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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

The California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) should:

Supplement 2022 Integrated Resource Plans with updated load-serving entity procurement
information to ensure the 2026-2027 Transmission Planning Process portfolios use the
most up-to-date information possible about what LSEs plan to procure;

Verify the proposed base case incorporates necessary linkages between IRP and resource
adequacy needs;

Update the base case to sufficiently plan for gas retirements;

Work with the California Independent System Operator (CAISO) to enhance the CAISO’s
long-term maximum import capability (MIC) allocation process given the amount of out-
of-state resources in the base case;

First test alternative scenarios in which long lead-time (LLT) resources in the base case do
not come to fruition, while also adopting the proposed sensitivity portfolios associated with
a high-LLT portfolio future;

Update its busbar mapping methodology related to “gas capacity not retained” to ensure the
methodology realistically reflects how retirements are expected to occur;

Engage with LSEs directly to determine how to map MIC resources and align expectations
on the timing and size of policy-driven MIC expansion when identifying areas for MIC
expansion; and

Determine which resources cannot meet the resource portfolio levels with capacity already
progressing through the interconnection queue to identify resources from the Commission’s
resource portfolios that should be classified as LLT for the purpose of the CAISO’s
Interconnection Process Enhancements System Need score.
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Continue
Electric Integrated Resource Planning and R.20-05-003
Related Procurement Processes.

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S COMMENTS ON
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE’S RULING SEEKING COMMENTS ON
ELECTRICITY RESOURCE PORTFOLIOS FOR 2025-2026
TRANSMISSION PLANNING PROCESS

California Community Choice Association' (CalCCA) submits these comments pursuant to
the Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Seeking Comments on Electricity Resource Portfolios for
2025-2026 Transmission Planning Process? (Ruling), dated September 12, 2024. The Ruling
invites comments on proposed electricity resource portfolios for use in the California Independent

System Operator’s (CAISO’s) 2025-2026 Transmission Planning Process (TPP).

I INTRODUCTION

CalCCA appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Ruling’s proposed electricity
resource portfolios for the 2025-2026 TPP. The Ruling proposes the recommended base and

sensitivity portfolios for the CAISO to use when studying policy and reliability driven

! 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 Seeking Comments on Electricity Resource Portfolios for
2025-2026 Transmission Planning Process, Rulemaking (R.) 20-05-003 (Sept. 12, 2024):
http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/SearchRes.aspx?DocFormat=AL L&DocID=539999211.
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transmission needs in its 2025-2026 TPP. The recommended base case uses the same policy
assumptions as the 2024-2025 base case, resulting in a similar base case portfolio. The sensitivity
portfolios include more long-lead time (LLT) resources, including those the California Public
Utilities Commission (Commission) determined in Decision (D.) 24-08-064 may need to be
procured by the California Department of Water Resources as a central procurement entity (CPE).?
CalCCA appreciates the efforts put forth by Commission staff to develop the portfolios, as
they play a crucial role in ensuring adequate planning of generation and transmission needed to
reliably serve California customers and support the clean energy transition. While CalCCA
generally supports the base portfolio, these comments recommend refinements to ensure the 2025-
2026 TPP adequately plans for the transmission needed to support the clean energy transition.
The following provides responses to the Ruling questions, recommending in summary that
the Commission:
e Supplement 2022 integrated resource plans (IRPs) with updated load serving entity
(LSE) procurement information to ensure the 2026-2027 TPP portfolios use the
most up-to-date information on LSE procurement planning;

e Verify that the proposed base case incorporates necessary linkages IRP and
resource adequacy (RA) needs;

e Update the base case to sufficiently plan for gas retirements;

e Work with the CAISO to enhance the CAISO’s long-term maximum import
capability (MIC) allocation process given the amount of out-of-state (OOS)
resources in the base case;

o First test alternative scenarios in which LLT resources in the base case do not come
to fruition, while also adopting the proposed sensitivity portfolios to associated with
a high-LLT portfolio future;

3 D.24-08-064, Decision Determining Need for Centralized Procurement of Long Lead-Time

Resources, R.20-05-003 (Aug. 22, 2024):
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M539/K202/539202613.PDF.
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e Update the busbar mapping methodology related to “gas capacity not retained” to
ensure the methodology realistically reflects how retirements are expected to occur;

e Engage with LSEs directly to determine how to map MIC resources and align
expectations on the timing and size of policy-driven MIC expansion when
identifying areas for MIC expansion; and

e Determine which resources cannot meet the resource portfolio levels with capacity
already progressing through the interconnection queue to identify resources from
the Commission’s resource portfolios that should be classified as LLT for the

purpose of the CAISO’s Interconnection Process Enhancements (IPE) System Need
score.

II. CALCCA’S RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS IN THE RULING

1. Please provide any comments or concerns about the updated modeling inputs
and assumptions described in Section 2 of this ruling.

CalCCA generally supports the modeling inputs and assumptions for the 2025-2026 TPP
described in Section 2 of the Ruling. In particular, the results of updating the geothermal cost
assumptions emphasize the outstanding need to enhance the coordination between the IRP and
RA proceedings to ensure portfolios meet IRP and RA needs, as described in response to
Question 2 below.

For the 2026-2027 TPP, the Commission should consider using updated LSE procurement
information to inform the portfolios. The Commission used LSEs’ 2022 IRPs for both the 2024-
2025 portfolios and for this Ruling’s 2025-2026 recommended portfolios. LSEs will not update
their IRPs again until November 1, 2025.* If the Commission follows the same timing for the
2026-2027 portfolios that it has for the 2025-2026 portfolios, then the Commission will need to
rely again on LSEs’ 2022 IRPs. The 2022 IRPs will be even more stale by this time. The

Commission should, therefore, supplement LSEs’ 2022 IRPs with updated procurement

4 Assigned Commissioner’s Amended Scoping Memo and Ruling Extending Statutory Deadline,

R.20-05-003 (April 18, 2024):
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M529/K525/529525977.PDF.
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information provided by LSEs through semi-annual compliance filings or other procurement status

reports. LSEs can then validate the information to ensure all resources under contract are included

to ensure the 2026-2027 TPP portfolios use the most up-to-date procurement planning information.
2. Do you recommend any changes to the proposed base case portfolio in

Section 2 of this ruling? If so, provide rationale and justification for your
recommended changes.

As set forth below, CalCCA recommends that the Commission do the following with
respect to the proposed base case portfolio: (1) verify the proposed base case incorporates linkages
between IRP and RA needs; (2) update the base case to sufficiently plan for gas retirements; and
(3) work with the CAISO to enhance the CAISO’s long-term MIC allocation process given the
amount of OOS resources in the base case.

a. The Commission Should Verify The Proposed Base Case Incorporates
Necessary Linkages Between IRP and RA Needs

The Commission should verify that the proposed base case incorporates analysis of
potential linkages between IRP and RA needs. First, the amount of geothermal in the base case
decreases by 25 percent from the 2024-2025 base case.’ This decrease appears to be driven by a
roughly 30 percent increase in the cost assumptions.® While the Commission may expect more
expensive geothermal technologies and, therefore, lower levels of geothermal development,
geothermal may have more value under the slice-of-day (SOD) RA program that values resources’
contribution to reliability in all hours. A mechanism does not appear to exist within the portfolio
development process to (1) capture the RA value 24x7 resources will provide under SOD, and (2)
verify that the portfolios will meet RA requirements. Without this mechanism, validating the

decrease in geothermal is difficult. The Commission should also confirm whether geothermal is

Ruling, at 6.
6 Id., at 3.



removed from the base case because it is replaced by a lower-cost alternative, and if so, describe
what resources make up the alternative. If these resources are not 24x7, the Commission should
explain whether this implies SOD needs are already being met by other resources in the portfolio.

Second, the base case includes a significant increase in solar capacity, which may not be
supplemented with enough storage to make it useful for meeting needs in non-daylight hours. The
base case includes a significant increase in solar from 2030 to 2045 (14.8 gigawatts (GW) to 61.8
GW). This increase is roughly matched by an increase in storage in 2030 and 2035, but by 2040
and 2045, the increase in solar far exceeds the increase in storage. If the solar generation added to
the portfolio by Renewable Integration Solutions model (RESOLVE) is not accompanied by
enough storage to ensure excess solar in the middle of the day can be stored, that solar will be
exported or curtailed, and not available when it is needed for reliability in other hours. The
dramatic increase in solar in the base case’s out years is not intuitive, even if supplemented with
additional storage, given that managed net peak loads are expected to shift to winter in the early
2040s.” The Commission should investigate the reliability contribution of solar and storage
beginning in 2040 to ensure they are accurately reflected in RESOLVE.

Overall, the Commission should seek to develop a methodology for identifying the optimal
portfolio when considering IRP needs and future RA obligations together. RESOLVE currently
considers RA only through a single resource accreditation value based on effective load carrying
capability. Future RA is complicated by the introduction of SOD requirements to the RA program.
SOD requirements are based on 24-hour peak day demand plus a planning reserve margin (PRM)

in each hour, with resource accreditation based on an hourly exceedance methodology. Based upon

! Ruling, at 4.



this, the RESOLVE results should be evaluated for their ability to meet SOD RA needs in addition
to the energy and GHG needs.

b. The Commission Should Update the Base Case to Sufficiently Plan for
Gas Retirements

To reach climate goals, the state must plan for how to reduce reliance on high-capacity
factor gas plants while maintaining reliability in local areas, which often depend on gas plants
given those area’s transmission constraints. The Commission took a positive first step in planning
for reduced reliance on local gas plants in advancing the High Gas Retirement Sensitivity to
CAISO for study in the 2024-2025 TPP. The Ruling fails to build on this sensitivity, however, by
recommending a base case that does not begin retiring any gas until 2045. In 2045, the base case
only retires only 3.5 GW. The minimal gas retirements in 2045 could stem, in part, from the
Commission using low fixed-cost assumptions ($3.79 per kilowatt (kw) -month),® relative to other
natural gas cost estimates.” The Commission should evaluate whether local area gas resources are
likely to require major maintenance to continue operation. If they do, the fixed cost estimate
should be revised in the model for those resources to ensure the model identifies the optimal path.

In addition, until there is a plan to address local areas that rely on natural gas for reliability,
natural gas capacity factors will likely not decrease substantially. The plan should include an

evaluation of both (1) new resource development within the local area, and (2) new transmission

8 2025-2026 Transmission Planning Process RESOLVE Package Analysis (Sept. 12, 2024):
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/industries-and-topics/electrical-energy/electric-power-procurement/long-term-
procurement-planning/2024-26-irp-cycle-events-and-materials/assumptions-for-the-2025-2026-tpp.

? The CAISO’s capacity procurement mechanism (CPM) soft-offer cap (SOC) of $7.34 per kw-
month is based on going forward fixed costs of combined cycle units. See CAISO Capacity Procurement
Mechanism Track 2 Final Proposal (Aug. 17, 2023):
https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/InitiativeDocuments/Final-Proposal-Capacity-Procurement-
Mechanism-Track2-Aug172023.pdf. The CPM SOC is higher than the shadow price of the PRM in 2045,
which is $4.40 per kw-month. Therefore, using the CPM SOC would result in more gas retirements than
the Commission’s $3.79 per kw-month.
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https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/InitiativeDocuments/Final-Proposal-Capacity-Procurement-Mechanism-Track2-Aug172023.pdf
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alternatives to relieve the local area constraint. The most cost-effective and feasible solution will
likely result in a combination of new resources and new transmission. Determining the optimal
solution, however, will require the identification of the most cost-effective, feasible alternatives.
Failure to do this planning will result in the need to retain and operate gas capacity in local areas
because not enough clean generation was built within the local area or not enough transmission
was built to import enough generation from outside the local area. Not effectively evaluating
replacements (transmission or resources) for local area retirements may result in the CAISO
entering into reliability must run (RMR) agreements with the retiring resources. If those retiring
resources require major maintenance, the RMR agreement will result in the payment of those costs
by customers served by the local area resource. This could easily result in a sub-optimal outcome
with regard to both cost and clean energy goals.

For these reasons, the Commission should (1) revisit the natural gas cost assumptions to
ensure they accurately reflect the going forward fixed costs, (2) consider increasing the amount of
gas retirements in the base portfolio based upon these revised cost assumptions, and (3) make
necessary improvements to the methodology for determining “Gas Capacity Not Retained”
documented in response to Question 5, below. These actions are needed to ensure the Commission
continues to make progress on reducing the reliance on high-capacity factor gas resources that
must operate in local areas absent new resources or transmission solutions to reliably serve load in
those areas.

c. Given the Amount of OOS Resources in The Base Case, the

Commission Should Work with The CAISO to Enhance The CAISO’s
Long-Term MIC Allocation Process

The Commission should work with the CAISO to enhance CAISO’s long-term MIC
allocation process, given the Ruling’s proposed base case includes a significant amount of OOS

resources. In 2035, the proposed base portfolio includes 25.3 GW of OOS generating resources,



over half of the 43.1 GW total generating capacity needed (not including storage).'® Using OOS
resources to meet the state’s needs means relying on the CAISO’s process for obtaining multi-
year MIC to ensure the resources are deliverable to load. The current MIC allocation process
presents significant risks to long-term procurement because the CAISO only allows LSEs to lock
in MIC for contracts that are active in the next RA year. LSEs, therefore, cannot secure MIC to
support Power Purchase Agreements with online dates multiple years into the future, adding risk
to LSEs contracting for new resource development in other states. Given the amount of OOS
resources in the base case, the Commission should urge the CAISO to enhance its multi-year MIC
allocation process to allocate MIC on a multi-year going forward basis to accommodate LSEs
with long-term contracts.
3. Do you support the staff-recommended or alternate sensitivity portfolio in
Section 3 of this ruling? Which one and why? If you recommend any changes
to the sensitivity portfolio you support, or if you recommend a different

portfolio altogether, provide a complete description, rationale, and justification
for your recommendations.

The staff-recommended sensitivity portfolios seek to “gain more information about the
transmission needs associated with a high-LLT portfolio future.”!! Given the development risks
and uncertainties associated with developing LLT resources, however, the Commission should first
test sensitivity scenarios in which LLT resources in the base case do not come to fruition due to
risks and uncertainties associated with LLT resource procurement. LLT resource procurement is
highly uncertain, as the CPE procurement amounts authorized in D.24-08-064 could range from
zero to 10.6 megawatts. Both the staff-recommended and alternate sensitivity portfolios represent

high-LLT resource scenarios, presenting an optimistic outlook on LLT resource development.

10 2025-2026 Transmission Planning Process RESOLVE Package Analysis (Sept. 12, 2024):
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/industries-and-topics/electrical-energy/electric-power-procurement/long-term-
procurement-planning/2024-26-irp-cycle-events-and-materials/assumptions-for-the-2025-2026-tpp.

H Ruling, at 8.
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Because LLT resources have more development risk and cost uncertainty, the Commission should
prioritize first using the sensitivity portfolio to identify transmission needs if such uncertainty
around LLT resources materializes and the CPE procures little to no LLT resources. If it is feasible
for the CAISO to study two sensitivity portfolios, the Commission should then also use the
sensitivity to study the staff-recommended or alternative portfolio.

4. Do you recommend any changes to the busbar mapping methodology or

process described in Section 5 of this ruling and in Attachment A? If so,
provide rationale and justification for your recommended changes.

See CalCCA’s response to Question 5 below for CalCCA’s recommended changes to the
busbar mapping methodology.
5. Do you recommend any changes specifically to the selection criteria within the
busbar mapping methodology related to “gas capacity not retained” in

Attachment A? If so, provide rationale and justification for your
recommended changes.

The Commission must update its busbar mapping methodology related to “gas capacity not
retained” to ensure the methodology realistically reflects how retirements are expected to occur.
The Commission describes the methodology as scoring criteria based upon (1) environmental and
community impact factors, (2) performance-related factors, and (3) a local reliability factor. The
environmental and community impact factors contribute 50 percent of the score, the performance-
related factors contribute 25 percent of the score, and the local reliability factor contributes 25
percent of the score.

Gas resource retirements are driven by economics — the scoring methodology outlined in
the Ruling underweights factors related to economics (i.e., performance-related factors and, to an

extent, the local reliability factor) relative to environmental and community factors. State policies

12 Methodology for Resource-to-Busbar Mapping for the Annual TPP, R.20-05-003 (Sept. 2024), at
39: https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M539/K999/539999985.PDEF.
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related to emissions reductions in pollutant/non-attainment zones and disadvantaged communities
are critically important. However, existing policies will not directly result in gas plant retirements
absent other drivers. As the Commission notes, its list of gas units to model as offline “should not
be interpreted as the [Commission] directing retirement of specific gas generators nor the
[Commission] attempting to assert authority to retire specific units.”!?

The Commission must plan on retiring the resources that are least cost-effective, as
economics are what drive resource retirements. To accomplish this, the Commission should update
the methodology to put the most weight on the performance-related factors, as those determine if
the economics of the resource support its continued operation. The local reliability factor should
receive the next highest weighting. Resources located in local areas are more likely to be retained
than those not located in local areas because they are likely needed to support local reliability and
could receive RMR contracts from CAISO if it is not economical for the resources to keep
operating otherwise. As described in subpart b. in response to Question 2 above, failing to
accurately account for the future costs of a local resource and simply giving it a higher probability
of retention can result alternate resources or transmission not being developed, necessitating the
CAISO entering into an RMR agreement. This RMR would then recover the actual higher costs,
which may not be the most cost-effective solution had that been anticipated in the study.
Therefore, adequate planning of reducing reliance on gas plants in concert with cost-effective
transmission upgrades is critically important.

When considering performance-related factors, the Commission must consider major

maintenance in addition to commercial online dates in resources’ scores. The Commission states

that it will prioritize not retaining the oldest plants and determine plants’ ages using the

13 1d., at 38.

10



commercial operation dates (COD) documented in the CAISO’s Master Control Area Generating

t.!* Looking only at CODs may misrepresent a plant's performance capability if it

Capability Lis
has performed major maintenance to extend its life. The Commission should investigate data
sources it could use, like the Energy Information Administration (EIA) Form 860,' or work with
the CAISO to better understand the improvements and age of equipment at the facilities on the grid
to better evaluate the probability of retirement rather than relying on COD.
6. Do you recommend any additional criteria or processes for improving the
busbar mapping for future iterations, specifically in the potential improvement

areas listed below? If so, provide rationale and justification, as well as
pertinent data sources, for your recommended changes:

CalCCA appreciates the consideration of interties requiring MIC expansions in the busbar
mapping. Even with MIC expansions incorporated into the busbar mapping process, however, the
process for obtaining MIC for long-term contracts needs revision, as described in subpart c. in
response to question 2, above. The Commission should work with the CAISO to develop a process
that provides LSEs with certainty that their contracts for new resources built out of state will
receive MIC.

When identifying areas for MIC expansion, the Commission should engage with LSEs
directly to determine how to map MIC resources and align expectations on the timing and size of
policy driven MIC expansion. The CAISO included much more concrete information on MIC

expansions in the 2023-2024 TPP.!® However, LSEs should, with the help of their suppliers, be able

1 Id., at 39.

15 For example, the "Schedule 3" generator tables have fields indicating whether a generator has an
uprate and whether it plans to do a repower or other modification.
https://www.eia.gov/electricity/data/eia860/.

16 CAISO, 2023-2024 Transmission Plan, (May 23, 2024), at 133:
https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/InitiativeDocuments/BOARDAPPROVED 2023-

2024 TransmissionPlan.pdf.
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to provide input to the Commission during the busbar mapping process to ensure their projects can
import power through the interties that the Commission identifies in its busbar mapping process.

7. Include any comments in response to this ruling that are not covered in the
other questions above.

The Commission should determine which resources cannot meet the resource portfolio
levels with capacity already progressing through the interconnection queue to identify resources
that should be classified as LLT for the purpose of the CAISO’s IPE System Need score. As part
of its IPE Track 2, the CAISO proposes to include a LLT resource score within its “System Need”
category of scoring criteria it will use to determine which interconnection requests to include in
the interconnection study process. The CAISO states that it will define LLT resources for this
purpose as:

Meet[ing] the requirements of the [Commission’s] resource
portfolios where the TPP has approved transmission projects to
provide necessary transmission requirements. Only [LLT] resources
that are required to meet the [Commission’s] resource portfolio
requirements are eligible, including resource types that are
considered for central procurement under Assembly Bill 1373

(2023), or as specifically identified by the [Commission] in the
portfolios provided to the [CAISO] for use in the [TPP].!”

To determine which resources from the Commission’s resource portfolios should be
classified as LLT for the purpose of the IPE System Need score, the Commission should determine
which resources cannot meet the portfolio levels with capacity already progressing through the
interconnection queue. Table 1 below illustrates how to accomplish this approach. It compares the
amount of capacity with a Phase II study to the amount of capacity planned for in the base case for

2035. If the amount of capacity planned for in the base case exceeds the amount of capacity that

17 CAISO, 2023 Interconnection Process Enhancements Track Final Proposal (Mar. 28, 2024), at
62: https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/InitiativeDocuments/FinalProposal-
InterconnectionProcessEnhancements2023Track2.pdf.

12
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has reached Phase II, then the Commission should classify the technology as LLT for the purposes
of the System Need score, since more of that technology will need to enter the interconnection
queue and be studied to achieve the resource mix planned for in the base case portfolio. The
Commission can revisit this analysis for each TPP, incorporating the latest system portfolio and
interconnection process—which will allow it to be self-correcting and a durable mechanism for
promoting the resource build needed to meet the state’s needs. If the Commission acts quickly, the
CAISO can incorporate the determination in its intake for Cluster 15.

Table 1: Comparing the 2025-2026 TPP Base Case for 2035 to The CAISO
Interconnection Queue to Determine System Need

CAISO
Interconnection 2025-26 TPP Base % of Need Long-term

Technology Phase Il MW Portfolio Planned MW at Phaselll System Need
Geothermal 53 1,639 3.2% YES
Biomass 0 171 0.0% YES
Wind 1,921 7,894 24.3% YES
00S Wind 0 9,000 0.0% YES

Offshore

Wind 1,658 4,531 36.6% YES
Solar 35,762 19,833 180.3% NO
Battery 60,734 18,541 327.6% NO
LDES 2,412 1,264 190.8% NO

III. CONCLUSION

For all the foregoing reasons, CalCCA respectfully requests consideration of the
recommendations herein.

Respectfully submitted,

JegundBolic

Leanne Bober,

Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy
General Counsel

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE
ASSOCIATION

September 30, 2024
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