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 The California Community Choice Association (CalCCA) appreciates the opportunity to 

comment on the Stakeholder Process Draft Discussion Document (Discussion Document) and 

the Workshop held on August 28, 2024. CalCCA generally supports the draft structure for a 

stakeholder process outlined in the Discussion Document but identifies two areas for 

improvement.  

First, the definitions of stakeholder sectors could be further refined to ensure they clearly 

represent all participating stakeholders. CalCCA greatly appreciates that the Discussion 

Document includes a sector and seat of the Stakeholder Representatives Committee (SRC) for 

Community Choice Aggregators (CCAs) and finds the inclusion of CCAs within sectors and the 

SRC prudent given the significant portion of the load they serve and their unique business model. 

The sectors, as defined in the Discussion Document, could require further refinement to ensure 

all stakeholders are grouped within the right sector and represented fairly within the SRC.  

Second, the Launch Committee should reconsider CalCCA’s recommendation for a 

statement of reasons to be included in final policy documents developed in Regional 

Organization (RO) stakeholder processes.1 Some stakeholders expressed concern during the 

Workshop that the draft structure looks too much like the current California Independent System 

Operator (CAISO) stakeholder process. These concerns appear to stem, at least in part, from the 

inability to clearly identify how stakeholder input is considered and incorporated into decision-

making within the existing stakeholder process. A statement of reasons process could mitigate 

those concerns by requiring RO staff to document its decision-making processes and responses 

to stakeholder input prior to taking a final policy proposal to the RO board for consideration.  

In summary, the comments below make the following recommendations:  

• The Launch Committee should adopt the SRC and an informational voting 

structure that emphasizes organizations’ votes over sector votes;  

• The definition of the transmission-dependent utility sector could be further refined 

to ensure they clearly and fairly represent all participating stakeholders. Any 

refinement of the sectors should retain a sector that includes CCAs and a seat for 

CCAs on the SRC;  

 
1  California Community Choice Association Comments on The Public Interest Workshop (Aug. 16, 2024) 

(CalCCA PIW Comments): https://www.westernenergyboard.org/wp-content/uploads/L.-CalCCA-Comments-on-

WWGPI-Stakeholder-Process-Workshops-08-16-24.pdf.   

https://www.westernenergyboard.org/wp-content/uploads/L.-CalCCA-Comments-on-WWGPI-Stakeholder-Process-Workshops-08-16-24.pdf
https://www.westernenergyboard.org/wp-content/uploads/L.-CalCCA-Comments-on-WWGPI-Stakeholder-Process-Workshops-08-16-24.pdf
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• The Launch Committee should adopt the proposed initiative classifications;  

• The Launch Committee should revise the stakeholder process to include a 

statement of reasons element to add more structure around how the RO staff 

responds to stakeholder input and justifies its decisions; 

• The Launch Committee should adopt an advisory/informational voting structure 

with votes taken at key decision points, communicated at the individual 

stakeholder level grouped by category (sector, geography, etc.); and 

• The stakeholder process should provide opportunities for written comments after 

each working group and version of a policy proposal (e.g., straw proposal, revised 

straw proposal, draft final proposal, etc.). 

CalCCA strongly supports the Pathways initiative and appreciates the opportunity to help 

shape the stakeholder process as the primary tool to enable the market to evolve to meet the 

needs of market participants, regulators, and stakeholders.  

1. Stakeholder Representatives Committee (SRC): Please provide your feedback 

regarding the proposed Stakeholder Representatives Committee (SRC).  

CalCCA supports establishing an SRC to aid RO staff in prioritizing initiatives, defining 

problem statements, and developing solutions. CalCCA also supports the advisory voting 

structure in which each sector would have one vote and each organization would also have one 

vote. Emphasizing the individual organizations’ vote more than the sector votes will (1) promote 

transparency, (2) prevent sector votes from masking individual organizations’ positions, and (3) 

ensure that each organization’s position is documented and heard by the RO staff and RO board. 

As described in Section 5, sector votes and organization votes should always be accompanied by 

the opportunity for written comment so that nuances of organizations’ positions can be captured.   

2. Sectors: Please provide your feedback regarding the proposed sectors.  

CalCCA greatly appreciates that the Discussion Document includes a sector and seat on 

the SRC for CCAs and finds the inclusion of CCAs within sectors and the SRC prudent given the 

significant portion of the load they serve and their unique business model. CCAs do not fit neatly 

into any of the sectors on the existing Regional Issues Forum (RIF) and including CCAs in the 

transmission-dependent utility sector is a great improvement. Any refinement of the sectors 

should retain a sector that includes CCAs and a seat for CCAs on the SRC. 

The definition of the transmission-dependent utility sector could be further refined to 

ensure it clearly and fairly represents all participating stakeholders. During the Workshop, it 

appeared this sector definition did not clearly express which entities would fall into those 

categories, or which entities would have seats on the SRC.  To clarify this sector definition, 

CalCCA recommends clearly defining which entities are expected to participate in this sector 

and make up the three seats on the SRC. As CalCCA understands the sector, it would be made up 

of CCAs, electrical cooperatives, and possibly publicly owned utilities that do not own 

transmission. This sector is very diverse, and CalCCA supports the proposal to include three 
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SRC seats within this sector to ensure that diversity is adequately represented. The Launch 

Committee should strive for diversity among participants that qualify for seats within a sector.  

For example, in the transmission dependent utility sector, the Launch Committee should strive 

for having one seat for a CCA, one seat for an electrical cooperative, and one seat for publicly 

owned utilities that do not own transmission. It should only have a duplicate of entity types 

within a sector if no other stakeholders show interest.  

The Launch Committee could also align the sector definition with the one proposed for 

the RO board Nominating Committee,2 “Load-serving Entities that Do Not Own Transmission or 

Distribution.” This definition more clearly defines the types of entities that could be represented 

by this sector and incorporates their use of the distribution system in addition to the transmission 

system.  

3. Initiative Classification:  

a. Please provide feedback on the proposed initiative classifications (1. 

Compliance/Non-Discretionary, 2. Compliance with State and Local Public 

Policy, and 3. Discretionary Initiatives) included in the Discussion Paper.  

CalCCA supports the proposed initiative classifications.  

b. Please provide your feedback regarding the proposed approach to the 

Compliance with State and Local Public Policy category in particular.  

CalCCA supports the proposed approach to the compliance with State and Local Public 

Policy category because it provides a pathway for the market to support such policies without 

impacting other market participants.  

4. Stakeholder Process:  

a. Please share your feedback regarding the level of stakeholder driven process 

vs. RO staff driven process. For example, is there enough ability for 

stakeholders to drive the process and / or enough ability for the Board to 

manage resources and drive processes to conclusion?  

The proposed stakeholder process allows stakeholders to drive it. It provides 

opportunities to prioritize initiatives, provide input on problem statements and solutions via 

written comments, and vote at key inflection points. As described in Section 4.d., the Launch 

Committee should include a statement of reasons element to add more structure around how the 

RO staff responds to stakeholder input and justifies its decisions to include or not include 

stakeholder recommendations.  

 
2  https://www.westernenergyboard.org/wp-content/uploads/Working-Proposal_-Selection-Procedure-

Options-for-the-Regional-Organization-Board-of-Directors.pdf.  

https://www.westernenergyboard.org/wp-content/uploads/Working-Proposal_-Selection-Procedure-Options-for-the-Regional-Organization-Board-of-Directors.pdf
https://www.westernenergyboard.org/wp-content/uploads/Working-Proposal_-Selection-Procedure-Options-for-the-Regional-Organization-Board-of-Directors.pdf
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b. Please share your feedback regarding your ability to support a potential 

framework in line with what is proposed in the Discussion Paper from a 

resource perspective. What aspects would enable your organization to 

participate effectively within the proposed structure or what barriers to 

participation does it create? Please comment on any refinements to the 

proposal that would better meet your resource needs.  

CalCCA would be able to effectively support and participate in the stakeholder process as 

proposed. Participating in the SRC, working groups, and policy development phases, providing 

written comments, and voting can be resource intensive. However, the proposed stakeholder 

process allows organizations to participate in any and all initiatives depending on their interest 

level and bandwidth. Individual organizations should be able to prioritize their own involvement 

in stakeholder initiatives by allowing them with open access to participate in stakeholder 

initiatives. 

c. Do you feel that your sector could support participation from a resource 

perspective and does that address individual barriers to participation 

identified above?  

The proposed sectors could support participation from a resource perspective. It would 

allow sectors to identify their own priorities based on their membership and support 

organizations that may not have sufficient bandwidth to fully participate in every initiative.   

d. Please provide feedback and reactions on the overall process proposed.  

The Launch Committee should reconsider CalCCA’s recommendation for a statement of 

reasons to be included in final policy documents developed by the RO.3 Some stakeholders 

expressed concern during the Workshop that the draft structure looks too much like the current 

CAISO stakeholder process. These concerns appear to stem, at least in part, from the inability to 

clearly identify how stakeholder input is considered and incorporated into decision-making 

within the existing stakeholder process.  

A statement of reasons process could mitigate those concerns by requiring RO staff to 

document its decision-making processes and responses to stakeholder input prior to taking a final 

policy proposal to the RO board for consideration. For example, the statements of reasons would 

set forth the problem statements, the rationale for why RO staff made certain recommendations 

in its final policy proposals, and RO staff’s considerations, including consideration of 

stakeholder recommendations, that were made as part of the decision-making process. This 

approach will ensure the RO’s stakeholder process results in responsive and transparent decision-

making. The Workshops have made clear that responsiveness and transparency were clear 

priorities for participants and incorporating a process to ensure those objectives are achieved 

could help address concerns with the process outlined in the Discussion Document.   

 
3  CalCCA PIW Comments.   
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5. Voting:  

a. Please provide feedback and reactions to the voting structure being proposed 

(sector and individual votes, stage gates, remand, significant opposition, etc.).  

CalCCA supports an advisory/informational voting structure with votes communicated at 

the individual stakeholder level grouped by category (sector, geography, etc.). As stated in 

Section 1, the process should emphasize individual votes to ensure all positions are documented 

and accounted for. Grouping individual votes by sector and other categories will help RO staff 

and the RO board digest a broad range of positions and ideas. As stated in the Discussion 

Document, “[v]oting should not be seen as a substitute for robust stakeholder comments and 

dialogue.”4 

The Discussion Document outlines a “remand” process that would send policy proposals 

back to the stakeholder process for “more collaboration or deliberation in order to generate more 

agreement” if a proposal faces “significant opposition.”5 The Discussion Document suggests 

“significant opposition” could be defined as (1) one third of sectors at 70 percent or more 

opposed (percentage refers to the underlying votes in the sector) or (2) Lack of consensus (i.e., a 

simple majority of sectors opposes). CalCCA supports a remand process to allow proposals with 

significant opposition to be reworked, and the ability for RO staff to move forward with a 

proposal with RO board approval.   

The Discussion Document also includes elective remand and elective override 

components, which would provide RO staff or the RO board the ability to send issues back to the 

stakeholder process or elect to override the stakeholder majority opinion, respectively. CalCCA 

supports RO staff and the RO board having these capabilities, and the proposed requirement for 

the RO staff or RO board to offer an explanation for the decision to remand an issue or override 

stakeholder recommendations.  

b. Based on the structure proposed regarding voting tabulation and 

transparency of voting, what other characteristics are important to note 

about entities (outside of sectors) in voting?  

Voting should be tabulated, at minimum, at the individual stakeholder level, the sector 

level, and the geographic level. Votes could also be tabulated by whether entities are net buyers 

or net sellers. Tabulating by net buyer/net seller would be more indicative than tabulating by 

supply/load because some entities serve both supply and load functions.     

c. Are there other areas during the process where a vote or comments would be 

needed or could be useful?  

Voting should be reserved to inform key decisions. Primarily, stakeholders should vote 

on its priorities within the Catalog to inform the development of the Roadmap. They should also 

vote on a final policy proposal before it goes to the RO board to inform the RO board’s decision-

 
4  Discussion Document at 13.  
5  Id. at 15.  
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making. Voting could also happen at other stages of the process, like moving forward from the 

Working Group phase to the Policy Development phase, but care should be taken to ensure the 

voting process does not hold up the progress of stakeholder initiatives.  

Opportunities for written comments should be provided after each working group and 

version of a policy proposal (e.g., straw proposal, revised straw proposal, draft final proposal, 

etc.). CalCCA agrees with the Discussion Document that “[w]hile voting helps identify general 

support or opposition to a proposal, stakeholder comments help shape and guide an initiative. 

Comments provide the “why” behind a vote and help RO staff and especially the Board 

understand if a sector is opposed to the whole initiative or a specific component.”6 Written 

comments are an integral part of the stakeholder process and they allow stakeholders to 

communicate the nuances of their positions to the RO staff and RO board. 

6. Staff roles: The Discussion Document suggests that one option would be for the RO 

staff to provide all of the facilitation and administrative support for the stakeholder 

process. The market operator staff would provide subject matter experts to assist 

with the development of problem statements and solutions. Please provide feedback 

on these possible roles and responsibilities.  

CalCCA supports RO staff providing facilitation and administrative support for the 

stakeholder process and market operator staff providing subject matter expertise. The stakeholder 

process could give RO staff the discretion to utilize third-party facilitators for more intensive 

working group processes if needs arise.  

7. The Discussion Document is the product of a review of different approaches utilized 

by ISOs/RTOs across the country, feedback from the Stakeholder Process Work 

Group, and both verbal and written feedback from stakeholders gathered from the 

first three Stakeholder Process workshops. The goal was to offer a structure that 

utilizes the most effective elements from these other structures to create processes 

and approaches that are specific to the needs of the West. Does the proposal strike 

this balance effectively? Does it meet the needs of stakeholders?  

The Discussion Document effectively strikes the right balance of the most effective 

elements of other stakeholder processes and the specific to the needs of the West.  

8. Do you have any additional feedback you would like to share with the Launch 

Committee on these topics?  

CalCCA does not have any additional feedback at this time.  

 

 

 

 
6  Id. at 13.  


