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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS1 

• Reject party recommendations for near-term procurement orders that fail to consider the 
practical realities of the current procurement environment and overly prescriptive RCPPP 
frameworks that would establish LLT-specific procurement requirements, enforce 
procurement of the PSP, or establish excessively high procurement requirements in years 
T+2 through T+4; 

• Adopt a new plus existing SOD-based reliability framework coupled with a CES to allow 
LSEs to best optimize their portfolios and address both reliability and clean energy needs 
in an affordable manner; 

• Adopt a SOD methodology for RCPPP as recommended by numerous parties given the 
uncertainty and misalignment created by mELCC even if mELCC values are bounded; 

• Adopt party recommendations to plan for a 0.1 LOLE reliability target rather than a 
buffer or CCR;  

• Adopt a penalty structure for reliability requirements that differentiates between RA and 
RCPPP penalties, as recommended by SVCE;  

• Establish a process for evaluating resource and transmission solutions to reliably serve 
local area load in the most cost-effective manner before adopting party recommendations 
for local procurement requirements in RCPPP; 

• Ensure that the risks of central procurement not materializing are not borne by individual 
LSEs, for the reasons stated by PG&E and Shell; and 

• Defer party recommendations related to the PCIA to R.25-02-005.  

 

 
1  Acronyms used herein are defined in the body of this document. 
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CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S REPLY COMMENTS ON 
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE’S RULING SEEKING COMMENTS ON RELIABLE 

AND CLEAN POWER PROCUREMENT PROGRAM STAFF PROPOSAL 
 

 
California Community Choice Association2 (CalCCA) submits these reply comments 

pursuant to the Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Seeking Comments on Reliable and Clean 

Power Procurement Program Staff Proposal3 (Ruling), 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 RCPPP Ruling.  

I. INTRODUCTION 

Energy Division Staff’s stated goal of the Reliable and Clean Power Procurement 

Program (RCPPP) is to “give [load-serving entities (LSE)] a more predictable regulatory 

framework to procure their share of the resources needed to meet electric system reliability and 

 
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, Rulemaking (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.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/SearchRes.aspx?DocFormat=ALL&DocID=565140721
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M566/K327/566327214.PDF
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greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reduction goals at least cost.”5 This goal is largely supported by 

parties, including CalCCA, as a way to transition away from the ad hoc procurement order 

process, which can result in an unpredictable, rushed, and costly procurement environment.  

Despite this widely accepted goal, several parties’ Opening Comments6 and Proposals7 

advance recommendations that ignore the realities of the current procurement environment and if 

adopted would exacerbate the state’s ongoing affordability crisis. In developing the RCPPP, the 

California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) should consider these realities, including 

the impacts that interconnection delays, federal policy, and supply chain issues have on resource 

availability. The Commission should also seek to co-optimize reliability and GHG-reduction 

frameworks by aligning these frameworks with existing compliance programs, including the 

Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) and Resource Adequacy (RA) programs, to allow these 

requirements to be met in the most cost-effective manner.  

Many parties agree that the Commission should plan for an industry-accepted reliability 

standard and incentivize compliance through a robust penalty framework, rather than rely on 

generic procurement buffers that can result in over-procurement. Parties also agree that the 

Commission should establish a process for reliably serving local area load with reduced reliance 

on emitting resources. To implement party recommendations on local area reliability, the 

Commission should first evaluate how to determine which transmission and non-transmission 

alternatives are cost-effective and feasible before incorporating a local procurement component 

into RCPPP. Several parties also highlight the significant impact central procurement entity 

 
5  Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Seeking Comments on Reliable and Clean Power 
Procurement Program Staff Proposal, Attachment A, R.20-05-003 (Apr. 29, 2025) (Staff Proposal), at 1: 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M565/K140/565140169.PDF.  
6  References to parties’ Opening Comments refer to those Comments submitted on or about July 
15, 2025, in R.20-05-003. 
7  References to parties’ Proposals refer to those submitted on or about July 15, 2025, in R.20-05-003. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M565/K140/565140169.PDF


 

3 

(CPE) procurement will have on LSE procurement. These parties emphasize the importance of 

ensuring that the risks of central procurement not materializing are not borne by individual LSEs 

that do not have control over the timing or amount of procurement. 

In response to party Opening Comments and Proposals, CalCCA recommends that the 

Commission:  

• Reject party recommendations for near-term procurement orders that fail to 
consider the practical realities of the current procurement environment and overly 
prescriptive RCPPP frameworks that would establish long-lead time (LLT)-
specific procurement requirements, enforce procurement of the Preferred System 
Plan (PSP), or establish excessively high procurement requirements in years T+2 
through T+4 and beyond; 

• Adopt a new plus existing slice-of-day (SOD)-based reliability framework 
coupled with a clean energy standard (CES) to allow LSEs to best optimize their 
portfolios and address both reliability and clean energy needs in an affordable 
manner; 

• Adopt a SOD methodology for RCPPP as recommended by numerous parties 
given the uncertainty and misalignment created by marginal effective load 
carrying capability (mELCC), even if mELCC values are bounded; 

• Adopt party recommendations to plan for a 0.1 loss-of-load expectation (LOLE) 
reliability target rather than a buffer or collective capacity reserve (CCR);  

• Adopt a penalty structure for reliability requirements that differentiates between 
RA and RCPPP penalties, as recommended by Silicon Valley Clean Energy 
(SVCE);  

• Establish a process for evaluating resource and transmission solutions to reliably 
serve local area load in the most cost-effective manner before adopting party 
recommendations for local procurement requirements in RCPPP; 

• Ensure that the risks of central procurement not materializing are not borne by 
individual LSEs, for the reasons stated by Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
(PG&E) and Shell Energy North America (US), L.P. (Shell); and 

• Defer party recommendations related to the Power Charge Indifference 
Adjustment (PCIA) to R.25-02-005.  
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II. THE COMMISSION SHOULD REJECT RECOMMENDATIONS THAT FAIL 
TO CONSIDER THE PRACTICAL REALITIES OF THE CURRENT 
PROCUREMENT ENVIRONMENT  

Party recommendations for near-term procurement orders or RCPPP designs that do not 

consider the practical realities of the current procurement environment should be rejected to 

ensure reliability and GHG-reduction procurement efforts do not result in excessive costs to 

ratepayers. A significant amount of procurement must occur between now and 2045 to reliably 

meet state policy goals.8 This procurement must occur while managing barriers to bringing new 

supply online quickly and affordably, including supply chain issues, permitting challenges, 

interconnection delays, and federal policy changes. All of these barriers continue to create a 

challenging and unpredictable procurement environment.  

As set forth below, the Commission should consider the availability of projects and 

timing of new resource development when establishing any future procurement directives, 

whether it be a near term procurement order or RCPPP design. As stated by Shell, “[i]t does 

California’s ratepayers little good to set procurement targets that are unachievable given the lack 

of sufficient resources, or to penalize LSEs for procurement directives that are unattainable due 

to challenges associated with development timelines.”9 The Commission must also ensure that it 

bases any near-term procurement order or long-term RCPPP design on thorough needs 

assessments and make load forecasting improvements a priority. Finally, the Commission should 

 
8  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 Senate Bill 100 (SB 100) (De 
León, Chapter 312, Statutes of 2018).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.  
9  Shell Opening Comments, at 6. 

https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/EFiling/GetFile.aspx?tn=237167&DocumentContentId=70349
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also avoid overly prescriptive requirements that inhibit LSEs’ ability to manage uncertainty and 

navigate constraints in an affordable manner. 

A. Party Recommendations for Near-Term Procurement Orders Should be 
Rejected 

The Commission should reject party recommendations for near-term procurement orders 

given there is: (1) insufficient record to demonstrate need; (2) significant uncertainty in the load 

forecast that requires additional consideration; and (3) resource development bottlenecks that 

could be exacerbated by additional procurement orders. The Commission must ensure that before 

any near-term procurement is ordered, it is informed by a robust needs assessment, based on a 

load forecast that accounts for the significant uncertainty of electrification and large loads, and 

feasible given resource development timelines. 

1. Any Interim Procurement Order Must Be Supported by a Needs Assessment 
That Is Thoroughly Vetted by the Commission and Parties  

Party recommendations for a near-term procurement order are premature given a needs 

assessment has not been completed and forecasted load increases are highly uncertain. American 

Clean Power – California (ACP-CA), Solar Energy Industries Association (SEIA), Large-Scale 

Solar Association (LSA), and Independent Energy Producers Association (IEP) (collectively, the 

Joint Parties), PG&E, and San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) each recommend near-

term procurement orders based upon different interpretations of need. The Joint Parties 

recommend the Commission initiate a near-term needs order for 2028-2032 by September 2025 

based upon a “low-end estimate” of the reliability gap driven by load forecast increases.10 PG&E 

recommends a procurement order to meet a need of roughly 2,900 MW of net qualifying 

capacity (NQC) to address an expected energy storage charging capacity shortfall.11 SDG&E 

 
10  Joint Parties Proposal, at 3.  
11  PG&E Opening Comments, at 7.  
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recommends “that the Commission require LSEs to procure by 2030 a minimum of 25 [percent] 

of the clean energy resource need for 2030 that is reflected in their 2022 IRP, while accounting 

for any resource additions ([mid-term reliability (MTR)] and supplemental MTR) that have come 

online since the last IRP.”12 While all of these parties recommend different levels of 

procurement, they also all fail to provide a clear determination of need. 

The Commission must ensure that before any near-term procurement is ordered, it is 

informed by a thoroughly vetted needs assessment. CalCCA supports party recommendations 

that recognize the requirement for a needs assessment and identification before ordering 

procurement. For example, the California Independent System Operator (CAISO) states: 

[a] first track dedicated to a near term needs assessment for the 
2028- 2032 timeframe and potential new procurement order to be 
issued as soon as the end of 2025 if needs are identified, and a 
second track on a longer timeline focused on continued development 
of a comprehensive RCPPP framework. Establishing a track 
dedicated to a near-term needs assessment will allow parties to focus 
on developing and vetting Commission and party analyses of 
resource sufficiency in 2028-2032 to support a potential new 
procurement order as soon as the end of 2025.13  

A needs assessment in advance of a procurement order is especially critical at this time, 

given the significant uncertainty in the current load forecast due to electrification and data center 

load and market dynamics affecting resource development as described below. In addition, 

LSEs’ individual IRPs have not been updated since 2022, and could change significantly in 2025 

due to updated inputs and assumptions, resource cost, technology availability, and other factors. 

Therefore, these outdated IRPs should not be used as the basis of a procurement order.  

 
12  SDG&E Opening Comments, at 11.  
13  CAISO Opening Comments, at 3 (emphasis added).  
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2. The Commission Should Work with the CEC to Assess the High Degree of 
Variability in Data Center Growth Before Basing a Procurement Order on 
Speculative Load  

Data center impacts on the California Energy Commission’s (CEC) Integrated Energy 

Policy Report (IEPR) load forecast require further consideration before ordering procurement. 

The Joint Parties base their recommendation for a procurement order on the IEPR load forecast, 

“which includes approximately 5 gigawatts (GW) of additional peak load by 2032 (4 GW by 

2030) relative to the prior, 2023 IEPR forecast.”14 ACP-CA states, “[w]hile the magnitude of this 

load growth is somewhat uncertain, its existence and general trajectory are clear – as are the 

resources needs it will entail.”15 CalCCA disagrees that the load forecast’s impact on the 

resource need is clear. Forecasted load growth in the IEPR is higher than history supports and is 

uncertain. For example, the 2024 IEPR projects load growth between 13 percent and 36 percent 

in the 2028–2032 period, as shown in Figure 1.16 Historically, it has taken decades to realize 

similar levels of growth. A 13 percent increase in load took 26 years (1997–2023) to materialize, 

and a 36 percent increase has not occurred in the historical record reviewed.17 

Figure 1: CEC 2024 IEPR Load Forecast Aggregate for PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E Areas 

 

The level of load growth depicted in the 2024 IEPR is unprecedented in recent history 

and is primarily driven by anticipated load growth due to data centers. However, this data center 

load growth is uncertain. At the July 16, 2025, CEC Demand Analysis Working Group meeting 

 
14  Joint Parties Proposal, at 4. 
15  ACP-CA Opening Comments, at 3. 
16  CEC 2024 IEPR Baseline forecast aggregated for PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E areas. 
17  CEC Energy Consumption Data files contain information going back to 1990 which indicate the 
change in consumption between 1990 and 2023 (the last date or recorded data) was only 21 percent. 
https://www.energy.ca.gov/files/energy-consumption-data-files.  

Figure 1 - CEC 2024 IEPR Load Forecast Aggregate for PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E areas
Year 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Retail Sales (TWh/yr) 199.9 205.1 212.6 225.7 237.7 249.8 261.6 271.3
Percent Change from 2025 0% 3% 6% 13% 19% 25% 31% 36%

https://www.energy.ca.gov/files/energy-consumption-data-files
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at the CEC, PG&E stated, “[f]or multiple forecast cycles, forecasts will likely be highly 

uncertain due to the nascency of the data center technology [and] markets and due to the 

complexity of data center projects.” 18 At the same meeting, Southern California Edison 

Company (SCE) presented that they had increased the likelihood of eight projects, decreased the 

likelihood of nineteen projects, and maintained the likelihood of sixteen projects.19 

The high degree of variability in data center growth deserves a more complete dialogue 

and evaluation before using the current IEPR load forecast as a basis for ordering any interim 

procurement. The Commission should, therefore, focus its efforts on: (1) coordinating 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 large loads; (2) requiring the investor-owned utilities 

(IOU) to identify how and when during the forecasting processes each IOU becomes aware of 

the potential for a new data center or other large loads and incorporates that information into load 

forecasts for the IOU, CCA, or electric service provider (ESP); and (3) establishing parameters 

for including data center and other large loads in forecasts used to determine procurement 

obligations, given the potentially speculative nature of these loads.  

Given that data center loads are uncertain and may not be able to 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. The Commission should examine how it can 

ensure a reasonable procurement program that may, in part, be based on speculative large loads 

such as data centers.  

 
18  July 16, 2025, CEC Demand Analysis Working Group Meeting: 
https://www.energy.ca.gov/event/meeting/2025-07/ca-energy-demand-forecast-economic-demographic-
inputs-and-data-center.  
19  Ibid. 

https://www.energy.ca.gov/event/meeting/2025-07/ca-energy-demand-forecast-economic-demographic-inputs-and-data-center
https://www.energy.ca.gov/event/meeting/2025-07/ca-energy-demand-forecast-economic-demographic-inputs-and-data-center
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3. The Commission Should Ensure That Any Future Procurement Orders and 
RCPPP Design are Feasible Given Resource Development Timelines and 
Prioritize Reducing Bottlenecks 

The Commission should ensure any future procurement orders, and the RCPPP design, 

are feasible given challenges associated with development timelines. The Commission should 

also seek to reduce bottlenecks that prevent contracted resources from coming online and 

interconnecting in a timely manner. The Utility Reform Network (TURN) recommends that the 

Commission take:  

all possible measures to lock in pre-sunset pricing for new wind and 
solar projects,” by issuing “an immediate interim procurement order 
directing all [LSEs] to contract for wind and solar generation 
expected to be eligible for the relevant federal tax credits due to their 
ability to commence (or complete) construction by the relevant 
deadlines in [the One Big Beautiful Bill].20  

The Commission should reject this recommendation because introducing a rapid increase in 

demand while LSEs are already in the process of procuring to meet MTR requirements and LSE-

specific clean energy goals could result in dramatic price increases. In addition, many factors 

could prevent resources from obtaining investment tax credits (ITC) and production tax credits 

(PTC), even if LSEs contract for these projects as soon as possible. For example, Federal 

guidance issued will likely slow the progress of renewable generation not already underway, 

jeopardizing the ability to meet H.R. 1 deadlines.21 In addition, issues of supply chain, 

 
20  TURN Opening Comments, at 2. 
21  In addition to H.R. 1, there is Federal guidance that requires, “all decisions, actions, 
consultations, and other undertakings—including but not limited to the following—related to wind and 
solar energy facilities shall require submission to the Office of the Executive secretariat and Regulatory 
Affairs, subsequent review by the Office of the Deputy Secretary, and final review by the Office of the 
Secretary.” This is followed by a list of 69 items that must be reviewed. See Department of the Interior 
Memorandum (July 15, 2025): https://www.doi.gov/media/document/departmental-review-procedures-
decisions-actions-consultations-and-other. 

https://www.doi.gov/media/document/departmental-review-procedures-decisions-actions-consultations-and-other
https://www.doi.gov/media/document/departmental-review-procedures-decisions-actions-consultations-and-other
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interconnection upgrade delays, and permitting difficulties have been well documented 

throughout the MTR process.  

These problems are not solved by additional procurement orders that push even more 

demand into an already constrained market. Doing so will not make the components more 

available; the interconnection upgrades completed sooner or expedite the permitting process. 

Any of these individually is a significant threat to meeting the timeline specified in H.R. 1, and 

taken together, cast serious doubt on the ability of LSEs and developers to make the necessary 

progress to meet the deadlines to receive the ITC or PTC. The Joint Parties explain, “…resource 

development timelines remain extended with timeline bottlenecks in the deliverability study and 

interconnection processes.”22 As the Joint Parties state, the bottlenecks in getting new resources 

online largely stem from a lack of available interconnection capacity and upgrades needed to 

support new resource interconnection. They do not stem from LSEs’ ability to contract for new 

resource development.  

While the Joint Parties suggest that, “LSEs lack procurement orders for the 2028-2032 

timeframe,” and do not appear to be voluntarily filling post-2028 needs,23 LSEs have 

demonstrated the ability to contract for new build in excess of procurement orders. Progress on 

the MTR procurement orders shows that aggregate CCA procurement well exceeds their share of 

identified needs.  

 
22  Joint Parties Proposal, at 5.  
23  Id., at 13.  
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Figure 2: Cumulative CCA Progress on MTR Orders as of June 2025 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The primary challenge is, therefore, getting contracted resources interconnected in a 

timely manner given resource development challenges such as delays to upgrades completed by 

the IOUs needed to interconnect new resources. If the Commission finds a near-term need, the 

most effective approach to address the need would be to focus on removing those bottlenecks to 

expedite the interconnection of contracted resources rather than layering on additional 

procurement orders and exacerbating existing bottlenecks.  

B. Party Recommendations for Overly Prescriptive RCPPP Frameworks that 
Inhibit an LSE’s Ability to Manage Uncertainty and Navigate Constraints in 
an Affordable Manner Should be Rejected 

The Commission should also reject several party recommendations that would introduce 

overly prescriptive RCPPP requirements. These requirements would limit an LSE’s ability to 

manage uncertainty, such as load forecast uncertainty, and navigate market constraints, such as 

project cost or development timeline, in an affordable manner.  
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1. The Commission Should Reject LLT-Specific RCPPP Requirements 

The Commission should reject proposals from parties including Hydrostor, Inc., BHE 

Renewables, LLC, and the Long-Duration Energy Storage Council (LDES Council),24 Advanced 

Energy United,25 and Green Power Institute26 that would introduce separate requirements for 

LLT resources. To ensure LSEs can effectively determine whether to include LLT resources in 

their procurement plans, the Commission should regularly study procurement needs at least ten 

years out and provide indicative, non-binding procurement requirements for years T+5 through 

T+9 so that LSEs are informed of their potential procurement requirements well into the future. 

The Commission should also work with the CAISO to plan for transmission infrastructure needs 

farther than ten years out in the IRP planning track to provide certainty to market participants 

about where transmission infrastructure will exist when planning their procurement.  

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

procurement of specific technology types, will allow the market to decide the most cost-effective 

projects to pursue that possess the right attributes to meet reliability and GHG-reduction targets. As 

explained in section II.B.2 below, LLT resources have been procured above the cost of new entry 

(CONE) specifically to meet LLT requirements from the MTR order, rather than other more cost-

effective resources. If LLT resources are the most cost-effective way to obtain all the attributes 

necessary to meet reliability needs, then LSEs will procure them to meet their compliance 

obligations. RCPPP does not need an LLT-specific requirement for these needs to be met.  

 
24  See generally joint proposal of Hydrostor, Inc., BHE Renewables, LLC, and the LDES Council.  
25  See Advanced Energy United Opening Comments, at 5.  
26  See Green Power Institute Opening Comments, at 7.  
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2. The Commission Should Reject Proposals to Tie Procurement Requirements 
to Individual LSE IRPs or the PSP 

The Commission should not be swayed by party recommendations that the RCPPP must 

order the procurement of resources consistent with those in the PSP. The California Wind 

Energy Association’s (Calea) claims its proposal will, “[harmonize] the RCPPP with the 

Commission’s [IRP] process and the [PSP] that it produces” and in so doing, “it will drive 

toward the PSP’s least-cost, resource-diverse, reliable portfolio while providing individual LSEs 

with compliance flexibility.”27 CalWEA’s proposal fails to recognize that the PSP is only the 

least cost on an assumption-driven planning basis. That is, the LSEs make assessments of their 

portfolio need and the costs of various resources to fulfill that need. If the aggregate of LSE 

plans leaves an open need for reliability or non-emitting resources, the Commission can evaluate 

how to fill that open position on a presumed least cost basis relying on net CONE.  

The reality of procurement does not align perfectly with the planning assumptions used to 

develop the PSP and, therefore, what is least cost and available at the time of entering into a 

power purchase agreement (PPA) may differ from the assumptions. CalCCA surveyed its 

members, receiving responses from 12 members representing over five million customers and 

205 terawatt hours of energy sales annually. When asked if the CCA had selected any non-solar 

and non-storage resources in recent (i.e., in the last five years) request for offers (RFO), a very 

small fraction said that they had done so because the resource was priced at or below net CONE. 

Instead, most were procured at costs above net CONE and most of those were the result of 

meeting MTR requirements for LLT resources or base load non-emitting resources. In addition, 

CalCCA asked if the CCAs had declined offers from non-solar/non-storage resources over that 

same time frame. Most entities indicated that there were no or very few offers that they declined. 

 
27  CalWEA Opening Comments, at 2. 
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In addition to those CCAs, one indicated that it received a reasonable number of offers but like 

other CCAs, they declined the offers as they were above the net CONE value and not economic 

compared to other alternatives to fill their portfolio needs.  

The PSP can only be the least-cost, reliable, and clean portfolio if there are resources 

offered at prices that are consistent with the assumptions set in the PSP. For these reasons, the 

Commission should not focus on procurement that is consistent with the PSP and instead focus 

on whether the LSE procurement meets reliability and clean energy needs. LSEs, as the 

procuring entities, are best situated to evaluate the cost of alternatives to procure at least cost 

while meeting reliability and GHG-reduction objectives. Forcing LSEs to conduct procurement 

that aligns with specific identified resources in the PSP would likely result in higher costs for 

ratepayers. Worse, LSEs may end up procuring resources that have higher development risk and 

are less likely to achieve commercial operation in a timely manner to serve reliability and clean 

energy needs. 

3. The Commission Should Not Extend Binding Requirements Beyond T+4 or 
Establish Excessively High Procurement Requirements in the Out Years  

The Commission should reject recommendations from multiple parties, including 

TURN28 and the California Energy Storage Alliance (CESA),29 to extend binding requirements 

beyond T+4 or establish excessively high requirements for T+2 through T+4. TURN 

recommends extending binding forward obligations out to 10 years, stating:  

 
28  TURN Opening Comments, at 4. 
29  CESA Opening Comments, at 13-14. 
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A longer forward horizon would provide advance warning of any 
potential future capacity scarcity, allow adequate time to address 
deficiencies, and reduce the likelihood of price escalation in 
response to tight supply conditions. It often takes more than four 
years after the issuance of a Commission procurement order for new 
resources to be developed.30 

This recommendation should be rejected for several reasons. First, the Staff Proposal 

includes an assessment of needs at least 10 years forward.31 Needs identified in years T+5 

through T+9 should serve as indicative targets, as proposed in the Staff Proposal. These advisory 

targets will provide LSEs with the “advance warning” TURN seeks of potential short positions 

so they can plan their procurement further out (e.g., for LLT resources that take longer than five 

years to be developed or hedging of future new clean resource price risk). Such advisory targets 

will avoid putting unnecessary and overly restrictive prescriptions on when LSEs need to make 

procurement decisions. Second, requiring binding showings more than five years out forces LSEs 

to make unnecessarily risky deals with projects that may be speculative and with too much 

uncertainty in the load forecast. Third, 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. 

CESA recommends a 100 percent contracting requirement through T+4 and states that, 

“longer contracting lead times [are] needed” regardless of whether Option 1 or Option 2 is 

selected, “because it de-risks project development and aligns with critical processes at the 

CAISO.”32 Like TURN’s recommendation, CESA’s recommendation would severely limit 

LSEs’ flexibility to set their own hedging strategies for mid to long-term procurement and to 

 
30  TURN Opening Comments, at 4. 
31  Staff Proposal, at 4-5. 
32  CESA Opening Comments, at 13.  
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manage their portfolios in light of market conditions and uncertain impacts of electrification and 

large loads. It also exceeds the 90 percent requirement established in the RA program for T+1. 

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. 

III. A RELIABILITY FRAMEWORK COUPLED WITH A CLEAN ENERGY 
STANDARD ALLOWS LSEs TO BEST OPTIMIZE THEIR PORTFOLIOS TO 
ADDRESS BOTH RELIABILITY AND CLEAN ENERGY NEEDS IN AN 
AFFORDABLE MANNER 

CalCCA disagrees with ACP-CA,33 The Public Advocates Office at the California Public 

Utilities Commission (Cal Advocates),34 and CAISO35 who state that without an express new 

build requirement, there will be insufficient incentives for new build. As stated by PG&E, “LSEs 

will be procuring new resources to meet their GHG-emissions reduction goals, making a new 

build requirement within the reliability paradigm duplicative and unnecessary.”36 This has 

proven true over the last several years, in which LSEs have been procuring to meet RPS 

obligations in addition to MTR obligations, and CCAs have been procuring to meet policies 

adopted by their governing boards. Figure 2 above shows CCAs have demonstrated the ability to 

contract for new build well in excess of the MTR procurement order. In addition, SCE’s Opening 

Comments provide data indicating other drivers having more significant impacts on new 

resource build than the MTR procurement orders:  

 
33  See ACP-CA Opening Comments, at 7. 
34  See Cal Advocates Opening Comments, at 5-6. 
35  See CAISO Opening Comments, at 4-5.  
36  PG&E Opening Comments, at 14.  
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Based on Staff’s July 2025 summary of MTR compliance by LSEs, 
7,449 MW NQC was online through 2024, which is 551 MW less 
than the 8,000 MW ordered to be online by June 1, 2024. However, 
factoring in resources procured through MTR, RPS, and other 
procurement efforts, 17,121 MW September NQC of new reliability 
resources have come online between January 1, 2020[,] and May 6, 
2025, and nearly 15,000 MW NQC is expected to still come online 
through 2028.37 

SCE expresses concern about the ability for the CES framework based on actual 

emissions to effectively achieve sufficient GHG reductions.38 However, SCE’s data 

demonstrates procurement resulting from the RPS program and other efforts have resulted in 

contracts above and beyond those from reliability-based procurement orders.  

Therefore, the Commission should consider reliability and GHG-reduction frameworks 

together when determining whether they will sufficiently drive the procurement needed to meet 

both objectives in the most cost-effective manner. Under the SOD RA program, LSEs need to show 

sufficient capacity to meet reliability needs in all 24 hours. Currently, RA requirements in hours 

that are difficult to decarbonize are often met by gas. As the state progresses towards 2045, more 

clean resources will become available to the market and CES requirements will increase. Taking 

SOD RA requirements, market dynamics, and CES requirements together, economics will likely 

drive LSEs to clean portfolios that satisfy both RA and CES requirements, rather than to a set of 

resources that meet RA needs and a different set of resources that meet CES needs. It is highly 

unlikely for LSEs to simultaneously procure large amounts of emitting resources to meet their RA 

 
37  SCE Opening Comments, at 23 (emphasis added) (footnote omitted).  
38  SCE Proposal at, 3-4 (“An hourly accounting system is necessary to develop a portfolio that can 
most effectively achieve sufficient GHG reductions because it incentivizes LSEs to procure clean energy that 
can be delivered during the evening net load peak hours when the system is most reliant on gas generation. 
Further, requiring clean energy… A key defect of the CES framework as proposed in the Staff Proposal is 
that its percentage-of-annual-sales requirement incentivizes the procurement of clean energy output without 
consideration of load requirements, hours of need, or a resource’s effective GHG reduction.”). 
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requirements and large amounts of RPS-eligible and/or zero-carbon resources to meet their clean 

energy targets without risking over-procurement that may result in increased customer costs. 

CalCCA therefore agrees with GPI that, “resource portfolio development should be co-

optimized to simultaneously achieve reliability and CES targets.”39 A new plus existing 

reliability framework using the SOD methodology coupled with the CES best allows LSEs to 

accomplish this objective. As stated by the California Large Energy Consumers Association 

(CLECA), “[a]rtificial distinctions between new and existing resources will lead to arbitrary 

procurement decisions.”40 This artificial distinction will not allow LSEs to achieve targets in the 

most cost-effective manner and should be rejected. 

IV. GIVEN THE UNCERTAINTY AND MISALIGNMENT CREATED BY MELCC 
EVEN IF MELCC VALUES ARE BOUNDED, THE COMMISSION SHOULD 
ADOPT A SOD METHODOLOGY FOR RCPPP AS RECOMMENDED BY 
NUMEROUS PARTIES 

Thirteen parties express support for using the SOD accounting methodology for RCPPP 

requirements.41 These parties largely recognize that LSEs will need to build a portfolio that 

meets RA SOD requirements and therefore any benefit of a common denomination of NQC via 

mELCC is largely lost since all LSEs must consider their RA position in all hours and not just a 

single measurement. The advent of SOD has meant that there is no longer a single capacity value 

for a resource. As such, negotiations between buyer and seller must account for hourly portfolio 

needs, even if a mELCC were in place for RCPPP. Because LSEs must meet both RA and 

 
39  GPI Opening Comments, at 13. (emphasis added).  
40  CLECA Opening Comments, at 8.  
41  See ACP-CA Opening Comments, at 4-5; Advanced Energy United Opening Comments, at 3; 
AReM Opening Comments, at 3-11; Ava Community Energy Opening Comments, Attachment A, at 2; 
the California Environmental Justice Alliance, Sierra Club, and Center for Energy Efficiency and 
Renewable Technologies Opening Comments, at 19-22; CLECA Opening Comments, at 4; GPI Opening 
Comments, at 3; PG&E Opening Comments, at 10; SDG&E Opening Comments, at 17; SVCE Opening 
Comments, at 6-7; and CalCCA Opening Comments, at 12-14. 
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RCPPP requirements, mELCC values would largely be supplanted by hourly SOD values. The 

Commission should therefore strongly consider efficiency in procurement and certainty that an 

LSE needs to enter into a long-term investment with a resource. Since this certainty is already 

provided by SOD, the Commission should adopt that approach for RCPPP. 

Further, of the entities that support a mELCC, many support bounding the mELCC.42 The 

main reason for bounding is to address the uncertainty of mELCC values, which is already 

resolved by using the SOD accounting system instead. Using a bounded mELCC will result in an 

inaccurate and potentially unreliable result. This inaccuracy would then be borne by changes in 

the PRM. In effect, a bounded mELCC suffers the worst of two worlds with uncertainty about 

values in the distant future and potential impacts on the PRM.  

CalCCA recognizes that any inaccuracy in the portfolio procured under SOD would also 

result in changes to the PRM. However, a system-wide portfolio procured to meet SOD is not 

likely to have a vastly different reliability impact than one that is developed using a mELCC since 

both methods are attempting to assure that the fleet of available resources meets a 0.1 LOLE.  

While both models can produce a reliable outcome, using two methods and always 

complying with the most restrictive standard significantly disrupts procurement and increases costs. 

The Commission should, therefore, pursue SOD accounting for RCPPP. Workshops to implement 

RCPPP can address the details necessary to ensure that SOD accurately depicts grid needs.  

V. THE COMMISSION SHOULD ADOPT PARTY RECOMMENDATIONS TO 
PLAN FOR A 0.1 LOLE RELIABILITY TARGET RATHER THAN APPLY A 
BUFFER OR CCR  

The Commission should decline to adopt a buffer or CCR for the reasons expressed by 

the Alliance for Retail Energy Markets (AReM). AReM states that a buffer or CCR is 

 
42  See Cal Advocates, at 25; ENGIE North America, Inc. Opening Comments, at 10; and SEIA/LSA 
Opening Comments, at 7.  
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unnecessary because the RA PRM is already established as a buffer to ensure adherence to a 0.1 

LOLE planning standard.43 CLECA’s and the California Coalition of Large Energy Users’ 

(CLEU) Opening Comments support this point.44 In addition AReM notes that the buffer will not 

address the root causes of the risk of project delays, which are primarily supply chain and 

transmission constraint related.45 Finally, AReM states that “there is no factual basis or evidence 

to support the 2.5 [percent] buffer value as opposed to any other.” 46 This is all the more 

concerning since the RA PRM based on a 0.1 LOLE already provides for a studied level of 

buffer as an industry-accepted best practice. In sum, AreM suggests that an additional buffer is 

both unnecessary and unsupported.  

CalCCA agrees with AReM, CLECA, and CLEU that an administratively set and 

unsupported buffer or CCR beyond the buffer already available through the PRM based on a 0.1 

LOLE will simply result in additional expense to customers for reliability beyond what is 

necessary for grid operation. This is especially true given LSE procurement already occurs to 

address the potential for a resource to not make its commercial operation date. The Commission 

should avoid over procurement during the current affordability crisis and federal climate, both of 

which make renewable resources more expensive.  

Over procurement that could occur through the buffer or CCR could also result in the 

disorderly retirement of the existing fleet. The CAISO has the reliability must run (RMR) 

mechanism that it can use to prevent a retirement of a needed resource. If procurement happens in 

a manner necessary to meet the GHG goals and reliability needs, retirement can occur in an orderly 

manner that will reduce the reliance on the CAISO mechanism. However, as CLEU points out, an 

 
43  See AReM Opening Comments, at 24-25.  
44  See CLECA Opening Comments, at 10; and CLEU Opening Comments, at 5. 
45  AReM Opening Comments, at 24. 
46  Id., at 25. 
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overbuild of capacity can lead to disorderly retirement as energy prices and RA prices would not 

support the continued operation of some resources.47 An over procurement of both the CCR and 

buffer has significant risk of triggering significant unplanned resource retirement.  

CalCCA also continues to oppose using the IOU as a procurement entity for the reasons 

stated in its opening comments.48 In addition, CalCCA agrees with SCE that the IOU would not 

be able to procure while adhering to their competitive neutrality rules since the IOU would be 

procuring the same product at the same time that all LSEs are procuring to meet reliability needs 

and procurement obligations.49 Having an IOU compete with other LSEs who are trying to 

procure their requirements while the IOU procures excess is a recipe for disaster. The same 

resources that the IOUs would seek to procure should instead be negotiating with an LSE so that 

the reliability need and GHG goals can be met, and the LSE can avoid penalties while serving 

their customers. A CCR could result in an LSE not meeting its requirements due to the 

competition by the IOU at the same time. The result would be penalties, cost allocation, and 

customers hedging needs met by an entity that is not their chosen procurement entity.  

If the Commission chooses to ignore the over-procurement and unnecessary expense that 

a buffer and CCR would create, it should first vet the appropriate level of buffer and make it an 

LSE requirement and not a centrally procured product. LSEs should retain their own 

procurement autonomy, and the Staff Proposal does not sufficiently explain why this autonomy 

should be supplanted by IOU central procurement in this case. To the contrary, CalCCA and 

AReM have pointed out that the IOUs have not been any more successful at meeting their own 

 
47  CLEU Opening Comments, at 5. 
48  CalCCA Opening Comments, at 16-20. 
49  SCE Opening Comments, at 43. 
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procurement needs in MTR than other LSEs.50 For these reasons, if the Commission adopts any 

form of buffer, it should be the responsibility of the LSE and not centrally procured.  

VI. THE COMMISSION SHOULD ADOPT A PENALTY STRUCTURE FOR 
RELIABILITY REQUIREMENTS THAT DIFFERENTIATES BETWEEN RA 
AND RCPPP PENALTIES, AS RECOMMENDED BY SVCE 

The Commission should adopt a robust penalty structure that incents compliance without 

duplicating other penalty mechanisms. To do so, the Commission should develop a penalty 

structure that relies upon the RA penalty structure for T+0 and T+1,51 and a penalty structure 

based upon net CONE for T+2 through T+4. An example of how this could be implemented was 

proposed by SVCE.52 By assessing RA penalties in T+0 and T+1 and net CONE based penalties 

in T+2 through T+4, the Commission will ensure that LSEs do not face duplicative penalties for 

the same deficiency, while also ensuring LSEs have incentives to cure any deficiencies and 

invest in new capacity when needed to meet reliability requirements.  

VII. THE COMMISSION SHOULD ESTABLISH A PROCESS FOR EVALUATING 
RESOURCE AND TRANSMISSION SOLUTIONS TO RELIABLY SERVE 
LOCAL AREA LOAD IN THE MOST COST-EFFECTIVE MANNER BEFORE 
ADOPTING LOCAL PROCUREMENT REQUIREMENTS IN RCPPP 

The Commission should establish a process for evaluating resource and transmission 

solutions to reliably serve local area load cost effectively before incorporating a local 

 
50  AReM Opening Comments, at 26; and CalCCA Opening Comments, at 18-20. 
51  D.21-06-029 adopted a tiered penalty structure for year-ahead and month-ahead RA deficiencies. 
See, D.21-06-029, Decision Adopting Local Capacity Obligations for 2022-2024, Flexible Capacity 
Obligations for 2022, and Refinements to the Resource Adequacy Program, R.19-11-009, (June 24, 
2021): https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M389/K603/389603561.PDF. D.23-06-
029 adopted an LSE expansion penalty for CCAs and ESPs, and modified the tiered penalty structure. 
See, D.23-06-029, Decision Adopting Local Capacity Obligations for 2024 - 2026, Flexible Capacity 
Obligations for 2024, and Program Refinements, R.21-10-002 (June 29, 2023): 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M513/K132/513132432.PDF.  
52  See SVCE Proposal, Attachment A, at 8.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M389/K603/389603561.PDF
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M513/K132/513132432.PDF
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procurement component into RCPPP. Several parties make recommendations regarding how 

RCPPP should consider local area needs.53 For example, CalWEA proposes:  

…the Commission should establish local emission reduction targets, 
set local procurement targets for LSEs (expected to be primarily 
storage resources) with load in LRAs (and/or the relevant Central 
Procurement Entity), and plan transmission to achieve the balance 
of the local emission reduction targets with system resources.54 

Local reliability needs are responsible for retention of some of the most polluting 

generation in the state, undermining the state’s decarbonization and environmental justice goals. 

The amount of generation that must be physically located within a locally constrained area is 

highly dependent on the transmission available to transmit energy from resources outside the 

local area. If transmission capacity is limited, resources in the local area are needed to maintain 

reliability. Today, such resources are often emitting resources. It is therefore critical to the state’s 

policy goals for the Commission to focus on how to reduce reliance on emitting resources in 

local areas. 

The Commission should refrain from adopting a local resource procurement obligation 

for RCPPP at the outset, until it can develop a process for evaluating transmission and non-

transmission alternatives for cost-effectiveness and feasibility given existing land use constraints. 

Planning for local reliability is a complex task. Local reliability needs can be addressed either by: 

(1) having sufficient generation physically located within the local area; or (2) having sufficient 

transmission build to relieve the local area constraints and allow generation outside the local area 

to be delivered to load within the local area. Local RA requirements can decline if new 

transmission is built that allows resources outside the local area to be delivered to local area load. 

 
53  See Advanced Energy United Opening Comments, at 6; Bioenergy Association of California, at 
9-10; CalWEA Proposal at 5; CEJA/Sierra Club/CEERT Opening Comments, at 13-19; and Green 
Hydrogen Coalition Opening Comments, at 8-9. 
54  CalWEA Proposal, at 5.  
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In addition, the ability for local-area storage to contribute to local RA needs is dependent upon 

the CAISO’s assessment of the ability of storage resources in the local area to charge given 

constraints on both internal generation and transmission capacity.  

In the OIR for the new IRP proceeding, R.25-06-019, the Commission recognizes the 

need to further consider how to address local area reliability needs with a reduced reliance on 

emitting resources. It states, “[t]here is further work to be done focusing specifically on 

transmission facilities needed to interconnect resources, reliably serve load centers, and reduce 

dependence on fossil-fueled generation resources in local areas.”55 Given the complex nature of 

local reliability planning and the additional work needed in R.25-06-019, local resource 

procurement requirements should not be incorporated into RCPPP at the outset. Instead, the 

Commission should develop and implement RCPPP such that it ensures system reliability and 

make the determination of whether a local procurement component is necessary after initial 

RCPPP implementation and after the Commission has a process in place to evaluate transmission 

and non-transmission alternatives for cost-effectiveness and feasibility. 

The Commission should also refrain from modifying LSEs’ local RA procurement 

obligations outside the RA proceeding. Vistra Corp. (Vistra) recommends the Commission 

allocate to each LSE its share of system requirements and local requirements, and the local RA 

CPE would “act as central buyer for any unmet local RA needs in the T+2 solicitation 

process.”56 This recommendation would be a fundamental change to the RA program that would 

need to be considered in the RA proceeding. While CalCCA has historically supported a residual 

CPE model, the RA process has undergone significant changes in recent years. Revisiting the 

 
55  Order Instituting Rulemaking, R.25-06-019 (July 2, 2025), at 13: 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M571/K276/571276511.PDF.  
56  Vistra Opening Comments, at 5. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M571/K276/571276511.PDF
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role of the CPE in local RA procurement would significantly impact LSE procurement processes 

and require additional discussion in the RA proceeding.  

VIII. PG&E AND SHELL HIGHLIGHT THE NEED TO ENSURE THAT THE RISKS 
OF CENTRAL PROCUREMENT NOT MATERIALIZING ARE NOT BORNE 
BY INDIVIDUAL LSES 

The Commission must ensure that if CPE procurement by the California Department of 

Water Resources (DWR) does not materialize as planned, reliability needs continue to be met 

without shifting risk to LSEs, who “will not have control over the timing or the amount of CPE 

procurement.”57 In Opening Comments, CalCCA state that in determining how to treat centrally 

procured resources within the RCPPP, the Commission and stakeholders must consider “…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.”58 PG&E’s and 

Shell’s Opening Comments further highlight the need to carefully consider how to manage the 

risk of CPE procurement not materializing.  

Shell states:  

… D.24-08-064, in setting LLT resource needs, expressly stated that 
“DWR is not required to procure all of the [identified] resources and 
may procure as little as zero, depending on the reasonableness of 
prices offered by developers.” To the extent those resources are not 
procured, or not fully procured, it falls on LSEs, under the Staff’s 
proposal, to make up that shortfall, potentially on shorter notice, to 
the detriment of reliability and without any control over whether or 
when DWR makes procurement decisions for LLT resources. 
Addressing shortfalls in that manner inappropriately allocates the 
risk and consequences of under-procurement to LSEs, who have no 
control over the procurement process.59 

 
57  D.24-08-064, Decision Determining Need for Centralized Procurement of Long Lead-Time 
Resources, R.20-05-003 (Aug. 22, 2024), at 52: 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M539/K202/539202613.PDF. 
58  CalCCA Opening Comments, at 34.  
59  Shell Opening Comments, at 8 (footnote omitted). 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M539/K202/539202613.PDF
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Shell highlights that, although LSEs do not have control over CPE procurement processes, the 

Staff Proposal risks placing the responsibility for curing CPE procurement shortfalls on those 

LSEs. If this procurement responsibility is placed on LSEs on short notice, outside of the regular 

RCPPP timeline, this could harm reliability or drive-up costs.  

PG&E urges the Commission to “…develop a mitigation plan in the event that DWR fails 

to procure the full amounts authorized in D.24-08-064 and reliability is potentially impacted.”60 

This is because “DWR’s procurement will ultimately have an impact on the amount of 

procurement that is required by LSEs so the interaction and time needed as a mitigation measure 

cannot be overlooked in the design of the RCPPP.”61 CalCCA agrees with PG&E that a 

mitigation plan is needed in the event DWR does not procure the full amounts in D.24-08-064. 

Because the Commission directed DWR to procure up to 10.6 GW, LSEs face significant 

uncertainty around the magnitude of the effect DWR procurement will have on their portfolios 

and/or RCPPP obligations.  

While CalCCA supports the development of a “mitigation plan” as recommended by 

PG&E, the details of such a plan require additional consideration by the Commission and 

stakeholders. PG&E’s proposal “calls for DWR’s contracts to be executed by T+5 in accordance 

with AB 1373. If contracts are not executed by then, the Commission must take appropriate 

action to ensure reliability needs will be met between the T+0 through T+4 timeframe. This may 

include the procurement of bridging resources by DWR or individual LSEs.”62 While PG&E’s 

proposal attempts to provide certainty to LSEs by setting a date for CPE contracting, PG&E’s 

 
60  PG&E Opening Comments, at 29. 
61  Ibid. Specifically, PG&E’s proposal “calls for DWR’s contracts to be executed by T+5 in 
accordance with AB 1373. If contracts are not executed by then, the Commission must take appropriate 
action to ensure reliability needs will be met between the T+0 through T+4 timeframe. This may include 
the procurement of bridging resources by DWR or individual LSEs.” 
62  Ibid. 
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proposal could shift the burden of bridging to individual LSEs without defining the requirements 

of bridging (e.g., whether the resources need to be LLT, have a specific output profile, etc.). This 

burden could be significant if CPE contracts are delayed or cancelled at the last minute. The 

RCPPP design must therefore be carefully crafted such that LSEs do not bear the risk of DWR 

foregoing procurement or its procurement not coming to fruition due to project delays, 

cancellations, or other factors.  

IX. THE PCIA PROCEEDING IS THE APPROPRIATE VENUE FOR 
CONSIDERING PARTY RECOMMENDATIONS RELATED TO THE PCIA 

The Commission should defer recommendations related to the PCIA to the PCIA 

proceeding (R.25-02-005). Some parties make recommendations on how to treat IOU legacy 

resources and their interactions with LSE procurement.63 These recommendations are more 

appropriately considered in R.25-02-005, an open proceeding initiated to consider changes to the 

PCIA, including: (1) reviewing the market price benchmarks; (2) incorporating RA program 

changes, including the SOD framework; (3) incorporating Bundled Procurement Plan guidance; 

(4) reducing rate volatility; and (5) providing guidance for PCIA resource vintaging. 

 
63  See ACP-CA Opening Comments, at 36 (“Compliance credit for IOU legacy resources could be 
allocated pro rata, reflecting their legacy role serving CAISO, could be allocated to LSEs based on their 
share of a specific distribution utility service territory’s load, or could be allocated in some other 
framework consistent with policy outcomes from the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (“PCIA”) 
proceeding. In the event that an LSE procures a new-build hydroelectric or nuclear resource, appropriate 
crediting adjustments could take place to reflect these investments.”); and GPI Opening Comments, at 9 
(“As the RCPPP framework is developed, it may be prudent to consider if IOU existing contracts and 
load departure combined with IRP MTR new procurement orders, and under RCPPP-Reliably Option 1, 
will force the majority of new procurement on CCAs due to past load transfers. If this is the case, a 
limited time LSE portfolio re-optimization and right sizing via a PCIA/VAMO mechanism in the early 
stages of RCPPP implementation may be valuable for “resetting” existing resource distributions and 
leveling new resource capacity and CES procurement needs across LSEs”).  
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X. CONCLUSION 

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

comments herein and looks forward to an ongoing dialogue with the Commission and 

stakeholders. 

 Respectfully submitted, 
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General Counsel 
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