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SUMMARY OF REPLY COMMENTS 

Loss-of-Load Expectation (LOLE) Study Reply Comments  

• The California Community Choice Association (CalCCA) agrees with stakeholders who 
suggest more time and a structured process for setting the planning reserve margin (PRM); 

• CalCCA supports the resource adequacy (RA) program’s focus on reliability, though economic 
efficiency and affordability should be considered in setting PRMs; 

• CalCCA agrees with stakeholders who request further clarification and analysis of the inputs 
and assumptions used in Strategic Energy Risk Valuation Model (SERVM) modeling; 

• CalCCA supports consistency between data used in SERVM modeling, slice-of-day (SOD) 
PRM translation, and SOD accreditation; 

• CalCCA disputes Microsoft Corporation’s (Microsoft) recommendation that only the LOLE 
study be used in setting the PRM; and 

• CalCCA encourages the development of a methodology to determine monthly or seasonal 
PRMs. 

Local RA Central Procurement Entity (CPE) Reply Comments  

• The California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) should reject Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company’s (PG&E) proposal to provide the local RA CPEs with load serving entity 
procurement information in advance of its solicitations and Southern California Edison 
Company’s (SCE) modification to the proposal; 

• The Commission should dismiss parties’ misguided concerns about the CalCCA CPE timeline 
proposal; 

• CalCCA agrees with parties that the long-term local area resource transition is best addressed 
in the Integrated Resource Planning (IRP) proceeding; and 

• The Alliance for Retail Energy Markets (AReM) should clarify how the California 
Independent System Operator (CAISO) would allocate local capacity procurement mechanism 
costs. 
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CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S REPLY 
COMMENTS ON ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE’S RULING 

MODIFYING TRACK 2 SCHEDULE 
 
 

California Community Choice Association1 (CalCCA) submits these Reply 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 opportunity to reply to parties’ opening comments3 on Track 2 

proposals related to the Commission’s LOLE study and the local RA CPE. Parties’ opening 

comments on the LOLE study signal the need to take more time to further evaluate the study 

methodology before finalizing the PRMs for 2026 and 2027. Accurate inputs and assumptions 

and a robust study methodology are critical to setting the PRM to meet a 1-in-10 reliability 

 
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  References to opening comments refer to those filed on August 9, 2024, in R.23-10-011.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M534/K332/534332050.PDF
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standard. The Commission and parties should have confidence that the results will produce a 

1-in-10 reliability standard, as setting the PRM too low elevates reliability risks, and setting the 

PRM too high jeopardizes ratepayer affordability. CalCCA looks forward to additional 

discussion with the Commission and parties to ensure the LOLE study and resulting PRM 

threads that needle.  

Many parties’ opening comments on the local RA CPE directionally support 

modifications to the existing local RA CPE framework rather than sweeping reforms to its 

purpose or existence. Parties disagree, however, on how to reform the existing framework. The 

Commission should prioritize proposals that retain the existing CPE framework, including the 

ability for load-serving entities (LSE) to sell to the CPE, self-show to the CPE for compensation, 

and provide LSEs more certainty about the allocations they will receive from the CPE.  

In summary, CalCCA provides the following replies to parties’ opening comments on 

Track 2 proposals:  

LOLE Study Reply Comments 

• CalCCA agrees with stakeholders who suggest more time and a structured process for 
setting the PRM;  

• CalCCA supports the RA program’s focus on reliability, though economic efficiency and 
affordability should be considered in setting PRMs; 

• CalCCA agrees with stakeholders who request further clarification and analysis of the 
inputs and assumptions used in SERVM modeling; 

• CalCCA supports consistency between data used in SERVM modeling, SOD PRM 
translation, and SOD accreditation; 

• CalCCA disputes Microsoft’s recommendation that only the LOLE study be used in 
setting the PRM; and 

• CalCCA encourages the development of a methodology to determine monthly or seasonal 
PRMs. 
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Local RA CPE Reply Comments 

• The Commission should reject PG&E’s proposal to provide the local RA CPEs with LSE 
procurement information in advance of its solicitations and SCE’s modification to the 
proposal; 

• The Commission should dismiss parties’ misguided concerns about the CalCCA CPE 
timeline proposal; 

• CalCCA agrees with parties that the long-term local area resource transition is best 
addressed in the IRP proceeding; and 

• The AReM should clarify how the CAISO would allocate local CPM costs. 

II. LOLE STUDY REPLY COMMENTS 

A. CalCCA Agrees with Stakeholders Who Suggest More Time and a 
Structured Process for Setting the PRM 

AReM recommends that the Commission consider separating the PRM from the 

forthcoming Track 2 decision so that stakeholders have time to review the revised tools and 

analysis.4 CAISO recommends that the current study should not be used to set the 2027 PRM.5 

CalCCA agrees with these parties. Instead of adopting the 2026 and 2027 PRM within the Track 

2 decision, CalCCA recommends: (1) that the Commission adopt AReM’s recommendation to 

consider the 2026 PRM in a later decision, and (2) that Energy Division use the current inputs 

and assumptions to calculate a 2027 PRM only for informational purposes to aid planners in 

making procurement decisions. The Commission should then set the final 2027 PRM the 

following year using updated inputs and assumptions.  

CalCCA also supports parties’ recommendations that the Commission establish a regular 

schedule and process for the LOLE study and PRM setting with stakeholder input.6 A regular 

 
4  AReM Opening Comments at 5. 
5  CAISO Opening Comments at 4. 
6  San Diego Gas and Electric Company (SDG&E) Opening Comments at 2-4; Calpine Corporation 
(Calpine) Opening Comments at 6; MRP Opening Comments at 5; and Microsoft Opening Comments at 9. 
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schedule and process will ensure the PRM continues to meet reliability standards as inputs and 

assumptions evolve while providing stakeholders sufficient opportunities to understand and vet 

the results.  

B. CalCCA Supports the RA Program’s Focus on Reliability, Though Economic 
Efficiency and Affordability Should be Considered in Setting PRMs 

Parties ask the Commission to formally adopt a 1-in-10 LOLE reliability standard for the 

RA program.7 Some of the same parties also support the continued evaluation of additional 

reliability metrics in the reliability studies used to set the PRM.8 

CalCCA agrees that the primary consideration of the RA program is ensuring a reliable 

system and that the current industry definition of a reliable system is one that meets a 1-in-10 

LOLE.  However, the focus on reliability should not lose sight of the implications for 

affordability. The $60 million per year cost of increasing the PRM by 1 percent,9 for example, 

should be justified by a corresponding decrease in the expected societal cost of power outages.  

With a value of lost load of $10-14/ kilowatt-hour (kWh) of unmet load found in a recent survey 

of California residents,10 a $60 million per year increase in costs is warranted if it avoids at least 

4,000 megawatt-hour (MWh) per year of unmet load.  The Energy Division’s LOLE study finds 

 
7  SDG&E Opening Comments at 4-6; CAISO Opening Comments at 2; Middle River Power LLC 
(MRP) Opening Comments at 6; and Microsoft Opening Comments at 2. 
8  CAISO Opening Comments at 2; MRP Opening Comments at 6; Microsoft Opening Comments 
at 10; Calpine Opening Comments at 9. 
9  Average peak managed load across 2026 is 36,283 MW in each month (CEC IEPR 2023 Planning 
Forecast).  Assuming CPUC-jurisdictional loads are 90% of the CAISO peak, the average CPUC peak is 
32,655 MW.  The incremental cost of a 1% increase in the PRM, assuming RA costs of the current market 
price benchmark of $15.23/kW-mo, is therefore 32,655 MW*12mo/yr*15.23/kW-mo*1000kW/MW*1% 
= $60 million/yr.  The cost impact could be greater if scarcity in the RA market drives prices higher as the 
PRM goes higher. 
10  Gorman and Callaway (2024) conducted an open-ended stated-preference experiment with 
California residents to estimate household willingness-to-pay (WTP) to avoid outages. They calculated an 
average VoLL of $10–14/kWh, within the range of estimates in prior work.  Gorman, W. and D. 
Callaway. "Do notifications affect households’ willingness to pay to avoid power outages? Evidence from 
an experimental stated-preference survey in California." The Electricity Journal 37, no. 3 (2024): 107385. 
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that a 1-in-10 LOLE results in at most 160-492 MWh of unmet load, far below the level required 

to economically justify any further increase in PRM.  With the current extraordinary costs for 

resource adequacy, changes in the PRM should be carefully substantiated.  

Along with any adoption of a reliability target, the Commission should demarcate 

plausible conditions that are to be addressed through the PRM and extreme conditions best left to 

out-of-market mechanisms. For example, during the July 25 workshop, parties suggested adding 

the loss of imports over interties as a consideration in the LOLE study.  Essentially, these parties 

ask for the Commission to determine a PRM needed for conditions beyond the 1-in-10 reliability 

standard generally supported by parties for the RA program. Adding more and more extreme 

planning conditions to the list of potential contingencies that could contribute to loss of load 

events would likely increase the PRM needed to meet the 1-in-10 LOLE standard.  However, 

mechanisms like the Strategic Reliability Reserve are designed to maintain grid operations in 

conditions that go above and beyond reasonable planned conditions.11 Incorporating the same 

extreme conditions when setting the PRM and when designing the Strategic Reliability Reserve 

risks a double hit to ratepayers, first through electricity bills and second through taxes.   

C. CalCCA Agrees with Stakeholders Who Request Further Clarification and 
Analysis of the Inputs and Assumptions Used in SERVM Modeling 

CalCCA is concerned that the high PRM found in the Commission’s 2026 LOLE study 

and subsequent revisions to the SOD PRM Tool is, in part, due to issues with the inputs and 

assumptions used in SERVM modeling. CalCCA agrees with MRP that the choice of calibrating 

 
11  The CEC’s California Energy Resource and Reliability Outlook, 2024 notes that “…the 
continued development of the SRR [Strategic Reliability Reserve] ensures that programs are available for 
addressing reliability risks during extreme events.” (at 54): 
https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/GetDocument.aspx?tn=258494&DocumentContentId=94524.  

https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/GetDocument.aspx?tn=258494&DocumentContentId=94524
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Commission load profiles to Integrated Energy Policy Report (IEPR) Consumption or IEPR 

Managed Load may have a substantial impact on the PRM.12  

CalCCA compared the Commission’s managed load profile on the peak load day for the 

September 2022 and August 2020 weather year to historical load profiles observed by CAISO.  

The Commission’s managed load profiles appear to be shifted in time toward later in the day, 

beyond what would be expected because of BTM PV growth in 2026.  Additional details of the 

analysis are included in the appendix. This unexpected shift should be investigated by the 

Commission, and the Commission should test if the same shift occurs when calibrating to the 

IEPR Consumption. High peak loads later in the day will likely understate the reliability 

contribution of the baseline resources and, as a result, overstate the PRM required to achieve the 

1-in-10 reliability target.   

CalCCA also agrees with the California Energy Storage Alliance (CESA) and PG&E that 

the process for developing storage outage rates requires further clarification.13 Storage outage 

rates used in SERVM should only reflect storage plant failures, not unavailability due to state-of-

charge as suggested by the CAISO Department of Market Monitoring, since SERVM presumably 

manages state-of-charge to dispatch storage in the model. The Commission explained in its inputs 

and assumptions document that because battery storage resources do not yet report to the North 

American Electric Reliability Corporation’s Generating Availability Data System, it uses data 

from the CAISO’s outage management system to estimate energy storage forced outage rates. 

Specifically, “[s]taff engaged in a series of meetings to review the CAISO curtailment outage 

types and natures-of-work with various stakeholders to determine which curtailments should be 

included in [the effective forced outage rate (EFOR)],” and provided a list of the forced outage 

 
12  MRP Opening Comments at 8. 
13  CESA Opening Comments at 3-5; and PG&E Opening Comments at 10. 
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natures-of-work in its calculation.14 The Commission, in collaboration with the CAISO, should 

provide increased transparency regarding the natures-of-work the Commission included in its 

calculation and under what conditions battery storage resources are expected to submit such 

outages that will impact the resources EFOR. This will ensure the calculation only includes true 

resource unavailability because of a forced outage rather than apparent unavailability due to the 

economics of CAISO market dispatch of a use-limited resource. Finally, CalCCA supports 

parties’ requests to review the underlying data for generator outage rates and to consider seasonal 

forced outage rates for winter and summer in SERVM modeling.15  

D. CalCCA Supports Consistency Between Data Used in SERVM Modeling, 
SOD PRM Translation, and SOD Accreditation 

Several parties commented on data used in SERVM modeling, SOD PRM translation, 

and SOD accreditation of resources.  CalCCA supports further validation and clarification of 

approaches used by the Energy Division.  In adjusting the data and methodologies, the 

Commission should ensure that the revised approaches maintain consistency between SERVM 

modeling, SOD PRM translation, and SOD accreditation.  The consequence of differences in 

representation in SERVM and the SOD PRM translation tool is a choice of PRM that does not 

achieve the intended 0.1 LOLE.  

Specifically, CalCCA agrees with parties that the dispatch of storage in the SOD PRM 

Tool is flawed and does not maximize the reliability contribution of storage.16 CalCCA also 

agrees that the storage dispatch in the SOD PRM Tool should be benchmarked to SERVM 

dispatch of storage to verify that the accreditation of storage is consistent with the capabilities of 

 
14  Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling on Energy Division’s Proposed Inputs & Assumptions, R.23-
10-011 (Mar. 18, 2024), at 34: 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/SearchRes.aspx?DocFormat=ALL&DocID=527532337.  
15  Calpine Opening Comments at 3; and PG&E Opening Comments at 10. 
16  SCE Opening Comments at 5. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/SearchRes.aspx?DocFormat=ALL&DocID=527532337
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storage represented in SERVM.17  Similarly, the wind and solar profiles in the SOD PRM Tool 

should align with the profiles in SERVM, as noted by SCE.18  

Other parties comment on ways to better validate or improve SERVM modeling of 

ambient derates19 or geothermal performance degradation.20 CalCCA recommends that such 

limits on the performance and availability of resources should be addressed through SOD 

resource accreditation rather than the PRM where possible. Including resource performance and 

availability in the PRM shifts the burden of generator unavailability from the party that can 

control the unavailability (the generator) to the party that cannot (the LSE). This removes the 

incentive for generators to conduct planned maintenance at times that minimize the impact on 

system reliability and adds additional demand to an RA capacity market that is already scarce.   

E. CalCCA Disputes Microsoft’s Recommendation that Only the LOLE Study 
be Used in Setting the PRM 

Microsoft suggests the Commission not use the SOD PRM Tool in setting the PRM and 

instead have the PRM come only from the SERVM LOLE study.21 This recommendation should 

be rejected as it misrepresents the information produced by the LOLE study.  Figure 1 illustrates 

the relationship between the reliability modeling in SERVM and the quantification of reserves 

outside of the SERVM LOLE study.  

 
17  The Public Advocates Office at the California Public Utilities Commission’s (Cal Advocates) 
Opening Comments at 10-11. 
18  SCE Opening Comments at 4. 
19  PG&E Opening Comments at 9; and Calpine Opening Comments at 3. 
20  Cal Advocates’ Opening Comments at 4. 
21  Microsoft Opening Comments at 11. 
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Figure 1. 
Quantification of Reserves Provided by the Calibrated Baseline Portfolio 

 

 

In the LOLE study, SERVM is used to simulate the ability of the Calibrated Baseline 

Portfolio to meet hourly loads derived from 23 years of weather profiles, subject to generator 

outages and variability in wind, solar, and hydropower availability.  The SERVM model shows 

that the Calibrated Baseline Portfolio is reliable in that it achieves the target 0.1 LOLE.  On its 

own, the SERVM model does not specify or quantify planning reserves.  Instead, the reserves 

provided by the Calibrated Baseline Portfolio are quantified outside of the SERVM model using 

SOD accreditation rules. The SOD PRM Tool translates the nameplate capacity of resources in 

the Calibrated Baseline Portfolio into a quantity of accredited supply for each month and hour of 

the peak day based on SOD profiles and rules.  The accredited supply of the Calibrated Baseline 

Portfolio is then compared to the 1-in-2 peak day demand profile for each month.  The amount 

the accredited supply exceeds the 1-in-2 peak demand is the achieved capacity margin under the 

SOD rules. The Commission’s process then uses the achieved capacity margin as a percentage of 

1-in-2 peak demand to inform the choice of the planning reserve margin (PRM). The PRM is, 

therefore, intertwined with the rules used to accredit the supply of the Calibrated Baseline 

Portfolio; a different set of rules would produce a different amount of achieved capacity margin 

and a different choice of PRM. It is not possible to separate the definition of the PRM and the 
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accreditation of supply. The Commission should, therefore, reject Microsoft’s recommendation 

to derive the PRM only from SERVM. 

F. CalCCA Encourages the Development of a Methodology to Determine 
Monthly or Seasonal PRMs    

Parties encourage the Commission to conduct more granular analysis and determine the 

best PRMs tailored to seasonal monthly periods,22 support Vistra’s proposal for seasonal PRMs 

and encourage further workshops,23 and request an evaluation of whether a monthly or seasonal 

PRM framework could introduce ratepayer savings.24  A prerequisite of adopting seasonal or 

monthly PRM is further development of the LOLE/PRM study process to identify how the 

fundamental relationship between reserves and loss of load varies from one month to another.   

Underpinning the idea of a monthly or seasonal PRM is an expectation that the risk of 

unmet load for a specific level of planning reserves differs across the year. Depending on 

weather patterns, variability of demand around the 1-in-2 peak demand will differ from month-

to-month, along with variability of wind and solar around the level accredited in the SOD 

accreditation rules.  Potentially each month will therefore have a unique relationship between the 

risk of unmet load and the reserve margin, illustrated in Figure 2.  A month with greater 

variability, illustrated by Month A, will potentially require more reserves than a month with less 

variability, illustrated by Month B, to achieve the same risk of unmet load.    

 
22  SCE Opening Comments at 7. 
23  Microsoft Opening Comments at 5. 
24  Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 4-10. 
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Figure 2.  
Illustration of Information from SERVM Model to Identify Unique Risk-Reserve Relationships 

by Month 
 

 

The Commissions current study process does not sufficiently characterize this risk-

reserve relationship for each month.  Instead, the current monthly stress test only finds the risk of 

unmet load for a single target reserve margin.  The Commission should encourage Energy 

Division to expand the analysis to report the monthly LOLE across a range of reserve margins.  

With this information, the Energy Division and stakeholders could evaluate how various choices 

of reserve margins in each month or season can be used to allocate the annual 0.1 LOLE budget.  

CalCCA agrees with the Cal Advocates that the justification for moving to a monthly or 

seasonal PRM should be based on ratepayer savings.25 The lowest costs to ratepayers can be 

 
25  Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 4-10. 
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achieved by allocating the annual 0.1 LOLE budget to months where procuring additional 

reserves is the most expensive.  As a result, the reserve margin in the low reserve price months 

may have to be set to elevated levels such that the LOLE for the low reserve price months is near 

zero.  A simple stack analysis using the Baseline Portfolio, SOD accreditation rules, and the 1-in-

2 peak day forecast for 2026 can aid in identifying the months where net supply is expected to be 

tightest, and RA will likely be most expensive.   

III. LOCAL RA CPE REPLY COMMENTS  

A. The Commission Should Reject PG&E’s Proposal to Provide the Local RA 
CPEs with LSE Procurement Information in Advance of Its Solicitations and 
SCE’s Modification to the Proposal  

SCE supports PG&E’s proposal to allow CPEs to collect information from Energy 

Division regarding local RA capacity already under contract with LSEs with modifications to 

address changes between when the CPE receives the information and the year-ahead filings.26 

CalCCA continues to recommend the Commission reject the investor owned utilities’ (IOUs’) 

proposals, including PG&E’s proposal with SCE’s modifications because it is unclear the 

intended purpose of having this information and what benefits it will provide. It is also not clear, 

as Cal Advocates state, “how the CPE will use the collected data to inform its solicitation and 

decision-making.27 If the IOUs know that the resource is under contract to a Commission-

jurisdictional LSE, the proposal seems to imply that the CPEs would then forego procuring the 

resource for local RA entirely.  

This fundamentally alters the original CPE design that allowed any entity, including 

LSEs who no longer have local RA obligations, to offer to sell local RA to the CPE with equal 

opportunity of being procured. It may be possible to aggregate the data to prevent revealing 

 
26  SCE Opening Comments at 12.  
27  Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 13.  
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information about individual LSE portfolios. However, providing the CPE with information 

about the local resources already under contract at an aggregate level provides the CPE with 

information that it may use to avoid procurement of local resources offered in its solicitations by 

LSEs or self-shown for compensation. This would effectively allow CPEs to take the value of 

local resources for free. 

This also assumes the LSE that has it under contract will use it on its RA plan even though 

it may or may not. It could sell the resource to another LSE or out-of-state entity or hold the 

resource for substitution. The Commission should not adopt the IOUs’ proposal to modify the 

voluntary self-showing process, as doing so would likely take away LSEs’ opportunities to self-

show the resource for compensation or sell it without providing useful information to the CPE.  

B. The Commission Should Dismiss Parties’ Misguided Concerns about the 
CalCCA CPE Timeline Proposal 

While parties recognize the timing constraints put on LSEs waiting for CPE allocations,28 

and the challenge these timing constraints present for LSE procurement planning,29 they 

recommend that the Commission reject CalCCA’s proposal to modify the CPE timeline. These 

parties cite concerns that CalCCA’s proposal will disincentivize self-showing, result in CPE 

overprocurement, or not achieve CalCCA’s desired objective of providing LSEs with more 

certainty of the amounts of CPE allocations they will receive. For the reasons described below, 

these parties' concerns with CalCCA’s proposal are misguided, and the Commission should 

reject them.    

 
28  SCE Opening Comments at 10.  
29  Cal Advocates at 15.  
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SCE suggests:  

... CalCCA’s proposal will not accomplish the intended objective 
because it will discourage LSEs from timely self-showing 
resources... As a result of a lack of self-shown resources, the CPE 
may procure compensated resources to meet its compliance targets, 
effectively over-procuring to meet the perceived compliance need 
because the self-shown resources that are available in the prompt + 
1 will likely not materialize in the CPE’s portfolio until the next 
year’s solicitation. The costs of over procurement are then allocated 
to all LSEs through the CAM, resulting in the CPE procuring above 
its compliance targets and providing that system RA to LSEs rather 
than LSEs procuring their own system RA.30 

CalCCA’s proposal31 simply moves the timing back to that originally established for the 

CPE.32  There is no reason an LSE that has procured a local resource multiple years forward 

would not be willing to self-show a local area resource.  In fact, the CPE report issued by the 

Energy Division shows that in the first solicitation, the majority of local resources for the LA 

Basin and Big Creek Ventura area came from self-shown resources as depicted in Table 333 from 

that report. 

 
30  SCE Opening Comments at 10-11.  
31  California Community Choice Association’s Proposals on Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping 
Memo and Ruling Track 2 Central Procurement Entity Framework and IRP Coordination, R.23-10-011 
(June 14, 2024): https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M533/K837/533837255.PDF.  
32  D.20-06-002, Decision on Central Procurement of the Resource Adequacy Program (June 12, 
2020), at 69-70.  
33  Report on the 2021-2023 Central Procurement Entity Framework May 31, 2024, at 19: 
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-
homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/useful-resources/final-report-on-the-2021-2023-cpe-
framework.pdf.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M533/K837/533837255.PDF
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/useful-resources/final-report-on-the-2021-2023-cpe-framework.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/useful-resources/final-report-on-the-2021-2023-cpe-framework.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/useful-resources/final-report-on-the-2021-2023-cpe-framework.pdf


 

15 

 

Given the significant volumes of self-shown resources for 2023 and 2024 in a 2021 

solicitation, SCEs claim that changing to timeline back to what it was upon implementation of 

the CPE lacks credibility.   

Cal Advocates suggests that CalCCA will not achieve its required objectives because: 

“CalCCA’s proposal would require the CPEs to procure to meet 
targets two years before the compliance year. The two-year gap 
creates risks that CPE procurement may not account for variables 
that affect year-over-year CPE procurement targets... CalCCA’s 
proposal still allows the CPE to perform incremental procurement 
to make up for changes to the local RA need since its last annual 
solicitation. CalCCA states that the change in local RA need year 
over year is “typically small” and should have minimal impact on 
adjustments to CPE Credits. Cal Advocates disagrees.”34 

 
34  Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 16, footnotes omitted.  
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Cal Advocates then compares changes between the two-year ahead (Y+2) local capacity 

requirement (LCR) estimates against the year-ahead (Y+1) LCRs for the same compliance year. 

Cal Advocates states first that “Negative values indicate that the CPE would have over-procured 

in its solicitation two years before the compliance year.”35 First, the potential for the CPE to 

procure more in Y+2 than the ultimate LCR in Y+1 due to downward changes in LCRs is not a 

function of CalCCA’s proposal to shift the timeline. Under the existing local RA CPE timeline, 

LCRs can decrease from Y+2 and Y+1 and if the CPE procures 100 percent of its Y+2 LCR, as 

required, then the CPE would still be overprocured after the LCR reduction in this scenario.  

Second, while SCE and Cal Advocates express concern about overprocurement 

associated with CalCCA’s proposal, it is the failure to resolve the timing issues that will actually 

risk overprocurement. If CPE allocations are allocated well enough in advance, LSEs have time 

to adjust their procurement plans to take into account these allocations, including selling off 

excess RA if their CPE allocations make them long. If, instead, LSEs overprocure because they 

cannot predict their CPE allocations, they will not be made aware that they overprocured until it 

is too late to adjust their procurement. 

Cal Advocates then states that “For the PG&E CPE, CalCCA’s proposal would have 

resulted in between 538 megawatts (MW) and 1,429 MW of incremental procurement in the last 

three years had the proposal been implemented” and that “[s]uch a substantial increase in CPE 

Credits undermines CalCCA’s stated goal to mitigate CPE Credit allocation uncertainty.”36 The 

Commission should not view this as a substantial increase. PG&E’s 2023 local RA requirement 

was 11,543 MW, the incremental change between Y+2 and Y+1 (1,429 MW) is only 12 percent. 

This should not be considered “substantial” relative to the largest PG&E Y+2 shortfall of almost 

 
35  Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 16.  
36  Id. at 17.  
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40 percent of the requirement.  In addition, Cal Advocates misses the point that regardless of the 

timing of the CPE, any change that increases the LCR must be procured or it will risk reliability 

in the local area. The CPE procuring for the incremental change and its Y+2 deficiency is a 

much more substantial change and creates much more uncertainty than providing the LSE its 

allocations after Y+2 and only updating those allocations for any procurement completed for the 

1,429 MW change.  

Cal Advocates suggests instead that LSEs can estimate their allocations by looking at the 

Y+2 procurement volumes on the CPUC website and applying their load ratio shares.37 This is 

not true when the CPEs come up significantly short in Y+2, which has happened in 2023 and 

2024 in the PG&E CPE territory, followed by the additional CPE procurement for any 

incremental changes in Y+2 and Y+1 requirements plus Y+2 deficiencies in Y+1. Again, if LSEs 

estimated their allocations based upon the results of CPE procurement in Y+2 and then the CPE 

resolves its entire deficiency from Y+2 in Y+1, then the LSE would have significantly 

overestimated its procurement obligations and overprocured.  For these reasons, the Commission 

should reject party recommendations to reject the CalCCA local RA CPE timeline proposal.  

C. CalCCA Agrees with Parties that the Long-Term Local Area Resource 
Transition is Best Addressed in the IRP Proceeding 

CalCCA agrees with CESA that repurposing the CPE’s focus to procure gas plants and new 

clean resources in local areas to address future retirements “change[s] the overall purpose of the 

local RA program from ensuring sufficient local RA will be operationally available to CAISO (via 

RA Plan and Supply Plan compliance) to a long-term planning and procurement exercise. 

Managing the long-term local area resource transition is best addressed in the IRP process.”38 

 
37  Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 18.  
38  CESA Opening Comments at 9. 
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A coordinated view of the resources and transmission available to replace gas or reduce 

local constraints is key to reducing reliance on gas resources in local areas. If the Commission 

addressed the transition from reliance on gas resources in local areas in the RA proceeding 

through repurposing the CPE, the key linkage between resource planning and transmission 

planning would be missing. The IRP proceeding already links to the CAISO’s Transmission 

Planning Process. Failure to consider transmission solutions when addressing local area 

reliability presupposes the most cost-effective solution to minimizing reliance on local gas 

resources. It also presupposes that expanding the local RA CPE function to procure new local 

resources is superior to LSE procurement of new local resources. The Commission should, 

therefore, develop a methodology for planning for reduced reliance on local gas resources in the 

Reliable and Clean Power Procurement Program (RCPPP) in coordination with the TPP, rather 

than repurposing the CPE.  

Parties who recommend eliminating the five-year limit on CPE procurement times or 

encouraging the CPE to contact for longer terms do so on the grounds of supporting new 

resource development39 or facilitating procurement of local resources needed for local reliability 

during the energy transition.40 These recommendations again presuppose the outcome of the 

RCPPP, where the Commission is considering a process for new resource development, 

including new resource development in local areas and the retention of existing resources 

necessary to support reliability during the energy transition. Given the interactions between the 

IRP, TPP, and local area needs, the Commission should refrain from adopting policies here that 

expand the use of the local RA CPE without evaluating if it makes sense for the local RA CPE to 

play a role within the context of these broader processes.   

 
39  New Leaf Energy, Inc. Opening Comments at 2.  
40  Calpine Opening Comments at 6. 
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D. AReM Should Clarify How the CAISO Would Allocate Local CPM Costs  

AReM’s opening comments clarify that its Track 2 proposal to eliminate the CPE 

framework “does not propose elimination of CAISO local requirements studies. Those studies 

should continue and if CAISO finds that system RA procurement is inadequate for meeting local 

requirements, as discussed above, the CPM or CAM should be used on a case-by-case basis to 

remedy any shortfall.”41 While this clarification is helpful, it leaves open the question of how 

local CPM costs are allocated if the CAISO has to use its CPM authority to fill a local need. The 

CAISO’s tariff requires it to first allocate costs to individually deficient LSEs, then collectively 

to all LSEs serving load in the local areas’ TAC area by gross load share.42 Because no 

individual LSE would have a local RA requirement, it appears that under AReM’s proposal, 

costs would be allocated collectively.  While this may be satisfactory, the record needs to be 

informed by specific information on how such cost allocation would occur and if the CAISO 

tariff would require any changes.  

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 23, 2024 
 

 
41  AReM Opening Comments at 3.  
42  CAISO Tariff Section 43A.8.3.  
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APPENDIX 
TO 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S REPLY COMMENTS ON 
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE’S RULING MODIFYING TRACK 2 SCHEDULE 

 
 

LOAD PROFILE ANALYSIS  

Energy Division’s analysis indicates that the 2022 weather year makes the greatest 

contribution to LOLE of all 23 weather years.  The highest consumption and managed load for 

the CAISO region of the 23-year dataset occurs on a single day with the 2022 September weather 

year.43  CalCCA finds that the Energy Division’s managed load shape for the peak September 

2022 weather year is shifted later in the day compared to the observed CAISO peak managed 

load,44 inclusive of estimated demand response,45 on September 6, 2022.  CalCCA adjusted the 

Energy Division managed load data to remove the BTM PV growth expected between 2022 and 

2026 (about 47 percent more BTMPV in 2026) and to remove the weather-normalized load 

growth expected between 2022 and 2026 (about seven percent higher consumption in 2026).  

Even with this adjustment of the Energy Division managed load shape back to 2022 levels, the 

Energy Division load shape (red line) appears to peak two hours later in the day than the 

observed CAISO peak (black line). CalCCA extended the same comparison to the August 18, 

2020 peak day46 and found a similar mismatch in the Energy Division load shapes.   

 
43  CalCCA analysis of the Energy Division hourly load data for 2026, at 
https://files.cpuc.ca.gov/energy/modeling/2024_servm_updates/HourlyLoadComponents_CAISO_2026.csv.  
44  CAISO 2022 Production and Curtailments Data: 
https://www.caiso.com/documents/productionandcurtailmentsdata_2022.xlsx.  
45  September 6, 2022 demand response estimated from Figure 22 of CAISO‘s Summer Market 
Performance Report for September 2022. 
https://www.caiso.com/Documents/SummerMarketPerformanceReportforSeptember2022.pdf.  
46  CAISO load data from 
https://www.caiso.com/documents/productionandcurtailmentsdata_2020.xlsx and demand response data 
from Figure 3.7 of https://www.caiso.com/Documents/Final-Root-Cause-Analysis-Mid-August-2020-
Extreme-Heat-Wave.pdf.  

https://files.cpuc.ca.gov/energy/modeling/2024_servm_updates/HourlyLoadComponents_CAISO_2026.csv
https://www.caiso.com/documents/productionandcurtailmentsdata_2022.xlsx
https://www.caiso.com/Documents/SummerMarketPerformanceReportforSeptember2022.pdf
https://www.caiso.com/Documents/Final-Root-Cause-Analysis-Mid-August-2020-Extreme-Heat-Wave.pdf
https://www.caiso.com/Documents/Final-Root-Cause-Analysis-Mid-August-2020-Extreme-Heat-Wave.pdf
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Figure 1. Comparison of CAISO managed load during September 2022 and August 2020 peak 
events and the Energy Division’s Managed Load profiles with 2022 and 2020 weather data 
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