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1. Please provide your organization’s questions or comments in response to the Track 3A:
Modifications to TPD Allocations. Please reference the proposal’s numbered item you are
commenting on.

The California Community Choice Association (CalCCA) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
California Independent System Operator’s (CAISO) Interconnection Process Enhancements Track 3. Track 3 will
address the allocation of Transmission Plan Deliverability (TPD). The CAISO’s proposal to remove allocation
group D (proposal #2) presents concerns. As CAISO is aware, load serving entities (LSE) typically require
projects to have a deliverability allocation prior to executing a contract or putting projects on a shortlist so that
they have a full understanding of costs and timelines, and assurance that the projects will count towards their
compliance obligations. Removing allocation group D would essentially require a power purchase agreement
(PPA), shortlist, or commercial operation to receive a deliverability allocation. This could interfere significantly
with well-established procurement practices by shifting procurement risks and costs to LSEs and customer
ratepayers without any discernible benefit. Removing allocation group D could result in PPAs or shortlisting with
exit clauses, increasing risks for LSEs and developers. The CAISO should instead consider scoring projects for
TPD in the same manner it scores interconnection requests under the zonal model. This would ensure projects
deemed most ready receive TPD allocations first without disrupting the existing procurement landscape. The
CAISO could also revisit removing allocation group D after it has experience with the new zonal approach to
interconnection intake to ensure that it does not interfere with procurement practices that may or may not evolve
after the implementation of the zonal approach.

The CAISO must amend its proposal to modify the TPD scoring criteria (proposal #10) to ensure the criteria for
projects in the PPA group are fair to all types of LSEs. Specifically, the CAISO’s TPD scoring criteria would give
5 points to projects with a “regulatory approved” PPA and 0 points to projects with an executed PPA. During the
workshop, the CAISO clarified that a regulatory-approved PPA means a PPA approved by the LSE’s local
regulatory authority (LRA). The LRA for community choice aggregators (CCA), investor-owned utilities (I0U),
and electric service providers (ESP) is the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). However, the CPUC
only has the authority to approve IOU PPAs. CCA PPAs are approved through their internal procedures
including, in most circumstances, approval by the governing body. Thus, even though a CCA PPA might be
executed and approved by the entity with ultimate approval authority, such PPAs would be ineligible for the 5
extra points. Accordingly, IOU PPAs would have an opportunity to earn an extra 5 points whereas CCA PPAs
would not.

This gives IOU PPAs an unfair advantage over PPAs with other LSEs. The CAISO should modify this criterion
from “has regulatory approved PPA” to “has a PPA that has received all State and local approvals needed for the
PPA to be executed and become effective.” CCAs have their PPAs approved by their governing body, bodies
made up of local elected or appointed officials with open and transparent meetings, or their delegates.
Interconnection customers could validate that their PPA has this approval through public documentation, such as
CCA governing body meeting minutes, or through attestations from LSEs that the contract has been approved
by a delegate through the CCA’s governing body-approved process. This modification would put all CPUC-
jurisdictional LSE customers on a level-playing field by ensuring their PPAs are prioritized for TPD consistently.

Finally, CalCCA agrees with the CAISO that it will be necessary to allocate TPD to long-lead time resources
such as offshore wind, out-of-state wind, and geothermal that currently have longer project development cycles
than other renewables and may not be compatible with the updated process (Proposal 11). The straw proposal
implies that the CAISO is monitoring the outcome of the CPUC’s central procurement entity (CPE) proposal for
guiding long-lead time TPD allocation. However, the CAISO must take a more expansive view of long-lead time
resources, to avoid discriminating against LSEs that are also pursuing long-lead time resources. The CAISO
should adopt a similar scope as it did in Track 2, where both CPE resources and resource types designated by
the CPUC when submitting their Transmission Planning Process portfolio are counted as long-lead time. Until
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that first designation is made, CalCCA agrees with offshore wind, out-of-state wind, and geothermal being in-
scope given their geographic specificity and development timelines.

2. Please provide your organization’s questions or comments in response to the Track 3B:
Intra-cluster prioritization.

The CAISO’s proposal to allow generators to interconnect up to an amount that would not trigger the need for
long-lead time short-circuit mitigations would provide opportunities for projects to come online and obtain
deliverability more quickly and with more certainty than under the existing processes. For this reason, CalCCA
supports the CAISO exploring this proposal. In order to further alleviate the current crisis of interconnection
capacity scarcity, CalCCA encourages CAISO to explore any opportunities to make use of this provision as
much as possible without risking grid reliability—including Area Deliverability Network Upgrades.

3. Please provide your organization’s questions or comments in response to the Track 3B:
Interim deliverability.

CalCCA supports the CAISO’s proposal to explore modifying interim deliverability allocations to prioritize the
date of the TPD allocations over queue number. This approach could reduce incentives for projects to enter the
queue and linger there before they are ready or commercially viable because such projects would not receive
higher priority for interim deliverability allocations.

4. Please provide any additional feedback.
Maximum Import Capability (MIC)

LSEs are facing challenges in contracting out-of-state (OOS) resources for Integrated Resource Planning (IRP)
and Resource Adequacy (RA) because of a lack of availability of MIC at present and uncertainty around the
availability of MIC in future. California depends critically on contracted import capacity to maintain reliability. This
is demonstrated by data provided by the California Independent System Operator Corporation (CAISO) on
January 12, 2024, informing sources of RA and showings for LSEs in the CAISO balancing authority area (BAA)
over the last five years. The data, when combined with the Net Qualifying Capacity (NQC) lists over the same
five-year period, depict an RA requirement that has only grown more import-dependent (See Table 1).

Table 1: Amount of RA Requirement Not Covered by CAISO NQC[1]

Month Ahead September 2019-2023
Year NQC RA Amount of RA
Requirement | not Covered by
CAISO
Connected
Resources
2019 50,898 50,242 {657)
2020 47,334 49,135 1,801
2021 44,843 48,351 3,508
2022 46,923 48,944 2,020
2023 49,977 52,476 2,499

This trend is likely to continue in the coming years.

The CPUC recently adopted Preferred System Plan (PSP), a resource planning tool that informs new capacity
that will be built to support reliability requirements, includes over 7 gigawatts of new OOS wind by 2035.2 These
OOS wind resources will require MIC to count towards LSEs’ RA and IRP obligations. Therefore, uncertainty
around whether MIC will be available to support these projects is a barrier to LSEs moving forward with PPAs for
OOQOS projects. Moreover, the total amount of MIC allocated to each LSE by the CAISO (based on total MIC that
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is available) is insufficient to support the level of imports needed by each LSE to contract for the level of OOS
wind and geothermal needed to meet IRP goals. This is particularly true since the bulk of new geothermal
resources are being developed outside of the CAISO BAA, including new geothermal in [ID. Enhancements in
the efficiency of MIC allocations and increasing the availability of MIC should help make import capacity more
available to meet RA and IRP requirements. The CAISO should consider expanding the scope of Track 3 to
include an assessment of MIC availability and the MIC allocation process. The issue of MIC availability is
inextricably linked to the deliverability of internal resources. The CAISO posted a report indicating a decrease in
the amount of MIC for RA year 2025, especially on popular intertie points NOB and Palo Verde.[2] MIC is
calculated using historical data, and while the CAISO could adjust the MIC methodology to increase the amount
of available MIC, it could not do so reliably without decreasing the amount of deliverability available for internal
resources. The CAISO should take up MIC enhancements in this initiative to ensure a coordinated review of
deliverability allocations for both in-state and out-of-state resources.

Conditional Deliverability

Within the Generator Deliverability Review initiative, the CAISO put forth the concept of providing “conditional”
deliverability when delivery network upgrades are delayed beyond their originally identified in-service date. In the
Generator Deliverability Review Final Proposal, the CAISO states, “[t]he issue of delayed reliability and delivery
network upgrades delayed beyond their originally identified in-service date will be explored in the interconnection
process enhancements, and will need to be coordinated with other policy venues and industry efforts to address
concerns with the pace of resource and transmission development.”[3] The CAISO should explain where and
how the CAISO will address the issue of delayed network upgrades within this initiative.

[1] If the amount of resources not covered by CAISO connected resources is negative (in parenthesis),
then the RA requirements could have been met entirely by resources internal to the CAISO BAA. If the amount
of resources not covered by CAISO connected resources is positive, then CAISO LSEs must secure imports up
to the amount shown in the table, assuming all CAISO connected resources are also secured for CAISO RA
requirements, in order to meet aggregate RA requirements.

[2] https://www.caiso.com/documents/iso-maximum-resource-adequacy-import-capability-for-year-
2025.pdf.
[3] Generator Deliverability Review Final Proposal at 26-

27: https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/InitiativeDocuments/Final-Proposal-Generation-Deliverability-
Methodology-Review-Jan-04-2024.pdf.
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