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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

• Provide LSEs1 and developers certainty that their investments will not be undermined by 
regulatory shifts, given mid to long-term procurement is complex, time consuming, and capital 
intensive. The Commission should develop RCPPP through a robust stakeholder process that 
builds an adequate record and establishes a durable and stable procurement framework. The 
Commission should also carefully consider the practical realities of the current procurement 
environment (e.g., continued supply chain issues, interconnection delays, and actions at the 
federal level impacting renewable development) when developing RCPPP and assessing the 
need for interim procurement requirements prior to RCPPP implementation. 

• Develop the reliability and GHG-reduction frameworks on two tracks to thoroughly vet each 
framework. The first track should develop the reliability framework, targeting implementation 
in 2029 such that implementation of the RCPPP follows the conclusion of the last MTR order. 
The second track should develop the CES proposal, which needs additional work to develop 
the details, targeting implementation for a 2031-2033 compliance period, so that it takes effect 
following the 2028-2030 RPS compliance period. 

• Commit in the near term to developing an RCPPP reliability framework based upon the Staff 
Proposal’s Option I with the following modifications: (1) align RCPPP with the RA program 
using the SOD methodology; (2) establish the five-year forward showing requirements in 
alignment with the month-ahead and year-ahead RA processes, with a focus on critical months 
and hours and reduced percentage requirements in the out years to mitigate against potentially 
costly over-build resulting from load forecast changes; (3) remove the buffer and CCR in favor 
of LSE-level risk management and the RA PRM; (4) adopt a penalty waiver process as part of 
the reliability framework, building upon the “good faith efforts” standard adopted in the MTR 
Order; and (5) ensure the program is sufficiently transactable so that reliability requirements 
can be met without excessive costs or over-procurement. 

• Commit in the near term to developing the CES GHG-emissions reduction framework based on 
actual energy sales as an extension of the RPS program, using a stakeholder process to develop 
the details to ensure sufficient incentives to drive new clean resource-build in an affordable 
manner.  

• Coordinate with the CEC to develop a workshop process aimed at ensuring load forecast 
accuracy at the hourly level by LSE, given the increasing impacts of electrification, large loads, 
load shifting, DERs, and DR. 
 
 

 

 
1  Acronyms used in this Summary of Recommendations are defined in the body of this document, 
California Community Choice Association’s Comments on Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Seeking 
Comments on Reliable and Clean Power Procurement Program Staff Proposal, (Rulemaking (R.) 20-05-003 
(July 15, 2025). 
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California Community Choice Association2 (CalCCA) submits these comments pursuant to the 

Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Seeking Comments on Reliable and Clean Power Procurement 

Program Staff Proposal3 (Staff Proposal), dated April 29, 2025, and the May 14, 2025, Email Ruling 

Granting Request for Extension of Time,4 extending the time for comments and reply comments in 

response to the Staff Proposal.  

I. INTRODUCTION 

Roughly 7,000 megawatts (MW) of new resources must interconnect every year in California 

between now and 2045 to meet the necessary level of build as set forth in the Senate Bill 1005 Joint 

 
2  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. 
3  Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Seeking Comments on Reliable and Clean Power Procurement 
Program Staff Proposal, R.20-05-003 (Apr. 29, 2025): 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/SearchRes.aspx?DocFormat=ALL&DocID=565140721.  
4  Email Ruling Granting Request for Extension of Time, R.20-05-003 (May 14, 2025): 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M566/K327/566327214.PDF.  
5  Senate Bill 100 (SB 100) (De León, Chapter 312, Statutes of 2018): Bill Text - SB-100 California 
Renewables Portfolio Standard Program: emissions of greenhouse gases. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/SearchRes.aspx?DocFormat=ALL&DocID=565140721
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M566/K327/566327214.PDF
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180SB100
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180SB100
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Agency Report.6 This significant undertaking must occur while barriers to bringing new supply online 

quickly and affordably – including supply chain issues, permitting challenges, interconnection delays, 

and federal policy changes – continue to create a challenging and unpredictable procurement 

environment. Experience with procurement orders set forth in Decision (D.) 19-11-016 and  

D.21-05-035 (i.e., the mid-term reliability (MTR) Order) has demonstrated that procurement ordered on 

expedited time limits exacerbate these challenges and negatively impact affordability. A new 

procurement framework is therefore necessary to ensure the Integrated Resource Planning (IRP) process 

balances reliability, greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction, and customer affordability through orderly and 

predictable procurement requirements informed well in advance by routine and robust modeling.  

CalCCA’s comments address the Staff Proposal’s advancement of such a framework through 

the Reliable and Clean Power Procurement Program (RCPPP) proposal, including: (1) two options for 

addressing reliability needs; and (2) a clean energy standard (CES) proposal to address GHG-reduction 

needs. First, in section II of these comments, CalCCA provides recommendations on an RCPPP policy 

development process aimed at resulting in an effective, durable, and stable RCPPP. CalCCA also 

recommends exercising caution when considering near-term procurement orders given market 

constraints impacting the ability to develop new resources in an affordable and timely manner.  

Second, in Section III, CalCCA provides recommendations on the overall direction the 

Commission should pursue for RCPPP, including the adoption of a modified reliability Option I 

framework. CalCCA also recommends the adoption of a CES based on actual energy sales with 

sufficient conditions to incentivize new clean build.  

 
6  The 2021 SB 100 Joint Agency Report finds a build out of roughly 175,000 MW is needed between 
2021 and 2045 to meet SB 100 targets. 175,000 MW built over 24 years amounts to roughly 7,000 MW per 
year. 2021 SB 100 Joint Agency Report (Mar. 2021) at 10: 
https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/EFiling/GetFile.aspx?tn=237167&DocumentContentId=70349. 

https://nam02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fefiling.energy.ca.gov%2FEFiling%2FGetFile.aspx%3Ftn%3D237167%26DocumentContentId%3D70349&data=05%7C02%7Clauren%40cal-cca.org%7C2f127897797c4796a17708ddaeb2408f%7C18aa3b82b85a4d9cb1acc9c05a6c3d83%7C0%7C0%7C638858802796863218%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=VNBIkfnkBVqgnoNKjJZC60RxXgqpKSE%2BRdGXI1zYOJU%3D&reserved=0
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Third, Section IV describes the increasingly critical need for accurate multi-year hourly load 

forecasting at the load-serving entity (LSE) level.  

Fourth, Section V responds to the questions put forth in the Staff Proposal.  

In summary, CalCCA recommends that the Commission:  

• Provide LSEs and developers certainty that their investments will not be undermined by 
regulatory shifts, given mid to long-term procurement is complex, time consuming, and 
capital intensive. The Commission should develop RCPPP through a robust stakeholder 
process that builds an adequate record and establishes a durable and stable procurement 
framework. The Commission should also carefully consider the practical realities of the 
current procurement environment (e.g., continued supply chain issues, interconnection 
delays, and actions at the federal level impacting renewable development) when 
developing RCPPP and assessing the need for interim procurement requirements prior 
to RCPPP implementation. 

• Develop the reliability and GHG-reduction frameworks on two tracks to thoroughly vet 
each framework. The first track should develop the reliability framework, targeting 
implementation in 2029 such that implementation of the RCPPP follows the conclusion 
of the last MTR order. The second track should develop the CES proposal, which needs 
additional work to develop the details, targeting implementation for a 2031-2033 
compliance period, so that it takes effect following the 2028-2030 RPS compliance 
period. 

• Commit in the near term to developing an RCPPP reliability framework based upon the 
Staff Proposal’s Option I with the following modifications: (1) align RCPPP with the 
RA program using the SOD methodology; (2) establish the five-year forward showing 
requirements in alignment with the month-ahead and year-ahead RA processes, with a 
focus on critical months and hours and reduced percentage requirements in the out 
years to mitigate against potentially costly over-build resulting from load forecast 
changes; (3) remove the buffer and CCR in favor of LSE-level risk management and 
the RA PRM; (4) adopt a penalty waiver process as part of the reliability framework, 
building upon the “good faith efforts” standard adopted in the MTR decision; and (5) 
ensure the program is sufficiently transactable so that reliability requirements can be 
met without excessive costs or over-procurement. 

• Commit in the near term to developing the CES GHG-emissions reduction framework 
based on actual energy sales as an extension of the RPS program, using a stakeholder 
process to develop the details to ensure sufficient incentives to drive new clean 
resource-build in an affordable manner.  

• Coordinate with the CEC to develop a workshop process aimed at ensuring load 
forecast accuracy at the hourly level by LSE, given the increasing impacts of 
electrification, large loads, load shifting, Distributed Energy Resources (DER), and 
Demand Resource (DR). 
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II. THE COMMISSION SHOULD ESTABLISH A POLICY DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 
TO PRODUCE A STABLE RCPPP FRAMEWORK AND CAREFULLY CONSIDER 
PRACTICAL REALITIES OF THE CURRENT PROCUREMENT ENVIRONMENT  

The Commission should develop a durable RCPPP that provides LSEs and developers 

certainty about the mid- to long-term procurement framework and supports the ability to meet 

reliability and clean energy objectives in an affordable manner given the practical realities of today’s 

procurement environment. These objectives can be accomplished by: (1) issuing a decision adopting a 

directional RCPPP framework based on Option I with the modifications described herein and a CES 

based on actual energy sales; (2) developing RCPPP through a robust stakeholder process in the 

recently-opened successor IRP proceeding that builds an adequate record and establishes a durable and 

stable procurement framework; and (3) exercising caution before directing LSEs to enter into contracts 

for new build between now and the implementation of RCPPP given the numerous constraints on 

developing new resources in an affordable and timely manner. 

A. The Commission Should Establish an RCPPP Stakeholder Process that Allows 
Sufficient Time to Thoroughly Vet Proposals and Develop a Durable Framework  

The Commission should issue a decision adopting a directional RCPPP framework that 

informs a continued stakeholder process in R.25-06-019 to develop the details of the reliability and 

GHG-reduction frameworks through at least the end of 2025. On July 2, 2025, the Commission issued 

an Order Instituting Rulemaking (OIR) to open a new primary venue for oversight of the IRP process. 

As explained in the OIR, a decision may be issued in R.20-05-003 that adopts an initial framework for 

the program. If a framework decision is adopted, any further decision making, record development, 

and implementation would take place in the new IRP proceeding, R.25-06-019. CalCCA welcomes the 

transition away from ad hoc procurement orders, which are ill-suited to the current procurement 

environment, to a programmatic approach. A well-designed RCPPP can better balance reliability, 
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GHG reduction, and customer affordability through orderly and predictable procurement requirements 

informed well in advance by routine and robust modeling.  

The development of RCPPP is a significant undertaking that will have substantial implications 

on LSEs’ mid- and long-term procurement activities. Mid- to long-term procurement is complex, time 

consuming, and capital intensive. LSEs and developers need certainty that their investments will not 

be undermined by regulatory shifts to enable moving forward with long-term commitments, avoid 

procurement delays, and support reliability and decarbonization targets. The Commission should 

therefore develop RCPPP through a robust stakeholder process taken up in R.25-06-019 that builds an 

adequate record and establishes a durable and stable procurement framework.  

The Commission should develop the reliability and GHG-reduction frameworks on two tracks 

within the new IRP proceeding to allow the Commission and stakeholders to thoroughly vet each 

framework. Track One should develop the reliability framework, and Track Two should develop the 

GHG-reduction framework. Given the reliability framework options in the Staff Proposal are 

considerably more comprehensive than the GHG-reduction proposals, Track One could require less time 

to complete than Track Two. The Commission should target Track One implementation in 2029, 

maintaining the phased implementation approach described in the Staff Proposal such that the first 

RCPPP compliance filing is non-binding and only subject to an administrative penalty for accuracy and 

timeliness.7 Track Two and the GHG-reduction, or CES proposal, will need additional work and time to 

be fully developed. The Commission should therefore target implementation of the CES for a 2031-2033 

compliance period, such that it takes effect following the 2028-2030 RPS compliance period.  

While these target implementation dates should drive the pace of policy development, the 

Commission should take the time necessary to fully vet and develop proposals and adjust these targets 

 
7  See Staff Proposal, at 32.  
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if necessary. The RCPPP framework must be durable upon implementation. A framework for mid to 

long-term planning and contracting should not evolve significantly year over year – such regulatory 

uncertainty adds unnecessary procurement complexity and compliance risk.  

B. The Commission Should Carefully Consider Practical Realities of the Current 
Procurement Environment When Assessing Procurement Needs 

CCAs are strong proponents of the clean energy transition and, in many cases, have already 

gone further in their clean resource procurement than what is required by the RPS program. However, 

the pace of the clean energy transition must take into account changes in federal policy, the practical 

realities of contracting, the interconnection process and timeline, and supply chain challenges. Moving 

too quickly — beyond what is practically possible — will only increase rates for consumers in an 

already-unaffordable environment.  

1. Practical Contracting Realities Need to be Considered When Establishing 
Procurement Requirements to Ensure Affordability 

Today’s procurement landscape faces constraints on reaching policy goals outside of the 

control of LSEs. First, the clean energy transition is constrained by the ability to interconnect to the 

transmission grid. The CAISO has experienced a large backlog of projects across several queue 

clusters waiting to interconnect, facing lengthy and costly system upgrades, and competing for scarce 

transmission plan deliverability. Second, the electric generation supply chain is facing significant 

disruptions and cost increases, contributing to project delays. Third, recent changes to energy policy at 

the federal level significantly shift away from prioritizing renewable and clean energy to prioritizing 

fossil fuel-based resources, reducing clean energy tax credits for utility scale and commercial 

distributed generation, as well as for residential clean energy projects. These changes may yield 

impacts on procurement portfolios and the ability to bring new clean resources online in a timely and 

affordable manner.  
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Across all Commission-jurisdictional LSEs, progress with contracting for new resources has 

not kept pace with the Commission’s ambitious goals and requirements. The Commission’s analysis of 

December 2023 IRP procurement submittals for the MTR Order and supplemental MTR Order8 shows 

a shortfall of 3,581 NQC MW relative to the aggregate obligation.9 More recent Commission analysis 

of contracts for resources to come online through the end of 202810 similarly shows a deficiency 

relative to the level of contracting that would align with the 2023 Preferred System Plan (PSP). 

Beyond existing contracts, LSEs would need to contract with an additional 840 MW of geothermal, 

8,500 MW of wind, and 8,300 MW of solar to reach the 2030 PSP portfolio. Averaged over 2029 and 

2030, these additional contracts imply a rate of nearly nine gigawatts (GW) per year of new resource 

additions to align with the PSP. 

CalCCA analysis, further described in Appendix A attached hereto, demonstrates that 

currently contracted resources place California on a solid track to achieve reliable and clean goals, but 

only under the assumption that retail sales remain flat at 2025 levels. With the 25 percent growth in 

retail sales included in the CEC’s 2024 Integrated Energy Policy Report (IEPR) forecast11 between 

2025 and 2030, however, currently contracted resources may fall short. Currently contracted 

resources would be expected to achieve only a 45 percent RPS and 58 percent CES, with California 

Independent System Operator (CAISO) GHG emissions 32 percent higher than 2024 emissions. In 

 
8  D.23-02-040, Decision Ordering Supplemental Mid-Term Reliability Procurement (2026-2027) and 
Transmitting Electric Resource Portfolios to California Independent System Operator for 2023-2024 
Transmission Planning Process, R.20-05-003 (Feb. 28, 2025): 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M502/K956/502956567.PDF.  
9  CPUC Summary of Compliance with Integrated Resource Planning (IRP) Order D.19-11-016 and Mid 
Term Reliability (MTR) D.21-06-035 Procurement (Oct. 9, 2024): https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-
website/divisions/energy-division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-
ltpp/irp12123compliancereport.pdf.  
10  CPUC Resource Tracking Data: Data current as of April 2025: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-
website/divisions/energy-division/documents/summer-2021-reliability/tracking-energy-development/resource-
tracking-data-april-2025-release.pdf.  
11  CEC 2024 IEPR Demand Forecast for the Planning Scenario: 
https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/GetDocument.aspx?tn=262820 (see Form 1.1c). 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M502/K956/502956567.PDF
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-ltpp/irp12123compliancereport.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-ltpp/irp12123compliancereport.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-ltpp/irp12123compliancereport.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/summer-2021-reliability/tracking-energy-development/resource-tracking-data-april-2025-release.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/summer-2021-reliability/tracking-energy-development/resource-tracking-data-april-2025-release.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/summer-2021-reliability/tracking-energy-development/resource-tracking-data-april-2025-release.pdf
https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/GetDocument.aspx?tn=262820
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addition, the portfolio of resources would be insufficient by 1,700 MW to meet forecast peak demand 

and a PRM in September 2030.  

Contracting for additional resources to align the 2030 portfolio with the one adopted in the 

2023 PSP, however, would likely be sufficient to meet a 65 percent RPS and 79 percent CES target. 

This would also provide an expected net surplus of more than 3,330 MW in all hours of peak days, 

even with the load growth embedded in the CEC 2024 IEPR forecast. Under a scenario with no load 

growth, however, those additional resources simply increase costs to consumers and far exceed the 

RPS, CES, or GHG emission reduction goals for 2030. CalCCA estimates the incremental net cost of 

over-procurement under this scenario at $1.0 billion per year.12 It should be noted that the risk with 

this additional procurement is the uncertain nature of the forecasted load growth. Between 2020 and 

2024, retail sales decreased by three percent. In contrast, the CEC 2024 IEPR projects retail sales will 

increase by 25 percent between 2025 and 2030, largely due to increased electrification, EVs, and new 

data centers.13 In the case that additional contracts are signed to align the 2030 portfolio with the 2023 

PSP, but retail sales remain flat out to 2030, the system would far exceed the clean and reliable goals 

at a significant cost to consumers. The 2023 PSP with flat retail sales would achieve an 82 percent 

RPS, an 98 percent CES, and emit 9.6 million metric tons (MMT) of CO2 in 2030.  

2. Future Procurement Requirements Should Provide LSEs and Developers 
the Flexibility to Navigate these Constraints in an Affordable Manner 

The recommendations herein seek to develop an RCPPP framework that continues to make 

progress on the reliability and GHG-reduction targets while providing LSEs and developers the 

 
12  Net incremental cost is estimated based upon the costs of new resources using Lazard’s LCOE (version 
18) study less the savings in GHG emissions compliance costs at CARB and the reduction in the fuel cost of 
natural gas-fired power plants. Additional details and references are included in Appendix A. 
13  Increase in retail sales is based on the CEC 2024 IEPR demand forecast for the planning scenario: 
https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/GetDocument.aspx?tn=262820 (see Form 1.1c). Drivers of the increase in retail 
sales are described in the CEC Draft 2024 Integrated Energy Policy Report Update (November 2024): 
https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/GetDocument.aspx?tn=260322&DocumentContentId=96547.  

https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/GetDocument.aspx?tn=262820
https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/GetDocument.aspx?tn=260322&DocumentContentId=96547
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flexibility to navigate these constraints in an affordable manner. These recommendations include: (1) 

leveraging new and existing resources to meet reliability and GHG-reduction needs; (2) setting the 

procurement requirement percentages in a manner that enables sufficient flexibility to adjust to 

changes in load forecast assumptions; (3) providing opportunities for penalty waivers when good faith 

efforts do not result in a compliant outcome; and (4) ensuring the program is sufficiently transactable 

to optimize resource portfolios and minimize over-procurement.  

Ultimately, whatever reliability and GHG-reduction frameworks the Commission adopts in 

RCPPP, the Commission should be cautious in directing new build before 2030.14 Should the 

Commission order additional procurement in the near-term, any orders must be based on robust need 

analysis that has been vetted by Staff and stakeholders. Further, if an order is issued, it should also 

develop a methodology for allocating need based on individual LSE’s portfolio, needs, and prior 

actions rather than simply based on a load ratio share. The Commission should also consider whether 

to align the order with certain elements of the RCPPP in lieu of past IRP procurement orders, such as 

whether the order should be assessed based on SOD accounting principles or mELCCs.  

III. THE COMMISSION SHOULD COMMIT TO DEVELOPING AN RCPPP THAT 
RESEMBLES OPTION I WITH MODIFICATIONS, COUPLED WITH A CLEAN 
ENERGY STANDARD INCENTIVIZING NEW CLEAN BUILD 

The Commission should commit to developing an RCPPP that includes: (1) a reliability 

framework based upon a modified version of Staff Proposal Option I; and (2) a CES program 

augmented to ensure sufficient incentives for new clean build. The Staff Proposal states the goal of 

RCPPP as “giv[ing] LSEs a more predictable regulatory framework to procure their share of the 

resources needed to meet electric system reliability and [GHG] emission reduction goals at least 

 
14  During the May 16, 2025, and June 23, 2025, workshops, Energy Division and some stakeholders 
suggested that an interim procurement order may be necessary depending on the implementation timeline 
of RCPPP. Additional analysis is needed to demonstrate a reliability need. If a need is identified, the 
Commission should set the compliance period based upon feasible resource development timelines.  
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cost.”15 To ensure this goal is met, the reliability and GHG emission reduction frameworks must be 

evaluated holistically to ensure both reliability and GHG emission reduction objectives are met 

without being duplicative. Option I, with modifications, plus a robust CES program will ensure that 

LSEs can optimize their portfolios across new and existing resources to ensure they meet both 

reliability and GHG-reduction requirements at least cost.  

A. The Commission Should Adopt Reliability Option I with Modifications 

1. Option I is Superior to Option II 

The Commission should pursue the development of the Staff Proposal’s reliability Option I, 

with modifications. Option I encompasses new and existing resources, while Option II would 

implement a new resource requirement and multi-year RA. Option I, with modifications as discussed 

below, is superior to Option II for several reasons. First, Option I is a simpler way to ensure new and 

existing resources meet reliability targets by avoiding the need to develop and maintain a baseline. 

Establishing and updating the baseline for the MTR Order has proven to be a complex and error-prone 

exercise. The administrative burden placed on Energy Division Staff could be avoided by transitioning 

to a framework that recognizes the reliability contributions of new and existing resources.  

Second, Option I accounts for LSEs’ prior procurement by accounting for both new and 

existing resources. Allocating the total reliability need and allowing LSEs to meet the need with both 

new and existing resources simplifies LSEs’ procurement decisions. Specifically, Option I avoids the 

need for LSEs to time new resource procurement, and potentially delay new resource procurement, 

simply to meet the definition of “new.” In turn, LSEs who procure new resources early will have 

certainty that their procurement will count towards their share of the reliability need as that need 

arises. Unlike Option I, Option II could disincentivize early actions to procure. The Staff Proposal’s 

 
15  Staff Proposal, at 1.  
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definition of the “new” resource vintage for Option II results in LSEs not receiving credit for resources 

they have procured if the resource is older than 10 years. This will disincentivize early actions by 

LSEs to procure because they only receive credit for their procurement for 10 years. The need to 

define what qualifies as a “new” resource could result in delayed procurement because LSEs would 

need to time their new resource procurement with when they are allocated their share of the new 

resource requirement. In addition, after a resource reaches 10 years since its commercial operation 

date (COD), Option II would require LSEs to procure additional new capacity to replace that resource, 

even if the LSE still has the resource under contract. This could unnecessarily drive up costs for 

ratepayers, upsetting the balance between affordability and reliability. 

Third, by allowing the flexibility to leverage existing resources (including those that can be 

economically repowered), Option I allows LSEs to optimize their entire portfolios with new and 

existing resources. While Option I does not have specific new build requirements, Option I using SOD, 

coupled with the CES framework, can be made robust enough to incentivize new build by all LSEs 

when appropriate. If new resources in LSE portfolios face project delays, LSEs will still be able to meet 

their reliability needs under Option I by contracting with existing resources until their new resources 

can come online. Under Option II, such flexibility is not available for the new resource requirement, 

meaning even if LSEs face project delays outside of their control and have sufficient existing resources 

to meet their reliability need, those LSEs will still face penalties. In addition, the new build requirement 

is based upon significant assumptions around resource retirements and other factors that may or may 

not materialize. The inability for LSEs to leverage new and existing resources under Option II limits 

LSEs’ ability to adjust to changes in the reliability need as it becomes more certain. 

Fourth, Option I enables greater efficiency and consolidation of compliance requirements 

across various programs, specifically the RA program. As described in section III.A.2.b, below, the 
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Commission should align RCPPP with the RA program by adopting T+2 through T+4 requirements 

that flow seamlessly into the T+1 and T+0 RA program. This can be accomplished by setting the need 

allocation, counting rules, and compliance based upon the SOD framework rather than marginal 

Effective Load Carrying Capacity (mELCC). For these reasons, the Commission should adopt Option 

I, with the modifications discussed below. 

2. Modifications to Option I are Necessary to Ensure its Adoption Results in a 
Cost-Effective Reliability Framework 

While Option I is superior to Option II, modifications are necessary to ensure Option I results in 

a cost-effective reliability framework. The Commission should decline to adopt Option II, and Option I 

should not be adopted without substantive changes. In summary, Option I should be modified to:  

• Conduct need allocation, resource accreditation, and compliance in alignment with 
the RA program using the SOD methodology;  

• Establish the five-year forward showing requirements in alignment with the month-
ahead and year-ahead RA processes, with a focus on critical months and hours in 
the out years; 

• Reduce the percentage requirements for the out years to address load forecast 
changes to mitigate against potentially costly over-build;  

• Remove the buffer and Collective Capacity Reserve (CCR) in favor of LSE-level 
risk management and the RA PRM;  

• Adopt a penalty waiver process as part of the reliability framework, using the “good 
faith efforts” standard as a starting point; and  

• Ensure the program is sufficiently transactable so that reliability requirements can 
be met without excessive costs or over-procurement.  

These proposed modifications are described in detail below.  

a. The Commission Should Align RCPPP with the RA SOD Program 

The Commission should align RCPPP with the RA SOD program rather than relying on 

mELCC. Using one reliability framework for RCPPP and another for RA will increase costs. 

Fundamentally, adding an additional reliability constraint will never result in a lower total requirement 

(or cost). Procurement will either bind on mELCC or SOD. In addition, due to the lack of alignment 
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between the two, LSEs cannot optimize for both at once. Any time LSE SOD requirements and 

mELCC requirements are inconsistent, an LSE’s portfolio could comply with one program but not the 

other. When this occurs, the LSE would either need to procure additional resources or face penalties 

for non-compliance. Either outcome results in unnecessary excess costs to customers due to a 

misalignment in mid to long-term requirements in RCPPP and short-term requirements in the RA 

program. If mELCC is binding, assuming mELCC and SOD both result in reliable outcomes, then 

paying to meet mELCC compliance adds unnecessary costs.  

Even if SOD is always binding, having multiple metrics makes procurement more challenging, 

and the instability and lack of transparency of mELCC values exacerbates these challenges. The SOD 

program will be more stable than a mELCC-based program because the exceedance values used for 

SOD resource counting are based on historical data averaged over several years. While this historical 

average will vary over time, this variability will be limited as the oldest year’s data rolls off and is 

replaced by the latest data. The SOD profiles can also be developed relatively simply and without the 

reliance on more complex modeling software, allowing more stakeholders to validate the exceedance 

values. On the other hand, the Strategic Energy and Risk Valuation Model (SERVM) is a “black box” 

and sensitive to changes in relatively minor assumptions. A user must be familiar with the model and 

iterative changes between runs to develop an understanding of what drives model results. This level of 

understanding is not feasible for all stakeholders to maintain, especially when two presumably 

reasonable ELCC studies conducted in the same year can have completely different results.16  

 
16  See, for example, a comparison of 2022 Joint IOU ELCC Study and 2022 IRP Study Update Results for 
2030 in the Petition For Modification of the Joint Utilities to Decision 19-09-043 to Utilize the Results of the 
Effective Load Carrying Capacity Methodology in the Commission’s Integrated Resource Planning Proceeding, 
R.18-07-003 (Oct. 14, 2022) at 7: 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M497/K737/497737962.PDF.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M497/K737/497737962.PDF
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Shifts in an LSE’s total obligation through the PRM, which may occur when using the SOD 

methodology, are less problematic from a procurement perspective than shifts in the underlying value 

of resources contracted long-term, which may occur when using the mELCC methodology. A 

reduction in a procured resource’s mELCC could result in an LSE paying first for the procured 

resource when it did have value, and again to procure a different resource to replace the lost value. A 

change in PRM, on the other hand, would either increase or decrease the overall requirement of the 

LSE and is unlikely to reduce the value of prior procurement which can occur when using mELCC. 

Because LSE RA compliance obligations are based on SOD, many LSEs will use SOD as the 

reliability constraint in their individual modeling. Ultimately, the Commission has established SOD to 

ensure reliability needs are met through the RA program. The RCPPP should be designed so that mid 

to long-term procurement sets the system up to meet the reliability needs established in the RA 

program, which therefore necessitates using SOD for RCPPP.  

b. The Commission Should Establish Forward Requirements in 
Alignment with the Month-Ahead and Year-Ahead RA Processes, 
with a Focus on Critical Months and Hours in T+3 and T+4 

The Commission should establish 10-year forward advisory SOD needs and five-year forward 

SOD requirements. Needs identified in years T+5 through T+9 would serve as advisory targets to help 

LSEs begin to plan their procurement further out (e.g., for long lead time resources or hedging of 

future new clean resource price risk) without putting unnecessary and overly restrictive prescriptions 

on when LSEs need to make procurement decisions. Requiring binding showings more than five years 

out forces LSEs to make unnecessarily risky deals with too much uncertainty. Additionally, in the 

current market where parties are facing supply chain interruptions, import tariffs, and delays to 

permitting and interconnection, LSEs are finding that having flexibility to adjust their portfolios before 

locking them in for compliance will aid in getting more resources under contract and online in an 

affordable manner.  
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Needs identified in years T+0 through T+4 should be met with binding showings of new and 

existing resources at increasing percentages of needs as they get closer. Requirement percentages 

should be set so that LSEs have flexibility to set their own hedging strategies for mid to long-term 

procurement and to manage their portfolios in light of market conditions. In addition, as described in 

section IV below, the impacts of electrification and large loads on the load forecast are very uncertain 

and could result in significant changes in LSEs’ requirements as needs become closer in time and the 

load forecast becomes more certain. 

Requirements should not be so high in out-years that LSEs have limited ability to adapt their 

procurement to account for these changes. The Staff Proposal, which sets the T+2 requirements even 

higher than the 90 percent T+1 RA requirement, should therefore be modified so that RCPPP 

requirements do not exceed RA requirements and so that LSEs have the ability to respond to market 

conditions, manage uncertainty, and optimize procurement.  

The Commission should set the T+0 and T+1 requirements consistent with the existing RA 

requirements, in which LSEs meet 100 percent of their month-ahead requirements and 90 percent of 

their year-ahead requirements. For T+2 through T+4 requirements, the Commission should require 

showings in the same months as those used for the year-ahead RA program. The RA program requires 

year-ahead showings for the summer months, as the most critical months from a reliability 

perspective. As reliability needs shift, the RCPPP and RA programs could evolve to focus on other 

critical months. Focusing showings on critical months in later years will help balance the need to align 

the RA program and RCPPP and limit the complexity of the SOD program. 

In addition, T+3 and T+4 showings should focus on critical hours informed by the Commission’s 

need assessment. Requiring 24-hour granularity for binding obligations for out years is unnecessary, 
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overly complicated, and risks inefficiencies, especially as load profiles change. Today, these hours 

would likely be the net peak hours, but also could evolve as reliability needs shift to other hours.  

In summary, the Commission should adopt the compliance requirements advanced in Table 1, 

below.  

Table 11: CalCCA's Proposed Option I Compliance Requirements 

Compliance 
Year 

Requirement 
(%) 

Hours Months 

T+0 100 24 Hours All 
T+1 90 24 Hours Year-Ahead RA 

Showing Months 
T+2 70 24 Hours Year-Ahead RA 

Showing Months 
T+3 60 Critical 

Hours 
Year-Ahead RA 
Showing Months 

T+4 50 Critical 
Hours 

Year-Ahead RA 
Showing Months 

 
c. The Commission Should Remove the 2.5 Percent Buffer and CCR 

From the Reliability Framework 

The Commission should not establish a buffer or CCR for RCPPP, and instead rely on LSE-

level risk management, a robust compliance enforcement program, and the RA SOD PRM to account 

for uncertainty. The Staff Proposal includes the buffer and CCR to mitigate two types of uncertainty: 

(1) development risk; and (2) capacity unavailability and load forecast changes. However, both 

uncertainties are better accounted for in other ways. First, while the buffer is intended to mitigate 

development risk and other potential causes of insufficient resources being online for LSEs to meet 

RA requirements,17 it would be duplicative to actions LSEs already take. LSEs account for risk of 

 
17  Staff Proposal, at 18.  
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project delays in their own procurement plans to mitigate against the risk of non-compliance penalties. 

LSEs are better equipped to mitigate the risk of project delays because how they mitigate this risk will 

depend upon the projects in their own portfolios. Generic buffers applied to all LSEs will fail to 

account for the differences in LSE portfolios and the level of COD delay-risks associated with these 

portfolios. 

Second, the CCR is intended to provide “collective insurance” against capacity deficiencies, 

large changes in total load forecast, or unexpected retirements, effectively duplicating the collective 

insurance provided by the RA PRM.18 The RA PRM has long accounted for the “collective insurance” 

the Staff Proposal describes by accounting for forced outages, load forecast variances, and reserves. 

The PRM is based upon a one-in-ten loss-of-load expectation (LOLE), an industry-accepted reliability 

standard. Placing any incremental buffer on top of the RA PRM tends to produce a level of reliability 

above the one-in-ten LOLE standard with customers paying for a level of reliability that may not be 

necessary. Requiring an even stricter reliability standard for which there is no demonstrated need will 

only further exacerbate affordability issues. As LSEs procure to meet SOD needs with a PRM multiple 

years forward and a CES that requires energy served by increasingly clean supply, the LOLE study 

will ensure reliability needs are met with the evolving resource mix and result in a PRM that reflects 

that resource mix. Setting RCPPP reliability requirements based on SOD will ensure the system will 

meet industry standard reliability targets without an additional buffer or central procurement.  

Third, as discussed above, practical contracting realities have created a challenging 

procurement environment for all LSEs. Adding a buffer and CCR will increase the probability that 

entities will be unable to comply with the total procurement obligation including the buffer. Including 

a CCR will place the IOUs in competition with LSEs or obtaining scarce resources. It is unclear if the 

 
18  Id. at 20.  
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IOUs will be able to meet their own bundled load needs let alone a CCR. However, if the IOUs can 

meet their bundled load needs and procure anything toward a CCR, that is competing with all other 

LSEs efforts to meet their own compliance obligations.  

Finally, if LSEs and the IOUs are able to meet the buffer and CCR, the procurement could also 

lead to significant over-procurement at the expense of customers who already pay some of the highest 

electric rates in the country. Roughly 7,000 MW of new resources must interconnect every year 

between now and 2045 to meet the level of build necessary in the SB 100 Joint Agency Report.19 If 

LSEs met this target and both the buffer and the CCR between now and 2045, California customers 

would fund 7.7 GW of excess capacity. At the Staff Proposal’s estimated net cost of new entry of $15 

per kilowatt-month,20 a single year of this additional expense would amount to $1.386 billion.  

In addition, the CCR construct creates an uneven playing field across LSEs by directing the 

investor-owned utilities (IOUs) to procure the CCR requirement and allocating the costs of CCR 

procurement to all LSEs. This allows the IOUs to shift resources to and from the CCR and their 

bundled portfolio, resulting in the IOUs placing their most costly procurement in the CCR and having 

that procurement paid for by all load. This would include load that is not an energy customer of the 

IOUs. Provisions that allow the IOU to move resources between meeting their bundled load need and 

the CCR may protect bundled load customers, but it will always do so at the expense of departed load 

customers. This gives the IOUs an unfair advantage relative to other LSEs. 

Furthermore, MTR progress reports demonstrate uncertainty as to whether an IOU will be 

more successful at bringing new resources online relative to other LSEs. Indeed, the most recent 

 
19  The 2021 SB 100 Joint Agency Report finds a build out of roughly 175,000 MW is needed between 
2021 and 2045 to meet SB 100 targets. 175,000 MW built over 24 years amounts to roughly 7,000 MW per 
year. 2021 SB 100 Joint Agency Report (Mar. 2021) at 10: 
https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/EFiling/GetFile.aspx?tn=237167&DocumentContentId=70349. 
20  Staff Proposal, at 30.  

https://nam02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fefiling.energy.ca.gov%2FEFiling%2FGetFile.aspx%3Ftn%3D237167%26DocumentContentId%3D70349&data=05%7C02%7Clauren%40cal-cca.org%7C2f127897797c4796a17708ddaeb2408f%7C18aa3b82b85a4d9cb1acc9c05a6c3d83%7C0%7C0%7C638858802796863218%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=VNBIkfnkBVqgnoNKjJZC60RxXgqpKSE%2BRdGXI1zYOJU%3D&reserved=0


 

19 

progress report issued October 9, 2024, for data through December 2023, shows that all LSEs are 

currently short of meeting their tranche two through five MTR goals, with the IOUs not immune to 

significant deficiencies.21 

Table 22: MTR Status for Tranche Two through Five by LSE Type 

 

The core function of LSEs is to procure for their customers’ electricity needs. Reliance on 

centralized procurement by the IOUs undermines this function and demonstrably relies on the wrong 

entities to serve the central procurement function given their MTR procurement track record. 

Furthermore, in recent years’ scarce RA market, the Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) local 

 
21  See Summary of Compliance with Integrated Resource Planning (IRP) Order D.19-11-016 and Mid 
Term Reliability (MTR) D.21-06-035 Procurement: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-
website/divisions/energy-division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-
ltpp/irp12123compliancereport.pdf. On July 14, 2025, Energy Division served its updated review of LSE 
procurement progress as of December 2024, which based on CalCCA’s analysis, shows similar results: 
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-
and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-ltpp/compliance-status-reportmid-term-reliability-mtr-and-supplemental-
mtr.pdf.  

LSE Type Obligation Forecast Online Excess or deficiency Percent
IOU 4750 3311 -1439 -30%
CCA 2476 2210 -266 -11%
ESP 773 704 -69 -9%
Total 8000 6225 -1775 -22%

LSE Type Obligation Forecast Online Excess or deficiency Percent
IOU 5642 5001 -642 -11%
CCA 2939 2968 29 1%
ESP 919 746 -172 -19%
Total 9500 8715 -785 -8%

LSE Type Obligation Forecast Online Excess or deficiency Percent
IOU 6785 5969 -816 -12%
CCA 3610 3495 -116 -3%
ESP 1104 775 -329 -30%
Total 11500 10239 -1261 -11%

LSE Type Obligation Forecast Online Excess or deficiency Percent
IOU 7929 6034 -1895 -24%
CCA 4282 4036 -246 -6%
ESP 1289 775 -514 -40%
Total 13500 10239 -2655 -20%

Tranche 2

Tranche 3

Tranche 4

Tranche 5

https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-ltpp/irp12123compliancereport.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-ltpp/irp12123compliancereport.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-ltpp/irp12123compliancereport.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-ltpp/compliance-status-reportmid-term-reliability-mtr-and-supplemental-mtr.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-ltpp/compliance-status-reportmid-term-reliability-mtr-and-supplemental-mtr.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-ltpp/compliance-status-reportmid-term-reliability-mtr-and-supplemental-mtr.pdf
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RA central procurement entity (CPE) has not fulfilled its total local RA requirements,22 and all IOUs 

have struggled to meet their effective PRM targets.23 The Commission has historically ordered central 

procurement for local RA or the effective PRM with no penalty for failing to perform this backstop 

role. The result is an unlevel playing field still unlikely to produce the desired results. Instead, the 

Commission should rely on a robust procurement requirement placed on LSEs to meet the needs of 

their customers that is aligned with the RA SOD PRM coupled with a robust enforcement mechanism 

to incent compliance and risk management. 

For these reasons, the Commission should decline to adopt a generic buffer or a CCR procured 

by the IOUs and instead rely on a robust enforcement mechanism to incent LSEs to account for the 

risk of COD delays in their own procurement plans. The Commission should set RCPPP reliability 

requirements based on SOD to ensure the system will meet industry standard reliability targets without 

an additional buffer or central procurement.  

d. The Commission Should Modify the Reliability Enforcement 
Framework to Include a Penalty Waiver Process  

The Commission should: (1) enforce compliance with T+0 through T+4 by assessing penalties 

on LSEs who fail to have enough resources under contract to meet their showing requirements; and (2) 

allow LSEs to apply for a waiver of penalties when, despite reasonable procurement efforts, LSEs 

cannot meet their requirements at an affordable cost. The Commission is implementing a significant 

 
22  See, e.g., Advice Letter 6706-E, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”) Central Procurement 
Entity (“CPE") Annual Compliance Report (Sept. 19, 2022), at Public Attachment A – PG&E CPE Aggregate 
Procurement Summary: https://www.pge.com/tariffs/assets/pdf/adviceletter/ELEC_6706-E.pdf; see also Advice 
Letter 7027-E, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”) Central Procurement Entity (“CPE”) 2023 
Annual Compliance Report, at Public Attachment 2 - PG&E CPE Aggregate Procurement Summary and 
Additional Reporting (Public Attachment A): https://www.pge.com/tariffs/assets/pdf/adviceletter/ELEC_7027-
E.pdf.  
23  Workshop on Track 3 Proposals in R.23-10-011, R.23-10-011 (Feb. 12, 2025), at 51: 
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-
homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/resource-adequacy-history/r23-10-011/ra-track-3-
workshop-feb-12.pdf.  

https://www.pge.com/tariffs/assets/pdf/adviceletter/ELEC_6706-E.pdf
https://www.pge.com/tariffs/assets/pdf/adviceletter/ELEC_7027-E.pdf
https://www.pge.com/tariffs/assets/pdf/adviceletter/ELEC_7027-E.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/resource-adequacy-history/r23-10-011/ra-track-3-workshop-feb-12.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/resource-adequacy-history/r23-10-011/ra-track-3-workshop-feb-12.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/resource-adequacy-history/r23-10-011/ra-track-3-workshop-feb-12.pdf
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change in procurement requirements at a time when supply chain challenges, interconnection 

difficulties, and recent federal policies make new clean resource development increasingly difficult. 

While the Commission should establish an enforcement mechanism that incents all LSEs to make best 

efforts to meet their procurement obligations, it should not send the market a signal that it seeks 

procurement at any cost. The Commission should provide the ability for LSEs to seek a waiver of 

penalties when circumstances make procurement exceedingly difficult and potentially unaffordable for 

customers, using the “good faith efforts” standard adopted in the MTR Order as a starting point.24 The 

Commission should also seek feedback from LSEs to develop a meaningful waiver process for RCPPP 

that will balance the need to avoid exorbitant costs with the need to meet reliability targets particularly 

in the current challenging procurement environment. 

e. The Commission Should Ensure the RCPPP is Sufficiently 
Transactable to Allow Procurement Needs to Be Met in an 
Affordable Manner 

To meet the Staff Proposal’s goal of “giv[ing] LSEs a more predictable regulatory framework 

to procure their share of the resources needed to meet electric system reliability and [GHG] emission 

reduction goals at least cost,”25 the program must be sufficiently transactable to allow LSEs to meet 

reliability requirements without excessive costs or over-procurement. Under CalCCA’s proposed 

reliability framework, Option I modified to include SOD should include the ability for LSEs to trade 

load obligations on an hourly basis. The current practice of setting hourly RA requirements while 

prohibiting hourly transactions creates inefficiencies, contributes to over-procurement, and 

complicates compliance. CalCCA has put forth a comprehensive proposal for hourly load obligation 

 
24  The MTR order provides for Commission assessment of penalties and potential waivers based on its 
Resolution M-4846 and consideration of “good faith efforts.” D.21-06-035, Decision Requiring Procurement to 
Address Mid-Term Reliability (2023-2026), R.20-05-003 (June 24, 2021), Conclusion of Law 27 (COL) at 93: 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M389/K603/389603637.PDF.  
25  Staff Proposal, at 1.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M389/K603/389603637.PDF


 

22 

trading within SOD in R.23-10-011 to align the granularity of the requirement and the granularity of 

transactions.26 The Commission authorized Energy Division to issue a report on transactability issues 

and the need for hourly load obligation trading in the first quarter of 2026.27  

Hourly load obligation trading can offer significant cost-savings to ratepayers without 

negatively impacting reliability. CalCCA’s extensive analysis of its members’ first binding year-ahead 

SOD showings demonstrates that hourly load trading could improve RA compliance and reduce RA 

costs by an estimated $180 million per year.28 Hourly load trading has the potential to provide these 

affordability benefits while maintaining LSEs’ RA obligations and the RA program’s reliability 

targets. The proposal guarantees that: (1) each LSE’s obligation to serve its customers, subject to 

penalties, remains intact; (2) the associated costs of compliance remain with the original LSE; and (3) 

the Commission can easily validate that all RA requirements continue to be met without overcounting 

shown resources. For these reasons, the Commission should adopt Option I modified to align with 

SOD and ensure the SOD program is sufficiently transactable by allowing LSEs to transact load 

obligations on an hourly basis.  

If the Commission adopts an alternative reliability option to that proposed by CalCCA, other 

means of transactability will be necessary. For example, under Option II, an LSE that is over-procured 

for its new resource requirement should be able to be compensated by another LSE for its excess 

capacity. The Commission has taken steps to allow these types of transactions for the MTR Order if 

 
26  California Community Choice Association’s Proposals on Track 3, R.23-10-011 (Jan. 17, 2025): 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/SearchRes.aspx?DocFormat=ALL&DocID=553679242.  
27  D.25-06-048, Decision Adopting Local Capacity Obligations for 2026-2028, Flexible Capacity 
Obligations for 2026, and Program Refinements, R.23-10-011 (June 26, 2025), COL 8: 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M571/K237/571237404.PDF.  
28  See California Community Choice Association’s Proposals on Track 3, R.23-10-011 (Jan. 17, 2025), at 
8-11; and Effective Mechanisms for Slice-of-Day RA Trading (Apr. 24, 2025): https://cal-cca.org/wp-
content/uploads/2025/04/4.24.25_Effective-Mechanisms-for-Slice-of-Day-RA-Trading.pdf.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/SearchRes.aspx?DocFormat=ALL&DocID=553679242
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M571/K237/571237404.PDF
https://cal-cca.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/4.24.25_Effective-Mechanisms-for-Slice-of-Day-RA-Trading.pdf
https://cal-cca.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/4.24.25_Effective-Mechanisms-for-Slice-of-Day-RA-Trading.pdf
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both LSEs trade portions of their compliance obligations.29 If Option II moves forward, the 

Commission should allow LSEs to transact portions of their compliance obligations without restricting 

transactions to those that involve trades of both LSEs’ obligations to fully enable LSEs to optimize 

procurement, maximize market efficiencies, and minimize costs.  

B. The Commission Should Adopt the CES as the Directional Framework for GHG-
Emissions Reduction, and Use the Stakeholder Process to Develop the Framework’s 
Details to Ensure It Adequately Incents Investments in New Clean Build 

The Commission should adopt the CES as the directional framework for the GHG-emissions 

reduction element of RCPPP. CalCCA supports an energy-based model for meeting GHG-emissions 

reduction targets for several reasons. First, the CES model closely aligns with the design of the RPS 

program. The RPS program has been successful at driving new renewable resource development. 

Leveraging the successes of RPS for the CES will ensure RCPPP is also successful at continuing to 

advance clean energy targets and provide opportunities to consolidate the RPS and CES reporting 

requirements. Second, the CES model better aligns with the policy established in SB 100 that 

“…eligible renewable energy resources and zero-carbon resources supply 100 percent of all retail sales 

of electricity to California end-use customers and 100 percent of electricity procured to serve all state 

agencies by December 31, 2045.”30 Other methods of reducing GHG-emissions, like the mass-based 

approach, may not successfully meet a policy based on achieving retail sales targets because they are 

based upon forward assumptions rather than actual energy used to serve load. The state’s policy goals 

could be put in jeopardy if the forward assumptions differ too much from reality. Third, the CES model 

 
29  See D.23-02-040, Ordering Paragraph 10 at 89 (“Any two load serving entities (LSEs) with compliance 
obligations under Decision (D.) 19-11-016, D.21-06-035, and/or this order may trade compliance obligations in 
arrangements that may include financial remuneration, but may not result in one LSE being relieved of its entire 
procurement obligation under D.21-06-035 or this order. Both LSEs must trade portions of their compliance 
obligations under this provision.”).  
30  SB 100 (amending Pub. Util. Code §454.53.(a)): 
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180SB100. 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180SB100
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is simpler to implement, given its close alignment with the existing RPS program. The Commission 

should seek to consolidate the CES and RPS programs to allow the Commission to administer a single 

compliance program for existing RPS and incremental SB 100 goals set out in statute.  

The CES is necessary to continue decarbonization progress after 2030, once LSEs have 

achieved the 60 percent RPS procurement target for the 2028-2030 compliance period. The 

Commission should seek to implement CES beginning with the 2031-2033 compliance period. In 

doing so, the Commission should establish an RPS target that must be met with renewable energy 

credits (RECs), then establish a CES target on top of the RPS target that must be met with either zero 

emission credits (ZECs) or RECs.  

As discussed above, the CES component of the Staff Proposal contains significantly less detail 

than the reliability component, and the Commission should develop these details with parties through a 

stakeholder process. This stakeholder process should be used to ensure the CES framework is designed 

in a manner that adequately incents investment in new clean build and supports an affordable system. 

To do so, the Commission and parties should consider the following questions:  

• How should limits be set on the use of unbundled RECs/ZECs for compliance? 

• What long-term commitments for RPS/CES resources are necessary?  

• Should LSEs be able to bank ZECs across compliance periods? 

• What resources are eligible for ZECs, beyond those already eligible for RPS? 

In addition to this stakeholder process, the Commission should host an interagency workshop 

with the goal of aligning accounting and reporting to reduce administrative burden and streamline 

reporting across agency programs (such as the RPS program and the CEC’s Power Source Disclosure 

(PSD) program). 
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IV. THE COMMISSION SHOULD COORDINATE WITH THE CEC TO ESTABLISH A 
WORKSHOP PROCESS AIMED AT ENSURING LOAD FORECAST ACCURACY AT 
THE HOURLY LEVEL BY LSE 

The Commission should coordinate with the CEC to develop a workshop process aimed at 

ensuring load forecast accuracy at the hourly level by LSE given the increasing impacts of 

electrification, large loads, load shifting, DERs, and DR. The RA and IRP processes depend on the 

CEC’s IEPR to forecast load needs. A longer-term planning and procurement framework such as 

RCPPP will require accurate forecasting of both total system needs and hourly needs for each LSE. 

The CEC’s process for using input from individual LSEs to inform the load forecast has thus far 

resulted in a zero-sum outcome, meaning that if the load forecast of one LSE declines, the forecasts of 

other LSEs increase in an equal and offsetting manner. The Commission must work with the CEC to 

determine if the adjustment process currently employed is creating an accurate forecast not only at the 

system level, but also at the individual LSE level.  

Focusing on load forecast accuracy is increasingly important as load forecasts must account for 

electrification, large loads (including data centers31), load shifting, DERs, and DR. Each of these 

factors can significantly impact the load forecast and must be accurately forecasted to ensure the 

affordable procurement of reliable and clean power. The Commission should work with the CEC and 

LSEs to ensure that all critical information necessary for accurate load forecasting is shared in a timely 

fashion. This is particularly important for load elements that can move quickly, like the energization of 

 
31  The Commission and CEC’s approach to load forecasting should also consider that notwithstanding 
best efforts, any forecasting is inherently uncertain. This is particularly true for large loads such as data center 
loads. From the perspective of CCAs in the San Francisco Bay Area, forecasting and buying for data center 
loads is a particularly challenging issue. The CEC’s April 2025, 2024 IEPR planning forecast increased loads 
for these LSEs almost by a factor of two within five to ten years, including high projections in 2025 even 
though the LSEs themselves had no evidence of such projects materializing in the near term. Given that data 
center loads are uncertain and cannot be made more certain even with very careful forecasting, the approach to 
forecasting and directing procurement for data center load needs to be carefully crafted.  
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data centers or other large loads. While a one GW data center may represent only about two percent of 

the CAISO system peak, it could be an incremental peak load increase of 100 percent or more for the 

single LSE where the data center is located. If information about such loads is not shared as soon as 

possible with an LSE, it could create significant challenges for the LSE planning and procuring to 

meet reliability and clean energy goals at reasonable costs. For these reasons, the Commission should 

begin a workshop process immediately with the CEC, all LSEs, and the IOU distribution planning 

entities to perfect an accurate forecast process. 

V. CALCCA’S RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS IN ATTACHMENT 2 OF THE RCPPP 
RULING 

5.1.1  Reliability Option I vs. Option II  

1. Which reliability option (i.e., Option I or Option II) should the CPUC 
adopt? Please explain the justification for the recommended option in 
detail.  

While neither option is implementable as defined in the Staff Proposal, the Commission should 

adopt a modified version of Option I. Option I is superior to Option II because: 

• Option I is a simpler way to ensure new and existing resources meet reliability targets 
by avoiding the need to develop and maintain a complex and error-prone baseline, 
unlike Option II.  

• Option I accounts for LSEs’ prior procurement actions, unlike Option II which could 
disincentivize early actions to procure because LSEs would only receive credit for their 
procurement of new resources for 10 years. 

• Option I provides LSEs the flexibility to leverage existing resources (including those 
that can be economically repowered), allowing LSEs to optimize their entire portfolios 
as reliability needs evolve with new and existing resources at least cost. 

• Option I better enables efficiency and consolidation of compliance requirements across 
various programs, specifically the RA program if based upon the SOD framework 
rather than mELCC.  

These reasons are expanded upon in detail in section III, above.  
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2. Currently, Option I and Option II have not explicitly considered imports. 
How should imports be considered, if at all, in Option I and Option II?  

The Commission should allow imports that will be delivered through maximum import 

capability (MIC),32 dynamic schedules, pseudo ties, or the subscriber participating transmission owner 

model to meet reliability needs. Imports will play a critical role in meeting the state’s reliability and 

GHG-reduction objectives, as demonstrated by the Commission’s 2025-2026 base portfolio, which 

includes nine GW of out-of-state wind in 2035.33 Excluding imports from consideration in RCPPP 

could force LSEs to rely on more costly in-state alternatives to meet RCPPP compliance requirements. 

Instead, the Commission should allow imports to count towards RCPPP reliability requirements 

consistent with the SOD accounting rules for RA imports.  

3. In what ways should Option I or Option II be modified prior to CPUC 
adoption? Are there relevant considerations that are currently not 
captured in both options?  

Option I, while superior to Option II, requires modifications to ensure it results in a cost-

effective reliability framework. In summary, Option I should be modified to: (1) conduct need 

allocation, resource accreditation, and compliance in alignment with the RA program using the SOD 

methodology; (2) establish the five-year forward showing requirements in alignment with the month-

ahead and year-ahead RA processes, with lower percentages to account for uncertainty and a focus on 

critical months and hours in out years to reduce complexity; (3) remove the buffer and CCR in favor 

of LSE-level risk management and the RA PRM; (4) adopt a penalty waiver process as part of the 

 
32  The Commission should allow new resources to count without MIC so long as LSEs are making good 
faith efforts to obtain it, as it has with the MTR Order. Currently, the CAISO only allocates long-term MIC for 
RA contracts active in the next RA year. Until the CAISO process for allocating long-term MIC changes, LSEs 
signing long-term power purchase agreements (PPAs) for resources with online dates more than one year in 
advance will be unable to secure MIC for those resources until the year before the resources come online. The 
CAISO’s RA Modeling and Program Design initiative will reconsider the methodology for allocating long-term 
MIC.  
33  D.25-02-026, Decision Transmitting Electricity Resource Portfolios to the California Independent 
System Operator for 2025-2026 Transmission Planning Process, R.20-05-003 (Feb. 20, 2025), at 19: 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M557/K879/557879249.PDF.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M557/K879/557879249.PDF
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reliability framework that builds upon the “good faith efforts” standard adopted in the MTR Order; 

and (5) ensure the program is sufficiently transactable such that reliability requirements can be met 

without excessive costs or over-procurement. These modifications are described in detail above.  

4. How should Option I or Option II incentivize re-powers?  

Re-powers should be eligible to meet RCPPP reliability requirements. Option I implicitly 

provides incentives for re-powers by accounting for new and existing resources and eliminating the 

need to establish, track, and maintain a baseline list. Option II risks disincentivizing re-powers of clean 

resources because new resources as defined would no longer count towards RCPPP requirements after 

10 years.  

5. Should demand response count towards RCPPP compliance? If so, should 
it be included in Option I, Option II, or both?  

DR should count towards RCPPP compliance under either Option I or Option II consistent 

with RA rules. Supply-side DR resources should count towards RCPPP compliance up to the 

maximum cumulative capacity bucket limit established in the RA program and count in the amounts 

and hours established for SOD. Load modifying DR should be captured in LSE load forecasts. If the 

RA program changes the treatment of DR in any way, RCPPP should change accordingly.  

5.1.2  Alternate Timelines for Reliability Procurement  

6. Is the proposed timeline for reliability procurement reasonable, or are 
there alternate timelines that should be considered?  

As described in section II.A above, the Commission should seek to implement the reliability 

portion of RCPPP in 2029 following the conclusion of the last MTR Order, unless additional time is 

needed to complete the reliability framework stakeholder process. The reliability procurement timeline 

should follow the process outlined above, in which the Commission sets the T+0 and T+1 

requirements consistent with the existing RA requirements, in which LSEs meet 100 percent of their 

month ahead requirements and 90 percent of their year-ahead requirements. For T+2 through T+4 
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requirements, the Commission should require showings in the same months as those used for the year-

ahead RA program. For T+5 through T+9, the Commission should allocate indicative needs to LSEs to 

assist in forward planning but should not require showings for those years.  

7. Should compliance filings occur once or twice a year?  

Under CalCCA’s proposed modified Option I reliability framework, LSEs should make 

compliance filings consistent with the existing RA compliance filings. Compliance with T+0 

requirements should occur monthly 45 days prior to the start of the month, consistent with the existing 

RA month-ahead process. Compliance with T+1 through T+4 requirements should occur once per year 

on October 31, consistent with the RA year-ahead process.  

Showings for T+1 through T+4 are not needed with biannual precision. Even material changes 

in contracting status will not affect an LSE’s ability to meet the ultimate reliability need. That is, the 

difference between a contract signed in February or in October of T+0 for T+3 has no impact on the 

T+3 reliability needs. The Commission should therefore retain the existing once per year cadence used 

for the year-ahead RA filings for T+1 through T+4 filings. 

8. Should enforcement of contracting sufficiency occur once or twice a year?  

As described in response to Question 7, under CalCCA’s proposed modified Option I 

reliability framework, LSEs would have to show sufficient contracting with new or existing resources 

to meet SOD RA requirements monthly for T+0 and annually for T+1 through T+4.34 

 
34  If the Commission adopts Option II, the Commission should not include a contracting sufficiency 
requirement and an online sufficiency requirement for new build requirements. Instead, it should only include 
an online sufficiency requirement, as it has for the MTR Order. If the Commission retains the contracting 
sufficiency requirement under Option II, it should be an informational filing only, so that LSEs only face 
penalties if they do not meet their online requirement.  
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9. Should enforcement of online sufficiency occur once or twice a year? 

As described in response to Question 7, LSEs should have to show compliance with the multi-

year SOD requirements on an annual basis as part of their October 31 year-ahead RA filing. For T+1 

through T+4 filings, LSEs would be able to show resources that are not yet online, but that are in 

development, as they do for in-development resources for the existing year-ahead RA process. The 

T+0 month-ahead filings would require all shown resources to be online, consistent with the existing 

month-ahead RA process.  

5.1.3 To Bound or Not to Bound? 

10. Should marginal ELCCs be bound? What are advantages or disadvantages 
to doing so, if any, in addition to those described in Section 3.1.6.4?  

For the reasons described in section III.A.2.a above, the Commission should use SOD for 

RCPPP rather than mELCC to align with the RA program, minimize costs, and avoid the uncertainty 

associated with mELCC. If the Commission declines to adopt an RCPPP aligned with the RA 

program, bounding ELCCs could help provide certainty around the value of different technologies. 

Bounding ELCCs would mean that the ELCCs would not truly be marginal, however. The ELCC 

values would have to be vintaged, leading to administrative burden and a potentially inaccurate 

assessment of how resources contribute to reliability.  

11. If marginal ELCCs are to be bound, should the degree of bounding differ 
between Option I and Option II? 

See response to question 10.  

5.1.4 Months of Forward Contracting 

12. How many months, and which months, should forward contracts include to 
ensure reliability while minimizing costs if resources can sell to other non-
CPUC jurisdictional LSE buyers in other months? 

The Commission should set contracting requirements consistent with the existing RA program 

requirements. That is, the T+0 showings should require 100 percent showings in all months 45 days in 
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advance. The monthly nature of the RA program allows resources to sell to other buyers when they are 

not needed by Commission-jurisdictional LSEs or allow those resources to conduct planned 

maintenance in months they are not shown so they can reliably operate when they are needed during 

critical months.  

The T+0 month-ahead showing should set resources’ must offer obligations (MOOs), not the 

T+1 through T+4 showings. The Staff Proposal states, “[t]he filing requirements will include that the 

contracted or owned resources being used for compliance have a [MOO] for at least the months of the 

year that Staff find to include the most significant loss of load hours…”35 This is inconsistent with the 

way MOOs are established and enforced today within the RA program. The RA program establishes 

MOOs based upon whether a resource is shown on an LSE’s month-ahead RA plan (not the year-

ahead RA plan). The CAISO enforces MOOs through bid insertion and RAAIM if the resource is on a 

monthly RA plan. If LSE contracts required MOOs for resources shown for T+1 through T+4, the total 

amount of capacity with a MOO may be above and beyond the need of the LSE, exposing those 

resources not on a monthly RA plan to a cost they otherwise would not have been exposed to but for 

the RCPPP requirement. If a resource is not needed for a monthly showing, it should not have a MOO 

so that it can take planned maintenance in months when it is not shown. The RA program establishes 

requirements to meet load plus a PRM and ensures a sufficient number of resources have a MOO to 

the CAISO in each month. There is therefore no need to supplement the RA program’s established 

MOO rules with a requirement for resources shown for T+1 through T+4 to have a MOO in all months 

defined in RCPPP.  

As described in section III.A.2.b, the Commission should require T+1 through T+4 showings 

in critical months consistent with those used for the year-ahead RA requirements. Today, those are the 

 
35  Staff Proposal, at 25.  
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summer months, but they could evolve as other months become critical. This evolution should be 

consistent across the RCPPP and RA programs. 

5.1.5 Buffer Percentage 

13. How much more reliable should the system be compared to the 1-day-in-
10-year LOLE? Is a buffer of 2.5% a reasonable value? If not, what is an 
appropriate percentage value for the buffer?  

For the reasons described in section III.A.2.c above, the Commission should not establish a 

separate buffer for RCPPP. LSEs account for compliance risk in their own procurement plans, and 

they are in the best position to do so based upon their knowledge of their own portfolios and 

associated risks. A well-configured compliance program with penalties will enable LSEs to best 

manage their own risks. Additionally, the PRM established in the RA program is set based upon the 

industry accepted standard of 1-in-10 LOLE. Additional buffers on top of those established for RA 

SOD would have significant affordability implications.  

14. How should the affordability impact of the buffer be weighed against its 
reliability benefit?  

See section III.A.2.c above. The industry accepted standard of 1-in-10 LOLE, used for 

establishing RA SOD requirements, already sets an industry-accepted reliability standard. Any 

additional buffer would be applying a stricter standard and adversely impact affordability. 

15. Should the buffer apply to both Option I and Option II? Why or why not?  

For the reasons described in response to Question 13 and 14, a buffer (beyond the RA SOD 

PRM) should not apply to Option I or II.  

16. Should the buffer percentage differ between Option I and Option II? Why 
or why not? 

For the reasons described in response to Question 13 and 14, a buffer (beyond the RA SOD 

PRM) should not apply to Option I or II. The Commission should decline to adopt a generic buffer and 

instead rely on a robust enforcement mechanism to incent LSEs to account for the risk of COD delays 
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in their own procurement plans. The Commission should also set RCPPP reliability requirements 

based on SOD to ensure the system will meet industry standard reliability targets without an additional 

buffer or central procurement.  

5.1.6 CCR Percentage 

17. At what percentage should the CCR be set? 

As described in section III.A.2.c above, the Commission should not establish a CCR for the 

same reasons the Commission should not set a buffer. In addition, the CCR: (1) allows IOUs to shift 

the most risky and/or costly procurement from their bundled portfolio to the CCR with limited 

Commission oversight; (2) undermines the core function of LSEs, which is to procure resources to 

serve their customers electricity needs; and (3) relies on the IOUs, who have not proven to be more 

successful at procuring new resources relative to other LSEs. 

18. Is the range of 1.5% to 3% of the initial RPN appropriate? If not, what is 
an appropriate range? 

For the reasons described in section III.A.2.c, the Commission should not establish a CCR. 

Establishing a CCR on top of the SOD RA PRM could result in over-procurement at a significant cost 

to customers.  

19. Should the CCR percentage differ between Option I and Option II? Why 
or why not? 

For the reasons described above, there should not be a CCR for Option I or Option II.  

5.1.7 Incorporating Centrally Procured Resources 

20. Which option, as presented in Table 11, is better for incorporating new 
eligible centrally procured resources into RCPPP? What are additional 
pros and cons of each option? 

Any RCPPP design should be designed to drive procurement by LSEs of generation needed to 

serve their respective communities, rather than CPEs. CCAs are already advancing the achievement of 
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the state’s climate goals with leadership at the local level. State statute recognizes this in Public 

Utilities Code section 366.2(a)(5), which provides:  

A community choice aggregator shall be solely responsible for all 
generation procurement activities on behalf of the community choice 
aggregator’s customers, except where other generation procurement 
arrangements are expressly authorized by statute.  

Allowing LSEs to make their own procurement decisions, as opposed to prescribing 

procurement of specific technologies through a central buyer, will allow the market to pursue the most 

cost-effective projects that possess the right attributes to meet reliability and GHG-reduction targets. 

The Commission should therefore seek to limit central procurement as part of RCPPP in favor of 

individual LSE procurement.  

The Commission should allow LSEs to count their share of any past or future centralized 

procurement towards both their reliability requirements and GHG-reduction requirements. The 

Commission should utilize the stakeholder process proposed in section II.A to develop the process for 

accounting for centrally procured resources. Neither Option A nor Option B would address all the 

issues surrounding the potential procurement of long-lead time resources by the California Department 

of Water Resources. The Commission and stakeholders need to consider: (1) how to provide LSEs with 

sufficient time to know how much central procurement they are allocated; (2) the instance in which 

CPE procurement falls through and how the Commission would address that shortfall without shifting 

the development risk of CPE procurement onto LSEs; (3) the process for substituting a centrally 

procured resource that goes on outage; and (4) how to ensure attributes are sufficiently transactable by 

LSEs to allow them to optimize their portfolios and minimize the risk of over-procurement.  
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5.2 GHG Reduction Questions 

5.2.1 Approaches to GHG Reduction 

1. Should existing IRP and RPS processes be used or modified to achieve the 
electric sector’s GHG emissions reduction goals instead of a new CES 
framework? If so, why?  

As described in section III.B above, the CES is necessary to continue decarbonization progress 

post-2030, once LSEs have achieved the 60 percent RPS procurement target. The CES should be 

consolidated into the RPS compliance program to enable a single compliance program for GHG-

reduction focused policy goals. 

2. Should the CPUC adopt the Clean Energy Standard and create Zero-
Emission Credit (ZEC) instruments as proposed by Staff with or without 
modifications?  

The Commission should adopt the CES as the directional framework for GHG-reduction. An 

additional stakeholder process is necessary to further develop the details of the Staff Proposal, as 

described in section III.B above. In summary:  

• The CES is necessary to continue decarbonization progress after 2030, once LSEs have 
achieved the 60 percent RPS procurement target for the 2028-2030 compliance period. 
The Commission should seek to implement CES beginning with the 2031-2033 
compliance period. 

• The Commission should seek to consolidate the CES and RPS programs to allow the 
Commission to administer a single compliance program for existing RPS and 
incremental SB 100 goals set out in statute.  

• The Commission should establish an RPS target that must be met with RECs, then 
establish a CES target on top of the RPS target that must be met with either ZECs or 
RECs.  

• A stakeholder process should be used to ensure the CES framework is designed in a 
manner that adequately incents investments in new clean build and supports an 
affordable system. To do so, the Commission and stakeholders should consider the 
following questions:  

o How should limits be set on the use of unbundled RECs/ZECs for compliance? 
o What long-term commitments for RPS/CES resources are necessary?  
o Should LSEs be able to bank ZECs across compliance periods? 
o What resources are eligible for ZECs, beyond those already eligible for RPS? 
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In addition to this stakeholder process, the Commission should host an interagency workshop 

with the goal of aligning accounting and reporting to reduce administrative burden and streamline 

reporting across agency programs (e.g., the CEC’s PSD program). 

3. What considerations should be taken into account to ensure that all RECs 
and ZECs used for CES compliance would align with how CARB regulates 
GHG emissions in its Mandatory Reporting Regulation (MRR) and GHG 
Emissions Inventory?  

The Commission should seek to avoid replicating reporting requirements already in place for 

the existing MRR and PSD programs.  

4. Which zero-carbon resources should be eligible for the CES?  

As a starting point, the Commission should align CES eligibility with the existing and updated 

RPS and PSD definitions of renewable and zero-carbon resources, based on rulemaking activities at 

the CEC and the California Air Resources Board (CARB). The stakeholder process should consider 

what other zero-carbon resources should be eligible based on definitions adopted at other energy 

agencies to ensure consistency across compliance programs.  

5. Are there alternative approaches to GHG reductions that should be 
considered and why?  

No, the Commission should adopt the CES proposal as a directional framework, with the 

modifications described herein, and conduct a stakeholder process to develop the details of the 

framework.  

6. Should the CPUC further develop a GHG reduction approach through a 
certain forum (e.g., workshops)? How could guardrails be implemented so 
that LSEs continue to procure toward future GHG targets while gathering 
more stakeholder input on an effective and efficient GHG framework? 

Yes, as described in section III.B, the CES framework needs additional development through a 

stakeholder process. In addition to this stakeholder process, the Commission should host an 

interagency workshop with the goal of aligning accounting and reporting to reduce administrative 
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burden and streamline reporting across agency programs (e.g., the CEC’s PSD program). The existing 

RPS program will ensure continued progress on GHG-reduction, through 2030. The Commission 

should seek to implement the CES program to allow it to be incorporated into the RPS program 

beginning with the 2031-2033 compliance period.  

VI. CONCLUSION 

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

herein and looks forward to an ongoing dialogue with the Commission and stakeholders. 

 Respectfully submitted, 
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Existing 2030 Goals Threatened on Current Trajectory -  
Added New Build Requirements Would Pressure Constrained Market 

To evaluate progress toward meeting clean and reliable goals by 2030, California Community 

Choice Association (CalCCA) developed a simple load and resource table and slice-of-day (SOD) 

stack analysis. The load and resource table evaluates clean energy goals by comparing estimates of 

annual generation of different resources to retail sales. The SOD stack analysis evaluates reliability 

goals by comparing the potential contribution of resources toward meeting hourly demand and a 

planning reserve margin on the peak day of each month. Findings from the analysis are presented first, 

with details of the data and assumptions provided after in the Approach section. 

1. Findings:  
The resources currently contracted by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC)-

jurisdictional entities, assuming no additional contracted resources come online after 2028, are 

insufficient to meet the clean and reliability goals with the load growth embedded in the California 

Energy Commission (CEC) 2024 Integrated Energy Policy Report (IEPR) forecast to 2030. Without 

additional new resources, the contracted resources achieve only a 45 percent Renewables Portfolio 

Standard (RPS) and a 58 percent clean energy standard (CES), and emissions increase to 53.5 million 

metric tons (MMT) of CO2 per year, 32 percent higher than the 2024 emissions. The resources would 

fall short of meeting the planning reserve margin by about 1,700 MW in September 2030. 

Scenario Current 
Trajectory 

Forecasted Load with 
PSP Build 

Flat Load with PSP 
Build 

Load Forecast CEC 2024 IEPR CEC 2024 IEPR Remains at 2025 
Build Current Contracts 2023 PSP 2023 PSP 

Reliability 1,700 MW Short 3,300 MW Surplus 9,600 MW Surplus 
RPS (% retail sales) 45% 65% 82% 
CES (% retail sales) 58% 79% 98% 
GHG (MMTCO2/yr) 53.5 32.3 9.6 

 
Table 1. Reliability and Clean Outcomes in 2030 for Alternative Scenarios of 

Resource Build and Load Growth 

Contracting with additional new resources to align the 2030 portfolio with the portfolio 

adopted in the 2023 Preferred System Plan (PSP) would meet both the reliability and clean goals by 

2030 under the CEC 2024 IEPR load forecast. Beyond the currently contracted resources, aligning 

with the 2023 PSP requires an additional 840 MW of geothermal, 8,500 MW of wind, and 8,328 MW 

of solar. Assuming that these additional resources are brought online by 2030, the portfolio would 
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achieve a 65 percent RPS, a 79 percent CES, and California Independent System Operator (CAISO) 

emissions would fall to 32.3 MMT CO2. From a reliability perspective, the portfolio would meet the 

planning reserve margin with a net surplus of at least 3,300 MW in all hours.  

The risk with this additional procurement, however, is the uncertain nature of the forecasted 

load growth. Between 2020 and 2024, retail sales decreased by three percent. In contrast, the CEC 

2024 IEPR projects retail sales will increase by 25 percent between 2025 and 2030, largely due to 

increased electrification, electric vehicles, and new data centers. In the case that additional contracts 

are signed to align the 2030 portfolio with the 2023 PSP, yet retail sales remain flat out to 2030, the 

system would far exceed the clean and reliable goals at a cost to consumers. The 2023 PSP with flat 

retail sales would achieve an 82 percent RPS, a 98 percent CES, and emit 9.6 MMT CO2 in 2030.  

2. Approach: 

 
Table 2. Example Load and Resource Table for the Current Trajectory with 
Currently Contracted Resources and the CEC 2024 IEPR Load Forecast 

The above analysis is based on a simple load and resources table, similar to Table 1. This table 

uses retail sales from the CEC 2024 IEPR forecast and includes only currently contracted resources 

reported by the CPUC. 

The primary assumptions and data sources for the load and resource table are: 

• Retail sales are the total sales for the CAISO region using the CEC 2024 IEPR Planning 
forecast.36  

• Energy from Large Hydropower and Nuclear uses aggregate generation reported by the 
CAISO37 for 2020-2024. Generation in 2025-2030 is assumed to be the average of the 
historical generation over 2020-2024, implying no additional capacity or retirements.  

 
36  CEC IEPR 2024 load forecast. 
37  CAISO Production and Curtailments Data: https://www.caiso.com/library/production-curtailments-data.  

Year 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 

Retail Sales (TWh/yr) 202.1 199.6 204.1 196.7 196.2 199.9 205.
1 

212.
6 

225.7 237.7 249.8 

Thermal + Unspecified 
Imports (TWh/yr) 

128.0 127.0 124.8 104.8 100.1 96.7 90.5 92.9 103.4 116.7 130.0 

Renewable (TWh/yr) 60.5 66.9 69.2 74.7 86.0 90.1 102.
0 

107.
8 

111.7 111.7 111.7 

Large Hydro +Nuclear 
(TWh/yr) 

30.6 26.5 30.8  39.6  39.0  33.3  33.3  33.3  33.3  33.3  33.3  

RPS (% retail sales) 30% 34% 34% 38% 44% 45% 50% 51% 49% 47% 45% 

CES (% retail sales) 45% 47% 49% 58% 64% 62% 66% 66% 64% 61% 58% 
            
GHG (million mTCO2) 49.6 53.2 53.1 44.0 40.6 39.8 37.2 38.2 42.5 48.0 53.5 

https://www.caiso.com/library/production-curtailments-data


 

A-3 

• Energy from wind and solar is the aggregate of the post-curtailment generation reported 
by the CAISO38 plus additional estimated generation from contracted wind and solar 
reported by the CPUC.39 The CPUC only reports contracts through 2028, implying no 
additional new resources are contracted between 2028 and 2030. Generation from 
contracted resources assumes a 35 percent pre-curtailment capacity factor for wind and 
30 percent pre-curtailment capacity factor for solar. This generation is derated by a two 
percent curtailment rate for new wind and eight percent curtailment rate for new solar. 
These curtailment rates were estimated from the incremental wind or solar curtailment 
between 2020 to 2024 as a percentage of the pre-curtailment incremental energy over 
the same period.  

• Energy from Biomass, Small Hydro, and Geothermal in 2020-2024 is based on the 
CAISO reported “Renewable” generation less wind and solar.40 Generation in this 
category is expected to increase from contracted geothermal41 assuming an 80 percent 
capacity factor and no additional curtailment. 

• Losses42 for 2020-2024 are calculated as the difference between the aggregate 
generation and imports for the CAISO region43 and the CEC’s reported retail sales for 
CAISO.44 The loss rate for 2025-2030 is assumed to be the average loss rate over 2020-
2024.  

• Energy from Thermal and Unspecified Imports for 2020-2024 is from CAISO data. For 
2025-2030, we assume that the total thermal and unspecified imports is the difference 
between the retail sales plus losses and the generation from all other sources.  

• GHG emissions in 2020-2024 are reported by CAISO.45 We assume the average 
emissions rate of the Thermal and Unspecified Imports over 2020-2024 (0.411 metric 
tons of CO2 per MWh) continues over 2025-2030. Changes in the energy from Thermal 
and Unspecified Imports, calculated above, result in changes to the CAISO-wide GHG 
emissions.  

 
38  Ibid. 
39  CPUC Resource Tracking Data as of April 2025: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-
website/divisions/energy-division/documents/summer-2021-reliability/tracking-energy-development/resource-
tracking-data-april-2025-release.pdf.  
40  CAISO Production and Curtailments Data: https://www.caiso.com/library/production-curtailments-data.  
41  CPUC Resource Tracking Data as of April 2025: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-
website/divisions/energy-division/documents/summer-2021-reliability/tracking-energy-development/resource-
tracking-data-april-2025-release.pdf.  
42  Losses are calculated as non-storage generation and imports less retail sales. Using this approach 
implies losses include transmission and distribution losses plus round-trip efficiency losses from battery storage. 
43  CAISO Production and Curtailments Data: https://www.caiso.com/library/production-curtailments-data.  
44  Actual retail sales (as opposed to forecast retail sales) are extracted from the year prior to the year of the 
IEPR forecast vintage for retail sales in 2020-2023. For example, the 2022 actual retail sales are reported in the 
2023 IEPR vintage. All CEC IEPR forecast vintages were downloaded from the CEC. Retail sales for 2024 are 
an estimate, rather than actual, and are obtained from the CEC 2024 IEPR forecast.  
45  CAISO Greenhouse Gas Emission Tracking Report, December 2024: 
https://www.caiso.com/documents/greenhouse-gas-emissions-tracking-report-december-2024.pdf.  

https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/summer-2021-reliability/tracking-energy-development/resource-tracking-data-april-2025-release.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/summer-2021-reliability/tracking-energy-development/resource-tracking-data-april-2025-release.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/summer-2021-reliability/tracking-energy-development/resource-tracking-data-april-2025-release.pdf
https://www.caiso.com/library/production-curtailments-data
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/summer-2021-reliability/tracking-energy-development/resource-tracking-data-april-2025-release.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/summer-2021-reliability/tracking-energy-development/resource-tracking-data-april-2025-release.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/summer-2021-reliability/tracking-energy-development/resource-tracking-data-april-2025-release.pdf
https://www.caiso.com/library/production-curtailments-data
https://www.caiso.com/documents/greenhouse-gas-emissions-tracking-report-december-2024.pdf
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To assess reliability in 2030, CalCCA concurrently developed a SOD stack analysis using the 

following assumptions: 

• Hourly load on peak days each month is from the CEC 2024 IEPR forecast for the 
Planning Scenario.46 In addition to demand, resources must meet a planning reserve 
margin of 18 percent in each month of the year, consistent with the PRM adopted in the 
RA program for 2026.47 The RA program also extends authorization of IOUs to 
procure additional resources beyond the PRM. We assume that this excess IOU 
procurement requires an additional 1,260 MW of resources, which is the lower end of 
the authorized excess procurement.  

• Resources that contribute to the SOD RA program are a combination of the existing 
resources in the current net-qualifying capacity (NQC) List published in the CPUC’s 
Master Resource Database,48 and contracted resources tracked by the CPUC.49 Hourly 
exceedance profiles for wind and solar are included within the Master Resource 
Database. 

• RA Imports for each month are set to the observed RA import levels from 2024,50 with 
an hourly shape based on the import RA shape used by the CPUC in their 2025 SOD 
stack analysis.51 

• CalCCA further adjusted the supply of resources to account for thermal derates, IOU 
retention for substitution, and resources in the NQC list contracted by the Department 
of Water Resources for the Strategic Reliability Reserve. These assumptions are 
consistent with the approach previously described by CalCCA elsewhere.52 

To estimate the incremental cost of additional contracting to align with the 2023 PSP, CalCCA 

assumed the following: 

 
46  Hourly CAISO forecast for the CEC 2024 IEPR.  
47  D.25-06-048, Decision Adopting Local Capacity Obligations for 2026-2028, Flexible Capacity 
Obligations for 2026, and Program Refinements, R.23-10-011 (June 27, 2025): 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M571/K237/571237404.PDF.  
48  CPUC Resource Adequacy Compliance Materials: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-
website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-
materials/slice-of-day-compliance-materials/mrd-final-2025_05102025v2.xlsx.  
49  CPUC Resource Tracking Data as of April 2025: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-
website/divisions/energy-division/documents/summer-2021-reliability/tracking-energy-development/resource-
tracking-data-april-2025-release.pdf.  
50  RA import data downloaded from oasis.caiso.com as “Import Capability Used in RA Plan Data”.  
51  CEC, Summer Energy Reliability Workshop (May 2, 2025), at 114-116: 
https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/GetDocument.aspx?tn=262897&DocumentContentId=99547.  
52  California’s Constrained Resource Adequacy Market: Ratepayers Left Standing in a Game of Musical 
Chairs (Jan. 16, 2925): https://cal-cca.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/02/CalCCA-Stack-Analysis-2023-2026-
updated-01_16_24-.pdf.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M571/K237/571237404.PDF
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/slice-of-day-compliance-materials/mrd-final-2025_05102025v2.xlsx
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/slice-of-day-compliance-materials/mrd-final-2025_05102025v2.xlsx
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/slice-of-day-compliance-materials/mrd-final-2025_05102025v2.xlsx
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/summer-2021-reliability/tracking-energy-development/resource-tracking-data-april-2025-release.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/summer-2021-reliability/tracking-energy-development/resource-tracking-data-april-2025-release.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/summer-2021-reliability/tracking-energy-development/resource-tracking-data-april-2025-release.pdf
https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/GetDocument.aspx?tn=262897&DocumentContentId=99547
https://cal-cca.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/02/CalCCA-Stack-Analysis-2023-2026-updated-01_16_24-.pdf
https://cal-cca.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/02/CalCCA-Stack-Analysis-2023-2026-updated-01_16_24-.pdf
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• The nameplate capacity of the additional resources beyond the currently contracted 
resources is the difference between the 2023 PSP in 203053 and the contracted 
resources through 2028 reported by the CPUC.  

• The cost of the contracts uses the average Levelized Cost of Energy (LCOE) of 
geothermal, wind, and solar reported by Lazard in the LCOE report (version 18).54 This 
LCOE is multiplied by the pre-curtailment energy generated each year by the new 
resources, where the energy calculations use the same assumptions as noted above in 
the load and resources table. In aggregate, the new contracts cost $3.5 billion per year.  

• The new contracts reduce the fuel and emissions of Thermal and Unspecified imports, 
based on the post-curtailment energy. The fuel costs use EIA’s 2025 Annual Energy 
Outlook (AEO)55 2030 forecast of natural gas prices for 2030 and a 7,750 
MBTU/MWh heat rate implied by the average 0.411 metric tons of CO2 per MWh 
emissions rate calculated above. The emissions costs assume the GHG permit price 
stays at the 2030 floor price for the Cap-and-Trade market of $36.59/metric ton CO2.56 
Based on these assumptions, the new contracts reduce fuel and emissions costs by $2.4 
billion per year.  

• The net incremental cost is the difference between the contract cost of $3.4 billion per 
year and the avoided fuel and emissions cost of $2.4 billion per year. With these 
assumptions, the net incremental cost of the new contracts is $1.0 billion per year. 

 
53  D.24-02-047, Decision Adopting 2023 Preferred System Plan and Related Matter, and Addressing Two 
Petitions for Modification, R.20-05-003 (February 15, 2024): Table 4: 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M525/K918/525918033.PDF.  
54  Lazard Levelized Cost of Energy+ Report (version 18, June 2025). https://www.lazard.com/news-
announcements/lazard-releases-2025-levelized-cost-of-energyplus-report-pr/.  
55  Annual Energy Outlook 2025 Table 3. Energy Prices by Sector and Source. Case: Reference case | 
Region: Pacific. https://www.eia.gov/outlooks/aeo/.  
56  CEC. California Energy Demand 2023 GHG Allowance Price Scenarios. 
https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/GetDocument.aspx?tn=254569&DocumentContentId=89994.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M525/K918/525918033.PDF
https://www.lazard.com/news-announcements/lazard-releases-2025-levelized-cost-of-energyplus-report-pr/
https://www.lazard.com/news-announcements/lazard-releases-2025-levelized-cost-of-energyplus-report-pr/
https://www.eia.gov/outlooks/aeo/
https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/GetDocument.aspx?tn=254569&DocumentContentId=89994
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