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SUMMARY OF REPLY COMMENTS1 
 
 

• The Proposed Decision should be clarified to address the host of concerns raised by LSEs 
to provide clear compliance pathways and avoid negatively affecting affordability.  

• To address LSE concerns and to ensure the Proposed Decision is clear and additive rather 
than restrictive, the Commission should clearly identify the following compliance options 
identified by parties to cover delayed or terminated contracts for generic, LLT, and 
Diablo Canyon replacement MTR Order requirements: 

o Show RA compliance and contracts covering the MTR obligation, as proposed in 
SCE’s PfM and modified by the Commission to extend to all months (rather than only 
non-Q3 months); or 

o Being granted a waiver based on the good faith efforts standard established in the 
MTR Order, as defined in the new IRP proceeding. 

 
 

 
1  Acronyms used herein are defined in the body of this document. 
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The California Community Choice Association2 (CalCCA) submits these reply 

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). 
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).  
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Party Opening Comments5 reveal that the Proposed Decision requires modifications to 

ensure clear pathways for compliance with the mid-term reliability (MTR) Order6 requirements 

and to avoid negatively affecting affordability. Load-serving entity (LSE) parties express 

concerns with the Proposed Decision because it: (1) appears to eliminate compliance 

mechanisms without a clear alternative;7 (2) “creates significant compliance ambiguity and lacks 

clear guidance;”8 (3) “leaves LSEs with no recourse but to be placed out of compliance;”9 and 

(4) “could impose significant additional cost on ratepayers.”10 Other parties are “not clear what 

the Proposed Decision intends to do.”11 CalCCA agrees with these parties, and recommends the 

Commission modify the Proposed Decision to provide LSEs with the clear MTR compliance 

parameters and flexibility needed to comply in an affordable manner.  

The Commission’s objective for the Proposed Decision is to “reliev[e] ratepayers of the 

additional costs” of compliance that do not support a reliability benefit.12 To achieve this 

objective, the Commission should seek to increase options for compliance rather than eliminate 

them. CalCCA therefore recommends the following modifications to the Proposed Decision:  

• The Proposed Decision should be clarified to address the host of concerns raised by LSEs 
to provide clear compliance pathways and avoid negatively affecting affordability.  

 
5  References herein to “Opening Comments” refer to those filed on or about September 2, 2025, in 
R.20-05-003.  
6  D.21-06-035, Decision Requiring Procurement to Address Mid-Term Reliability (2023-2026), 
R.20-05-003 (June 24, 2021).  
7  See Alliance for Retail Energy Markets (AReM) Opening Comments, at 3; Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company (PG&E) Opening Comments, at 3; and Southern California Edison Company (SCE) 
Opening Comments, at 1-2.  
8  PG&E Opening Comments, at 3. 
9  SCE Opening Comments, at 7.  
10  San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) Opening Comments, at 2.  
11  Western Power Trading Forum Opening Comments, at 1.  
12  Proposed Decision, at 2.  
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• To address LSE concerns and to ensure the Proposed Decision is clear and additive rather 
than restrictive, the Commission should clearly identify the following compliance options 
identified by parties to cover delayed or terminated contracts for generic, long-lead time 
(LLT), and Diablo Canyon replacement MTR Order requirements: 

o Show RA compliance and contracts covering the MTR obligation, as proposed in 
SCE’s Petition for Modification13 (PfM) and modified by the Commission to extend 
to all months (rather than only non-Q3 months); or 

o Being granted a waiver based on the good faith efforts standard established in the 
MTR Order, as defined in the new Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) proceeding. 

II. LSE CONCERNS WITH THE PROPOSED DECISION SIGNAL THAT 
CLARIFICATIONS ARE NEEDED TO ENSURE CLEAR MTR COMPLIANCE 
PATHWAYS AND TO AVOID NEGATIVELY AFFECTING AFFORDABILITY  

CalCCA agrees with LSE parties’ concerns regarding the Proposed Decision’s lack of 

clarity and potential adverse affordability impacts. As stated by PG&E, the Proposed Decision 

“creates significant compliance ambiguity and lacks clear guidance as to how an LSE’s 

compliance with its MTR procurement requirements will be measured in the event of a delay to a 

procured resource’s online date.”14 LSEs state that the Proposed Decision appears to eliminate 

compliance mechanisms without a clear alternative.15 Eliminating a compliance mechanism 

without a clear alternative could “result in unintended consequences and harm to customers 

resulting from potentially unnecessary procurement,”16 or “[leave] LSEs with no recourse but to 

be placed out of compliance,” 17 as stated by PG&E and SCE, respectively.  

In addition, adding new requirements for delays in compliance with the LLT requirement 

“could impose significant additional cost on ratepayers,”18 as stated by SDG&E. Requiring LSEs 

 
13  Southern California Edison Company’s (U-338-E) Petition for Modification of Decisions 23-02-
040 and 24-02-047 (Public Version), R.20-05-003 (Mar. 21, 2025). 
14  PG&E Opening Comments, at 3. 
15  See, AReM Opening Comments, at 3; PG&E Opening Comments, at 3; and SCE Opening 
Comments, at 1-2.  
16  PG&E Opening Comments, at 5. 
17  SCE Opening Comments, at 7.  
18  SDG&E Opening Comments, at 2  
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to procure 10-year contracts to cover a potentially short delay in projects’ online dates could 

result in potentially costly and duplicative procurement, especially if it is unclear how this 

procurement will count towards LSEs’ future Reliable and Clean Power Procurement Program 

(RCPPP) obligations. CalCCA agrees with AReM that the Commission should not add a “de facto 

generic MTR requirement for 2028 for any LSE with delayed LLT resources,”19 and instead 

clarify that generic long-term contracts may be used as an alternative compliance mechanism.  

III. TO ADDRESS LSE CONCERNS, AND TO ENSURE THE PROPOSED 
DECISION IS CLEAR AND ADDITIVE RATHER THAN RESTRICTIVE, THE 
COMMISSION SHOULD CLEARLY IDENTIFY COMPLIANCE PATHWAYS 
FOR GENERIC, LLT, AND DIABLO CANYON REPLACEMENT 
REQUIREMENTS 

Given the difficult market conditions20 currently faced by LSEs to procure new resources 

and have them operational in a timely manner, more compliance options that produce a reliable 

outcome should be made available rather than fewer as the Proposed Decision recommends. 

CalCCA recommends that the final Decision clearly identify the following compliance options 

identified by parties to cover delayed or terminated contracts for generic, LLT, and Diablo 

Canyon replacement MTR Order requirements.  

First, the Commission should allow an LSE to meet their MTR compliance obligation for 

the months between the compliance deadline and when the contract ultimately reaches its 

commercial operation date by meeting their month-ahead RA obligations, as proposed in the 

PfM. The Commission should expand the PfM to include all months and not just non-Q3 

months. CalCCA believes this could have been the Commission’s intention with the Proposed 

Decision, but it is not clear as drafted. LSEs should be able to utilize this option to demonstrate 

 
19  AReM Opening Comments, at 4 (emphasis in the original). 
20  The difficult market conditions include interconnection delays, continuing supply chain issues, 
and federal actions that will remove investment tax credit and production tax credit incentives. 
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compliance until 2031. This will enable meaningful solicitation opportunities to minimize cost 

while continuing to bridge the MTR need.   

Second, the Commission should allow an LSE to seek a waiver based upon good faith 

efforts already established in the MTR order and as recommended in CalCCA’s comments, 

further defined in the new IRP proceeding.21 In the current market conditions, it is likely that 

despite best efforts of buyer and seller, contracts will be delayed and potentially terminated. The 

Commission should recognize that such conditions are not only present but likely, and allow for 

a waiver of penalty for a period of time to enable the LSE to seek a new resource to meet the 

MTR needs.    

IV. CONCLUSION 

CalCCA appreciates the opportunity to submit these reply 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 

 
 
September 8, 2025 

 
21  See CalCCA Opening Comments, at 6-8. 
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