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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

The California Public Utilities Commission should reject recommendations that would prohibit 
the use of bridge resources to meet Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant replacement 
requirements. 
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Continue 
Electric Integrated Resource Planning and 
Related Procurement Processes. 

R.20-05-003

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S REPLY COMMENTS 
ON THE PROPOSED DECISION ALLOWING BRIDGE RESOURCES FOR 

ALTERNATIVE COMPLIANCE WITH DIABLO CANYON REPLACEMENT 
RESOURCE CATEGORY IN DECISION 21-06-035 

The California Community Choice Association1 (CalCCA) submits these reply 

comments pursuant to Rule 14.3 of the California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) 

Rules of Practice and Procedure on the proposed Decision Allowing Bridge Resources for 

Alternative Compliance with Diablo Canyon Replacement Resource Category in Decision 21-06-

0352 (Proposed Decision), dated August 9, 2024.   

I. INTRODUCTION

CalCCA appreciates the opportunity to reply to party Opening Comments3 on the Proposed

Decision to allow bridge capacity to meet Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant (Diablo Canyon) 

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, 1San José Clean Energy, Santa 
Barbara Clean Energy, Silicon Valley Clean Energy, Sonoma Clean Power, and Valley Clean Energy. 
2 Proposed Decision Allowing Bridge Resources for Alternative Compliance with Diablo Canyon 
Replacement Resource Category in Decision 21-06-035, Rulemaking (R.) 20-05-003 (Aug. 9, 2024). 
3 All references herein to party Opening Comments are to the Opening Comments filed in this 
proceeding, R.20-05-003, on August 30, 2024. 
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replacement requirements established in D.21-06-035.4 Many parties concur that the adoption of 

the Proposed Decision would help backfill project delays, aiding in compliance and supporting 

interim reliability until projects contracted for the Diablo Canyon replacement requirements can 

come online.5 Some parties ask the Commission to “hold firm on existing mandates” and use its 

existing enforcement mechanism for load-serving entities (LSEs) that do not comply,6 or express 

concern that the Proposed Decision could result in excess ratepayer costs.7  

The Proposed Decision strikes the right balance by giving LSEs alternative ways to 

comply and support reliability, recognizing that LSEs may not be able to meet the Diablo 

Canyon replacement requirement despite reasonable efforts. For the reasons set forth below, the 

Commission should reject recommendations that would prohibit the use of bridge resources to 

meet Diablo Canyon replacement requirements. 

II. THE COMMISSION SHOULD REJECT RECOMMENDATIONS THAT 
WOULD PROHIBIT THE USE OF BRIDGE RESOURCES TO MEET DIABLO 
CANYON REPLACEMENT REQUIREMENTS 

PCF opposes the Proposed Decision because “[t]he Utilities and LSEs have had sufficient 

notice and time to procure the identified replacement resources.”8 PCF also suggests that “[t]he 

June 1, 2025 procurement deadline can be met if the Utilities and LSEs in the near term prioritize 

demand response[DR] and distributed energy resources (DERs) such as virtual power plants and 

commercial rooftop and parking lot solar and storage, which can be deployed quickly to resolve 

 
4  D.21-06-035, Decision Requiring Procurement to Address Mid-Term Reliability (2023-2026), 
R.20-05-003 (June 24, 2021).   
5  Alliance for Retail Energy Markets Opening Comments, California Independent System Operator 
Corporation (CAISO) Opening Comments, CalCCA Opening Comments, and Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company (PG&E) Opening Comments.  
6 Protect Our Communities Foundation (PCF) Opening Comments at 6.  
7  PCF Opening Comments at 2, and Green Power Institute (GPI) Opening Comments at 1. 
8  PCF Opening Comments at 2.  
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any short-term reliability risks.”9  However, these resources are far from quick to deploy. D.21-06-

035 allows demand-side resources and distributed energy resources to count toward the capacity 

requirements using the counting rules and other requirements established in D.19-11-016.10 These 

rules require resources to have Net Qualifying Capacity (NQC) values for compliance.11 To obtain 

NQC values, these DERs would need to go through the Wholesale Distribution Access Tariff 

process. Without NQC values, these resources would not be eligible to fulfill the Diablo Canyon 

replacement capacity requirement. The Commission should reject PCF’s recommendation to “hold 

firm on existing mandates” and use its existing enforcement mechanism on the basis that LSEs can 

meet their compliance obligations with DR and DERs. Such a recommendation oversimplifies the 

ability of DR and DERs to replace delayed projects, as it takes time for them to become 

operational with NQC values.  

Even when LSEs expeditiously contract with resources to meet compliance requirements, 

circumstances outside of their control can result in delays to already procured resources. These 

delays can occur at any time, including when it is too late for LSEs to procure alternative 

capacity that can reach commercial operations on time to replace delayed projects. When there is 

sufficient evidence to support the fact that LSEs may not meet compliance timelines for reasons 

outside of their control, it can be in the best interest of ratepayers for the Commission to find 

alternative ways for LSEs to comply.  This will allow customers to have reliable electric service 

without the need to conduct expensive procurement to backfill for delayed projects.  

 
9  PCF Opening Comments at 2.  
10  D.21-06-035: “[Demand-side resources and distributed energy resources] are still subject to the 
counting rules and other requirements established in D.19-11-016 and the incrementality principles adopted 
in D.16-12-036.”  
11  D.19-11-016, Decision Requiring Electric System Reliability Procurement for 2021-2023, R.16-02-
007 (Nov. 7, 2019), Conclusion of Law 19: “Compliance with the requirements for capacity procurement 
outlined in this decision should be based on the NQC values of the resources for the month of September.” 
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Bridge capacity should be used in exceptional circumstances when the procurement 

landscape does not support projects coming online in time to meet compliance timelines despite 

reasonable LSE and developer efforts to do so. The use of bridge capacity should not become the 

norm, because as stated by the CAISO, “[n]ew resource procurement is important to ensure the 

Commission’s Integrated Resource Plan materializes to meet reliability and clean energy targets 

in the long term.”12 If LSEs can comply without using bridge capacity using DR or DERs like 

PCF suggests, they should be incentivized to do so. It is not clear that LSEs will be able to 

comply without the use of bridge capacity, and it is, therefore, prudent for the Commission to 

allow LSEs the option to procure bridge capacity as an interim solution.  

PCF also opposes the Proposed Decision in part because of its potential ratepayer impacts13 

and recommends that “[t]he Commission should enforce the replacement resource deadline by 

utilizing the various existing enforcement mechanisms at the Commission’s disposal.”14 GPI also 

expresses concerns about ratepayer impacts, indicating the Proposed Decision is “duplicative of 

extended DCPP operations, and especially because it comes at a time of rapidly rising ratepayer 

costs driven in large part by long-term capacity and other needed infrastructure investments.”15 

While GPI does not support the Proposed Decision, it provides an alternative modification if the 

Proposed Decision moves forward, which would expand the pool of resources eligible to provide 

bridge capacity to those leaving the baseline prior to June 1, 2025.16  

 
12  CAISO Opening Comments at 2.  
13  PCF Opening Comments at 2: “Rather than making ratepayers foot the bill for more and more 
procurement, the Commission should instead enforce existing requirements utilizing the Commission’s 
longstanding enforcement mechanisms.” 
14  Id., at 5.  
15  GPI Opening Comments at 1. 
16  Id., at 6-7. 
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PCF’s recommendation to forego the use of bridge capacity in favor of holding firm the 

existing requirements would negatively impact ratepayers by subjecting LSEs to penalties, the 

costs of which are passed down to ratepayers for CCAs.17 Excess ratepayer costs resulting from 

penalties do nothing to expedite procurement in the environment under which LSEs are currently 

procuring. The ability to use bridge capacity to meet compliance obligations, on the other hand, 

supports reliability while also mitigating both the costs of penalties and more costly contracts 

necessary to meet stringent requirements. Modifications to expand the pool of eligible bridge 

capacity resources are better solutions to concerns about ratepayer impacts than prohibiting the 

use of bridge capacity altogether, because they provide realistic options to expand the pool 

resources. This could put downward pressure on prices and allow LSEs cheaper alternatives to 

expensive replacement capacity. The Commission should therefore reject recommendations that 

would prohibit the use of bridge resources. 

III. CONCLUSION 

CalCCA appreciates the opportunity to submit these reply comments and requests 

adoption of the recommendations proposed herein.  

  
 Respectfully submitted, 

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

  
 
September 3, 2024 

 
17  CCAs are non-profit entities.  As such, the costs of procurement and any penalties are paid by 
customers since there are no shareholders that can absorb any penalty costs. 
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