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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Commission should reject ACP-CA’s1 Motion because it: 

• Is not based upon a demonstrated reliability or RPS need; 

• Is based on unsubstantiated claims of ratepayer savings; 

• If granted, will result in a near-term procurement order that will likely result in 
increased market prices and cause significant market distortion at a time when 
LSEs are procuring to meet MTR, RPS, and other requirements; and  

• Fails to recognize the many factors that will impact the ability of a resource to 
obtain ITC or PTC.  

 

 
1  Acronyms used here are defined in the body of CalCCA’s Comments. 
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The California Community Choice Association2 (CalCCA) submits this response 

pursuant to Rule 11.1(e) of the California Public Utilities Commission’s (Commission) Rules of 

Practice and Procedure3 to the American Clean Power – California Motion to Amend the 

Amended Scoping Memo to Include an Additional Track for Expedited Procurement4 (Motion), 

dated July 21, 2025. The Motion seeks to amend the most recent scoping memo in this 

proceeding to include a new emergency procurement track separate from procurement proposed 

under the pending Reliable and Clean Power Procurement Program (RCPPP). American Clean 

Power – California’s (ACP-CA) requested new procurement track would be for the purpose of 

the Commission ordering “immediate” and “unbounded” near-term procurement by the investor-

 
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). 
4  American Clean Power – California Motion to Amend the Amended Scoping Memo to Include an 
Additional Track for Expedited Procurement, Rulemaking (R.) 20-05-003 (July 21, 2025). 
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owned utilities (IOUs) on behalf of the system to ensure that California ratepayers benefit from 

tax credits that are soon to be phased out due to the recently passed Federal legislation in the One 

Big Beautiful Bill Act (OBBBA).”5 

I. INTRODUCTION 

ACP-CA’s largely unsubstantiated motion suffers from four fatal flaws and therefore 

should be rejected. First, ACP-CA fails to base its motion on any Commission (or other) rigorous 

study of need for the requested “unbounded” procurement. Rather, ACP-CA bases its requests on 

unvetted proposals regarding near-term procurement filed July 15, 2025, by itself and other 

stakeholders in response to the RCPPP Staff Report.6 ACP-CA also cites to the Integrated Energy 

Policy Report (IEPR) Load Forecast, which includes speculative and uncertain data center load 

and which needs further vetting prior to becoming the basis for a procurement order. Without a 

definitive need derived through a meaningful process, an order to procure is unwarranted.  

Second, ACP-CA cites only its back of the envelope “potential savings from capturing 

incremental resources [the pool of which is still “unclear”] eligible for tax credits” in support of 

its broad statement that “affordability objectives” will be met through the procurement “by 

ensuring that resources needed for reliability and to meet the IRP goals are procured at least cost 

to ratepayers.”7 ACP-CA fails to substantiate its statement that the procurement will provide “the 

greatest overall value to California ratepayers.”8 In fact, there are no guarantees of the prices 

developers will offer for these projects. As noted in the third and fourth points below, requiring 

 
5  Motion, at 1; OBBBA, H.R. 1 (July 4, 2025) (modifying energy tax provisions in the Inflation 
Reduction Act of 2022 (the IRA), and accelerating the phaseout of the technology-neutral tax credits, 
Section 45U Clean Electricity Production Tax Credit (PTC) and Section 48E Clean Electricity Investment 
Tax Credit (ITC)). 
6  See Email Ruling Granting Request for Extension of Time, R.20-05-003 (May 15, 2025). Reply 
comments to the July 15, 2025, proposals are due August 5, 2025. 
7  Motion, at 6. 
8  Id., at 8. 
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additional procurement in the current market will likely result in increased prices, negatively 

impacting ratepayers.  

Third, such a near-term procurement order will likely result in increased market prices 

and cause significant market distortion at a time when load-serving entities (LSEs) are procuring 

renewable capacity to meet other compliance requirements. These requirements include mid-

term reliability (MTR), renewables portfolio standard (RPS), and individual goals set by 

governing boards. Placing more demand in the market will likely drive-up prices. The 

Commission should avoid creating such market distortions whenever possible.  

Finally, ACP-CA fails to recognize that procurement of resources is challenged not only 

by the expiration of the credits but also by many other factors. Recently issued Federal guidance 

regarding the review of wind and solar resources, coupled with supply chain issues, 

interconnection difficulties, and permitting delays, add significant risk to meeting deadlines and 

could contribute to potential non-compliance. Each of these issues affects the ability of any LSE, 

whether individually or through central procurement, to bring these resources to their 

commercial operation date (COD). 

The Commission should therefore reject the Motion because it: 

• Is not based upon a demonstrated reliability or RPS need; 

• Is based on unsubstantiated claims of ratepayer savings; 

• If granted, will result in a near-term procurement order that will likely result in 
increased market prices and cause significant market distortion at a time when 
LSEs are procuring to meet MTR, RPS, and other requirements; and  

• Fails to recognize the many factors that will impact the ability of a resource to 
obtain ITC or PTC.  
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II. ACP-CA’S CLAIMS OF PROCUREMENT NEED DO NOT MEET THE 
RIGOROUS ANALYSIS NECESSARY FOR THE COMMISSION TO ORDER 
PROCUREMENT 

ACP-CA’s mere claims of procurement need, based on proposals made by parties in 

RCPPP Opening Comments, fail to meet the rigorous analysis required for the Commission to 

order procurement. As set forth below, ACP-CA’s Motion: (1) fails to meet the statutory needs 

assessment necessary for a Commission procurement order; (2) fails to recognize the speculative 

nature of the current IEPR load forecast, due to the inclusion of uncertain data center and large 

load, which needs scrutiny prior to forming the basis of a procurement order; and (3) is based on 

observations in RCPPP Opening Comments that have not yet been tested or scrutinized. As a 

result, ACP-CA’s Motion should be rejected. 

A. The Commission Has Not Made a Determination of Need for Centralized or 
LSE Specific Procurement  

The Commission has not made a determination of need that would justify the mandatory, 

centralized procurement proposed by ACP-CA for the specified timeframe. Such a determination 

is a necessary prerequisite to any procurement mandate, particularly one requiring the three IOUs 

to procure on behalf of all customers using the Cost Allocation Mechanism (CAM). ACP-CA 

fails to justify its request that procurement be centralized given the preference should always be 

that LSEs procure for their own customer’s needs. Indeed, Public Utilities Code section 366.2 

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

activities on behalf of the [CCA’s] customers.”9 While section 366.2 also states that the 

Commission can require “other generation procurement arrangements expressly authorized by 

 
9  Public Utilities Code § 366.2(a)(5). 
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statute,”10 ordering centralized procurement to leverage short-term economic incentives such as 

the ITC or PTC has not been expressly authorized.  

A rigorous needs assessment is essential to ensure that any action taken is justified, 

appropriately scaled, and in the best interest of ratepayers. The statutes relied on by ACP-CA, 

sections 365.1(c), 454.51, and 454.52, to allow the Commission to order centralized procurement 

for the system, universally require demonstrating “need” for such procurement.11 Indeed, section 

454.52 requires 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. Previous procurement orders, including D.19-11-01612 and 

D.21-05-03513 have only been issued after the Commission conducted substantial analysis 

regarding such need. 

While Energy Division staff have discussed the possibility of an interim procurement 

order if the RCPPP implementation is delayed, they have not proposed doing so without 

conducting a comprehensive analysis of need. That analysis must include, at a minimum: 

• An evaluation of the current resource inventory; 

• The status and projected results of MTR procurement; and 

• Updated load forecasts for the target period.  

 
10  Ibid. 
11  See id., § 365.1(c) (referring to an IOU “obtain[ing] generation resources that the commission 
determines are needed to meet system or local area reliability needs for the benefit of all customers”), § 
454.51(a) (requiring the Commission “identify a diverse and balanced portfolio of resources needed to 
ensure a reliable electricity supply that provides optimal integration of renewable energy and resource 
diversity in a cost-effective manner”), and § 454.52 (describing 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”). 
12  D.19-11-016, Decision Requiring Electric System Reliability Procurement for 2021-2023, R.16-
02-007 (Nov. 13, 2019). 
13  D.21-06-035, Decision Requiring Procurement to Address Mid-term Reliability (2023-2026), 
R.20-05-003 (June 30, 2021). 
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Only once this analysis is complete can the Commission responsibly determine first whether 

additional procurement is necessary and second, whether that procurement should be centralized 

and subject to CAM cost allocation. 

B. The Current IEPR Forecast Has Not Been Evaluated to Form the Basis of 
Need and Contains Elements That are Highly Speculative 

A procurement order also should not be based on the current IEPR load forecast, as 

advanced by ACP-CA.14 The current IEPR load forecast includes significant increases in 

electricity demand, much of which stems from assumptions about future data center 

development. These assumptions are highly speculative and have not yet been sufficiently 

scrutinized to serve as the basis for procurement mandates. 

ACP-CA cites to load growth projected by the 2024 IEPR in the 2028–2032 period, as 

shown in Figure 1, below.

 

ACP-CA points to RCPPP Comments from Southern California Edison Company (SCE), Pacific 

Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), and The Utility Reform Network (TURN referencing load 

growth in the 2028 to 2030 or 2032 range, as representing an increase of load between 13 percent 

and 36 percent.15 However, using the California Energy Commission’s (CEC) energy 

consumption data files and evaluating actual energy served for the aggregate of the three utilities 

reveals that a 13 percent load growth took 26 years from 1997 to 2023 to obtain, and a 36 percent 

load growth took longer than the data provided by the CEC, which goes back to 1990.16 The level 

 
14  See Motion, at 4-5. 
15  CEC 2024 IEPR Baseline forecast aggregated for the three IOUs. 
16  CEC Energy Consumption Data files contain information going back to 1990 which indicate the 
change in consumption between 1990 and 2023 (the last date of recorded data) was only 21 percent.  

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%
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of load growth depicted in the 2024 IEPR is unprecedented and primarily driven by anticipated 

load growth due to data centers. 

This data center load growth is unknown and speculative. At a CEC July 16, 2025, 

Demand Analysis Working Group meeting, multiple presentations were provided regarding 

anticipated data center load growth. A presentation from PG&E included a bullet stating, “[f]or 

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.”17 At the same 

meeting, SCE presented that they had increased the likelihood of eight projects, decreased the 

likelihood of nineteen projects, and maintained the likelihood of sixteen projects.18 

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, let alone a directed procurement by the IOUs on behalf of all customers. 

C. Needs Incorporated in RCPPP Opening Comments and Used as Support for 
APC-CA’s Motion are Unsubstantiated and Cannot Be Relied on for a 
Procurement Order 

While ACP-CA points to four parties’ comments in the RCPPP proceeding as supporting 

a need, the proceeding will only be at the point of reply comments when this response is due. 

There has been no process to evaluate those claims of need, understand the assumptions behind 

them, offer other inputs that should be accounted for, or provide testimony or cross-examination 

if necessary. Further, not all of the four parties advocate for a need. The first sentence from the 

CAISO that ACP-CA quotes acknowledges that they do not suggest a need exists. Rather, the 

CAISO states, “[t]o advance a near-term needs assessment and potential procurement order.”19 

 
17  Demand Analysis Working Group Meeting (July 16, 2025). 
18  Ibid. 
19  CAISO RCPPP Opening Comments, at 3. 
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The CAISO goes on to state, “[e]stablishing a track dedicated to near-term needs assessment 

analyses of resource sufficiency in 2028-2032 to support a potential new procurement order as 

soon as the end of 2025.”20 Indeed, the CAISO does not state that there is a need but rather that 

the Commission should determine if there is a need.  

TURN likewise does not conclude that there is a near-term need. Instead, they argue an 

immediate procurement order should be issued to address the potential for increased costs.21 

Their comments do not state that without such procurement, California will fail to meet either 

RPS or RA reliability needs. 

ACP-CA also cites SCE as noting a 26 percent gap between the clean energy share 

projected for 2028 when compared to the target.22 The target referred to is an amount that Energy 

Division staff provided as an “illustrative example” with an “indicative” value.23 SCE’s point in 

the discussion was that the amount of procurement this would drive in the time frame it would be 

required is “an unrealistic build-out.”24 SCE uses this to suggest that the timeframe for 

compliance with such a new standard should be delayed to ensure a market sufficient to meet the 

obligation, and not that such procurement should be expedited as ACP-CA recommends. 

The ACP-CA, Independent Energy Producers Association (IEPA), Large-Scale Solar 

Association (LSA), and Solar Energy Industries Association (SEIA) RCPPP Opening Comments 

(the Joint Proposal) references a shortfall of the 2023 preferred system plan to meet RPS needs.25 

It is reasonable to conclude that LSEs will adjust their portfolios to meet compliance 

 
20  CAISO RCPPP Opening Comments, at 3 (emphasis added). 
21  TURN RCPPP Opening Comments, at 1-2, and 24. 
22  Motion, at 4 (citing SCE RCPPP Opening Comments, at 10). 
23  See Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Seeking Comments on Reliable and Clean Power 
Procurement Program Staff Proposal, Attachment A: Staff Proposal: Reliable and Clean Power 
Procurement Program R.20-05-003 (Apr. 29, 2025), at 45. 
24  SCE RCPPP Opening Comments, at 10. 
25  ACP-CA, IEPA, LSE, SEIA RCPPP Opening Comments, at 2-5. 
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requirements as they evaluate the market and actual load. Those LSEs already out procuring to 

meet RPS needs would face significant market pressure if the Commission decided to order the 

IOUs to enter into any and all long-term agreements with ITC/PTC eligible resources that can 

meet the construction and COD requirements under OBBBA. As SCE pointed out in their 

opening comments, while the MTR has generated 7,449 MW of net qualifying capacity (NQC) 

reaching COD through 2024, the total amount of new resources brought to COD through MTR, 

RPS, and other procurement totals 17,121 megawatts (MW) of September net qualifying 

capacity (NQC).26 The Commission and ACP-CA should not presuppose that the only manner to 

get new resources built is through an MTR type of order, nor should they assume that sending an 

additional several thousand MW demand into a constrained market is a prudent measure even in 

the face of expiring ITC and PTC incentives. 

Finally, ACP-CA refers to an analysis by PG&E claiming a shortfall of 2,900 MW of 

NQC equivalent capacity needed for storage charging sufficiency (i.e., generation necessary to 

fully charge the expected fleet of storage) by 2030. However, the information provided by PG&E 

to arrive at this figure does not reveal information necessary to assess its accuracy. As an 

example of an issue that would deserve further discussion, the Commission currently does not 

report the status of contracts of new resources with LSEs beyond 2028. Since the analysis of 

PG&E goes out to 2030, the Commission would need to better understand the contractual status 

of resource development targeted for those two years to evaluate whether the need predicted by 

PG&E is correct. In addition, as noted in section II.B, there is significant uncertainty in the load 

forecast upon which PG&E’s analysis is based.  

 
26  SCE RCPPP Opening Comments, at 23. 
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For all of these reasons, ACP-CA’s unsubstantiated assertions of need for a procurement 

order should not form the basis for a Commission procurement order. Rather, any such order will 

require rigorous examination and modeling of a multitude of factors to determine whether 

procurement is needed. 

III. ACP-CA HAS NOT SUBSTANTIATED AND CANNOT SUBSTANTIATE ITS 
CLAIMS OF CUSTOMER SAVINGS 

ACP-CA offers only back-of-the-envelope “potential savings from capturing incremental 

resources [the pool of which is still “unclear”] eligible for tax credits” in support its motion. 

Based on these rough estimates, it boldly claims that “affordability objectives” will be met 

through the procurement “by ensuring that resources needed for reliability and to meet the IRP 

goals are procured at least cost to ratepayers.”27 To make such a determination, however, would 

involve a wide range of variables and uncertainties. 

As a preliminary matter, the Commission should ask why, if these projects are a great fit 

at a great price, they have not yet been procured. Have they been offered into all LSE 

solicitations in the past? At what prices have they been offered? If ACP-CA’s claim had merit, 

the projects whose dance cards apparently have not been filled would already be out on the dance 

floor with an LSE. 

In addition, while claiming that this procurement will be “least cost,” there are no 

guarantees of the prices developers will actually offer for these projects. Again, if the developers 

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

sought, will providing increased leverage for central procurement improve the situation? 

 Two more uncertainties, discussed below, could affect customer savings. Section IV. 

suggests that giving these projects a ready-built home with the IOUs could make LSE 

 
27  Motion, at 6 (emphasis added). 
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compliance with procurement requirements more challenging and distort market results, raising 

the cost of procurement. Section V. further explains how the success of ACP-CA’s proposal 

could be hindered in a variety of other ways that could also increase costs.  

IV. THE REQUESTED RELIEF WILL CONFLICT WITH OTHER ONGOING 
PROCUREMENT EFFORTS SEEKING THE SAME RESOURCES 

At the same time ACP-CA’s Motion would have the IOUs out procuring all wind and 

solar resources in the CAISO interconnection queue cluster 14, all LSEs are attempting to 

procure to meet their own needs, including meeting MTR, RPS, and internal goals. Those same 

LSEs are also aware of the potential cost implications of the expiring ITC and PTC. While ACP-

CA proposes to allow CCAs and ESPs that procure above their own MTR needs to use that 

excess to offset any costs that would be allocated to them by the IOU, they fail to acknowledge 

that the rapid and significant increase in demand will have an impact on prices.  

In July 2025, the Commission issued a status report on MTR procurement that shows 

procurement is still necessary to meet the MTR goals. For 2024 obligations, the report shows a 

551 MW shortfall and notes that some compliance was achieved by using bridge resources, 

meaning the total need for new resources exceeds 551 MWs.28 The report goes on to show that 

16,300 MW of capacity remains to be brought online or verified by staff from 2025 through 

2027.29 While it is possible that much of this contracting has been achieved and resources are 

progressing toward COD, there is also likely still demand in the market for queue cluster 14 

resources. Sending the IOUs into that market with a demand for every wind and solar resource in 

the queue will force demand to exceed supply. This would be similar to what has happened with 

 
28  California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) Staff Review of Load-Serving Entities’ (LSEs’) 
Compliance with the Mid-Term Reliability (MTR, D.21-06-035) and Supplemental MTR (SMTR) D.23-
02-040) Decisions, (posted July 2025), at 20.  
29  Id. at 24. 
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resource adequacy (RA) in the last two years, resulting in prices that previously averaged around 

$4/kilowatt (kw)-month to average in excess of $40/kw-month30 with some prices exceeding 

$100/kw-month.31 It is difficult to imagine how this sort of market frenzy proposed by ACP-CA 

will be in the best interest of consumers, who have already seen dramatic price increases for 

electricity service. Although it is a good idea to try to obtain the ITC and PTC credits before they 

expire, existing procurement orders and market constraints are already pushing LSEs to procure 

all the clean resources they can in a cost-effective manner. Creating artificial market scarcity 

through the proposed ACP-CA order will only strain this process further.  

V. A PROCUREMENT ORDER IS UNLIKELY TO ADDRESS THE AVAILABILITY 
OF ITC AND PTC  

The desire by LSEs to obtain resources that have lower cost due to ITC and PTC is 

challenged not only by the expiration of those credits but also by other factors. These factors 

include other Federal guidance impacting the ability to meet the OBBBA deadlines, supply chain 

issues, interconnection difficulties, and permitting delays. Each of these issues affects the ability of 

any LSE, whether individually or through central procurement, to bring these resources to COD. 

A. Additional Federal Requirements on Wind and Solar Will Likely Slow 
Renewable Generation Not Already Underway, Jeopardizing the Ability to 
Meet Tax Incentive Deadlines 

In addition to OBBBA, Federal guidance that requires: 

 
30  Market Price Benchmark System RA Forecast (Nov. 5, 2024). 
31  FERC Electronic Quarterly Reporting (July 2025). 
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[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.”32  

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 COD. In addition, Executive Order 14156 

declares: 

These numerous problems [referring to precariously inadequate and 
intermittent energy supply, and an increasingly unreliable grid] are 
most pronounced in our Nation's Northeast and West Coast, where 
dangerous State and local policies jeopardize our Nation’s core 
national defense and security needs, and devastate the prosperity of 
not only local residents but the entire United States population. The 
United States’ insufficient energy production, transportation, 
refining, and generation constitutes an unusual and extraordinary 
threat to our Nation's economy, national security, and foreign 
policy.”33 

Given the required review and the Federal attack on renewable generation, particularly in the 

West, it is hard to believe that any resource not already under contract and under development, 

required to undergo this review, will exit this review process before the deadlines of OBBBA.  

B. Resource Development is Delayed Due to Many Factors in Addition to Lack 
of Contracting  

Issues of supply chain, interconnection (physical not queue related), and permitting 

difficulties have been well documented throughout the MTR process. These difficulties have 

even led to bridge contracting when developing a new resource was not feasible or prohibitively 

expensive due to the competition for scarce resources. None of these problems are solved by 

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

 
32  Departmental Review Procedures for Decisions, Actions, Consultations, and Other Undertakings 
Related to Wind and Solar Energy Facilities Department of the Interior (July 15, 2025). 
33  Executive Order 14156, Declaring a National Energy Emergency (Jan. 20, 2025). 
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components more available, the interconnection completed more timely, or speed up the 

permitting process. Any of these individually is a significant threat to meeting the timeline 

specified in OBBBA, and taken together, cast serious doubt on the ability of any LSE, let alone 

an IOU acting on behalf of all LSEs, to make the necessary progress to meet the deadlines to 

receive ITC or PTC. 

VI. IF THE COMMISSION ADOPTS ACP-CA’S PROPOSED PROCUREMENT 
ORDER, THE SUGGESTED ALLOCATION METHODOLOGY SHOULD BE 
REJECTED 

While CalCCA opposes ACP-CA’s Motion and any procurement order resulting from it, 

if the Commission grants ACP-CA’s Motion, the suggested allocation methodology should be 

rejected. ACP-CA recommends that to the extent a CCA or electric service provider (ESP) 

procures above their IRP and RPS needs, such procurement should offset the costs that would 

otherwise have been allocated to them through the IOU central procurement.34 While the intent 

may be well-placed, the implementation of this proposal is not equitable. When such “opt-out” 

provisions have been previously recommended, they are on the basis that the central entity will 

know that the LSE has opted out and met its obligation or that the central entity procurement will 

occur after the LSE procurement. This process allows the CPE to adjust its procurement in 

recognition of what other LSEs have accomplished. The Motion, however, requests the 

Commission order the IOUs to immediately procure, and to conclude that procurement by the 

end of 2025. LSEs will continue to meet their IRP and RPS needs beyond that time.  

The result could be that the IOU over-procures for the need of those LSEs that did not 

exceed their IRP and RPS needs. This over-procurement would then be allocated to a smaller 

group of customers who would pay for procurement in excess of their need (presuming the 

 
34  Motion, at 10. 
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Commission identifies a need as discussed in section II.B). While CalCCA appreciates ACP-

CA’s efforts to recognize the autonomy in procurement that CCAs and ESPs should retain, the 

result of the proposal is inequitable and unworkable, and should be rejected.  

VII. CONCLUSION 

For all the foregoing reasons, CalCCA respectfully requests that the Commission deny 

ACP-CA’s Motion.  

 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
 

Leanne Bober, 
Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy 
General Counsel 
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