (1) building a record that better informs the need 

for central procurement, and (2) refining the central procurement process within the context of the 

forthcoming RCPPP. If the Commission foregoes this recommendation and makes a need 

 
17  Proposed Decision, COL 28.  
18  Id. at 2.  
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determination for central procurement on September 1, 2024, the Commission should only direct the 

procurement of the minimum amount of OSW in federal leased areas needed to establish the 

requisite infrastructure to kickstart the development (1 GW).19 The Commission should not direct 

central procurement of EGS or LDES.  

A. The Proposed Decision Errs in Its Definition of Eligible Resources  

The PD states it focuses central procurement on technologies the Commission believes 

“could be important to the electricity sector as a whole in achieving California’s Senate Bill 100 (SB 

100) (De León, Chapter 312, Statutes of 2018) goals by 2045, but which will be inherently more 

expensive due to their emerging nature and the fact that they are not currently commercially 

available at competitive prices.”20 This definition allows for the possibility of ordering central 

procurement of resources with excessive risks and a low benefit-to-cost ratio, resources that do not 

meet the statutory definition of LLT for the purposes of central procurement, or resources that LSEs 

have already demonstrated the ability to procure.  

EGS and LDES are not good candidates for central procurement. First, LDES resources do 

not consistently meet the statutory definition of LLT (requiring 5 years for construction and 

development), depending on the project. Additionally, there is no evidence that LSEs cannot and 

would not procure these resources if they are available and cost-effective. LSEs have already 

demonstrated the ability to procure EGS, in addition to conventional geothermal projects, and LDES 

projects, both individually and jointly. The Commission has yet to conduct a cost-benefit analysis on 

these technologies, however, so it is unknown whether central procurement of these technologies has 

 
19  Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Seeking Comments on Need and Process for Centralized 
Procurement of Specified Long Lead-Time Resources, R.20-05-003 (Apr. 26, 2024) at 17-20: This Ruling 
established 1 GW as the "estimated minimum viable project size” and finds 1 GW as the most likely amount to 
maximize ratepayer benefits under most scenarios.  
20  Proposed Decision at 37.  
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greater net benefits than an alternative combination of resources with an equivalent profile procured 

by LSEs. Finally, the Commission defines the need specifically for EGS and non-lithium-ion or 

pumped storage hydro LDES and splits the LDES requirement into multi-day and 12+ hour LDES. 

This definition carves out an overly specific need that may only be filled by a few developers when 

the actual need could have been filled by a broader set of technologies, including those LSEs have 

proven the ability to procure already. The result is the potential for non-competitive results to 

DWR’s solicitation for a need that is too targeted. For these reasons, the Commission should not 

direct central procurement of EGS or LDES, 

OSW may be the only reasonable candidate for central procurement. LSEs have 

demonstrated that size is not a barrier to procurement (e.g., OOS-wind procurement). Rather, it is the 

significant infrastructure investment required for OSW development (e.g., port infrastructure, 

transmission development, etc.) that presents hurdles that must be overcome regardless of the 

procuring entity. Additionally, while the cost-effectiveness of OSW is still questionable, it is 

possible that an alternative combination of resources with an equivalent profile could serve the same 

need at a potentially lower cost. Still, emerging technologies are typically high-risk, and central 

procurement may make sense when investments will result in spurring future development 

opportunities for LSEs, enhancing development efficiencies, or promoting economies of scale. 

To tighten the definition of eligible resources in advance of ordering central procurement, the 

Commission should build a record (1) demonstrating that the technologies identified can help the 

state meet SB 100 goals at costs, inclusive of the market transformation costs, that are lower than 

those for meeting SB 100 goals with an alternative portfolio of current technologies procured by 
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LSEs and (2) defining “5 years for construction and development,”21 and demonstrate in the record 

that these technologies necessarily take longer than five years to construct and develop. The analysis 

in the record thus far does not adequately demonstrate the estimated costs of central procurement are 

lower than an alternative portfolio procurement by LSEs. Nor does it conclude that LDES 

technologies have construction and development times of more than five years or demonstrate net 

benefits for these technologies. 12+-hour LDES and multi-day LDES have yet to be properly 

modeled in the preferred system plan (PSP) due to a lack of sufficient cost information. Building a 

record to support these findings before ordering central procurement will ensure the Commission 

appropriately manages the risks of central procurement of emerging technologies and adheres to the 

statutory definition of LLT resources.  

B. The Proposed Decision Bases Its Procurement Caps on Unsupported Conclusions  

In justifying the procurement caps ordered in the PD, the Commission concludes:  

It is reasonable to ask DWR to solicit approximately half of the 
resource need identified in the most recent adopted PSP portfolio in 
D.24-02-047 for LDES and geothermal, in order to facilitate a 
downpayment on technologies necessary to achieve SB 100 goals, 
while still leaving room for LSEs to procure the technologies 
individually, after costs are reduced and market transformation is 
underway.22 

It also concludes: 

It is reasonable to ask DWR to solicit for 7.6 GW nameplate of 
OSW, which signals a strong interest in developing the resource, 
represents the level beyond which our staff cost-benefit analysis 
shows the potential for higher risks to ratepayers, is sufficient to 
foster cost savings as the resource is developed at scale, and avoids 
the potential for market power issues.23 

 
21  The definition of a resource’s construction and development must not include interconnection and 
transmission development to ensure the focus of central procurement is truly on resources themselves that are 
LLT.  
22  Proposed Decision, COL 17.  
23  Proposed Decision, COL 18.  
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The PD does not support these conclusions with evidence in the record indicating that the 

deployment of the scale identified in the PD will result in market transformation sufficient to bring 

costs down below the costs of meeting SB 100 targets with conventional technologies. Instead, the 

PD bases its procurement amounts on a PSP with outdated cost assumptions for OSW, a cost-benefit 

analysis that shows negative net benefits in most scenarios at the volume of OSW ordered, and no 

cost-benefit analysis for LDES or EGS.  

Setting a procurement cap that may or may not be cost-effective without working on 

infrastructure issues will not result in sufficient room for LSEs to procure on their own and may 

result in market power issues. Simply shifting the procurement responsibility from LSEs to a CPE 

does not resolve issues with transmission, port infrastructure, and interconnection. Therefore, the 

market will likely experience increased costs and limited project availability as a result of the 

Commission's recommendation that these technologies be considered by DWR for central 

procurement. With project interconnection timelines now exceeding seven years from 

interconnection request to commercial operation in many cases,24 the Commission's central 

procurement directive may result in merely cutting off direct LSE procurement of these technologies 

for years into the future.  

Ordering roughly 50 percent of OSW capacity in the PSP is likely too high compared to what 

is needed to transform the OSW industry and would very likely stifle developers' willingness to offer 

projects to LSEs. As it stands, the need determination in the PD is an after-the-fact analysis of plans 

completed by LSEs that did not have advanced notice that these three categories of technologies 

 
24  The time it takes between interconnection request and interconnection agreement can take over two 
years: https://www.caiso.com/documents/mergedpresentations-resourceinterconnectionfair-march032021.pdf.  
The time from interconnection agreement to commercial operations takes over six years on average: Lawrence 
Berkely National Lab, Queued Up: 2024 Edition, Slide 39: https://emp.lbl.gov/sites/default/files/2024-
04/Queued%20Up%202024%20Edition_R2.pdf.   

https://www.caiso.com/documents/mergedpresentations-resourceinterconnectionfair-march032021.pdf
https://emp.lbl.gov/sites/default/files/2024-04/Queued%20Up%202024%20Edition_R2.pdf
https://emp.lbl.gov/sites/default/files/2024-04/Queued%20Up%202024%20Edition_R2.pdf
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were needed or required. The PD states, “[t]he November 1, 2022 individual LSE IRP filings, along 

with their August 1, 2023 and December 1, 2023 procurement data filings, do not show LLT 

resources under contract to LSEs in sufficient quantities to achieve scale and cost reductions in the 

long run.” It provides no compelling evidence, however, identifying the "sufficient quantity” of LLT 

resources necessary “to achieve scale and cost reduction in the long run." The Department of 

Energy’s recent Pathways to Commercial Liftoff report for Offshore Wind report25 suggests the 

Commission’s need determination of 7.6 GW of OSW significantly exceeds the amount of early 

commercial deployments necessary to scale-up emerging technologies.26  

Therefore, if the Commission foregoes the recommendation to reconsider central 

procurement needs in a future IRP cycle, the Commission must also consider the most up-to-date 

information provided by the LSEs on their procurement activity, including the June 1, 2024, IRP 

filings. The Commission should account for planned procurement that would result in LSEs 

contracting at a later time and still bringing those resources to commercial operation in time to meet 

their needs. As described in section II.B, it must also provide LSEs the opportunity to lower their 

share of central procurement amounts during the six months between need determination and 

procurement request. Only after a need determination and procurement request would LSEs have a 

clear indication of the need. 

C. If the Commission Foregoes CalCCA’s Recommendation to Revisit the Need for 
Central Procurement in Future IRP Cycles, it Must Modify the Proposed Decision 
to Lower Procurement Cap 

Sections III.A and III.B above demonstrate the need to continue building the record before 

ordering DWR to conduct central procurement of LLT resources. If the Commission foregoes 

 
25  United States Department of Energy. Pathways to Commercial Liftoff: Offshore Wind (Apr. 2024).  
26  The Department of Energy identifies a need for 10-15 GW nationwide of early commercial deployments 
to ultimately unlock over 100 GW of scale-up, representing roughly 10% of the target. 
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additional record development before ordering DWR procurement, the Commission must direct the 

procurement of only the minimum amount of OSW in federal leased areas needed to establish the 

requisite infrastructure to kickstart the development (1 GW). The central procurement of OSW could 

benefit from coordinating procurement and infrastructure development, but only in modest amounts, 

given the results of the Commission’s cost-benefit analysis27 and the negative interactions central 

procurement can have with LSE procurement.  

One GW of OSW central procurement is most consistent with the cost-benefit analysis in the 

ALJ Ruling, which suggests the highest potential net benefits at lower levels of OSW procurement. 

Higher amounts of OSW central procurement or central procurement of technologies beyond OSW 

would overly concentrate SB 100's success on the CPE endeavor, ignoring the successes of LSEs 

procuring to meet a clearly identified and communicated need, adding competition for scarce 

resources and interconnection capacity, and undermining affordability.  

The higher the potential central procurement cap, the harder it is for LSEs to plan around and 

the greater the degree of risk associated with CPE failure. Certainty and transparency around DWR’s 

central procurement is imperative to minimize negative impacts and interactions with LSE 

procurement processes. The larger the potential size of the CPE procurement, the greater the risk for 

LSEs and the harder it is for LSEs to manage their own portfolios given the uncertainty in DWR’s 

final contracted volumes and the LSE’s allocation. Given the importance of providing certainty for 

LSE procurement planning and risk mitigation, the central procurement cap in this initial need 

determination should be a modest hard cap. This amount can be revised upward in future IRP cycles 

 
27  The Commission’s OSW cost-benefit analysis finds, even 1-3 GW of OSW procurement may come at a 
net cost, though total ratepayer impact would be small. It finds “[l]ower amounts of offshore wind generally 
minimize[es] total ratepayer cost and risk” and “[i]nitial OSW procurement [of 1-3 GW] can support market 
transformation with limited ratepayer risk.” Analysis for Centralized Procurement of Specified Long Lead-Time 
Resources (April 2024), at 41.  
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after considering the most up-to-date LSE planning and procurement information once LSEs have had 

an opportunity to develop their plans in light of this newly identified need. The Commission must 

render formal decisions for any subsequent need determinations in future IRP cycles to ensure parties 

have sufficient ability to vet the need determination, supporting analysis, and resulting allocations.  

IV. THE PROPOSED DECISION FAILS TO RECOMMEND THE CPE RETAIN AN 
EXPERT CONSULTANT TO MAXIMIZE STATE AND FEDERAL FUNDING 
OPPORTUNITIES  

CalCCA strongly supports the Commission’s goal to make “all possible efforts… to contain 

costs, reduce ratepayer risk, and seek other sources of funding to reduce development costs and 

share in the long-term costs and benefits.”28 To ensure the PD results in a process that takes 

advantage of all possible sources of funding to reduce costs, the Commission should revise the PD to 

recommend that DWR have dedicated staff members or consultants who investigate grant 

opportunities and assist potential project developers in reducing costs by maximizing the use of 

funding opportunities in its centralized procurement efforts. 

V. CONCLUSION 

CalCCA appreciates the opportunity to submit these comments and requests the adoption of 

the recommendations proposed herein. For all the foregoing reasons, the Commission should modify 

the Proposed Decision as provided in Appendix A. 

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

 
August 8, 2024 
 

 
28  Proposed Decision at 3. 



 

Appendix A-1 

APPENDIX A 
TO 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S COMMENTS ON THE 
PROPOSED DECISION DETERMINING NEED FOR CENTRALIZED 

PROCUREMENT OF LONG LEAD-TIME RESOURCES 
 

PROPOSED CHANGES TO FINDINGS OF FACT, 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDERING PARAGRAPHS 

 
 

Proposed text deletions show as bold and strikethrough 
Proposed text additions show as bold and underlined 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

2. The resource types considered for a need determination for centralized procurement are 

geothermal, LDES, OOS wind, and is OSW. 

4. EGS is an emerging technology distinct from conventional geothermal, and is the subject of 

an initiative at DOE called “Enhanced Geothermal Shot” designed to reduce the costs of EGS. 

However, the costs and benefits are not known at this time and the length of time for 

construction and development has not been demonstrated to exceed five years. 

5. 12+-hour LDES and multi-day LDES are emerging technologies that are not yet sufficiently 

available with known costs to be modeled in previous PSP portfolios adopted by the Commission. 

Therefore, proxies have been used. As such, the cost-effectiveness of these resources is not known. 

8. As of this decision, almost no LSEs have EGS, 12+-hour LDES, multi-day LDES, or OSW 

projects under contract. Those LSEs that do have these types of projects do not have any significant 

volumes under contract relative to the size of the resource potential or in enough quantities to spur 

market transformation. Given the recent development in EGS, LDES, and OSW, additional time is 

needed for LSEs to pursue contracting of these resources before determining a central 

procurement need. 
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12. The November 1, 2022, individual LSE IRP filings did not represented the CCAs’ 

opportunity to offer proposals under Section 454.51(d) requirements, because the Commission had 

not yet identified a need for centrally procured technologies.  

13. The November 1, 2022, individual LSE IRP filings, along with their August 1, 2023, and 

December 1, 2023, procurement data filings, do not show LLT resources under contract to LSEs in 

sufficient quantities to achieve scale and cost reductions in the long run. Any new efforts in 

procurement plans by the LSEs should be used to update the need analysis prior to finalizing 

any central procurement. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

7. The Commission should reevaluate the need for centralized procurement of LLT resources 

in each IRP cycle, in concert with evaluating the need for LSE procurement in the RCPPP, when 

considering the adoption of a PSP portfolio. 

10. Resources that are important to reducing the overall emissions in the electricity sector, but 

which may not compete favorably in price against other resources, should be considered for 

centralized procurement after LSEs have an opportunity to demonstrate contracts for the newly 

identified need. 

14. The Commission should not, at this time, ask DWR to solicit for resource types that are 

already being widely procured in significant volumes by numerous individual LSEs. 

16. LDES requested for DWR to solicit for centralized procurement should include 12+-

hour LDES and multi-day LDES, but not lithium-ion batteries or PSH.  

17. It is reasonable to ask DWR to solicit approximately half of the resource need 

identified in the most recent adopted PSP portfolio in D.24-02-047 for LDES and geothermal, in 

order to facilitate a downpayment on technologies necessary to achieve SB 100 goals, while still 
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leaving room for LSEs to procure the technologies individually, after costs are reduced and 

market transformation is underway.  

18. It is reasonable to ask DWR to solicit for 7.6 1 GW nameplate of OSW at most, which 

signals a strong interest in developing the resource and establishing the requisite infrastructure to 

kickstart this development, represents the level beyond which our staff cost-benefit analysis 

shows the potential for higher risks to ratepayers, is sufficient to foster cost savings as the resource 

is developed at scale by LSEs, and avoids the potential for market power issues.  

19. Centralized procurement of LLT resources should be considered by the Commission in a 

separate category from concert with individual LSE procurement resulting from the RCPPP.  

20. Any CPE procurement should not count toward the requirements of D.21-06-035, D.23-02-040, or 

D.24-02-047, but may count for future RCPPP procurement requirements.  

21. The Commission should evaluate in subsequent AB 1373 need determinations the 

LSE progress toward the D.21-06-035 requirements for procurement of 1 GW of high-capacity-

factor clean LLT resources and consider whether additional CPE procurement of conventional 

geothermal resources is necessary. 

22. CPE procurement should be kept in a separate category for purposes of consideration 

of an RCPPP in the future in this proceeding.  

23. AB 1373 does not provides an opportunity for LSEs to opt out of centralized conduct 

their share of procurement during the six months between when the Commission makes its need 

determination and once the Commission has made its procurement request need determination. 

LSEs subject to the Commission’s IRP purview should not be allowed to opt out of paying for 

their share of centralized procurement. 
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28. Further operational and implementation details of the allocation of costs and benefits of 

CPE procurement to LSEs, including the ability for LSEs to transact allocations, will be handled in 

this proceeding or its successor before or during consideration of actual contracts to be signed by 

DWR. 

40. The Commission should not need to render a second formal decision during the six-

month window after September 1, 2024, and after any subsequent need determination in future 

IRP cycles. The request for procurement after the Commission’s formal need determination in a 

decision may come in the form of a letter to DWR from the Commission president and/or the 

assigned Commissioner to the IRP rulemaking, consistent with the provisions of this decision. 

New: The Commission should recommend that DWR retain an expert consultant or staff 

to advise on all alternative sources of funding, like federal and state funds, to contain costs of 

central procurement.  

New: Net benefits that demonstrate the technologies identified can help the state meet SB 

100 goals at costs, inclusive of the market transformation costs, that are lower than those for 

meeting SB 100 goals with an alternative portfolio of conventional technologies should be an 

explicit and important criterion for the selection of resources to be centrally procured.  

ORDERING PARAGRAPHS 

1. The Commission has evaluated eligible resource types under Public Utilities Code Section 

454.52(h)(1)-(2) categories and has determined that there is a need for centralized procurement 

through competitive solicitations by the Department of Water Resources (DWR) as a Central 

Procurement Entity for the following resources, in nameplate capacity, with energy deliveries and/or 

capacity online between June 1, 2031 and June 1, 2037. DWR is not required to procure all of the 

below resources and may procure as little as zero, depending on the reasonableness of prices offered 

by developers:  
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(a) A maximum of 1,000 megawatts (MW) of Enhanced Geothermal Systems, as 

defined by the United States Department of Energy's “Enhanced Geothermal 

Shot” initiative;  

(b) A maximum of 1,000 MW of long-duration energy storage (LDES) that can 

discharge for 12 hours or more that does not employ lithium-ion batteries or 

pumped storage hydroelectric (PSH) technologies;  

(c) A maximum of 1,000 MW of multi-day LDES that does not employ lithium-ion 

batteries or PSH technologies; and  

(ad) A maximum of 7,600 1,000 MW of offshore wind. 

3. After the completion of the self-procurement period, Aall load-serving entities with 

obligations under the integrated resource planning process of the Commission related to Public 

Utilities Code Sections 454.51 and 454.52 shall be required to pay for their proportional share, 

adjusted for self-procurement, of any resources determined to be needed by the Commission and 

centrally procured by the Department of Water Resources for the life of the contracts, once approved 

by the Commission.  

4. The costs and benefits of any procurement of offshore wind and enhanced geothermal 

systems shall be allocated annually on the basis of forecast energy load share, for the life of each 

contract.  

5. The costs and benefits of any procurement of long-duration energy storage shall be 

allocated annually to each transmission access charge area based on forecast 12-month peak 

load, and then further allocated to each load-serving entity’s customers in the same manner as 

the Cost Allocation Mechanism adopted in Decision 06-07-029, for the life of each contract. 
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New: The Commission recommends that the Department of Water Resources retain an 

expert consultant or staff member to advise on all alternative sources of funding, such as state 

and federal funding to contain the costs of central procurement.  
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