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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS1 

The Commission should modify the Proposed Decision to:  

• Reduce ambiguity by clarifying its intent to adopt SCE’s PfM with modifications to 
apply it to all months and specifically stating that, in doing so, the Commission: (1) will 
not find LSEs out of compliance with their MTR obligations if they have a resource 
under contract that is delayed, as long as the LSEs meet their RA requirements in the 
delayed months; and (2) will not find an LSE out of compliance with their MTR 
obligations if the LSE had a resource under contract, the contract was terminated, and the 
LSE is making good faith efforts to replace the terminated contract, as long as the LSE 
has met its RA requirements in the interim; 

• Commit to more clearly defining the “good faith efforts” standard adopted in the MTR 
Order in the new IRP rulemaking, R.25-06-019, to prevent unintended impacts of 
removing bridging and provide LSEs with more certainty on what is necessary to satisfy 
the standard; and  

• Decline to adopt the long-term contract requirement for bridging delayed LLT resources 
and instead clarify that generic long-term contracts will continue to be allowed to cover 
LLT obligation shortfalls between 2028 and 2031, and commit to consider at a later date 
other paths to compliance in the event of LLT resource delays in this proceeding or R.25-
06-019, to preserve affordability benefits.  

 

 
 

 
1  Acronyms used herein are defined in the body of this document. 
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CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY’S PETITION FOR MODIFICATION OF 
DECISIONS 23-02-040 AND 24-02-047 

 
 

The California Community Choice Association2 (CalCCA) submits these comments 

pursuant to Rule 14.3 of the California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) Rules of 

Practice and Procedure3 on the proposed Decision Granting, with Modifications, Southern 

California Edison Company’s Petition for Modification of Decisions 23-02-040 and 24-02-0474 

(Proposed Decision), mailed August 13, 2025.  

 
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  [Proposed] Decision Granting, with Modifications, Southern California Edison Company’s 
Petition for Modification of Decisions 23-02-040 and 24-02-047, Rulemaking (R.) 20-05-003 (mailed 
Aug. 13, 2025): https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M575/K603/575603716.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/Efile/G000/M575/K603/575603716.PDF


 

2 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The Proposed Decision grants, with modifications, the petition for modification (PFM) of 

Decisions (D.) 23-02-0405 and D.24-02-0476 filed by Southern California Edison Company 

(SCE). The PfM seeks a waiver of the requirements for bridge contracts for resources required 

by D.21-06-0357 and D.23-02-040, for the months not including July, August, and September of 

each year for load-serving entities (LSE) that meet their month-ahead resource adequacy (RA) 

obligations. The Proposed Decision “…goes beyond the relief requested by SCE and eliminates 

the option for LSE to use bridge contracts as an alternative compliance mechanism for the long-

term procurement requirements of D.21-06-035 and D.23-02-040 for all months of the year…”8 

CalCCA supports the Commission’s objective of “relieving ratepayers of the additional costs of 

those bridge resources that do not provide significant short-term reliability benefits,”9 but 

clarifications are needed to ensure the Proposed Decision meets this objective.   

The Proposed Decision’s conclusion that it “eliminates the option” for bridging is 

ambiguous. Eliminating bridging could be interpreted as rendering LSEs out of compliance if 

their projects face delays, even if those delays are outside of the control of the LSE, with the LSE 

no longer able to bridge those delays. CalCCA does not believe this to be the Commission’s 

intent. Eliminating options for compliance will not support the Commission’s objective of 

 
5  D.23-02-040, Decision Ordering Supplemental Mid-Term Reliability Procurement (2026-2027) 
and Transmitting Electric Resource Portfolios to California Independent System Operator for 2023-2024 
Transmission Planning Process, R.20-05-003 (Feb.23, 2025): 
docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M502/K956/502956567.PDF.  
6  D.24-02-047, Decision Adopting 2023 Preferred System Plan and Related Matters, and 
Addressing Two Petitions for Modification, R.20-05-003 (Feb. 15, 2024): 
docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M525/K918/525918033.PDF. 
7  D.21-06-035, Decision Requiring Procurement to Address Mid-Term Reliability (2023-2026), 
R.20-05-003 (June 24, 2021): 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M389/K603/389603637.PDF.  
8  Proposed Decision, at 2.  
9  Id. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M502/K956/502956567.PDF
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M525/K918/525918033.PDF
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M389/K603/389603637.PDF
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providing relief to ratepayers, as LSEs already evaluate options by weighing their costs to 

ratepayers and selecting those that meet requirements at least cost. The Commission should 

therefore clarify the Proposed Decision to ensure LSEs have clear direction on how to comply by 

stating that in adopting SCE’s PfM with modifications to apply to all months, the Commission: 

(1) will not find LSEs out of compliance with their mid-term reliability (MTR) obligations if 

they have a resource under contract that is delayed, as long as the LSEs meet their RA 

requirements in the months of the delay; and (2) will not find an LSE out of compliance with 

their MTR obligations if it had a resource under contract, the contract was terminated, and the 

LSE is making good faith efforts to replace the terminated contract, as long as the LSE has met 

its RA requirements in the interim. 

In addition, the Commission should modify the Proposed Decision to commit to more 

clearly defining the “good faith efforts” standard adopted in D.21-06-035 (MTR Order).10 

Removing bridging as a compliance mechanism may have unintended impacts on LSEs’ 

procurement progress towards the MTR Order, and more clarity on the requirements for 

demonstrating good faith efforts will ensure that the inability to bridge does not also have 

unintended compliance or affordability impacts.  

Finally, the Commission should modify the Proposed Decision to remove the requirement 

for delayed long-lead time (LLT) resources to be replaced by generic long-term contracts. The 

Commission should instead clarify that generic long-term contracts will continue to be allowed 

to cover LLT obligation shortfalls between 2028 and 2031, and commit to consider at a later date 

other paths to compliance in the event of LLT resource delays. Requiring LSEs to show long-

term contracts to cover delays that may only last a few months or years may be infeasible or 

 
10  D.21-06-035. 
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result in excessive costs, especially if it is not clear how such procurement will count for future 

Reliable and Clean Power Procurement Program (RCPPP) requirements or other procurement 

requirements.  

In summary, CalCCA recommends the Commission modify the Proposed Decision to:  

• Reduce ambiguity by clarifying that its intent to adopt SCE’s PfM with 
modifications to apply it to all months, and specifically stating that, in doing so, 
the Commission: (1) will not find LSEs out of compliance with their MTR 
obligations if they have a resource under contract that is delayed, as long as the 
LSE meets their RA requirements in the delayed months; and (2) will not find an 
LSE out of compliance with their MTR obligations if the LSE had a resource 
under contract, the contract was terminated, and the LSE is making good faith 
efforts to replace the terminated contract, as long as the LSE has met its RA 
requirements in the interim; 

• Commit to more clearly defining the “good faith efforts” standard adopted in the 
MTR Order in the new IRP rulemaking, R.25-06-019, to prevent unintended 
impacts of removing bridging and provide LSEs with more certainty on what is 
necessary to satisfy the standard; and  

• Decline to adopt the long-term contract requirement for bridging delayed LLT 
resources and instead clarify that generic long-term contracts will continue to be 
allowed to cover LLT obligation shortfalls between 2028 and 2031, and commit 
to consider at a later date other paths to compliance in the event of LLT resource 
delays in this proceeding or R.25-06-019, to preserve affordability benefits.  

II. THE PROPOSED DECISION SHOULD BE CLARIFIED TO REDUCE 
AMBIGUITY AND ENSURE RATEPAYER AFFORDABILITY BENEFITS 

The Commission should modify the Proposed Decision to reduce ambiguity so that 

ratepayers experience the affordability benefits intended in the Proposed Decision. The Proposed 

Decision modifies D.23-02-040 by stating that the Commission “decline[s] to allow the use of 

bridge contracts as a method for alternative compliance with the procurement requirements of 

[D.23-02-040] and D.21-06-035.”11 The statement that the Commission will “decline to allow 

bridging” could be interpreted in multiple ways, including that LSEs do not have a path for 

 
11  Proposed Decision, Ordering Paragraph (O¶) 2, at 29.  
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compliance if their projects face delays, even if those delays are outside of the control of the 

LSE. CalCCA does not believe this to be the Commission’s intent, but clarification is needed. 

The Commission should therefore modify the Proposed Decision to ensure LSEs have clear 

direction on how to comply.  

The Commission should modify the Proposed Decision to specifically state that in adopting 

SCE’s PfM with modifications to apply it to all months (not just the non-third quarter months), the 

Commission: (1) will not find an LSE out of compliance with its MTR obligations if it has a 

resource under contract that is delayed, as long as the LSE meets its RA requirements in months of 

the delay; and (2) will not find an LSE out of compliance with its MTR obligations if it had a 

resource under contract, the contract was terminated, and the LSE is making good faith efforts to 

replace the terminated contract, as long as the LSE has met its RA requirements in the interim. 

CalCCA agrees with the Commission that “the purpose of the bridge contracts to satisfy 

MTR procurement requirements is similar to that of the [RA] program’s near-term procurement 

requirements and does not additionally contribute to short-term reliability.”12 Without 

modifications to the bridging requirements, LSEs could continue to face substantial costs for the 

over-procurement of bridge resources that are unnecessary for short-term reliability if they have 

met their month-ahead system RA requirements.  

In addition to applying the new scheme to LSEs with delayed contracts, the Commission 

should ensure that the modifications apply to an LSE with an executed long-term contract that 

was terminated for circumstances outside the LSE’s control and for which the LSE is making 

good faith efforts to find a replacement. The Commission should not unnecessarily restrict the 

PfM by failing to allow use of the modified bridging requirements by an LSE with an executed 

 
12  Proposed Decision, at 19.  
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long-term contract for which the project failed due to circumstances outside the LSE’s control. In 

these circumstances, the Commission should not find an LSE out of compliance with its MTR 

obligations if it complied with its month-ahead RA obligations in the months while the LSE is 

procuring to replace the terminated contract.  

As stated in CalCCA’s response to SCE’s PfM, current procurement challenges mean that:  

even LSEs and developers making good faith efforts may be unable 
to deliver contracted projects on the schedule set upon contract 
execution. When delays are significant, terminating the contract and 
moving on to a new project could result in getting capacity online 
more quickly, and LSEs should not be penalized for doing so when 
it results in supporting identified reliability needs and meeting 
timelines established in the Commission’s procurement orders.”13  

For these reasons, the modified bridging requirements advanced in the PfM should apply to both 

LSEs with currently active executed contracts experiencing delays and LSEs with executed long-

term contracts that were terminated for circumstances outside the LSEs’ control. 

III. THE COMMISSION SHOULD COMMIT TO MORE CLEARLY DEFINING 
THE GOOD FAITH EFFORT STANDARD ADOPTED IN THE MTR ORDER 

The good faith effort standard adopted in the MTR Order requires more definition to 

ensure LSEs have clear direction on what they need to do to satisfy this standard.14 CalCCA 

supports removing the requirement to bridge consistent with the modifications described in 

section II above to support affordability objectives. Eliminating a compliance option, however, 

may negatively impact the compliance status of LSEs who previously had a clear path to 

compliance with the use of bridge capacity. The result may be that instead of the LSE using 

 
13  California Community Choice Association’s Response to Southern California Edison Company’s 
(U 338-E) Petition for Modification of Decisions 23-02-040 and 24-02-047, R.20-05-003 (Apr. 21, 2025), 
at 8: https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M564/K384/564384491.PDF.  
14  See D.21-06-035, Decision Requiring Procurement to Address Mid-Term Reliability (2023-2026), 
R.20-05-003 (June 24, 2021), Conclusion of Law (COL) 27: 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M389/K603/389603637.PDF.  
 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M564/K384/564384491.PDF
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M389/K603/389603637.PDF
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bridge capacity for compliance, the Commission may need to rely on the good faith efforts 

standard established in the MTR Order when assessing compliance.  

While the MTR Order15 and Resolution M-484616 provide guidance, they do not establish 

a structured process for LSEs to request a waiver of penalties, including the requirements for 

demonstrating good faith efforts, and for the Commission to evaluate these demonstrations in its 

assessment of penalties. Given LSEs will no longer being able to utilize a previously authorized 

compliance mechanism, it is even more critical that LSEs have clear standards and expectations 

on the compliance and penalty assessment process.  

As recommended in CalCCA’s August 1, 2025, Opening Comments to the Order 

Instituting Rulemaking in R.25-06-019, the Commission should “establish a structured process 

for LSEs to request a waiver of penalties, including the requirements for demonstrating good 

faith efforts, and for the Commission to evaluate these demonstrations in its assessment of 

penalties.”17 The Commission should modify the Proposed Decision to commit to providing 

more definition to the good faith efforts standard in the MTR Order in R.25-06-019.  

The good faith efforts process should also consider that alternative compliance 

mechanisms (e.g., having a contract for a new resource that does not reach commercial operation 

date (COD) in time for MTR compliance while meeting RA requirements for all of the months 

between the MTR compliance date and the delayed COD of the new resource) may not always 

be feasible or prudent. Given the well documented difficulties in the development of new 

 
15  Ibid.  
16  See Resolution M-4846, Resolution Adopting Commission Enforcement Policy (Nov. 5, 2020) 
(Resolution M-4846): 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M350/K405/350405017.PDF.  
17  California Community Choice Association’s Comments on the Order Instituting Rulemaking, 
R.25-06-019 (Aug. 1, 2025), at 18-19: 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M575/K041/575041363.PDF.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M350/K405/350405017.PDF
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M575/K041/575041363.PDF
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resources, the probability that the RA market becomes capacity constrained like it was in 2023 

and 2024 is high. Thus, LSEs attempting to comply with MTR procurement could be faced with 

paying exorbitant prices for RA, which despite best efforts may not be feasible to procure, which 

in turn will expose the LSE and its customers to penalties for RA and MTR 

The Commission should therefore provide meaningful incentives to procure without 

exacerbating current affordability concerns, either through procurement at excessive prices or 

through penalties when compliance was not feasible or prudent given market conditions. In 

developing more meaningful and transparent standards for defining LSE good faith efforts in the 

MTR program, the Commission should: (1) acknowledge circumstances outside of an LSE’s 

control; (2) incentivize prudent procurement action by LSEs that emphasizes meeting existing 

RA requirements (to ensure near term system reliability) and pursuit of incremental MTR 

eligible resources; and (3) acknowledge market realities and consider customer impacts. 

IV. THE COMMISSION SHOULD REMOVE THE LONG-TERM CONTRACT 
REQUIREMENT FOR DELAYED LLT RESOURCES FROM THE PROPOSED 
DECISION, CLARIFY THAT LONG-TERM CONTRACTS CAN STILL COVER 
LLT OBLIGATION SHORTFALLS, AND COMMIT TO FURTHER 
EVALUATING LLT REQUIREMENT COMPLIANCE OPTIONS 

The Proposed Decision should be modified to remove the requirement for LSEs to cover 

LLT resource delays with long-term contracts and instead commit to determining how to address 

LLT resource delays at a later date. While the Commission recognizes the costly nature of bridging 

contracts on a per-megawatt hours and per-kilowatt-month basis,18 it fails to acknowledge that a 

requirement for a long-term contract to effectively serve as a bridge would likely be even more 

expensive. Instead, the Proposed Decision removes the opportunity to bridge for LLT delays while 

continuing to require LSEs “to procure long-term contracts for generic capacity for any shortfall in 

 
18  See Proposed Decision, Finding of Fact 4, at 27. 
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their LLT procurement obligations between June 1, 2028[,] and June 1, 2031.”19 The Commission 

should instead clarify that generic long-term contracts will continue to be allowed to cover LLT 

obligation shortfalls between 2028 and 2031, and commit to consider at a later date other paths to 

compliance in the event of LLT resource delays. 

Requiring LSEs to show long-term contracts to cover delays that may only last a few 

months or year(s) may result in excessive costs, especially if it is not clear how such procurement 

of long-term contracts will count for future RCPPP or other Commission requirements. In addition, 

the timing and uncertainty of resource development may make this requirement infeasible. If an 

LSE is informed two months in advance of a compliance deadline that its LLT project is delayed, 

for example, the LSE could be unable to execute another long-term contract in time to satisfy the 

proposed requirement, leaving it no viable pathway for compliance.  

To maintain the affordability objectives targeted in the Proposed Decision, the 

Commission should consider how to address LLT delays at a later time in this proceeding or 

R.25-06-019. In doing so, the Commission should consider if, as an alternative to bridging, LSEs 

can show compliance with month-ahead RA requirements in the months of a delay of a LLT 

resource. If, after further discussion in this proceeding or R.25-06-019, the Commission 

determines long-term contracts are needed to cover delays in LLT resources coming online, it 

must provide LSEs with clear direction that these long-term contracts will count towards future 

RCPPP requirements.  

 
19  Id., COL 7, at 28.  
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V. CONCLUSION 

CalCCA appreciates the opportunity to submit these comments and respectfully requests 

adoption of the recommendations proposed herein. For all the foregoing reasons, the 

Commission should modify the Proposed Decision as provided in Appendix A, attached hereto. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 

Leanne Bober, 
Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy 
General Counsel 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE 
ASSOCIATION 

 
 
September 2, 2025 
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APPENDIX A 
TO 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S COMMENTS ON THE 
[PROPOSED] DECISION GRANTING, WITH MODIFICATIONS, SOUTHERN 

CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY’S PETITION FOR MODIFICATION OF 
DECISIONS 23-02-040 AND 24-02-047 

 
 

PROPOSED CHANGES TO FINDINGS OF FACT, 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDERING PARAGRAPHS 

 
 

Proposed text deletions show as bold and strikethrough 
Proposed text additions show as bold and underlined 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

9. Removing the bridge contract compliance option for LLT resources means that 
procuring long-term contracts for generic capacity is the remaining alternative compliance 
option for LSEs who do not meet their entire LLT procurement obligations by June 1, 
2028. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

7. LSEs should continue to be required to procure long-term contracts for generic capacity 
for any shortfall in their LLT procurement obligations between June 1, 2028 and June 1, 
2031. 

9. LSEs should still be required to show contracts for long-term resources for their full 
procurement obligations to meet D.21-06-035 and D.23-02-040 requirements, even if those 
resources are delayed coming online 

New: The Commission should consider modifications to the compliance options for LLT 
procurement obligations later in this proceeding or in R.25-06-019.  

ORDERING PARAGRAPHS 

2. The text in Section 2.4.3.2 of Decision (D.) 23-02-040 shall be deleted in its entirety and 
replace with the following text, beginning on page 40 (with additions underlined):  

We decline to allow the use of bridge contracts as a method for alternative compliance 
with the procurement requirements of this decision and D.21-06-035. Bridge contracts 
would typically come from imports, which can already be used for month-ahead resource 
adequacy compliance and effective planning reserve margin requirements, for reliability 
purposes, if available and necessary. Bridge contracts are also likely to be expensive and 
do not necessarily lead to the development of long-term new capacity required by this 
order and D.21-06-035. Instead, the Commission: (1) will not find LSEs out of 
compliance with their MTR obligations if they have a resource under contract that 
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is delayed, as long as the LSEs meet their RA requirements in months of the delay; 
and (2) will not find an LSE out of compliance with their MTR obligations if it had a 
resource under contract, the contract was terminated, and the LSE is making good 
faith efforts to replace the terminated contract, as long as the LSE has met its RA 
requirements in the interim; 

6. The following text appearing in Section 6.3 beginning on page 103 of Decision 24-02-047 
shall be modified as follows (with additions underlined and deletions in strikethrough text):  

Instead of requiring full replacement of 2,000 MW of LLT resources that were 
required to be online by June 1, 2028, we will implement an alternative 
procurement requirement as follows. Any LSE that does not meet its required LLT 
procurement requirements from D.21-06-035 as revised in D.23-02-040 will be 
required to procure the balance of its unmet LLT requirements through generic 
resource adequacy capacity procurement that otherwise meets the requirements of 
D.21-06-035. The capacity shall may be procured either through a long-term 
contract or a bridge contract, as long as the bridge resources are incremental and 
procured by the LSE for the full period until the LLT resource comes online. Bridge 
resources may also include firm imports eligible to serve as bridge resources, 
following the requirements in D.23-02-040. Inclusion of firm imports for bridge 
resources of three years or less does not change the fact that incremental generic 
resource adequacy capacity with a long-term contract or a contract longer than the 
bridge contract limit must be zero-emitting or otherwise RPS-eligible. The bridge or 
replacement resource must start delivery by June 1, 2028, but is not required to be 
identified in the LLT extension requests and can be procured at a later date.  

If an LSE meets all of its individual required LLT resource procurement 
requirements on time (by June 1, 2028), then it will be finished with the LLT 
requirements. If an LSE meets some of its LLT requirements by no later than June 
1, 2028, it will be required to fulfill the remainder of its LLT procurement 
obligation with generic resource adequacy capacity under long-term contract that is 
otherwise eligible under the D.21-06-035 eligibility or D.23-02-040 bridge resource 
requirements until the extended LLT resources come online. If an LSE seeks a delay 
for all of its LLT procurement past June 1, 2028, then the LSE shall procure all of 
its LLT resource requirements in generic resource adequacy capacity under long-
term contract that is otherwise eligible for D.21 06-035 or D.23-02-040 bridge 
resource requirements until all of their LLT capacity comes online. 

8. Conclusion of Law 22 of Decision 24-02-047 shall be amended as follows (with additions 
underlined and deletions in strikethrough text):  

The Commission should require LSEs that do not meet their LLT resource 
procurement requirements by June 1, 2028 to procure generic replacement 
capacity, either through long-term contracts of ten years or more or bridge 
contracts defined in D.21-06-035 and D.23-02-040 until such time as their LLT 
resources can come online, by no later than June 1, 2031. 
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9. Ordering Paragraph 19 of Decision 24-02-047 shall be amended as follows (with 
additions underlined and deletions in strikethrough text): 

Any load-serving entity that does not meet its required long lead-time (LLT) 
procurement requirements in Decisions (D.) 21-05-035 and D.23-02-040 by June 1, 
2028 shall procure an equal amount (in net qualifying capacity) of the balance of its 
unmet LLT requirements through a bridge contract, which includes firm imports as 
defined in D.23-02-040, or long-term contracts that otherwise meet the 
characteristics required for generic procurement in D.21-06-035, to cover the 
shortfall until its LLT resources come online, from June 1, 20278 through June 1, 
2031, at a minimum. 
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