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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission should allow LSEs to transact load obligations on an hourly basis under
the SOD framework to enable full optimization of RA resources and reduce costs for all
LSEs, given hourly load obligation trading:

O

(@)

(@)

Is an administratively simple way to increase transactability under SOD;
Will promote affordability without compromising reliability;
Maintains LSEs’ responsibility to meet RA requirements;

Can improve the ability to meet RA requirements under the SOD framework, as can
be demonstrated in analyses of 2025 YARA showings; and

Can be easily incorporated into the existing SOD showing template.

The Commission should address co-located resources and RA needs, including:

O

Formalizing in the Track 3 Decision the determination made during Energy Division
Staff office hours regarding allowing PCDS or FCDS co-located generation to count
for storage charging sufficiency requirements or RA requirements for on-site or
off-site storage; and

Reevaluating accounting methodologies to allow EO co-located resources to count as
RA under the SOD framework when such resources are limited to the deliverable
MW at the POL.

The Commission should incorporate the local RA CPE data request process into the
existing RA filing process.

il



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Oversee the
Resource Adequacy Program, Consider
Program Reforms and Refinements, and R.23-10-011
Establish Forward Resource Adequacy
Procurement Obligations.

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S PROPOSALS ON TRACK 3

California Community Choice Association' (CalCCA) submits these proposals pursuant to
the Assigned Commissioner’s Amended Scoping Memo and Ruling’ (Scoping Ruling), dated
November 1, 2024. The Scoping Ruling designates the following issues in scope for Track 3: (1)
adoption of the 2026-2028 local capacity requirements; (2) adoption of the 2026 flexible capacity
requirements; (3) the planning reserve margin (PRM) for 2026; (4) the slice-of-day (SOD)
framework; (5) unforced capacity evaluations; (6) refinements to the incentive-based supply-side
demand response qualifying capacity proposal; (7) the synchronization of Integrated Resource Plan
(IRP) data collection with the local resource adequacy (RA) central procurement entity (CPE)
framework data requirements; and (8) other time sensitive issues identified by Energy Division or

parties in proposals.

! 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 Assigned Commissioner’s Amended Scoping Memo and Ruling, Rulemaking (R.) 23-10-011

(Nov. 1, 2024): http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/SearchRes.aspx?DocFormat=ALL&DoclD=544652400.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The California Public Utilities Commission’s (Commission) RA program is critical to
ensuring sufficient supply is under contract to serve load in all hours and maintain reliability
standards within the California Independent System Operator (CAISO) balancing authority area
(BAA). RA supply constraints have made RA procurement increasingly expensive. As stated by
Energy Division in its revised loss of load expectation (LOLE) study for 2026:

RA prices have reached unprecedented levels that in many cases far
exceed the marginal cost of new capacity. Notably, between 2017
and 2023 the weighted average price for RA capacity has increased
by 349% from $2.46 kW-month to $11.05 kW-month. Additionally,
the most recent Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA)
Final RA market price benchmark reflects that System RA prices
between 2023 and 2024 have nearly doubled, increasing from
$14.37 to $28.65 kW-month. Equally concerning is some LSEs have
indicated that in recent procurement solicitations, generators are
offering multi-year contracts that would lock in these excessively
high prices for the mid-term time horizon, most notably for existing
capacity far in exceedance of its marginal cost.>

CalCCA agrees with Energy Division that these affordability concerns, the latest LOLE
study results, and the October 30, 2024, Governor’s Executive Order,* warrant consideration of
price mitigation options within the RA program.’ In evaluating Track 3 proposals, the
Commission should elevate options that support affordable rates. The Commission should also
seek to minimize Energy Division’s and load serving entities’ (LSE) time and administrative

burden of data requests. With these objectives in mind, CalCCA recommends the Commission:

3 Appendix B to Loss of Load Expectation Study for 2026: Revised Slice of Day Tool Analysis,
R.23-10-011 (Dec. 20, 2024), at 26-27 (LOLE Study Appendix B) (footnotes omitted):
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M549/K797/549797826.PDF.

4 See Executive Department State of California, Executive Order N-5-24 (Oct. 30, 2024):
https://www.gov.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/10/energy-EOQ-10-30-24.pdf.
5 See LOLE Study Appendix B, at 28.
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II.

Allow LSEs to transact load obligations on an hourly basis under the SOD framework
to enable full optimization of RA resources and reduce costs for all LSEs, given
hourly load obligation trading:

(@)

o

o

Is an administratively simple way to increase transactability under SOD;
Will promote affordability without compromising reliability;
Maintains LSEs’ responsibility to meet RA requirements;

Can improve the ability to meet RA requirements under the SOD framework, as
can be demonstrated in analyses of 2025 year-ahead RA (YARA) showings; and

Can be easily incorporated into the existing SOD showing template.

Address co-located resources and RA needs, including:

(@)

Formalizing in the Track 3 Decision the determination made during Energy
Division Staff office hours regarding allowing Partial Capacity Deliverability
Status (PCDS) or Full Capacity Deliverability Status (FCDS) co-located
generation to count for storage charging sufficiency requirements or RA
requirements for on-site or off-site storage; and

Reevaluating accounting methodologies to allow energy-only (EO) co-located
resources to count as RA under the SOD framework when such resources are
limited to the deliverable megawatts (MW) at the point-of-interconnection (POI).

Incorporate the local RA CPE data request process into the existing RA filing

process.

THE COMMISSION SHOULD ALLOW LSES TO TRANSACT LOAD
OBLIGATIONS ON AN HOURLY BASIS

CalCCA defines transactability as the ability to transact RA products in the same units

denominated in setting RA requirements; in other words, if RA requirements are set on an hourly

basis, some or all products should be transactable on an hourly basis. Transactability is a key

component of the RA program that must be enhanced under the SOD program to allow LSEs to

meet their compliance obligations simply, efficiently, and affordably. The SOD framework is

designed to ensure the RA fleet provides grid reliability at all times of the day by requiring LSEs

to demonstrate sufficient capacity to meet their load profile plus a PRM in all 24 hours of the



“worst day” of the RA month.® Although the SOD framework sets 24 requirements and 24 net
qualifying capacity(NQC) values, it currently does not allow LSEs to transact at the same
granularity. Instead, the SOD framework continues to require monthly transactions. This means
that if an LSE contracts for a resource, it must do so for the resource’s NQC in all 24 hours for
that month even if the LSE only has an open position in one hour. This lack of transactability
could significantly challenge the LSEs’ ability to meet their RA obligations in a cost-effective
manner by increasing demand for RA and artificially constraining the RA market, resulting in
over-procurement and increased ratepayer costs.

As discussed below, the Commission should allow LSEs to transact load obligations on an
hourly basis, given that hourly load obligation trading: (1) is an administratively simple way to
increase transactability under SOD; (2) will promote affordability without compromising
reliability; (3) maintains LSEs’ responsibility to meet RA requirements; (4) can improve the ability
to meet RA requirements under the SOD framework, as can be demonstrated in analyses of 2025
YARA showings; and (5) can be easily incorporated into the existing SOD showing template.

A. Hourly Load Obligation Trading is an Administratively Simple Way to
Increase Transactability Under SOD

Hourly load obligation trades proposed here would be bilateral transactions in which an
LSE with open positions in some hours pays another LSE with long positions in those to show
excess resources to cover its open positions. Hourly load obligation trading involves trading of
LSE’s hourly obligations — a product within the Commission’s jurisdiction — only. Hourly load
obligation trading does not involve generators (or their requirements) at all, but rather allows one

LSE to pay another LSE to use the second LSE’s resources to meet the first LSE’s obligations. It

6 See D.22-06-050, Decision Adopting Local Capacity Obligations for 2023-2025, Flexible
Capacity Obligations for 2023, and Reform Track Framework, R.21-10-002 (June 23, 2022):
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M488/K 540/488540633.PDF.
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eliminates the need to modify the CAISO’s outage substitution or the must offer obligation rules
in any way. Hourly load obligation trading can be implemented with no CAISO impacts and, if
desired, it can be improved with minor CAISO impacts to account for hourly load obligation
trades in capacity procurement mechanism (CPM) cost allocation.” Incorporating hourly
transactions on the load side keeps the process administratively simple for the Commission, the
LSEs, and the generators. The Commission has previously expressed concerns with the ability to
validate showings with hourly resource trading. While hourly transactions of loads and resources
are more fitting with the SOD framework, if the Commission continues to see difficulty with
administering hourly resource trading, it should at minimum allow hourly load obligation trading
to better match availability with hourly requirements.

As described in section II.E below, this proposal would ensure RA obligations are fully

accounted for following a trade by requiring both LSEs to document the trade on their RA

7 Because the CAISO will validate Commission-jurisdictional LSE plans by validating the gross

peak hour under SOD, only hourly load transactions that occur during the gross peak hour would have
impacts under CAISO RA processes. These impacts can be isolated to the LSEs conducting load
transactions and avoid the CAISO entirely. The CAISO validates LSE RA plans against the LSE’s load,
as communicated through the CEC’s load forecast process, plus a PRM. As such, there is no way for the
LSE to communicate an hourly load obligation trade directly to the CAISO. This would result in a CPM
cost allocation risk for the LSE paying another to take on its obligation in the gross peak hour in the
narrow instances when a deficiency not related to hourly load transactions occurs. An LSE appearing
deficient from a CAISO perspective due to an hourly load obligation trade that the CAISO cannot see
should not trigger backstop because the LSE on the other side of the hourly load obligation trade would
be required to show to CAISO the resources it is using to cover the additional load that it was paid to take
on. In other words, the hourly load obligation trade would keep the system “whole” and should not trigger
the need for backstop all else equal. Other deficiencies unrelated to the hourly load trade (e.g., another
LSE having an individual deficiency) could trigger backstop, in which case the LSE paying another to
take on its obligation would be exposed to backstop cost allocation as the CAISO views the LSE as being
short since it does not have visibility to the load obligation trade. Given the coincident issues that must
occur - a load obligation trade including the gross load hour and another LSE being short of RA in that
hour, the probability of such a cost being imposed is minimal. This could be resolved in the long term by
the Commission and the CAISO updating their processes such that the CAISO allocates CPM costs to the
Commission and have the Commission allocate those costs to LSEs after taking into account hourly
trades. Such an update should not be seen as a requirement to implement hourly load obligation trading.
Instead, it should be viewed as a potential improvement that could be explored at the CAISO in a future
stakeholder initiative.




showings. The Commission would be responsible for validating trades to ensure no double
counting or loss of total RA obligation across hours resulting from load obligation trading. This
is very similar to the checks the Commission performs today to ensure that a resource is not
overclaimed.

If an LSE taking on an hourly load transaction unexpectedly ceases to provide LSE
services, the responsibility for showing sufficient resources to cover the load transaction would
revert back to the original LSE for the next showing. This is the same treatment that would occur
if a resource swap or resource sale between two LSEs occurred. That is, if the resource is no
longer under contract due to the LSE default, the scheduling coordinator for the resource would
not file a supply plan for that resource on behalf of the LSE. For any situation in which the
showing is already complete, the parties are expected to abide by the terms of the agreement.

B. Hourly Load Obligation Trading Will Promote RA Affordability Without
Compromising Reliability

The ability to transact hourly under SOD encourages cost-effective procurement and an
affordable RA program. The inability to transact at the same granularity as the requirement could
increase RA costs in two primary ways:

e [t produces an artificial RA shortage in the market when RA resources may be
sufficient, leaving some LSE positions much longer than needed and other LSEs
short;

o Excess long positions increase the cost of procurement; and

o Short positions lead to RA compliance penalties even though the system as a
whole was sufficient.

e [t drives up the cost of RA procurement for all customers by increasing demand and
creating an artificial RA shortage.

Hourly load obligation trades will reduce artificial RA scarcity and minimize over-procurement

by allowing LSEs to capture the diversity inherent in their load shapes and resource portfolios.



Therefore, the ability of LSEs to shape their portfolios to match their obligations will minimize
procurement costs ultimately borne by customers through both lower prices and reduced over-
procurement.

Hourly load trading has the potential to provide these affordability benefits while
maintaining LSEs’ RA obligations and the RA program’s reliability targets. The LSE’s obligation
to serve its customers remains intact as discussed in section II.C., the associated costs of
compliance remain with the original LSE, and the Commission can easily validate that all RA
requirements continue to be met without overcounting shown resources as discussed in section ILE.

While it may be technically feasible for all LSEs to meet their SOD requirements relying
only on swaps (i.e., LSEs trading resources at the monthly level rather than hourly), there is
significant difficulty in getting all the necessary transactions to line up to meet reliability through
a bilateral market design. It is more likely that multiple transactions between multiple LSEs will
be necessary to achieve compliance through swaps. While swaps and full resources procurement
should be an option, they should not be the only options. A properly constructed load obligation
trade will allow for the grid to be reliably maintained while buyers and sellers determine among
themselves the value of the load obligation.

C. Hourly Load Obligation Trading Maintains LSEs’ Responsibility to Meet
RA Requirements

Importantly, trading obligations would not shift the responsibility of serving customer
load, nor would it shift the responsibility of any compliance obligation. Section 380(c) provides:

Each load-serving entity shall maintain physical generating capacity
and electrical demand response adequate to meet its load
requirements, including, but not limited to, peak demand and
planning and operating reserves.®

8 Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 380(c).



In fact, trading a “load obligation” does not technically relieve an LSE of its obligation to serve
load, it requires the LSE to procure sufficient products to meet the requirements. It remains the
responsibility of the underlying guarantor, subject to penalties, that there will be sufficient RA to
serve its load, whether this means procuring a resource or procuring a new “hourly load
obligation” product. Trading a load obligation is thus a procurement product, rather than actual
relief from a load obligation.

Hourly obligation trading simply allows another way for LSEs with open positions to
comply with their RA obligation. For this reason, CalCCA does not propose to limit the amount
of an LSE’s compliance obligation that can be met by hourly load transactions. Hourly load
obligation trading is a compliance mechanism and market participants should be able to choose
any compliance mechanism available to it to meet its needs in the most cost-effective manner. If
the solution is more cost effective for both the buyer and seller of the load obligation and
reliability is met, then each party has paid its share to meet its obligations.

D. Analysis of 2025 YARA Showings Demonstrates Hourly Load Transactions

Can Improve the Ability to Meet RA Requirements Under the SOD
Framework

Decision (D.) 22-06-050 found that “if transactability and inefficiency concerns arise
once the new 24-hour framework is implemented, the Commission may consider proposals to
include hourly obligation trading.”® CalCCA’s analysis of its members’ first binding YARA
showings demonstrates that hourly load trading could improve the transactability and efficiency
of the SOD program. Figure 1 below shows aggregate long positions of CalCCA members

relative to their 90 percent YARA requirements (blue bars) and aggregate short positions of

? D.22-06-050, Decision Adopting Local Capacity Obligations for 2023-2025, Flexible Capacity
Obligations for 2023, and Reform Track Framework, R.21-10-002 (June 23, 2022), at 97:
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M488/K 540/488540633.PDF.
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CalCCA members relative to their 90 percent YARA requirements (orange line) in each hour.
The data indicates that the ability to transact load obligations on an hourly basis would have
increased compliance with SOD YARA requirements. In fact, on an aggregated basis, long
positions could have fully covered short positions.

Figure 1: SOD Aggregate Short Positions vs. Long Positions
for CCA September YARA Showings

Position (MW)

12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1011 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
Hour

I | ong Position ===Short Position

In addition, Figure 2 below demonstrates that long positions in the YARA could fully
cover short YARA positions and limit the need for additional resource procurement in the
forthcoming 100 percent month-ahead RA (MARA) requirements to just two hours. If storage
was reoptimized to minimize MARA deficiencies, the deficiency in those two hours could
potentially be eliminated fully. Figure 2 shows aggregate long positions (blue bars) and short
positions (orange line) relative to aggregate 100 percent MARA requirements. Figure 2 also

shows how storage showings could be reoptimized to fully close short positions (green bars).



Figure 2: SOD Aggregate Short Positions vs. Long Positions with
100 Percent Requirement using CCA September YARA Showings

Position (MW)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1011 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
Hour

mmm Adjusted September Long Position September Reoptimized Storage

=—September Short Position

These findings demonstrate that the hourly load transactability has the potential to
minimize or eliminate LSE deficiencies for the YARA showings and limit the need for additional
resource procurement between the YARA and MARA. In short, for the YARA, the system
reliability needs are covered in aggregate by the showings of all CCAs even though individual
CCAs had deficiencies. For the MARA, when shown storage is reoptimized, the system
reliability needs are covered in aggregate by the showings of all CCAs even though individual
CCAs had deficiencies. Avoiding purchases of RA through trade can potentially reduce costs by

as much as $180 million per year, according to CalCCA analysis.'? Artificial barriers to

10 CalCCA’s analysis of CCA YARA filings for 2025 finds that trade between CCAs eliminates the

need to purchase about $62 million of RA across the five summer months, assuming the price for RA in
each month is similar to the weighted-average price of RA bought by LSEs in the period between the

10



compliance should be eliminated to avoid the perverse outcome of artificially constraining RA
supply, driving up RA prices or penalizing LSEs while the system reliability has been met.
Allowing hourly load transactions would go a long way in removing artificial barriers.

E. The Commission Can Easily Incorporate Hourly Load Transactions into the
Existing Slice-of-Day Showing Template

The Commission can easily accommodate and validate load transaction showings within
the existing template. The following examples show how a load obligation transaction can
successfully be shown and validated within the existing template for both the entities selling and
purchasing obligations. Also included are examples where the transaction between buyer and
seller cannot be validated, and the actions the Commission would take as a result. This validation
process is very similar to the existing process the Commission uses to validate RA showings by
matching them with generator supply plans.

In the description and figures below, the only changes that LSEs will be allowed to make
to the RA Showing Template are on tabs where LSE entries are allowed currently. That is, the
LSE will continue to make changes, including load obligation trades, using only the
Certification, LSE Showing, Resource Custom Profiles, User-Defined Resources, and Profile
Optimization tabs. All other tabs depicted in the figures below would use the data in these tabs,

including load obligation trades, to reflect the compliance status of the LSE.

year-ahead and month-ahead filings observed in the summer months of 2024. CalCCA estimates that
trade between all LSEs could reduce RA demand by 70 percent more than trade between CCAs, based on
a comparison of the short positions for CCAs and short positions for all LSEs in the Commission’s
analysis of test-year filings, increasing the direct benefits to $105 million per year. In addition, lower
demand for RA puts downward pressure on the price for RA. Assuming that California LSEs purchase
about 20 gigawatts (GW) of RA each month at market prices and that the price elasticity of RA is
$1/kilowatt-month per GW of RA demand, the reduction in RA demand from trade indirectly lowers the
cost of RA for all California LSEs by about $77 million per year. Together, the direct and indirect
benefits of trade could be as high as $180 million per year.

11



1. Example of a Successful Load Obligation Transaction

In this example, LSE 1 and LSE 2 enter into a load obligation trade where LSE 2 sells an
obligation to LSE 1 (i.e.,, LSE 2 pays LSE 1 to cover a portion of its obligation). As a starting
point, Figure 3, using the Hourly Availability tab of the RA Showing Template Rev 34,'! shows
that LSE 1 has met its obligation in all hours and has some excess capacity in all hours. LSE 2 is
short in hour ending (HE) 15 through 20.

Figure 3: Hourly Availability tab RA Showing Template Rev 34
for LSE 1 (Left) and LSE 2 (Right)

Hourly Slice-of-Day Capacity Showings against Requirements and CAM Hourly Slice-of-Day Capacily Showings against Requirements and CAM

&0 - o N 0
e B B

g - 1 Z

30 | —ﬁ\ = 3

H e
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=

In addition, the Check Capacity tab from the RA showing Template Rev 34 shows the

information numerically as depicted, in Figure 4.

1 See Resource Adequacy Compliance Materials, LSE Showing Template, Version 34:

https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/industries-and-topics/electrical-energy/electric-power-procurement/resource-
adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials.

12
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Figure 4: Check Capacity Tab RA Showing Template Rev 34 for LSE 1 and LSE2

LSE 1

ConfractID Resource ID Mw
HE1 HE2 HE3 HE4 HE5 HEé HE7 HE8 HE9 HE10 HE 11 HE 12 HE 13 HE 14 HE 15 HE 16 HE 17 HE 18 HE 19 HE 20 HE 21 HE 22 HE 23 HE 24
Requirements -302 -282 -271 -274 -295 -326 -365 —-391 —422 -458 -491 -525 -547 -569 -585 -582 -564 -523 -492 -485 -464 -422 -381 -345
DR Allocation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 19 18 17 17 0 0 0
CAM Peakers CAM Peaker Allocation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 0 0
CAM Storage CAM Storage Allocation Multi Cycle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 3 3 0 0 0
CAM Storage CAM Storage Allocation Single Cycle 0 0 o o o 0 0 o o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5 5 5 0 0 0
Other CAM Allocation 76 76 16 76 16 76 16| 716 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 76 16 76 16 16 16 16
PALOMR 2 PLIX3 425 425 425 425 425 425 425 425 425 425 425 425 425 425 425 425 425 425 425 425 425 425 425/ 425
TOPAZ_2_SOLAR 0 0 0 o 0 9 64 120 151 167 177 179 178 175 167 153 125 77 17 0 0 0 0 0

199 219 230 226 206 183 200 230 230 210 187 155 132 111 88 76 86 86 56 46 65 84 120 156

LSE 2

HE1 HE2 HE3 HE4 HE5 HE6 HE7 HE8 HE9 HE10 HE 11 HE 12 HE 13 HE 14 HE 15 HE 16 HE 17 HE 18 HE 19 HE 20 HE 21 HE 22 HE 23 HE 24

Requirements -175 -162 —-152 —-145 -139 -138 -133 —134 -139 -146 -155 -169 -188 -208 -229 -—246 -255 -288 -293 -283 -242 -228 -211 -194
DR Allocaticn 0 0 0 o] 0 0 0 0 0 4] 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8 7 7 7 0 0 0
CAM Peakers CAM Peaker Allocation 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 o o 0 (] 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0
CAM Storage CAM Storage Allocation Multi Cycle 0 0 0 o] 0 0 0 0 0 4] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0
CAM Storage CAM Storage Allocation Single Cycle 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 o o 0 (] 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 0 0 0
other CAM Allocation 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
ARCOGN_2 UNITS 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50

ATHOS_5_AP2X2 0 0 0 0 0 1 7 10 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 11 10 3 1 0 0 0 0 0

GEYS11_7 UNIT11 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86

JOANEC_2_STABT2 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 15 15 15 0 0 0

VOYAGR_2_VOYWD2 18 72 64 58 51 39 29 18 11 8 10 14 19 29 39 53 €5 74 80 82 85 85 83 81

70 77 79 80 78 69 69 61 50 41 34 24 10 1 -9 -13 -4 -14 -18 -8 36 26 39 53

LSE 1 agrees to purchase a load obligation for HE 15 through HE 20 from LSE 2. After
completing the transaction, the LSEs show this transaction in the LSE Showing tab of the RA
Showing Template Rev 34, as demonstrated in Figure 5. So that the Commission can easily
identify load obligation trades, the Resource ID column is marked as “Load Obligation
Purchase/Sale” and the SCID or counterparty column lists the LSE counterparty to the
transaction. The “NQC under contract column” could depict the maximum amount of the load
obligation trade. Since this amount will be for specific hours and could vary by hour, the parties
will need to mark the “Use Default Profile” cell as “false.” The parties will use the “Resource
Custom Profile” tab to depict the quantities and hours transacted, as demonstrated in Figure 6.

The Load Obligation transaction is highlighted in yellow in both figures.
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Figure 5: LSE Showing Tab of the RA Showing Template Rev 34

LSE1
SCID or
Commitled Capacily Capacity Counferparty
Hexible RA  Effecfive Start Effecfive End if not Unspecified
Confract ID Resource ID (MW) Date Date available MCC Bucket4 Use Default Profile
CAM Storage CAM Storage Allocation Single Cycle 4.58 0.00 0.00  2025-07-01 2025-07-31  Allocation FALSE FALSE TRUE
CRM Storage CAM Storage Allocation Multi Cycle 2.92 0.00 0.00 2025-07-01 2025-07-31 Allocation FALSE FALSE TRUE
CAM Peakers CAM Peaker Allocation 4.61 0.00 0.00  2025-07-01 2025-07-31  Allocation FALSE FALSE TRUE l
PALOMR 2_PL1X3 425.00 425.00 425.00  2025-07-01 2025-07-31  Gen 1 FALSE FALSE TRUE
TOPAZ_2_SOLAR 125.00 0.00 0.00 2025-07-01 2025-07-31 Solar 1 FALSE FALSE TRUE ‘
Load Obligation Purchase 18.00 0.00 0.00  2025-07-01 2025-07-31  LSE 2 FALSE FALSE FALSE |
LSE 2
SCID or
Commitled Capacily Capacity Counferparty
Hexible RA  Effecfive Start Effecfive End if not Unspecified
ConiractID Resource ID (MW) Date Date available  MCC Bucket4 Use Default Profile
CAM Storage CAM Storage Allocation Single Cycle 1.84 0.00 0.00  2025-01-01 2025-12-31  Allocation FALSE FALSE TRUE
CAM Storage CAM Storage Allocation Multi Cycle 1.18 0.00 0.00 2025-01-01 2025-12-31 Allocation FALSE FALSE TRUE
CAM Peakers CAM Peaker Allocation 1.86 0.00 0.00  2025-01-01 2025-12-31  Allocation FALSE FALSE TRUE l
JOANEC_2_STABT2 15.00 0.00 30.00  2025-01-01 2025-12-31  BESS 2 FALSE FALSE TRUE
ARCOGN_2_UNITS 50.00 0.00 0.00  2025-01-01 2025-12-31  CHP 2 FALSE FALSE TRUE |
ATHOS _5_RAP2X2 10.00 0.00 0.00 2025-01-01 2025-12-31 Solar 2 FALSE FALSE TRUE
GEYS11_7_UNITIL 86.00 0.00 86.00  2025-01-01 2025-12-31 ie"mem‘ﬂ FALSE FALSE TRUE ‘
VOYAGR 2_VOYWD2 65.00 0.00 0.00  2025-01-01 2025-12-31  Wind 2 FALSE FALSE TRUE
Load Obligation Sale 18.00 0.00 0.00  2025-07-01 2025-07-31  LSE 1 FALSE FALSE FALSE |

Figure 6: Resource Custom Profile RA Showing Template Rev 34

LSE 1

Contract ID Resource ID Resource SubID Mw

HE 1 HE 2 |HE 3 |HE 4 |HE 5 HE 6 HE 7 |HE 8 HE 9 | HE 10 HE 11 |HE 12 HE 13 HE 14 |HE 15 |HE 16 |HE 17 |HE 18 |HE 19 HE 20 HE 21 |HE 22 |HE 23 |HE 24

Load Obligation
Purchase 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 13 5] 14 18 8 0 0 0 0

Contract ID Resource ID Resource SubID

Load Obligation
Sale 0 0 0 0 0 o0 0 o0 O 0 0 0 0 0 -10 -13 -5/ -14 -18 -8 0 0 0 0

As shown in Figure 6, the Commission can easily check the information input by LSEs
on the Resource Custom Profile tab to ensure that each hour of the load obligation purchase is
matched by a load obligation sale. The example shows load obligation purchases as a positive as
it is adding to the LSEs obligation while the load obligation sale is shown as a negative as it is
decreasing the LSEs obligation. This information can then be incorporated into the load
obligation of each LSE within the RA Showing Template and, in this case, will result in Figure 7

and Figure 8 which reflect the revised position of each LSE.
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Figure 7: Updated Check Capacity Tab RA Showing Template Rev 34

LSE1
ConfractID Resource ID Mw

HE1 HE2 HE3 HE4 HE5 HE6 HE7 HE8 HE9 HE10 HE 11 HE 12 HE 13 HE 14 HE 15 HE 16 HE 17 HE 18 HE 19 HE 20 HE 21 HE 22 HE 23 HE 24

Requirements 302 -282 —271 —274|-295 —326 -365|-391 —422 —-458 -491 -525 -547 -569 -595 -595 -569 -537 -510 -493 -464 -422 —381 -345
DR Allocation o 0 0] 0] 0 0] 0 0] 0] 0 0] 0 0] 0 0] o 20 19 18 17 17 0] 0] 0
CAM Peakers CAM Peaker Allocation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 0 0
CAM Storage CAM Storage Allocation Multi Cycle o 0 0] 0] 0 0] 0 0] 0] 0 0] 0 0] 0 0] 0 o 3 3] 3] 3] [ 0] 0
CAM Storage CAM Storage Allocation Single Cycle o 0 [ [ [ [ 0 [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ 0 o 5 5 5 5 [ [ [
Other CaM Allocation 76 76 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 716 16 16 716 16 716 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16| 16

PALOMR_2_PLIX3 425 425 425 425 425 425 425| 425 425 425 425 425 425 425 425 425 425 425 425 425 425 425 425 425

TOPAZ_2_SOLAR 0 0 0 0 0 9 64| 120 151 167 177 179 178 175 167 153 125 717 17 0 0 0 0 0

199 219 230 226 206 183 200 230 230 210 187 155 132 111 78 63 81 72 38 38 65 84 120 156

LSE 2

ConfractID Resource ID Mw
HE1 HE2 HE3 HE4 HE5 HE6 HE7 HE8 HE9 HE10 HE 11 HE 12 HE 13 HE 14 HE 15 HE 16 HE 17 HE 18 HE 19 HE 20 HE 21 HE 22 HE 23 HE24
Requirements —175 -162 -152 —145 -139 -138 -133|-134 139 —146 -155 -169 -188 -208 -219 -233 -250 -274 -275 -275 -242 -228 —211 -194
DR Allocation o o o o o o o o o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8 7 7 7 0 0 0
CAM Peakers CAM Peaker Allocation o o o0 o o 0o o 0o o 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0
CAM Storage CAM Storage Allocation Multi Cycle o o o o o o o o o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0
CAM Storage CAM Storage Allocation Single Cycle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 0 0 0
Other CaM Allocation 30, 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 3 30 30 30 30 30
ARCOGN_2_UNITS 50 S0 50 S50/ 50 S50 50/ 50 50 50 50 50 50 S50 50 S50 S0 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
ATHOS_5_AP2X2 o o o o o 1 7/ 10 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 11 10 6 1 0 0 0 0 0
GEYS11_7_UNIT11 86 86 186 86 86 86 86| 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86
JOANEC_2_STABT2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 15 15! 15 0 0 0
VOYAGR_2_VOYWD2 78| 72 64 s8] 51 39 20| 18 11 8 10 14 19 20 39 53 65 74 80 82 85 85 83 81

70 77 79 80 78 69 69 61 50 41 34 24 10 1 1 o 1 0 0 0 36 26 39 53

Figure 8: Updated Hourly Availability Chart RA Showing Template Rev 34

Hourly Siice-of-Day Copacity Showings against Requirements ond CAM Hourly Siice-of-Day Capacity Showings agains! Requirements and CAM
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|
|
I

iy
|
|
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This example is one possible method that load obligation transactions can be shown by
LSEs using the existing showing template. The next sections show how errors in the showing can
be identified by the Commission.

2. Example of Load Obligation Transactions Containing Errors

The examples below demonstrate how hourly load transaction showing errors could be
easily detected and easily corrected using the existing validation process. This process follows

the process used today when an LSE shows a resource that is not included in a supply plan.
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The first example involves a load obligation transaction in which the party showing a sale
does not match with a purchasing party. This could occur where the load obligation seller lists a
buyer who does not show the load obligation purchase on their showing or where the load

obligation seller lists the incorrect LSE as the buyer. The latter is depicted in Figure 9.

Figure 9: Load Obligation Sale does not Match Load Purchasing LSE Showing

LSE1
Committed Capacily Capacity SCID or
NQC Under Local RA Flexible RA Effecfive Effecfive End Counterparly if MCC Bucket Unspecified Use Default

Confact 1D Resovurce ID Coniract (MW) (MW) (MW) start Date Date not available 4 Import Profile
CAM Storage  CAM Storage Allocation Single Cycle 4.58 0.00 0.00 2025-07-01 2025-07-31  Allocation FaLSE FALSE TRUE
CAM Storage  CAM Storage Allocation Multi Cycle 2.32 0.00 0.00 2025-07-01 2025-07-31 Allocation FALSE FALSE TRUE
CAM Peakers  CAM Peaker Allocation 1.61 0.00 0.00 2025-07-01 2025-07-31  Allocation FALSE FALSE TRUE
PALOMR_2_PL1X3 425.00 425.00 425.00 -01 FALSE FALSE TRUE

TOPAZ_2_SOLAR 125.00 0 FALSE FALSE TRUE

Load Obligation Purchase 18.00 FALSE FALSE FALSE

LSE 2
Committed Capacily Capacity SCID or
NQC Under Local RA Flexible RA Effecfive Effecfive End Counterparly if MCC Bucket Unspecified Use Default

ConkactID Resource ID Contract (MW)  (MW) (MW) Start Date Date not available 4 Import Profile
CAM Storage  CAM Storage Allocation Single Cycle 1.84 0.00 0.00 2025-01-01 2025-12-31  Allocation FaLSE FALSE TRUE
CAM Storage  CAM Storage Allocation Multi Cycle 1.18 0.00 0.00 2025-01-01 2025-12-31 Allocation FALSE FALSE TRUE
CAM Peakers  CAM Peaker Allocation 1.86 0.00 0.00 2025-01-01 2025-12-31  Allocation FALSE FALSE TRUE
JOANEC_2_STABT2 15.00 0.00 30.00 2025-01-01 2025-12-31 BESS 2 FALSE FALSE TRUE
ARCOGN_2_UNITS 50.00 0.00 0.00 2025-01-01 2025-12-31 cHP 2 FALSE FALSE TRUE

ATHOS_S_AP2X2 10.00 0.00 0.00 2025-01-01 2025-12-31 solar 2 FALSE FALSE TRUE
cEysil_7_uNrril 86.00 0.00 86.00 2025-01-01 2025-12-31 Geothermal 2 FaLsE FaLsE TRUE
VOYAGR_2_VOYWD2 €5.00 0.00 0.00 2025-01-01 2025-12-31 wind 2 FaLsE FALSE TRUE

Loaa obligation sale 0.00 20250701 20250751 [N - o =

The error, highlighted in red, shows that LSE 1 claims to have purchased a load
obligation from LSE 2. However, LSE 2 claims to have sold a load obligation to LSE 3. In this
case, the Commission would notify LSE 1 and LSE 2 that their showing of a load obligation
trade was not validated by the LSE shown in the template. The LSEs would then have the
opportunity to correct their showing and resubmit. This process follows the process used today
when an LSE shows a resource that is not included in a supply plan.

The second example shows a circumstance in which the LSEs to the load obligation trade
do not show the same amount of NQC (the maximum MWs of the load obligation trade). The

error is highlighted in red in Figure 10.
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Figure 10: MWs do not match in Load Obligation Trade on Check Capacity Tab of
RA Showing Template Rev 34

LSE 1

NQC Under Committed  Capacity Capacity SCID or
Conkact  local RA  Flexible RA  Effeciive Effecive End  Counterparly if MCC Bucket Unspecified  Use Default

Contract ID Resource ID [ (MW) [ start Date Daie not available 4 Import Profile
cAM Storage CAM Storage Allocation Single Cycle 4.58 0.00 0.00 2025-07-01 2025-07-31 Allocation FALSE FALSE TRUE
cam storage cam storage Allocation Multi cycle 2.52 0.00 0.00 2025-07-01 2025-07-31  Allocation FaLsE ransE TRUE
CAM Peakers CAM Peaker Allocation 4.61 0.00 0.00 2025-07-01 2025-07-31 Allocation FALSE FALSE TRUE
eatoMm_2_prix3 425.00 425.00 425.00 2025-07-01 2025-07-31  Gen 1 raLsE eansE TRuE
TOPAZ_2_SOLAR 125.00 0.00 0.00 2025-07-01 2025-07-31 Solar 1 FALSE FALSE TRUE
Load obligation Purchase 0.00 0.00 2025-07-01 2025-07-31 _ 1sE 2 FaLsE ransE Fatse

LSE 2
NQC Under Committed  Capacity Capacity SCID or
Conkact  local RA  Flexible RA  Effective Effecive End  Counterparly if MCC Bucket Unspecified Use Default

Confract ID Resource ID (MW) (MW) (MW) start Date Date not available 4 Import Profile
CAM Storage CAM Storage Allocation Single Cycle 1.84 0.00 0.00 2025-01-01 2025-12-31 Allocation FALSE FALSE TRUE
caM storage caM Storage Allocation Multi Cycle 1.1e 0.00 0.00 2025-01-01 2025-12-31  allocation FaLsE FaLsE TRUE
CAM Peakers CAM Peaker Allocation 1.86 0.00 0.00 2025-01-01 2025-12-31 Allocation FALSE FALSE TRUE
JOANEC 2_STABT2 15.00 0.00 30.00 2025-01-01 2025-12-31  BEsS 2 FaLsE FaLsE TRUE

ARCOGN 2_UNITS 50.00 0.00 0.00 2025-01-01 2025-12-31  cme 2 FaLsE FaLsE TRUE

aTHOS 5_aP2x2 10.00 0.00 0.00 2025-01-01 2025-12-31  solar 2 FaLsE FaLsE TRUE

GEYS11_7_UNTT1l 86.00 0.00 86.00 2025-01-01 2025-12-31  Geothermal 2 FaLsE FaLsE TRUE

VoYAGR 2_voywp2 €5.00 0.00 0.00 2025-01-01 2025-12-31  wind 2 FaLsE FaLsE TRUE

Load Obligation sale 0.00 0.00 2025-07-01 2025-07-31  se 1 FaLsE FaLsE FaLse

In this case, the Commission would again notify LSE 1 and LSE 2 that their showing of a
load obligation trade was not validated in the template. The LSEs would then have the
opportunity to correct their showing and resubmit. This process follows the process used today
when an LSE shows a resource for an amount that does not match in a supply plan.

The final example depicts an error in which the LSEs show different MW values in the
hourly profile of the Custom Resource Profile tab of the RA Showing Template. The error is
highlighted in red in Figure 11 on the row showing the CPUC check for differences. The LSEs
would then have the opportunity to correct their showing and resubmit. This process follows the
process used today when an LSE shows a resource that is not included in a supply plan.

Figure 11: Hourly Profile Error in Resource Custom Profile tab RA Showing
Template Rev 34

LSE1
Contract D |Resource ID |Resource SublD Mw
HE 1 |HE 2 HE 3 |HE 4 HE5 |HE 6 HE 7 |HE 8 HE 9 |HE 10 HE 11 HE 12 |HE 13 |HE 14 |HE 15 HE 16 HE 17 HE 18 |HE 19 HE 20 HE 21 HE 22 |HE 23 HE 24

Purchase 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 13 5 14 18 8 0 0 0 0 0 0

Contract 1D |Resource ID |Resource SublD Mw
HE 1 HE 2 HE 3 HE 4 HE5 HE 6 HE 7 |HE 8 HE 9 |HE 10 HE 11 HE 12 HE 13 | HE 14 HE 15 HE 16 HE 17 |HE 18 HE 19 HE 20 HE 21| HE 22 HE 23 HE 24
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These examples demonstrate that hourly load obligation trade showing errors can be
easily detected and corrected using the existing processes for showing corrections.

III. THE COMMISSION SHOULD ADDRESS CO-LOCATED GENERATION AND
RA NEEDS

The Commission should address two issues regarding co-located generation and RA
processes, arising from the transition to SOD. First, the Commission should issue a formal
decision incorporating in the RA counting rules the methodology for co-located deliverable
resources clarified through Energy Division Staff’s extensive office hours process. Addressing
the issue formally will provide needed certainty to LSEs. Second, the Commission should
reevaluate opportunities to allow EO co-located resources that share a POI with a deliverable
resource to count as RA under the SOD framework. Ensuring that LSEs can maximize the use of
their resources to meet RA requirements, especially under SOD, supports the goal of
affordability by preventing over-procurement.

A. The Commission Should Formalize in the Track 3 Decision Energy

Division’s Determination on PCDS/FCDS Co-located Generation Counting

for Storage Charging Sufficiency Requirements or RA Requirements for On-
Site or Off-Site Storage

The Commission should formalize in the Track 3 Decision the determination made
during Energy Division Staff office hours regarding allowing PCDS or FCDS co-located
generation to count for storage charging sufficiency requirements or RA requirements for on-site
or off-site storage. As described below, Energy Division Staff allowed such resources to count if
the combination of shown generation plus shown storage does not exceed the deliverable MW at
the POI in the same hour. Formalizing this finding in the Track 3 Decision will provide needed

certainty to LSEs.
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For co-located resource RA counting under SOD, D.23-04-010 adopted the existing
additive qualifying capacity (QC) methodology updated to use the exceedance methodology for
the wind and solar component.'? The additive methodology calculates the renewable component’s
QC the same as standalone renewable resources’ QC values and the storage component’s QC
value the same as standalone storage resources’ QC values.!? The total QC value of a co-located
resource equals the sum of the two components, limited by the POI limit and the SOD compliance
tool’s storage charging sufficiency test, which ensures LSEs show sufficient excess generation to
charge shown storage.'* LSEs can meet the storage charging sufficiency test with EO generation
only if the EO generation is used to charge storage that is located at the same POL°

In preparation for the 2025 YARA showings, Energy Division included a “Deliverability
MW?” column in the Master Resource Database to represent the maximum capacity or proportion
of a resource that is considered deliverable to the grid if less than its nameplate. The
Deliverability MW value would cap the amount an LSE could show in its RA showing. Initially,
Deliverability MW values were defined as the lower of:

e A deliverability reduction due to a resource’s deliverability status and, if applicable,
the 2025 NQC deliverability study limits; or

e A POI limit for co-located resources that share a POI and for which the limit was
binding. For a co-located solar resource, the Deliverability MW was calculated as the
POI limit minus the NQC of its paired storage resource.

12 See D.23-04-010, Decision on Phase 2 of the Resource Adequacy Reform Track, R.21-10-002
(Apr. 6, 2023) (Reform Track Decision), at 38:
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M505/K753/505753716.PDF.

13 See 2025 Resource Adequacy and Slice of Day Guide (Sept. 25, 2024), at 5:
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-
homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/guides-and-resources/2025-ra-slice-of-day-filing-
guidel121724.pdf.

14 Ibhid.

15 See Reform Track Decision, at 38.
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Following concerns that these caps were unnecessarily restrictive, Energy Division, in
consultation with the CAISO and stakeholders, updated the Deliverability MW value for
resources that fall into the second category to allow the affected co-located solar resources to
count up to their full deliverable capacity. This change effectively allows LSEs to show co-
located generation with PCDS or FCDS for RA or charging sufficiency requirements up to the
deliverable POI, as long as the combination of generation plus storage does not exceed the
deliverable POI in any individual hour.

The Commission should formalize this change in the Track 3 decision to allow PCDS or
FCDS co-located generation to count for storage charging sufficiency requirements or RA
requirements for on-site or off-site storage if the combination of shown generation plus shown
storage does not exceed the deliverable MW at the POI in the same hour.

B. The Commission Should Reevaluate Accounting Methodologies to Allow EO
Co-located Resources to Count as RA Under the SOD Framework

The Commission should, with input from LSEs, generators, and the CAISO, reevaluate
accounting methodologies to allow for co-located resource counting and deliverability under the
SOD framework when a portion or all of the generation component is EO. This effort will
promote RA affordability by unlocking additional capacity that can be shown for RA and storage
charging SOD requirements while maintaining reliability by preserving deliverability limits at
the POI. Expanding opportunities for co-located resources currently defined as EO resources to
provide reliability value is increasingly important given the base portfolio in the 2023-2024
Transmission Planning Process includes a significant amount of EO resources, including 23,311

MW of EO solar in 2035 compared to 15,636 MW of FCDS solar. !¢

16 See 2023-2024 Transmission Plan (May 23, 2024), at 65:
https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/InitiativeDocumentssBOARDAPPROVED 2023-
2024 TransmissionPlan.pdf.
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In the context of this reevaluation and discussion with stakeholders, the Commission can
address three fundamental concerns to ensure that: (1) the showing of the two resources in any
hour does not exceed the POI; (2) must-offer obligations are imposed on both resources; and (3)
deliverability limits at the POI are not exceeded when the co-located resource has multiple
offtakers. Each concern is addressed in turn below.

1. The Commission Can Ensure the Showing of the Co-located
Resources in Any Hour Do Not Exceed the POI

The Commission must ensure that the showing of the two resources that are co-located do
not exceed the deliverable MW at the POI in any hour. Deliverability for co-located resources is
assessed for each individual generation and storage component at the same POI.!” As a result,
otherwise reliable resources during certain hours under SOD may be ignored strictly due to
reviewing deliverability on a daily basis instead of adapting to the SOD structure.

Grid deliverability is not dependent on the type of generator but on the injection of
electrons at a specific location. Co-locating renewable and energy storage brings benefits to the
grid in that the storage is likely to inject electrons in hours that the renewable resource does not.

Due to the “duck curve,”!®

storage is added to solar at a POI to extend generation from that
location into the evening when solar is no longer producing. Allowing generation to be shown in
all hours up to the deliverable POI under SOD allows for reliable grid operation without

overbuilding the transmission to unnecessarily make the point of interconnection capable of

delivering the output of both devices simultaneously since this generation profile is highly

17 This is unlike hybrid resources, which deliverability status based only on the available

deliverability at the POI, not based upon the individual generation and storage components.

18 The “Duck Curve” is a phenomenon identified by the CAISO that is caused by the large volume
of renewable resources, particularly solar, to serve load. This can cause the load served net of solar in the
middle of the day to decrease due to high solar irradiance. However, at sunset, when loads are still high
and solar generation decreases, the net load shows a large increase that must be met by other resources.
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unlikely. If the Commission allows co-located generation to count up to the deliverable POI,
such a rule will be consistent with how resources in hybrid configurations can be shown.

The initial wave of storage was deployed in either co-located or hybrid systems, next to
existing solar generation. In many instances, for co-located resources, the FCDS of the existing
solar resource was shifted from the solar facility to the storage, reducing the available solar
generation output available for charging sufficiency across the resources. Additionally, the bulk
of many new contracts LSEs are signing are for co-located solar plus storage where the FCDS
will very likely be placed on the storage, resulting in increasing amounts of charging sufficiency
needed for the storage resources while limiting the amount of solar output that can be used for
charging sufficiency across an LSE’s entire portfolio. Allowing a broader set of resources at
deliverable POIs to meet SOD requirements will increase RA supply and put downward pressure
on high RA prices.

The Commission and stakeholders should develop a framework that ensures that the
combination of shown generation plus shown storage does not exceed the deliverable MW at the
POl in the same hour. The examples below demonstrate a showing that complies with this
requirement (Figure 12) and another showing that does not (Figure 13). The example in Figure
12 demonstrates how a 100 MW EO solar resource and 50 MW storage resource at the same POI
with 100 MW of deliverability can be shown without exceeding the deliverable MW at the POI

in any hour.
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Figure 12: Co-Located Resource Showing with EO Solar and FCDS Storage
That Does Not Exceed the Deliverable MW at the POI in Any Hour

Variable Value (MW)
Solar Resource 100
Storage Resource 50
POI 100
Solar Exceedance Factor Co-located (EO Solar + FCDS Storage)

HE Exceedance Factor Solar Storage Total

1 0.00 0.00 0 0.00

2 0.00 0.00 0 0.00

3 0.00 0.00 0 0.00

4 0.00 0.00 0 0.00

5) 0.00 0.00 0 0.00

6 0.01 0.68 0 0.68

7 0.25 24.69 0 24.69

8 0.65 64.51 0 64.51

9 0.75 75.13 0 75.13

10 0.79 79.03 0 79.03

11 0.80 79.66 0 79.66

12 0.80 79.64 0 79.64

13 0.79 79.20 0 79.20

14 0.78 78.28 0 78.28

15 0.77 7714 0 77.14

16 0.70 69.65 0 69.65

17 0.39 38.96 0 38.96

18 0.05 4.67 0 4.67

19 0.00 0.00 50 50.00

20 0.00 0.00 50 50.00

21 0.00 0.00 50 50.00

22 0.00 0.00 50 50.00

23 0.00 0.00 0 0.00

24 0.00 0.00 0 0.00

In Figure 12, the solar resource is shown in HE 6 through HE 18 and the storage resource
is shown in HE 19 through HE 22. Both the solar and storage can provide RA value without
exceeding the deliverable MW at the POL.

Figure 13 demonstrates non-compliance with the requirement to not exceed the
deliverable POI in any hour. Here, the storage resource is shown in HE 16 through HE 19,
resulting in the solar and storage shown exceeding the deliverable MW at the POI in HE 16
(shown in red in Figure 13). This exceedance will therefore result in non-compliance with the

requirement not to exceed the deliverable POI in any hour.
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Figure 13: Co-Located Resource Showing with EO Solar and FCDS
Storage Exceeding the Deliverable MW at the POI in Certain Hours

Variable Value (MW)
Solar Resource 100
Storage Resource 50
POI 100
Solar Exceedance Factor Co-located (EO Solar + FCDS Storage)

HE Exceedance Factor Solar Storage Total

1 0.00 0.00 0 0.00

2 0.00 0.00 0 0.00

3 0.00 0.00 0 0.00

4 0.00 0.00 0 0.00

5 0.00 0.00 0 0.00

6 0.01 0.68 0 0.68

7 0.25 24.69 0 24.69

8 0.65 64.51 0 64.51

9 0.75 75.13 0 75.13

10 0.79 79.03 0 79.03

11 0.80 79.66 0 79.66

12 0.80 79.64 0 79.64

13 0.79 79.20 0 79.20

14 0.78 78.28 0 78.28

15 0.77 77.14 0 77.14

16 0.70 69.65 50

17 0.39 38.96 50 88.96

18 0.05 4.67 50 54.67

19 0.00 0.00 50 50.00

20 0.00 0.00 0 0.00

21 0.00 0.00 0 0.00

22 0.00 0.00 0 0.00

23 0.00 0.00 0 0.00

24 0.00 0.00 0 0.00

These examples demonstrate how co-located showings can allow for showings of EO
resources while maintaining deliverability limits and reliability requirements.
2. The Commission Should Coordinate with the CAISO to Ensure Co-

Located EO Resources that Do Not Exceed Deliverability Limits at
the POI Have a Must Offer Obligation

The Commission should coordinate with the CAISO to ensure co-located EO Resources
that do not exceed deliverability limits at the POI have a must-offer obligation (MOO). The
CAISO only imposes a MOO on resources with deliverability status. While in Figure 12, both
the solar and the storage can be shown without exceeding the deliverable MW at the POI, if the

solar is classified as EO, it will not have a corresponding MOO from the CAISO without a
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change to CAISO rules. The Commission should therefore coordinate with the CAISO to ensure
EO resources shown without exceeding deliverability limits at the POI have a MOO.
3. The Commission Should Work with Stakeholders to Develop a
Framework Allowing for Validation that Deliverability Limits at the

POI are Not Exceeded When the Co-Located Resource Has Multiple
Offtakers

The Commission should work with stakeholders to develop a framework allowing for
validation that deliverability limits at the POI are not exceeded when the co-located resource has
multiple offtakers. When the same LSE contracts for both the generation and storage
components, validating that the showing of both components does not exceed the deliverable
MW at the POI is straightforward. However, when multiple offtakers contract for the same co-
located resource (e.g., one LSE contracts for the generation component and another LSE
contracts for the storage component), it can be difficult to ensure both components are shown in
a manner that does not exceed the deliverable POI. The Commission should therefore work with
stakeholders to develop a framework that can allow for easy validation that deliverability limits
at the POI are not exceeded even if there are multiple offtakers.

Overall, significant benefits in RA affordability can be realized through finding solutions
enabling EO resources to provide reliability value in the RA program. CalCCA therefore
recommends the Commission reevaluate opportunities to allow EO co-located resources to count
up to the deliverable POL.

IV. THE COMMISSION SHOULD INCORPORATE THE LOCAL RA CPE DATA

REQUEST PROCESS INTO THE EXISTING RA FILING PROCESS RATHER
THAN THE IRP DATA COLLECTION PROCESS

The Commission should incorporate the local RA CPE data request process into the
existing RA filing process, rather than into the IRP data collection process. D.24-12-003 allows

CPEs to receive information about local resources under contract so that CPEs can use the
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information to assess local area and sub-area needs.!'® This information will be collected from
LSEs by Energy Division. The Scoping Ruling states, “[a] proposed decision, issued on October
29, 2024, stated that parties should submit proposals in Track 3 on how to synchronize the
existing IRP data collection process with the data requirements adopted for the CPE framework
in order to minimize duplication and administrative burden on Commission Staff.”2°

CalCCA supports minimizing duplication and the administrative burden associated with
the many data reporting requirements within the RA and IRP programs. However, CalCCA has
not identified how consolidating the local RA CPE data reporting requirements into the existing
IRP reporting process minimizes duplication and administrative burden more than consolidating
them within the existing RA reporting process. Therefore, absent a more comprehensive review
of how to consolidate RA and IRP data reporting requirements, the Commission should house
RA-related data requests within the RA program, and IRP-related data requests within the IRP
program. To do so, the Commission should incorporate the local RA CPE data request process
into an existing year-ahead or month-ahead filing within the RA program, rather than the IRP

program.

19 See D.24-12-003, Decision on Track 2 Issues, R.23-10-011 (Dec. 12, 2024), Ordering Paragraph
4: https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M549/K295/549295013.PDF.
20 Scoping Ruling at 3.
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V. CONCLUSION
For all the foregoing reasons, CalCCA respectfully requests consideration of the proposals
herein and looks forward to an ongoing dialogue with the Commission and stakeholders.

Respectfully submitted,

ol

Leanne Bober,

Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy
General Counsel

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE
ASSOCIATION

January 17, 2025
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