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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

• Revisit changes to the Planning Reserve Margin (PRM) level when the California 
Public Utilities Commission’s (Commission) tools and approach are stable;  

• Align the Commission’s framework with the primary questions of the Resource 
Adequacy (RA) program;  

• Maintain an annual PRM until the Commission’s study methodology is sufficient 
to evaluate monthly or seasonal PRMs;  

• Incorporate uncertainty of load forecast, based upon observed Integrated Energy 
Policy Report forecast errors, into the Strategic Energy Risk Valuation Model 
forecast error parameters;  

• Ensure the contribution of storage to reliability is consistently represented; 

• Evaluate whether the Commission’s choice to stress the system with flat load 
materially impacts the PRM result; 

• Refrain from repurposing or dismantling the local RA central procurement entity 
(CPE) at this time;  

• Do not shift the CPEs’ role to a backstop role at this time; 

• Reject Western Power Trading Forum’s proposal to shift the CPEs’ role to a 
backstop role at this time; 

• Reject Middle River Power LLC’s proposal to direct CPEs to terminate contracts;  

• Reject Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s and Southern California Edison 
Company’s proposals for modifying the self-showing process; and 

• Work with California Independent System Operator Corporation to determine 
how best to harmonize local RA requirements with slice-of-day. 
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Resource Adequacy Program, Consider 
Program Reforms and Refinements, and 
Establish Forward Resource Adequacy 
Procurement Obligations. 

 
 
 R.23-10-011 

 
 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S OPENING 
COMMENTS ON ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE’S RULING 

MODIFYING TRACK 2 SCHEDULE 
 
 

California Community Choice Association1 (CalCCA) submits these Opening Comments 

pursuant to the Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Modifying Track 2 Schedule 2 (Ruling), dated 

June 26, 2024. The Ruling seeks comments on all proposals filed.  

I. INTRODUCTION 

CalCCA appreciates the efforts of Energy Division staff to develop its Loss of Load 

Expectation (LOLE) Study3 and Central Procurement Entity (CPE) Report4 and the efforts of 

parties to advance thoughtful proposals for Track 2 scope items. The LOLE Study, specifically 

 
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  Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Modifying Track 2 Schedule, Rulemaking (R.) 23-10-011: 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M534/K332/534332050.PDF.  
3  Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling on Energy Division’s Loss of Load Expectation Study, R.23-
10-011 (July 22, 2024) (LOLE Study): 
http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/SearchRes.aspx?DocFormat=ALL&DocID=536273741.  
4  Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling on Energy Division’s Central Procurement Entity Framework 
Report, R.23-10-011 (June 5, 2024) (CPE Report): 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M533/K113/533113457.PDF.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M534/K332/534332050.PDF
http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/SearchRes.aspx?DocFormat=ALL&DocID=536273741
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M533/K113/533113457.PDF
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the slice-of-day (SOD) planning reserve margin (PRM) calibration, is undergoing additional 

updates and parties will have an opportunity to comment at a later date.5 CalCCA looks forward 

to reviewing the updated SOD PRM calibration and commenting on the results at that later date. 

These comments focus on the study methodology presented at the July 25, 2024, workshop and 

recommend improvements to that methodology. 

The California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) should focus on “[r]etain[ing] 

the CPE Framework with modifications to address known issues,”6 in this track of the 

proceeding rather than attempting to “repurpose” or “dismantle” it. The Resource Adequacy 

(RA) program is in the process of a significant transition with the implementation of the SOD 

RA program. The Commission should not contemplate one significant change to the RA program 

while it has yet to complete another. In this track, the Commission should focus on ways to 

improve the interactions between the CPE and load-serving entities (LSE) by increasing the 

certainty LSEs have about their own procurement obligations well in advance of their 

compliance deadlines.  

CalCCA offers the following comments to the LOLE Study and parties’ Track 2 

Proposals7 aimed at achieving these objectives: 

• Revisit changes to the PRM level when the Commission’s tools and approach are 
stable;  

• Align the Commission’s framework with the primary questions of the RA 
program;  

• Maintain an annual PRM until the Commission’s study methodology is sufficient 
to evaluate monthly or seasonal PRMs;  

 
5  LOLE Study.  
6  CPE Report at 54.  
7  References to Track 2 Proposals refer to those filed in R.23-10-011 on June 14, 2024.  
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• Incorporate uncertainty of load forecast, based upon observed Integrated Energy 
Policy Report (IEPR) forecast errors, into the Strategic Energy Risk Valuation 
Model (SERVM) forecast error parameters;  

• Ensure the contribution of storage to reliability is consistently represented; 

• Evaluate whether the Commission’s choice to stress the system with flat load 
materially impacts the PRM result; 

• Refrain from repurposing or dismantling the local RA CPE at this time;  

• Do not shift the CPEs’ role to a backstop role at this time; 

• Reject Western Power Trading Forum’s (WPTF) proposal to shift the CPEs’ role 
to a backstop role at this time; 

• Reject Middle River Power LLC’s (MRP) proposal to direct CPEs to terminate 
contracts; and 

• Reject Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (PG&E) and Southern California 
Edison Company’s (SCE) proposals for modifying the self-showing process;  

• Work with the California Independent System Operator Corporation (CAISO) to 
determine how best to harmonize local RA requirements with SOD. 

II. LOLE RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. Revisit Changes to the PRM Level When the Commission’s Tools and 
Approach are Stable 

The Commission is continuing to identify necessary changes to the SOD PRM calibration 

tool, calling into question the recommended PRM put forth in the LOLE Study. In addition, 

CalCCA suggests several changes or alternatives in the comments below. It is premature to 

change the PRM while the tools and approach are being revised and vetted by stakeholders. The 

RA program is already undergoing a major transition from the peak-hour to SOD framework. 

Major changes to the level of the PRM only make sense once the Commission’s tools and 

approach and this new framework has been implemented, tested, and proven successful. 
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B. Align the Commission’s Framework with the Primary Questions of the RA 
Program 

The Commission’s process for making a PRM recommendation follows the following steps:  

1) Identify the baseline set of resources expected to be available in 2026 
(Baseline),  

2) Evaluate the reliability of the baseline portfolio in SERVM,  

3) Calibrates the baseline portfolio to meet the 0.1 LOLE target (Calibrated 
Baseline),  

4) Apply the SOD accreditation rules to the resources in the Calibrated 
Baseline portfolio,  

5) Use the accredited supply to calculate the reserve margin in each hour and 
month,  

6) Finds the amount of additional flat load the Calibrated Baseline portfolio 
can accommodate before the hour with the lowest reserve margin matches 
that found in the highly constrained month of September, and 

7) Use SERVM to validate that the Calibrated Baseline portfolio is able to 
meet the demand plus additional flat load in each month with an adequate 
level of reliability. 

The logical connection between this process and the objectives of the Commission’s RA 

program is not obvious and easy to follow. The Commission’s monthly RA program allocates 

the forecasted 1-in-2 peak demand to LSEs and then asks LSEs to show contracts with resources 

that, when accredited based on the SOD rules, meet or exceed their share of the allocated 

demand and a PRM. The primary question of the RA program is therefore: If LSEs show 

resources that, using the SOD accreditation rules, meet their share of the demand and PRM, will 

the resulting system be reliable? The process for setting the PRM and accrediting resources in 

the SOD framework should be organized and flow from this primary question.  
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C. Maintain a Single Annual PRM Until the Commission’s Study Methodology 
is Sufficient to Evaluate Monthly or Seasonal PRMs  

The Commission’s current process sets a target annual PRM at the lowest level of 

reserves in the Calibrated Baseline relative to the 1-in-2 peak day demand. The Commission then 

finds the increase in the flat load that causes the lowest reserves in each month to match the 

target annual PRM. The Commission uses SERVM to verify that the Calibrated Baseline with 

the additional flat load still achieves a reliability level of LOLE equal to 0.1.  

Missing from this current methodology is as characterization of the variability and 

uncertainty of the system that would warrant monthly or seasonal variation in the PRM rather 

than an annual PRM. The Commission should not accept proposals8 for a monthly or seasonal 

PRM until the Commission’s methodology is revised to evaluate the advantages and feasibility 

of such a shift.  

To consider a monthly or seasonal PRM, the Commission’s methodology would need to 

include the following elements. It would need to characterize variability in peak demand around 

the 1-in-2 peak day for each month. Until an unforced capacity accreditation is in use, the 

Commission’s methodology would also need to evaluate monthly and seasonal differences in 

supply variability. The methodology would need to consider the economic efficiency of varying 

PRMs. Finally, the methodology would need to ensure that the generation resources needed to 

meet each month’s PRMs have sufficient opportunity for planned outages. If the PRM is too high 

in low-demand months, all resources may need to be shown, eliminating opportunities for 

maintaining the generation fleet and adversely impacting reliability.  

 
8  American Clean Power-California Track 2 Proposals at 3. 

Track 2 Proposals of Vistra Corp at 4-6. 
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CalCCA provides the following analysis to illustrate how the Commission could modify 

the study methodology to evaluate differences in monthly demand variability that would be the 

basis for monthly PRMs. CalCCA used the 23 weather years of consumption data from the 

Commission’s 2023 System Modeling Datasets9 to show how peak day demand varies across 

weather years from the 1-in-2 peak day demand used to set RA requirements. Figure 1 shows the 

distribution of the hourly demand on peak days in each month relative to the 1-in-2 peak day 

demand in each month. The variation in peak day demand around the 1-in-2 peak demand is 

largest for April, May, June, September, and October. The variation is distinctly smaller in 

January, February, March, and July. This is the type of analysis required to suggest that a 

monthly PRM would differ to account for greater variability of peak demand around the 1-in-2 

peak demand in some months compared to others. The Commission would need to use a similar 

analysis to justify a PRM that varies from month to month rather than a single annual PRM.  

Figure 1. Variation in Peak Demand Across Weather Years Relative to 1-in-2 Peak 
Demand for Each Month 

 
 

 
9  Analysis is based on the Commission’s Hourly Consumption Demand (all regions, all weather 
years, Monday start) for 2026 from the System Reliability Modeling Datasets 2023 at 
https://files.cpuc.ca.gov/energy/modeling/2023PSP/LoadProfiles_AllRegions_MondayStart.zip. 

https://files.cpuc.ca.gov/energy/modeling/2023PSP/LoadProfiles_AllRegions_MondayStart.zip
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D. Incorporate Uncertainty of the Load Forecast, Based on Observed IEPR 
Forecast Errors, into SERVM Forecast Error Parameters  

The Commission identifies a gap between the IEPR forecast used to set the SOD PRM 

and the IEPR forecast used to set the RA load requirements and asks how best to address this 

gap. Differences in the IEPR 1-in-2 load forecast and the actual 1-in-2 weather year should be 

accounted for in reliability assessments and PRM setting. The Commission’s SERVM model 

includes a load forecast error parameter that can be used to account for non-weather related load 

forecast errors.10 However, CalCCA has pointed out in previous comments11 that the economic 

load forecast error used in SERVM is derived from a European Central Bank survey of 

professional forecasters, rather than California’s experience forecasting the 1-in-2 peak load. The 

Commission should consider using load forecast errors from historical IEPR forecasts. 

E. Ensure the Contribution of Storage to Reliability is Consistently Represented  

The SOD accreditation of storage in the Commission’s process is a critical piece of 

setting the PRM to ensure reliable portfolios. The accreditation of storage should be consistent 

with the capabilities of storage represented in SERVM. The Commission should validate the 

dispatch of the SOD PRM Tool by comparing the storage dispatch in the tool to the SERVM 

dispatch on days with loss of load, particularly in the highly constrained month of September. 

F. Evaluate Whether the Commission’s Choice to Stress System with Flat Load 
Materially Impact PRM Results 

The Commission’s approach includes a choice to add flat load to each month to bring the 

reserves shown by the Calibrated Baseline to the annual PRM target level. Adjusting portfolios 

 
10  California Public Utilities Commission. Proposed Inputs & Assumptions: SERVM 2024 Data 
Updates in Support of Resource Adequacy (RA) and Integrated Resource Planning (IRP) at 7: 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M527/K361/527361341.PDF. 
11  California Community Choice Association’s Informal Comments on the Draft Inputs and 
Assumptions (2023 I&A) at 4: https://cal-cca.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/07/Final-Informal-
Commentson-Draft-2023-IA-Document-06-21-23.pdf. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M527/K361/527361341.PDF
https://cal-cca.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/07/Final-Informal-Commentson-Draft-2023-IA-Document-06-21-23.pdf
https://cal-cca.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/07/Final-Informal-Commentson-Draft-2023-IA-Document-06-21-23.pdf
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by adding perfect capacity resources or flat load (i.e., negative generators with zero forced 

outage rates) are used as proxies in reliability studies by other jurisdictions, including the 

Midwest Independent System Operator.12 However, given the PRM is intended to capture 

resource and demand volatility, simply adding flat loads may not be sufficient to assess actual 

resource needs in a specific month. Choosing these perfect capacity or flat loads may have 

material impacts in the Commission’s unique SOD framework relative to other options. For 

example, adding flat load disproportionally reduces the availability of excess resources to charge 

storage in the off-peak hours. Alternatives such as scaling load by the same percentage in all 

hours or scaling the entire baseline portfolio should be evaluated by the Commission to 

demonstrate that PRM results are insensitive to the choice of approach.   

III. CPE RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. Refrain from Repurposing or Dismantling the Local RA CPE at this Time 

Several parties advance proposals to repurpose the CPE framework to procure and plan 

for gas retirements or dismantle the CPE framework. The Commission should not repurpose the 

CPE within Track 2. Repurposing the CPE in Track 2 to procure and plan for gas retirements 

would rush to a solution that does not holistically consider the need. Planning for local gas 

retirements requires an assessment of generation and transmission to determine the optimal path 

forward for reducing reliance on natural gas; either by developing new clean resources in the 

local area or developing transmission to reduce the local area constraints.  

While PG&E supports establishing a centralized planning and procurement process to 

reduce reliance on natural gas, PG&E rightly notes, “[b]ecause local capacity areas are 

 
12  Midcontinent Independent System Operator. Planning Year 2023-2024 Loss of Load Expectation 
Study Report at 33: https://cdn.misoenergy.org/PY%202023-
2024%20LOLE%20Study%20Report626798.pdf. 

https://cdn.misoenergy.org/PY%202023-2024%20LOLE%20Study%20Report626798.pdf
https://cdn.misoenergy.org/PY%202023-2024%20LOLE%20Study%20Report626798.pdf
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transmission-constrained, it is important that [a centralized planning and procurement] process 

and structure consider both transmission-based and supply-based solutions; however, these trade-

offs cannot be solely captured and determined within the RA proceeding and the development of 

a process will also require coordination with the IRP proceeding and CAISO’s TPP...” 13 Without 

coordination with the IRP and TPP processes first, the Commission cannot determine that 

centralized procurement through the local RA CPE is the most efficient, cost-effective way to 

reduce reliance on natural gas in local areas.  

As California Energy Storage Alliance (CESA) states, there is a risk that “... repurposing 

the CPE framework would result in retention of existing natural gas plants, rather than 

holistically capturing the procurement that is needed to meet reliability needs and California’s 

clean energy goals, as would be done through the IRP process.”14 Rather than repurposing the 

CPE, the Commission should develop a process within the IRP proceeding that evaluates the 

generation and transmission solutions needed to reduce reliance on local gas-fired resources.  

The Commission should also refrain from contemplating dismantling the CPE at this 

time. The Commission is currently in the process of transitioning from the peak-hour RA 

program to the hourly SOD RA program. The Commission should not contemplate a new 

significant change to the RA program until the SOD program has been implemented, tested, and 

proven successful. This is especially true because the local RA CPE itself has only had local RA 

requirements for the last two years, and the Commission and parties are only now conducting a 

comprehensive review of the effectiveness of the local RA CPE framework. 

The constant shifting of LSE compliance frameworks, rules, and obligations makes it 

difficult for the market to adjust and settle into changes as they occur. While broader structural 

 
13  PG&E Track 2 Proposals at 9-11.  
14  CESA Track 2 Proposals at 4. 
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changes to the CPE framework may be beneficial or necessary, developing and adopting them 

now could do more harm than good, given the state of the RA market today and the transitions 

already in progress. Retaining the CPE framework with modifications to address known issues 

will allow RA market participants to focus on adjusting to changes already in progress. Once the 

RA market calms and the Commission has fully transitioned to its permanent system RA 

framework, the Commission can consider broader structural changes to the CPE framework. 

B. Do Not Shift the CPEs’ Role to a Backstop Role at this Time 

WPTF proposes that “the Commission retain the CPE framework while refocusing CPE 

procurement on local resources that are needed to meet local reliability requirements and have 

not been contracted by LSEs to meet system RA requirements. In other words, the CPEs would 

be limited to a backstop procurement role aimed at addressing any residual local capacity 

needs.”15 WPTF’s proposal “would depend in part on the adoption of multi-year forward 

procurement requirements for LSEs.”16 Given that multi-year forward RA requirements are not 

in the scope of Track 2, WPTF recommends the Commission defer consideration of proposals to 

repurpose or dismantle the CPE in parallel with the Reliable and Clean Power Procurement 

Program (RCPPP).  

The Commission should not consider modifying the CPE’s role to a backstop role at this 

time. CalCCA agrees with WPTF that proposals to modify the CPE’s role should be considered 

in alignment with the RCPPP. This will ensure a comprehensive and coordinated approach to 

ensuring the retention of existing resources needed for reliability. In addition, RA prices are 

 
15  WPTF Track 2 Proposals at 10.  
16  Id. at 11. 
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currently at all-time highs.17 While multi-year RA may be one way to ensure the retention of 

existing resources, rushing to adopt multi-year forward RA requirements for LSEs now will 

ensure high-price contracts are locked in for multiple years forward, exacerbating the ongoing 

affordability crisis facing the state’s customers. For these reasons, the Commission should defer 

consideration of proposals contingent on multi-year system RA at this time.  

C. Reject MRP’s Proposal to Direct CPEs to Terminate Contracts 

MRP proposes the Commission “authorize and require the CPEs to terminate CPE 

capacity contracts to allow that capacity to be transferred to another LSE when that LSE elects to 

procure directly with the resource owner for a long-term contract, identified as five (5) years or 

greater, and such contract has a delivery period that is overlapping with the existing CPE 

contract.” 18 The purchasing LSE would then have an obligation to self-show that capacity for 

the duration of the former contract with the CPE. 

The Commission should not adopt MRP’s proposal. MRP acknowledges “[t]his 

conversion from CPE-contracted capacity to self-shown capacity would affect other LSEs 

serving load in the same TAC area. Such LSEs would receive fewer CAM credits during the 

same period.”19 While MRP suggests giving LSEs notice of transfers by June 30 prior to the 

compliance year would give LSEs “some level of volumetric certainty” of their CPE allocations, 

MRP’s proposal would exacerbate existing challenges LSEs face with predicting their 

allocations. As a result of this proposal, the allocations that LSEs expect to receive after 

procurement for the CPEs’ two-year ahead and three-year ahead requirements could decrease or 

 
17  California’s Constrained Resource Adequacy Market: Ratepayers Left Standing in a Game of 
Musical Chairs (updated Jan. 16, 2024) at 9-11: https://cal-cca.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/02/CalCCA-
Stack-Analysis-2023-2026-updated-01_16_24-.pdf.  
18  MRP Track 2 Proposals at 13.  
19  Id. at 16.  

https://cal-cca.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/02/CalCCA-Stack-Analysis-2023-2026-updated-01_16_24-.pdf
https://cal-cca.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/02/CalCCA-Stack-Analysis-2023-2026-updated-01_16_24-.pdf
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be taken away entirely, significantly impacting LSEs' ability to plan for their own system and 

flexible RA requirements.  

This proposal will not result in reliability or affordability benefits to justify such added 

uncertainty. Transferring CPE procurement does not increase the amount of capacity under 

contract for the Commission’s RA program. It simply transfers the costs and benefits LSEs 

would already pay for collectively to an individual LSE, or LSEs. The MRP proposal would 

allow generators to abandon relatively low-priced contracts with the CPE, who can defer 

procurement to backstop if prices are too high, for higher ones with LSEs, who cannot defer their 

procurement due to high costs. For these reasons, the Commission should decline to require the 

CPE to terminate contracts for resources individual LSEs want to procure.  

D. Reject PG&E and SCE’s Proposals for Modifying the Self-Showing Process 

SCE and PG&E propose changes to the process LSEs use to voluntarily “self-show” local 

capacity they have under contract to the CPEs. The existing self-showing process allows LSEs to 

voluntarily self-show capacity to the CPE. In some cases, LSEs will receive compensation for 

self-showings via the local capacity reduction compensation mechanism (LCR-RCM). These 

cases are limited, however, as the LCR-RCM only applies to preferred resources and energy 

storage and only results in payment when the local RA premium is greater than zero.20 LSEs take 

on risks and lose flexibility in their portfolio by self-showing which likely prevents LSEs from 

doing so, especially given the limited incentives to self-show.  

SCE proposes that the Commission “require LSEs who plan to include system resources 

located in a local area toward their system RA requirements to self-show that resource earlier 

 
20  https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-
adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/lcr-rcm-2024.pdf.  

https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/lcr-rcm-2024.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/lcr-rcm-2024.pdf
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than the October year-ahead system filings.”21 SCE suggests that its proposal would “reduce the 

amount of local RA the CPE is required to procure, which would reduce RA costs included in 

customers’ rates.”22 The Commission should not adopt SCE’s proposal. “Forcing” LSEs to self-

show ignores the inherent risks associated with self-showing. SCE asks that the Commission 

force LSEs to make decisions about their portfolios prior to the current deadlines. As CalCCA 

has previously pointed out, self-showing is not risk free. Those that self-show reduce portfolio 

flexibility in selling portions of their portfolio or potentially taking planned resource outages. 

Effectively, SCE is asking that LSEs perform their procurement and self-show, turning the CPE 

into a backstop entity for local rather than have the primary responsibility for local area 

procurement. CalCCA’s modified CPE timeline proposal is a better way to manage local RA 

costs because, rather than requiring LSEs to take on risks involuntarily, it would allow LSEs to 

do their procurement with an understanding of the allocations it will receive from the CPE. This 

will reduce the need for LSEs to over-procure to manage the uncertainty associated with 

allocations that come after the LSE does its own procurement.  

PG&E proposes to eliminate the self-showing process in favor of a process for “CPEs to 

collect information directly from Energy Division regarding local RA capacity that is already 

under contract with LSEs.”23 The information Energy Division would collect from LSEs would 

include: resource ID, local area, contract start and end date, technology type, and contracted 

MW. The Commission should not adopt PG&E’s proposal. While the proposal intends to give 

the CPE more information to use in its procurement decision-making processes, it is unclear 

what purpose having this information would serve. If the information is intended to indicate 

 
21  SCE Track 2 Proposals at 3.  
22  Id.  
23  PG&E Track 2 Proposals at 6.  
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which resources may be unavailable for CPE procurement, the CPE will know such information 

after those resources are not offered into its solicitations. Additionally, it is not possible to use 

this information to understand which resources may be offered into its solicitations or shown for 

system RA. If a resource is not under contract by an LSE, it does not imply that it will be 

available for CPE procurement. It could be under contract by a non-Commission jurisdictional 

LSE or out-of-state entity. If a resource is under contract by an LSE, it does not imply that it will 

be shown for system RA. It may be held for substitution or sold to another LSE. Finally, the LSE 

may themselves offer it to the CPE as a local RA sale. If PG&E knows that the resource is under 

contract to an LSE, they would likely forego procuring the resource for local RA, defeating the 

original design which allows any entity to offer to sell local RA to the CPE with equal 

opportunity of being procured. 

Given the usefulness of the CPE having this information is questionable, the Commission 

should refrain from adopting this proposal to avoid the adverse impacts it could have on LSE 

procurement activities. PG&E’s proposal would provide one procuring entity (the CPE) with 

more information than other procuring entities (LSEs). In addition, it is not clear that the existing 

firewalls in place to separate the IOUs’ CPE functions and LSE functions are sufficient to ensure 

the IOUs do not have a competitive advantage over LSEs. CalCCA’s proposal to revise the CPE 

timeline would avoid these concerns and result in more efficient local and system RA 

procurement because it would reinstate a sequential procurement process in which LSEs know 

their CPE allocations prior to its year-ahead system RA procurement processes.  

For these reasons, the Commission should forego the recommendations of SCE and 

PG&E and instead adopt CalCCA’s proposal to modify the timeline to allow the CPE to 

complete its procurement after its two-year ahead procurement process. This proposal would 
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result in more efficient local and system RA procurement processes and contain RA costs by 

providing LSEs certainty around their CPE allocations and thus preventing the need to over 

procure to mitigate the risk of unknown CPE allocations.  

E. Work with the CAISO to Determine How Best to Harmonize Local RA 
Requirements with SOD 

SCE proposes to “shift local RA requirement setting from the Effective Load Carrying 

Capacity-based Net Qualifying Capacities to incorporating peak hour values of the month from 

energy sufficiency profiles…” to “harmonize the methodology for showings for the CPE local 

RA and system [SOD] frameworks.”24 CalCCA supports additional consideration of the right 

ways to harmonize the local and system RA programs. Given the differences in requirement 

setting for local RA and system RA, the Commission should work with CAISO to determine 

how best way to do so.  

Unlike system RA requirements, which are primarily driven by 1-in-2 load, local RA 

requirements are driven by transmission contingencies under 1-in-10 load. Thus, it is likely not 

necessary to develop hourly local RA requirements like those adopted for system RA, but it may 

be necessary to revise the resource values used for local RA to align with those used for system 

RA. The CAISO should inform the Commission of its assumptions used for variable resources 

and storage in its local capacity technical study and inform the right way to harmonize local and 

system RA. 

 
24  SCE Track 2 Proposals at 3.  
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IV. CONCLUSION 

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

recommendations herein and looks forward to an ongoing dialogue with the Commission and 

stakeholders. 

  
 Respectfully submitted, 

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

  
 
August 9, 2024 
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