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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

• The California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) should adopt 
recommendations in Party Opening Comments for further analysis before revising the 
planning reserve margin; and  

• The Commission should adopt a workshop process to address key methodological issues 
in sequence. 
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CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S REPLY COMMENTS 
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CALIBRATION TOOL AND COMMENT SCHEDULE 
 

 
California Community Choice Association1 (CalCCA) submits these reply comments 

pursuant to the Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling on Revised Slice of Day Calibration Tool and 

Comment Schedule2 (Ruling), dated August 30, 2024. The Ruling seeks comments on Appendix 

A of the Ruling: Appendix A to Loss of Load Expectation (LOLE) Study for 2026: Revised Slice 

of Day (SOD) Tool Analysis (Appendix A). 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Party Opening Comments3 make clear that the planning reserve margins (PRM) 

recommended by Energy Division in Appendix A are not ready for adoption. Opening 

Comments of load-serving entities (LSE), consumer advocates, and environmental advocates all 

 
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 on Revised Slice of Day Calibration Tool and Comment 
Schedule, Rulemaking (R.) 23-10-011 (Aug. 30, 2024): 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M539/K204/539204247.PDF.  
3  References to “Opening Comments” refer to those filed on September 9, 2024, in R.23-10-011.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M539/K204/539204247.PDF
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state that the California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) should not adopt the 

recommended PRMs given the (1) potential study methodology design flaws, (2) lack of 

explanation of certain decisions and outcomes, and (3) potential for significant affordability 

impacts.4 Several of these parties also state that the Commission has sufficient time to properly 

address stakeholder concerns and vet the study methodology and results before adopting the 

2026 PRM.5 Even parties that support the PRM results express unease with “radical shifts”6 from 

one iteration of the PRM translation to the next or include “questions and concerns”7 about how 

Energy Division reached certain conclusions in the study, signaling more work is needed to 

review the methodology before finalizing the PRM for 2026.  

CalCCA continues to recommend the Commission modify the LOLE and PRM study 

elements of the Track 2 schedule to allow time for Energy Division and stakeholders to revisit 

the LOLE study methodology and resulting PRMs in workshops through the rest of 2024 and 

beginning of 2025. In response to Opening Comments, CalCCA also recommends: 

• The Commission should adopt party recommendations for further analysis before 
revising the PRM; and  

• The Commission should adopt a workshop process to address key methodological 
issues in sequence. 

 
4  See The Alliance for Retail Energy Markets (AReM) Opening Comments; Ava Community 
Energy Opening Comments; CalCCA Opening Comments; the Pubic Advocates Office of the California 
Public Utilities Commission (Cal Advocates) Opening Comments; California Environmental Justice 
Alliance (CEJA)/Sierra Club Opening Comments; Protect Our Communities Foundation Opening 
Comments; Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) Opening Comments; Southern California Edison 
Company (SCE) Opening Comments; and San Diego Gas and Electric Company (SDG&E) Opening 
Comments.  
5  See Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 4; CalCCA Opening Comments at 3; PG&E Opening 
Comments at 2; and SCE Opening Comments at 2. 
6  Calpine Corporation Opening Comments at 1. 
7  Middle River Power, LLC Opening Comments at 3.  
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II. THE COMMISSION SHOULD ADOPT PARTY RECOMMENDATIONS TO 
CONDUCT FURTHER ANALYSIS BEFORE REVISING THE PRM 

Opening Comments make clear that the Commission should not adopt the recommended 

PRMs at this time. Instead, the Commission should revisit the model, conduct further analysis, 

hold workshops, and provide additional comment opportunities to ensure the PRM that is 

ultimately adopted for 2026 is accurate. As stated by SCE, the PRMs produced by the modeling 

are “inexplicably high, signaling that there are serious design or translation flaws in the 

modeling, that further investigation is required to discern where the modeling flaws reside, and 

that those flaws must be corrected before the Commission adopts 2026 PRMs . . .”8 The 

Commission should allow Energy Division and parties time to investigate the model and revise it 

as necessary to ensure accurate results.  

The Commission’s review of the model should incorporate several recommendations 

from Opening Comments:  

• The Commission must revisit the load shapes used in the model, which differ 
from observed load shapes and may be driving the “inexplicably high”9 PRMs;10 

• The Commission must address inconsistencies in resource accreditation in the 
SOD calibration tool versus the MRD, as recommended by PG&E and SCE;11 

• The Commission must provide opportunities to resolve uncertainties in the forced 
outage rates and thermal derates used for generators and storage, as recommended 
by SCE;12 

• The Commission must explore with parties the implications of the flat load 
adjustment and investigate other LOLE calibration methods, as recommended by 
SCE;13 

 
8  SCE Opening Comments at 2.  
9  Id. 
10  CalCCA Opening Comments at 8. 
11  PG&E Opening Comments at 3; SCE Opening Comments at 6-7.  
12  SCE Opening Comments at 5. 
13  Id. at 5-6.  
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• The Commission must investigate further the February results, as recommended 
by AReM and Cal Advocates;14 and 

• The Commission should further evaluate and explain the need for two different 
PRMs, as recommended by AReM and Cal Advocates.15  

CalCCA agrees with parties that emphasize the importance of setting the PRM 

reasonably and accurately given its impacts on affordability. To ensure the RA program does not 

put excess unnecessary costs on customers, the Commission must address methodological 

concerns and errors raised in Opening Comments. Otherwise, parties do not have confidence that 

the significant increase in the PRM does not also result in over-procurement that puts the system 

well beyond a 1-in-10 reliability standard at an “extraordinary and unreasonable cost”16 to 

customers. CalCCA shares Cal Advocates’ concern that “the combined effect of major increases 

to the PRM in the year after large drops in expected capacity values will lead to significant RA 

procurement cost increases.”17 

For these reasons, CalCCA reiterates its request for the Commission to (1) refrain from 

adopting the 2026 or 2027 PRM in November 2024, (2) modify the LOLE and PRM study 

elements of the Track 2 schedule to allow time for workshops and comments through the rest of 

2024 and beginning of 2025, (3) issue a Proposed Decision in March 2025 and a Final Decision 

in April 2025 for the 2026 PRM, and (4) address the PRM for 2027 in future tracks of this 

proceeding or a successor proceeding. Some parties request that issues with the 2026 PRM be 

resolved in Track 3 of this proceeding,18 which is scheduled to conclude in June 2025. This may 

 
14  AReM Opening Comments at 2-3; Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 4. 
15  AReM Opening Comments at 2; Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 5. 
16  SCE Opening Comments at 2.  
17  Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 3.  
18  Id. at 4; PG&E Opening Comments at 2; SCE Opening Comments at 2.  
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not provide enough time for LSEs to adjust their positions if the PRM continues to change 

significantly, so the Commission should instead target finalizing the 2026 PRM in April 2025. 

III. THE COMMISSION SHOULD ADOPT A WORKSHOP PROCESS TO 
ADDRESS KEY METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES IN SEQUENCE 

As discussed in Section II above, Opening Comments reveal key methodological 

concerns that the Commission and parties must revisit through a workshop process to ensure 

accurate results. The workshop process will need to follow a sequence that allows the 

Commission and parties to methodically identify modeling flaws and correct them. CalCCA 

recommends the following sequence to accomplish this objective:  

Workshop 1: LOLE Modeling and Accreditation 

• Verify load shapes used in LOLE modeling correspond to historically 
observed loads, especially on peak days that contribute the most to loss of 
load events (e.g, September 2022 and August 2020 peak days);  

• Validate forced outage rates of generators and storage resources, including 
considerations of thermal derates and planned outages in setting PRMs; 

• Inter-model comparison of LOLE modeling assumptions and approach 
with other reliability modeling approaches used at the California Energy 
Commission and California Independent System Operator; 

• Demonstrate that SOD accreditation rules consistent with the SOD RA 
program and SERVM inputs are used to accredit the Baseline portfolio; 
and 

• Benchmark the September PRM from SOD accreditation with the 
September PRM from effective load carrying capability accreditation rules 
to determine how much of the PRM change is resulting from changes to 
resource counting. 

Workshop 2: Stress Testing and Seasonal PRM Methodology 

• Evaluate alternatives to Energy Division’s approach of using flat load to 
adjust the PRM in non-September months. Alternatives include 
proportional scaling of load, proportional scaling of the Calibrated 
Baseline Portfolio, and other combinations of resources that may be 
shown in RA showings;  
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• Assess whether alternatives to using flat loads impact the February results; 
and 

• Define criteria for designing seasonal or monthly PRMs including 
considerations of affordability, maintenance planning, and differences in 
the risk-reserve relationship across months.  

Workshop 3: Revised PRM  

• Present revised PRM results after taking into consideration findings and 
recommendations from the previous two workshops; and 

• Recommend standard LOLE study process for future PRM studies. 

The Commission should provide a written comment opportunity after each workshop and 

clearly communicate in subsequent workshops how it plans to incorporate stakeholder comments 

into its modeling efforts.  

IV. CONCLUSION 

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

Comments 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 

  
 
September 16, 2024 
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