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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS1 

• Provide LSEs no less than six months after the IRP filing requirements are issued to file 
individual IRP plans, as unanimously agreed upon by LSE parties; 

• Reject ACP-CA and TURN’s recommendations for near-term procurement orders because 
they ignore the numerous constraints influencing ITC and PTC eligibility, are not based upon 
a demonstrated need, and will raise costs and distort the market;  

• Adopt PG&E’s recommendation to include load forecasting issues in scope of the 
proceeding, given the load forecast’s increased uncertainty with the emergence of new large 
loads and the impact it will have on long-term procurement requirements established in 
RCPPP;  

• Compare the costs of resource and transmission alternatives to meet local area needs before 
adopting party recommendations on local resource procurement to ensure the state pursues 
the least cost alternative; 

• Align RCPPP with the RA and RPS compliance programs, as recommended by AReM;  

• Reject party recommendations for LLT resource-specific procurement orders; 

• Reject ACP-CA’s recommendation for the IOUs to conduct central procurement in 
coordination with DWR;  

• Prioritize affordability when setting the pace of enforceable GHG-emission reduction 
requirements in RCPPP, as recommended by SDG&E; and 

• Adopt PG&E’s recommendation for the Commission to continue its support of the TED task 
force.  

 

 

 
 

 
1  Acronyms used herein are defined in the body of this document. 
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

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

  
 
 R.25-06-019 
 

 
 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S REPLY COMMENTS ON 
THE ORDER INSTITUTING RULEMAKING 

 
 

The California Community Choice Association2 (CalCCA) submits these reply comments 

pursuant to Rule 6.2 of the California Public Utilities Commission’s (Commission) Rules of 

Practice and Procedure3 on the Order Instituting Rulemaking4 (OIR), issued July 2, 2025, and the 

directives therein. The OIR will be the new primary venue for the Commission’s oversight of the 

integrated resources planning (IRP) process, which was designed in Rulemaking (R.) 16-02-007, 

and continued in R.20-05-003. 

 
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  State of California Public Utilities Commission, Rules of Practice and Procedure, California 
Code of Regulations Title 20, Division 1, Chapter 1 (May 2021): https://webproda.cpuc.ca.gov/-
/media/cpuc-website/divisions/administrative-law-judge-division/documents/rules-of-practice-and-
procedure-may-2021.pdf. 
4  Order Instituting Rulemaking, R.25-06-019 (July 2, 2025): 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M571/K276/571276511.PDF.  

https://webproda.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/administrative-law-judge-division/documents/rules-of-practice-and-procedure-may-2021.pdf
https://webproda.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/administrative-law-judge-division/documents/rules-of-practice-and-procedure-may-2021.pdf
https://webproda.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/administrative-law-judge-division/documents/rules-of-practice-and-procedure-may-2021.pdf
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M571/K276/571276511.PDF
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Party Opening Comments5 demonstrate the breadth and importance of this proceeding as it 

relates to resource planning and procurement to serve the state’s reliability and policy objectives. 

Parties generally align on several key issues. First, parties representing load serving entities (LSE) 

unanimously agree that given the complex modeling, analysis, and other efforts involved in 

developing individual LSE IRP plans, the Commission should provide LSEs no less than six 

months following the issuance of IRP filing requirements to submit their plans. Second, several 

parties agree that load forecasting issues should be in the scope of the proceeding, given the load 

forecast’s increased importance for long-term procurement and uncertainty with the emergence of 

new large loads. Third, parties agree that the IRP proceeding must increase its focus on local areas. 

In addition, CalCCA agrees with parties who recommend the alignment of the Reliable and Clean 

Power Procurement Program (RCPPP) with existing compliance programs, that affordability must 

be an express objective of the proceeding, and that the Commission should continue its 

engagement in the Tracking Energy Development (TED) task force.  

However, CalCCA disagrees with some party recommendations, including 

recommendations for near-term procurement orders without a clear demonstration of need and 

recommendations for considering long-lead time (LLT) resource-specific procurement orders. 

These recommendations could raise costs, cause market distortions, and cause misalignment with 

the current procurement processes and timelines. CalCCA also disagrees with recommendations 

for additional central procurement, done by the investor-owned utilities (IOU) in coordination 

with the Department of Water Resources (DWR), as these recommendations would have the 

IOUs potentially competing with other LSEs who are trying to procure their requirements, even 

 
5  References to Opening Comments refer to those submitted on or about August 4, 2025, in R.25-
06-019.  
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when the IOUs have not proven to be any more successful at meeting their own mid-term 

reliability (MTR) procurement needs than other LSEs. For these reasons, CalCCA recommends 

that the Commission:  

• Provide LSEs no less than six months after the IRP filing requirements are issued to file 
individual IRP plans, as unanimously agreed upon by LSE parties; 

• Reject American Clean Power – California (ACP-CA) and The Utility Reform Network’s 
(TURN) recommendations for near-term procurement orders because they ignore the 
numerous constraints influencing investment tax credit (ITC) and production tax credit 
(PTC) eligibility, are not based upon a demonstrated need, and will raise costs and distort the 
market;  

• Adopt Pacific Gas & Electric Company’s (PG&E) recommendation to include load 
forecasting issues in scope of the proceeding, given the load forecast’s increased uncertainty 
with the emergence of new large loads and impact it will have on long-term procurement 
requirements established in the RCPPP;  

• Compare the costs of resource and transmission alternatives to meet local area needs before 
adopting party recommendations on local resource procurement to ensure the state pursues 
the least cost alternative; 

• Align RCPPP with the Resource Adequacy (RA) and Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) 
compliance programs, as recommended by the Alliance for Retail Energy Markets (AReM);  

• Reject party recommendations for LLT resource-specific procurement orders; 

• Reject ACP-CA’s recommendation for the IOUs to conduct central procurement in 
coordination with DWR; 

• Prioritize affordability when setting the pace of enforceable greenhouse-gas (GHG)-emission 
reduction requirements in RCPPP, as recommended by San Diego Gas & Electric Company 
(SDG&E); and 

• Adopt PG&E’s recommendation for the Commission to continue its support of the TED task 
force.  
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II. THE COMMISSION SHOULD PROVIDE LSES NO LESS THAN SIX MONTHS 
AFTER THE IRP FILING REQUIREMENTS ARE ISSUED TO FILE INDIVIDUAL 
IRP PLANS, AS UNANIMOUSLY AGREED UPON BY LSE PARTIES 

LSE parties unanimously agree that the Commission should provide LSEs no less than 

six months after the final IRP filing requirements are issued to file their individual IRP plans.6 

As SDG&E states, the OIR’s proposed schedule “provides LSEs with four months or less to 

conduct the extensive modeling, analysis, and other work that is necessary to produce a robust 

and compliant [individual IRP] filing. The OIR’s proposed schedule is a significant – and 

problematic – reduction in preparation time as compared with previous IRP cycles.”7  

The Commission should therefore modify the deadline for LSEs to file their next 

individual IRPs to be six months after the Commission issues all filing requirements, including 

modeling inputs and assumptions, and templates. The Commission should also adopt PG&E’s 

recommendation that it “use the updated procurement plans from LSEs’ resource data template 

submissions rather than the IRP plans that LSEs filed in November 2022” when developing 

Preferred System Plan (PSP) and Transmission Planning Process (TPP) portfolios, given the 

2022 IRP filings are “already stale, and with the 2024 IRP filings delayed into 2026, the data will 

only become staler.”8 

III. ACP-CA AND TURN’S RECOMMENDATIONS FOR NEAR-TERM 
PROCUREMENT ORDERS SHOULD BE REJECTED 

The Commission should reject recommendations by TURN and ACP-CA for near-term 

procurement orders. These parties: (1) do not base their recommendations on a demonstrated 

 
6  See AReM Opening Comments, at 3; Ava Community Energy (Ava) Opening Comments, at 3; 
CalCCA Opening Comments, at 20; PG&E Opening Comments, at 13; Southern California Edison 
Company (SCE) Opening Comments, at 2; and SDG&E Opening Comments, at 4.  
7  SDG&E Opening Comments, at 4.  
8  PG&E Opening Comments, at 11. 
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need; (2) advance proposals that will raise costs and distort the market, and (3) ignore the 

numerous constraints influencing ITC and PTC eligibility.  

TURN recommends that the Commission “issue 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 OBBB.”9 ACP-CA recommends the Commission “move to implement the 

proposed immediate procurement track included in ACP-California’s recent motion in R.20-05-

003 (i.e., directing an unbounded procurement order to capture fleeting tax credits).”10 ACP-

CA’s motion requests the Commission order the IOUs to conduct procurement on behalf of all 

LSEs. ACP-CA also recommends an additional near-term procurement order, which would “not 

be designed to maximize tax credits, but rather shore up reliability and clean energy needs in the 

2028-2032 timeframe,” while staging the development and implementation of RCPPP, as 

proposed in its July 15, 2025, joint proposal on RCPPP.11 

The Commission should reject these recommendations for several reasons, expressed in 

CalCCA’s August 5, 2025, Reply Comments on RCPPP12 and Response to the ACP-CA motion 

in R.20-05-003.13 First, there are numerous other constraints that may make projects ineligible 

for ITC and PTC, even if the Commission orders immediate procurement, in addition to the 

 
9  TURN Opening Comments, at 2.  
10  ACP-CA Opening Comments, at 2. 
11  Id., at 3.  
12  See California Community Choice Association’s Reply Comments on Administrative Law Judge’s 
Ruling Seeking Comments on Reliable and Clean Power Procurement Program Staff Proposal, R.20-05-
003 (Aug. 5, 2025), at 5-11: 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M575/K458/575458274.PDF.  
13  See California Community Choice Association’s Response to American Clean Power – California 
Motion to Amend the Amended Scoping Memo to Include an Additional Track for Expedited 
Procurement, R.20-05-003 (Aug. 5, 2025): 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M575/K544/575544426.PDF.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M575/K458/575458274.PDF
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M575/K544/575544426.PDF
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expiration of those credits. Other Federal guidance impacting the ability to meet the OBBBA14 

deadlines requires:  

[A]ll 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.”15 

This is followed by a list of 69 items that must be reviewed. This process will likely 

introduce additional delays to bring eligible resources to commercial operation date (COD). 

Federal guidance continues to evolve, making the availability of ITC and PTC more uncertain 

and challenging to obtain.16  

Issues of supply chain, interconnection (primarily related to equipment availability), and 

permitting also affect the ability of LSEs to bring these resources to COD. None of these 

problems are solved by pushing even more demand into an already constrained market. Doing so 

will not make the components more available, the interconnection completed more timely, or 

speed up the permitting process. Rather than putting even more pressure on the resource 

development process, the Commission should seek to reduce barriers preventing in-development 

resources from reaching COD in a timely manner.  

 
14  H.R.1 - 119th Congress (2025-2026): One Big Beautiful Bill Act, H.R.1, 119th Cong. (2025), 
https://www.congress.gov/bill/119th-congress/house-bill/1.  
15  Departmental Review Procedures for Decisions, Actions, Consultations, and Other Undertakings 
Related to Wind and Solar Energy Facilities Department of the Interior (July 15, 2025): 
https://www.doi.gov/media/document/departmental-review-procedures-decisions-actions-consultations-
and-other.  
16  On August 1, 2025, the Secretary of the Interior issued Order No. 3439, directing the U.S. 
Department of the Interior to consider land use density when evaluating wind and solar project 
applications — effectively discouraging “low-density” renewable energy uses. See Order 3438 Managing 
Federal Energy Resources and Protecting the Environment (Aug. 1, 2025): 
https://www.doi.gov/document-library/secretary-order/so-3438-managing-federal-energy-resources-and-
protecting.  

https://www.congress.gov/bill/119th-congress/house-bill/1
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/document-library/secretary-order/so-3438-managing-federal-energy-resources-and-protecting
https://www.doi.gov/document-library/secretary-order/so-3438-managing-federal-energy-resources-and-protecting
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Second, neither TURN nor ACP-CA sufficiently demonstrate a need for immediate 

procurement orders. TURN cites to the wind and solar amounts in the TPP portfolios, and 

recommends the Commission assign uncontracted portions of these amounts to LSEs in an 

interim procurement order.17 ACP-CA states “a full analysis conducted by Energy Division and 

its consultants will likely unearth substantial clean energy and reliability needs in the 2028-2032 

timeframe,”18 but such analysis has not yet been completed. Neither TURN nor ACP-CA 

recommend a process in advance of issuing an immediate procurement order for the Commission 

to conduct “probabilistic reliability modeling” to ensure sufficient capacity for short and midterm 

reliability needs, and to review the results of that modeling in a public proceeding, as required by 

Public Utilities Code section 454.52.1920  

Third, immediate procurement orders will raise costs and distort the market in which 

LSEs are already procuring to meet their own needs, including meeting MTR, RPS, and internal 

goals. While ACP-CA claims there is a “newly heightened urgency for clean resource 

procurement based on the passage of [the OBBBA],”21 there are no guarantees that the prices 

developers will actually offer for these projects will be cost-effective. If the developers were 

unable to sell their projects to LSEs before the OBBBA, possibly because of the prices they 

sought, will a procurement order improve the situation? Further, adoption of ACP-CA’s motion 

would result in the IOUs attempting to procure all wind and solar resources in the CAISO’s 

 
17  See TURN Opening Comments, at 2.  
18  ACP-CA Opening Comments, at 3 (emphasis added) (footnote omitted).  
19  Section 454.52 describes the IRP process and requiring the Commission to “aggregate reported 
short-term and midterm resource procurement from all [LSEs]” under the RA and IRP statutes “in 
furtherance of avoiding unplanned energy supply shortfalls or expensive emergency procurement and 
ensuring a more accurate understanding of electrical grid operational needs.” 
20  All subsequent code sections cited herein are references to the California Public Utilities Code 
unless otherwise specified. 
21  ACP-CA Opening Comments, at 2.  
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interconnection queue cluster 14 through central procurement at the same time all LSEs are 

attempting to procure to meet their own needs. In addition, all LSEs are acutely aware of the 

deadlines to qualify for ITC and PTC. It is reasonable to expect that those LSEs are also likely 

ramping up their procurement to obtain resources that may be lower cost than resources that are 

unable to obtain ITC or PTC. This is already increasing demand placing upward pressure on 

prices. Further demand exerting more force on prices and taking away from the procurement 

autonomy of the LSEs is not warranted. 

IV. ADOPT PG&E’S RECOMMENDATION TO INCLUDE LOAD FORECASTING 
ISSUES IN SCOPE  

CalCCA agrees with PG&E, which states: 

Given the scale of this potential load [from data centers and 
advanced manufacturing] and the impact it will have on both 
planning models and procurement processes, it is imperative that the 
Commission consider a range of possible outcomes so California 
does not overbuild and create stranded assets that have negative 
implications for long-term customer affordability, while at the same 
time ensuring the grid is reliable and not a constraint on economic 
growth in California.22 

Current market and policy conditions have increased load forecasting uncertainty. These include 

significant shifts in federal policies 23 and the emergence of large loads including data centers. 

Utilizing load forecasts to determine procurement requirements is like riding a bicycle on a 

ridgeline, turning too far in either direction can have significant consequences. Greater 

uncertainty in the forecast increases these consequences. Under-forecasting can lead to 

insufficient resources to meet actual energy needs with reliability and/or clean energy risks, 

 
22  PG&E Opening Comments, at 4 (footnote omitted).  
23  Presentations by the Participating Transmission Owners at the CAISO’s July 30, 2025, 
Transmission Development Forum revealed that 52 of the 86 projects reported are experiencing a delay in 
reaching commercial operation: https://www.caiso.com/meetings-events/topics/transmission-
development-forum.  

https://www.caiso.com/meetings-events/topics/transmission-development-forum
https://www.caiso.com/meetings-events/topics/transmission-development-forum
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while over-forecasting can result in an overbuild with costs that are not absorbed by additional 

load putting affordability in peril.  

To address load forecasting uncertainty, the California Energy Commission (CEC) has 

proposed to create multiple scenarios to evaluate forecasts. While this is a positive step, 

ultimately a specific scenario must be chosen to serve as the basis for procurement obligations 

like RA and RCPPP. During the August 6, 2025, Load Forecast Inputs and Assumptions 

Commissioner Workshop at the CEC, it was stated that the elements historically influencing load 

(demographics and economics), are overshadowed by changes in the load forecast due to other 

elements, the most notable of which is the energization of large loads like data centers. However, 

the influence of large loads is not completely understood at this time and contains significant 

uncertainty regarding its realization. In a July 16, 2025, CEC Demand Analysis Working Group 

(DAWG) meeting, PG&E and SCE presented material indicating that data center load growth is 

highly uncertain.24  

Due to this uncertainty and the significant consequences of incorrect forecasting, 

CalCCA recommends that the Commission and LSEs work closely together in a separate track to 

ensure the most accurate forecast, as well as to ensure that all parties have sufficient access to the 

data to use in evaluating their own needs like procurement. This should occur in conjunction 

with the CEC’s and stakeholder’s load forecasting efforts related to data centers. This separate 

track should also include more transparency around the confidence that a load will come to 

fruition. This should include a standardized milestone evaluation of large loads including data 

 
24  During the DAWG meeting, PG&E presented that, “For multiple forecast cycles, forecasts will 
likely be highly uncertain due to the nascency of the data center technology & markets and due to the 
complexity of data center projects.” and SCE indicated that they had increased the likelihood of eight 
projects, decreased the likelihood of 19 projects and retained the likelihood of 16 projects. 
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
https://www.energy.ca.gov/event/meeting/2025-07/ca-energy-demand-forecast-economic-demographic-inputs-and-data-center
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centers to help inform the confidence of the forecast values as well as determining the forecast 

value itself. 

V. THE COMMISSION SHOULD COMPARE THE COSTS OF RESOURCE AND 
TRANSMISSION ALTERNATIVES TO MEET LOCAL AREA NEEDS BEFORE 
ADOPTING PARTY RECOMMENDATIONS ON LOCAL RESOURCE 
PROCUREMENT TO ENSURE THE STATE PURSUES THE LEAST COST 
ALTERNATIVE 

California Environmental Justice Alliance (CEJA) recommends this proceeding include 

the “[d]evelopment of a staff proposal on how to incentivize local procurement, to the extent not 

already addressed in the RCPPP” and that the proceeding include the “[d]evelopment of a 

requirement to include local procurement targets in IRP [LSE] plans, and eventually into 

procurement.”25 CalCCA agrees with CEJA that decarbonization of the State’s electricity market 

needs to examine local areas, which contain a significant amount of emitting resources. 

However, CEJA’s recommendation should be amended to include additional steps to gather 

information needed to make a least-cos t determination since the market lacks visibility into the 

alternatives. 

Local area constraints can be addressed by local generation, transmission investments 

that relieve the constraint allowing competing system resources to supply the local energy needs, 

or some combination of both. This is not a simple task. To determine the optimal local resource 

build, it is necessary to understand the locational effectiveness of the resource (including the 

effectiveness of distributed energy resources), the suitability of the land, the availability of the 

land, and the cost of the land. Each of these will have a significant impact on the cost of building 

a non-emitting resource in the local area that is not correctly reflected in more generic Net Cost 

of New Entry (CONE) values. In addition, the evaluation would need to include whether there is 

 
25  CEJA Opening Comments, at 3. 
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a sufficient amount of land in locations that would develop competition among developers to 

avoid market power. Currently, the local RA program contains a waiver process and a reliability 

must-run backstop contract, both of which can be used to counteract the potential for market 

power in the constrained local areas. Without assurances that a market for the development of 

non-emitting resources in locally constrained areas will produce competitive outcomes, the cost 

of such procurement must be included in comparison with the alternative. In addition, to the 

extent that these resources require network upgrades to be fully deliverable and not just meet the 

local area need, the costs of those upgrades would need to be evaluated in the analysis to 

compare to the deliverability costs of resources outside of the local area thus comparing the total 

cost of each resource to meet reliability needs of the grid.  

That alternative is the upgrading (including new build) of transmission. Such a process 

will necessarily involve the CAISO to evaluate what transmission changes are necessary to 

alleviate the constraints prohibiting system non-emitting resources from serving the local area 

load. This would then inform the TPP of the need for investment. With this information, 

estimates of the cost of transmission upgrades can be developed and compared to the cost of new 

non-emitting resource build in the local area. Only when these cost estimations are known can 

the State make a least cost decision knowing the risks and benefits of each methodology. In 

addition, it can evaluate solutions that require some of each alternative (i.e., some transmission 

infrastructure development with some new non-emitting generation in the local area). Once that 

evaluation is complete, then the State can move forward with CAISO transmission development 

and/or LSE investment in new local non-emitting generation. In addition, to the extent the 

solution is distributed energy resources, the Commission can work with the IOUs and the CAISO 



 

12 

to ensure the Wholesale Distribution Access Tariff process is effective at interconnecting such 

resources to meet reliability needs.  

VI. RCPPP SHOULD BE ALIGNED WITH THE RA AND RPS COMPLIANCE 
PROGRAMS, AS RECOMMENDED BY AREM  

CalCCA agrees with AReM that the implementation of RCPPP should be closely 

coordinated with the RA and RPS proceedings.26 Both AReM and CalCCA support RCPPP 

frameworks that align closely with the RA and RPS programs through multi-year forward 

reliability requirements using the slice-of-day (SOD) methodology and a clean energy standard 

built upon the RPS framework.27 Aligning RCPPP with these existing programs will ensure 

long-term and near-term planning and procurement efforts work together to achieve reliability 

and emissions reduction in a cost-effective manner. The Commission should therefore adopt 

AReM’s recommendation, “[t]o ensure clarity and effective coordination, the Commission 

should clearly designate how the three relevant proceedings will align, so that parties understand 

where to address any remaining issues following the initial RCPPP framework decision.”28  

VII. THE COMMISSION SHOULD REJECT PARTY RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
LLT RESOURCE-SPECIFIC PROCUREMENT ORDERS 

The Commission should reject party recommendations for technology-specific 

procurement requirements.29 Allowing LSEs to make their own procurement decisions, as 

opposed to prescribing procurement of specific technology types, will allow the market to decide 

 
26  See AReM Opening Comments, at 2.  
27  See Comments of the Alliance For Retail Energy Markets on Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling 
Seeking Comments on Reliable and Clean Power Procurement Program Staff Proposal, R.20-05-003 (July 
15, 2025), at 3-7: https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M573/K391/573391830.PDF; and 
California Community Choice Association’s Reply Comments on Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling 
Seeking Comments on Reliable and Clean Power Procurement Program Staff Proposal, R.20-05-003 (Aug. 
5, 2025), at 12-14: https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M575/K458/575458274.PDF.  
28  AReM Opening Comments, at 2. 
29  See Bioenergy Association of California Opening Comments, at 5-6, The Environmental Defense 
Fund (EDF) Opening Comments, at 1-2; Mainspring Energy, Inc. (Mainspring) Opening Comments, at 5; 
Southern California Gas Company Opening Comments, at 1-4.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M573/K391/573391830.PDF
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M575/K458/575458274.PDF
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the most cost-effective projects to pursue that possess the right attributes to meet reliability and 

GHG-reduction targets.  

EDF recommends the Commission issue procurement orders “specifically aimed” at 

procuring LLT resources not procured by CDWR.30 If DWR or LSEs forego the procurement of 

LLT resources, one possible reason could be because the resources are not cost-effective. The 

Commission should not force LSEs to procure resources that are not cost-effective if an alternative 

portfolio of resources that is more cost-effective can meet the same reliability need and GHG 

reduction targets. 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. The IRP program does not need an LLT-specific requirement for needs to be met.  

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. 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. 

 
30  See EDF Opening Comments, at 1-2.  
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Technology specific procurement requirements for technologies that are unavailable at a 

reasonable price will simply increase costs and challenge compliance.  

Mainspring recommends minimum procurement thresholds for “high [Effective Load 

Carrying Capability] resources that are also RPS-eligible.”31 Opening Comments filed on July 

15, 2025, in response to the RCPPP Staff Proposal demonstrate many parties support a shift 

away from ELCC towards SOD,32 so it is premature to consider procurement requirements based 

upon ELCC as Mainspring suggests.  

VIII. ACP-CA’S RECOMMENDATION FOR THE IOUS TO CONDUCT CENTRAL 
PROCUREMENT IN COORDINATION WITH DWR SHOULD BE REJECTED 

The Commission should reject ACP-CA’s recommendation to authorize the IOUs to 

collaborate with DWR on central procurement. ACP-CA recommends that the Commission 

should “proactively evaluate the ability of another entity to conduct [central] procurement in 

close coordination with DWR and within the timeframes contemplated in D.24-08-064” and 

specifically recommends the IOUs for this role.33 The Commission should reject this 

recommendation for several reasons.  

First, the Commission should not rely on the IOUs as a central procurement entity as 

statute recognizes that “CCAs shall be solely responsible for all generation procurement 

activities on behalf of the [CCA’s] customers.”34 Section 366.2 also states that the Commission 

 
31  Mainspring Opening Comments, at 5.  
32  See ACP-CA Opening Comments, at 4-5; Advanced Energy United Opening Comments, at 3; 
AReM Opening Comments, at 3-11; Ava Opening Comments, Attachment A, at 2; CEJA, Sierra Club, 
and Center for Energy Efficiency and Renewable Technologies Opening Comments, at 19-22; the 
California Large Energy Consumers Association Opening Comments, at 4; GPI Opening Comments, at 3; 
PG&E Opening Comments, at 10; SDG&E Opening Comments, at 17; Silicon Valley Clean Energy 
Opening Comments, at 6-7; and CalCCA Opening Comments, at 12-1, (filed on or about July 15, 2025, in 
R.20-05-003. 
33  ACP-CA Opening Comments, at 5.  
34  Public Utilities Code § 366.2(a)(5).  
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can require “other generation procurement arrangements expressly authorized by statute,” and 

the Commission has already authorized DWR, and not the IOUs, to serve this role. Second, as 

explained by SCE in its July 15, 2025, Opening Comments on the RCPPP Staff Proposal, the 

IOUs 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.35 Having an IOU compete with other LSEs who 

are trying to procure their requirements could result in an LSE not meeting its requirements due 

to the competition by the IOU at the same time. Third, the IOUs have not proven to be any more 

successful at meeting their own procurement needs than other LSEs,36 so it is not likely that the 

IOUs are best suited to serve the function ACP-CA describes.  

IX. RCPPP SHOULD SET THE PACE OF ENFORCEABLE GHG EMISSION 
REDUCTION REQUIREMENTS IN AN AFFORDABLE MANNER 

CalCCA agrees with SDG&E that the Commission should prioritize affordability when 

considering IRP analyses to set mandatory procurement obligations within RCPPP. SDG&E 

recommends that, “in this and future IRP cycles, the Commission should conduct and evaluate a 

cost comparison between achieving any proposed IRP GHG-reduction target and that of 

achieving statutory minimums.”37 CalCCA agrees with the Green Power Institute (GPI) that 

intermediate RPS targets are predicated on meeting ultimate goals “on a smooth trajectory,”38 

 
35  Southern California Edison Company’s (U 338-E) Comments on Ruling Seeking Comments on 
Reliable and Clean Power Procurement Program Staff Proposal, R.20-05-003 (July 15, 2025), at 43: 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M573/K513/573513397.PDF.  
36  California Community Choice Association’s Comments on Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling 
Seeking Comments on Reliable and Clean Power Procurement Program Staff Proposal, R.20-05-003 
(July 15, 2025), at 18-20: 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M573/K513/573513376.PDF.  
37  Id., at 3.  
38  GPI Opening Comments, at 2.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M573/K513/573513397.PDF
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M573/K513/573513376.PDF
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and recommends that the Commission consider affordability in RCPPP when setting the pace of 

enforceable GHG reduction requirements to achieve ultimate statutory goals. 

X. THE COMMISSION SHOULD ADOPT PG&E’S RECOMMENDATION FOR THE 
COMMISSION TO CONTINUE ITS SUPPORT OF THE TED TASK FORCE 

CalCCA supports PG&E’s recommendation for the Commission to continue supporting 

the TED task force and consider expanding the publication of information in its Resource 

Tracking Data Report.39 The TED task force has been successful in coordinating with LSEs and 

developers to overcome barriers to advancing projects through the development process. As 

described above, barriers to resource development continue to challenge the ability to get 

resources online in a timely and cost-effective manner. The Commission should therefore 

continue its efforts to support the TED task force. 

XI. CONCLUSION 

CalCCA appreciates the opportunity to submit these comments and respectfully requests 

adoption of the recommendations proposed herein.  

 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 

Leanne Bober, 
Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy 
General Counsel 
 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE 
ASSOCIATION 

 
 
August 18, 2025 
 

 
39  See PG&E Opening Comments, at 12.  
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