
 

 
 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

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

 
 R.20-05-003 

 
 
 
 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S REPLY TO AMERICAN 
CLEAN POWER-CALIFORNIA REPLY TO RESPONSES TO MOTION TO AMEND 
THE AMENDED SCOPING MEMO TO INCLUDE AN ADDITIONAL TRACK FOR 

EXPEDITED PROCUREMENT 
 
 

 
 Evelyn Kahl, 

General Counsel and Chief Policy Officer 
Lauren Carr, 

Senior Manager, Regulatory Affairs and 
Market Policy 

Eric Little, 
Director of Market Design 

 
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE 
ASSOCIATION 
1121 L Street, Suite 400 
Sacramento, CA 95814  
Telephone: (510) 980-9459 
E-mail: regulatory@cal-cca.org 

 
 
August 26, 2025 

FILED
08/26/25
02:16 PM
R2005003

mailto:regulatory@cal-cca.org


i 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
   

I. INTRODUCTION ...............................................................................................................2 

II. THE COMMISSION SHOULD DISMISS ACP-CA’S 
MISCHARACTERIZATION THAT CCAS ARE “WAITING ON THE 
SIDELINES”........................................................................................................................3 

III. THE COMMISSION SHOULD DISMISS ACP-CA’S 
MISREPRESENTATION OF CALCCA’S COMMENTS TO THE RCPPP 
RULING ..............................................................................................................................5 

IV. ACP-CA COMMITS LEGAL ERROR IN STATING “A FULLY 
SUBSTANTIATED NEED ASSESSMENT IS NOT NECESSARY TO 
GRANT THE MOTION” ....................................................................................................5 

V. CONCLUSION ....................................................................................................................7 

 
 

 



ii 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS1 
 

The Commission should dismiss the ACP-CA Reply, because it:  

• Mischaracterizes CCA procurement activity;  

• Mischaracterizes CalCCA’s July 15, 2025, opening comments and August 5, 
2025, reply comments to the RCPPP ruling; and 

• Commits legal error in stating “a fully substantiated need assessment is not 
necessary to grant the motion.” 

 
1  Acronyms used herein are defined in the body of this document. 
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CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S REPLY TO AMERICAN 
CLEAN POWER-CALIFORNIA REPLY TO RESPONSES TO MOTION TO AMEND 
THE AMENDED SCOPING MEMO TO INCLUDE AN ADDITIONAL TRACK FOR 

EXPEDITED PROCUREMENT 
 
 

Pursuant to Rule 11.1(f) of the California Public Utilities Commission’s (Commission) Rules 

of Practice and Procedure,2 and as authorized by Administrative Law Judge Julie A. Fitch, in the 

August 26, 2025, email ruling, R.20-05-003: Email ruling granting CalCCA Motion for Leave to 

Reply to ACP-CA Reply to Responses to Motion,3 the California Community Choice Association4 

(CalCCA) respectfully submits this Reply to American Clean Power-California Reply to Responses 

to Motion to Amend the Amended Scoping Memo to Include an Additional Track for Expedited 

Procurement (CalCCA Reply).  

 
2  State of California Public Utilities Commission, Rules of Practice and Procedure, California 
Code of Regulations Title 20, Division 1, Chapter 1 (May 2021). 
3  R.20-05-003: Email ruling granting CalCCA Motion for Leave to Reply to ACP-CA Reply to 
Responses to Motion, R.20-05-003 (Aug. 26, 2025). 
4  California Community Choice Association represents the interests of 24 community choice 
electricity providers in California: Apple Valley Choice Energy (AVCE), Ava Community Energy (Ava), 
Central Coast Community Energy (CCCE), Clean Energy Alliance (CEA), Clean Power Alliance of 
Southern California (CPA), CleanPowerSF (CPSF), Desert Community Energy (DCE), Energy For 
Palmdale’s Independent Choice (EPIC), Lancaster Energy (Lancaster), Marin Clean Energy (MCE), Orange 
County Power Authority (OCPA), Peninsula Clean Energy (PCE), Pico Rivera Innovative Municipal Energy 
(PRIME), Pioneer Community Energy (Pioneer), Pomona Choice Energy (Pomona), Rancho Mirage Energy 
Authority (RMEA), Redwood Coast Energy Authority (RCEA), San Diego Community Power (SDCP), San 
Jacinto Power (SJP), San José Clean Energy (SJCE), Santa Barbara Clean Energy (SBCE), Silicon Valey 
Clean Energy (SVCE), Sonoma Clean Power (SCP), and Valley Clean Energy (VCE). 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

On July 21, 2025, American Clean Power-California (ACP-CA) filed its American Clean 

Power-California Motion to Amend the Amended Scoping Memo to Include an Additional Track 

for Expedited Procurement,5 which seeks to amend the most recent scoping memo in this 

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

under the pending Reliable and Clean Power Procurement Program (RCPPP). On August 5, 2025, 

CalCCA filed its response, 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,6 recommending the Commission reject the motion because it: 

(1) is not based on a demonstrated reliability or Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) need; (2) is 

based on unsubstantiated claims of ratepayer savings; (3) 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 load serving entities (LSE) are procuring to meet mid-term reliability 

(MTR), RPS, and other requirements; and (4) fails to recognize the many factors that will impact 

the ability of a resource to obtain investment tax credits (ITC) or production tax credits (PTC).  

On August 15, 2025, American Clean Power-California (ACP-CA) filed its Reply to 

Responses to Motion to Amend the Amended Scoping Memo to Include an Additional Track for 

Expedited Procurement7 (ACP-CA Reply). For the reasons described herein, the Commission 

should dismiss the ACP-CA Reply, because it:  

• Mischaracterizes community choice aggregator (CCA) procurement activity;  

 
5  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).  
6  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).  
7  American Clean Power-California Reply to Responses to Motion to Amend the Amended Scoping 
Memo to Include an Additional Track for Expedited Procurement, R.20-05-003 (Aug. 15, 2025).  
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• Mischaracterizes CalCCA’s July 15, 2025, comments8 and August 5, 2025, reply 
comments9 to the Reliable and Clean Power Procurement (RCPPP) ruling;10 and 

• Commits legal error in stating “a fully substantiated need assessment is not 
necessary to grant the motion.”11  

II. THE COMMISSION SHOULD DISMISS ACP-CA’S MISCHARACTERIZATION 
THAT CCAS ARE “WAITING ON THE SIDELINES”  

ACP-CA claims that LSEs, “have not demonstrated they are pursuing this procurement on 

their own accord for statewide load.”12 ACP-CA fails to acknowledge that such demonstrations are 

difficult to track in a bilateral market. However, examining the CCA solicitations issued in 2024 

and 2025 reveals that developers with cluster 14 projects not yet under contract have had 

significant opportunities to complete a contract but have failed to do so. To state that LSEs are 

“waiting on the sidelines” to procure is a misleading depiction of CCA procurement efforts.  

The table below demonstrates this through a list of solicitations held by CCAs in 2024 and 

2025 where responses could have included projects targeted in the ACP-CA motion. CalCCA 

gathered this information by accessing CCA websites and through direct outreach to members. 

This list does not include the ongoing ability for developers to submit unsolicited offers through 

open offer forms,13 or to negotiate bilaterally. Some of the solicitations in this list are currently 

open or very recent, clearly demonstrating active and ongoing procurement efforts, rebutting ACP-

CA’s claim that CCAs are “waiting on the sidelines.”  

 
8  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).  
9  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).  
10  Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Seeking Comments on Reliable and Clean Power 
Procurement Program Staff Proposal, R.20-05-003 (Apr. 29, 2025).  
11  ACP-CA Reply, at 3. 
12  Id. at 2. 
13  See, for example, CEA’s open offer form which allows developers to submit offers year round 
outside of specific solicitations: https://thecleanenergyalliance.org/solicitations/.  

https://thecleanenergyalliance.org/solicitations/
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Table 1: 2024-2025 CCA Solicitations 

CCA(S) LAUNCH 
YEAR 

SOLICITATION  

Ava/SJCE 2024 2024 Long-Term Request for Offers (RFO) 
Cal Choice14/ 
CEA 

2024 Request for Proposals (RFP) for Long-Term RPS eligible renewable energy 
and Mid-Term Reliability (MTR) capacity  

CC Power15 2024 2024 RFP to Procure New Clean Energy and Reliability Resources 
CC Power 2024 Renewable Generation and Capacity Resource RFP 
CCCE 2024 2024 Clean Energy and Reliability RFP 
CEA 2024 2024 California Independent System Operator (CAISO) Cluster 14 & 15 RFP  

for Long-Term RPS-Eligible Renewable Energy & Capacity 
CPA 2024 2024 Clean Energy and Reliability RFO 
CPSF 2024 2024 Renewable Energy Supplies 
DCE 2024 Renewable and Mid-Term Reliability Resources RFP 
MCE  2024 Open Season 2024 - RFO; Renewables and/or Renewables Paired with Storage 
OCPA  2024 2024 OCPA Long-Term RPS and Incremental Capacity  
PCE 2024 2024 RFO for Renewable Energy + Storage 
Pioneer 2024 January 2024 RFP for MTR Procurement  
Pioneer 2024 May 2024 RFP for MTR Procurement  
Pioneer 2024 September 2024 RFP for Long-Term CA RPS Eligible Renewable Energy  
RCEA 2024 RFO 24-403 RFO for Local Distributed Energy Storage Resources 
RCEA 2024 RFO 23-401 Request for Offers for MTR Resources 
SDCP 2024 RFO for Renewable Energy and Storage Projects 
SDCP 2024 Disadvantaged Communities Green Tariff (DAC-GT) Community  

Solar Green Tariff (CSGT) RFO 
SVCE 2024 2024 Carbon Free Energy and Standalone Storage Projects RFO 
CC Power  2025 Request for Information (RFI) for Geothermal Capacity Procurement  
CCCE 2025 RFP for Clean Energy and Reliability  
CEA 2025 FRFQ/RFP Long-Term Renewable and Low/No Emissions Energy & Capacity 
CPA 2025 2025 Clean Energy and Reliability RFO 
CPA 2025 2025 Power Share Program RFP (DAC-GT/CSGT) 
MCE 2025 Feed-in-Tariff (on-going); Renewable Generation (1-5 MW) Paired with 

Storage 
MCE  2025 2025 Long-Term Offer RFI; Renewables (including baseload), Renewables 

Paired with Storage, and/or Stand-Alone Storage 
OCPA 2025 Long-term RPS and Incremental Capacity 
Pioneer 2025 February 2025 RFP for Long -Term CA RPS Eligible Renewable Energy  
RCEA 2025 Feed-in-Tariff 
SDCP 2025 Second RFO for Solar Advantage (DAC-GT) 
SDCP 2025 Local Renewable Energy and Energy Storage RFI 
SDCP 2025 RFO for Clean-Firm Resources 
SJCE 2025 June 2025 Long-Term Resource Request for Offers 
SVCE 2025 2025 Carbon Free Energy and Storage Projects RFO 

 
14  California Choice Energy Authority (Cal Choice) members include: AVCE, EPIC, Lancaster, 
PRIME, Pomona, RMEA, SJP, and SBCE.  
15  California Community Power (CC Power) members include: Ava, CPSF, CCCE, PCE, RCEA, 
SJCE, SVCE, SCP, and VCE.  
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III. THE COMMISSION SHOULD DISMISS ACP-CA’S MISREPRESENTATION OF 
CALCCA’S COMMENTS TO THE RCPPP RULING  

ACP-CA mischaracterizes statements made by CalCCA regarding the procurement of the 

Preferred System Plan (PSP). ACP-CA states, “CalCCA has argued that contracting additional 

resources to align with the 2023 PSP would be sufficient and then later argued that procuring to 

meet the PSP would be excessive and rejects a policy to enforce procurement to the PSP.”16 ACP-

CA presents this as a contradiction when the two statements refer to separate procurement 

objectives: capacity and energy sufficiency and cost effectiveness. The sufficiency statement refers 

to CalCCA’s findings that the PSP would be sufficient to meet the reliability and clean energy 

needs of the grid. The reference to “excessive” refers to the potential for costs to be excessive if 

the Commission requires procurement to exactly match the PSP. CalCCA commented that the 

actual costs of resources in the PSP have been higher than were estimated when developing the 

portfolio. Therefore, it could be expected that LSEs may not procure the exact mix of resources in 

the PSP because of the higher cost yet still meet reliability and clean energy needs by procuring a 

lower cost portfolio with comparable attributes. There is no contradiction in these statements; just 

the reality that what is planned does not always come to reality when actual bids from resources 

are received and more cost-effective alternatives are available. 

IV. ACP-CA COMMITS LEGAL ERROR IN STATING “A FULLY 
SUBSTANTIATED NEED ASSESSMENT IS NOT NECESSARY TO GRANT 
THE MOTION” 

ACP-CA states “…a fully substantiated need assessment is not necessary to grant the 

Motion” because “…the Commission would simply direct the IOUs to test available tax credit 

savings and propose contracts for further review by the Commission.”17 Whether or not a “fully 

 
16  ACP-CA Reply, at 4.  
17  Id. at 3. 
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substantiated need assessment”18 is necessary for the Commission to adopt the ACP-CA Motion, 

the Commission must comply with the resource planning process outlined by the Public  

Utilities Code.19  

Section 454.51(a) establishes the “need requirement”. It requires the Commission to 

“[i]dentify 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. The portfolio shall be used by the commission to establish integrated resource 

planning-based procurement requirements....”20 In addition to procuring diverse and integration 

resources, section 454.52(a)(1)(iii) frames a process for procurement to address reliability. It 

requires the Commission to, “as part of the integrated planning process, assess short-term, 

midterm, and long-term reliability by conducting probabilistic reliability modeling, including if 

there is sufficient capacity available for procurement in the short term and midterm by all load-

serving entities to meet their procurement requirements.”  

In this process, however, the Commission is bound by section 454.51(d) “to permit 

community choice aggregators to submit proposals for satisfying their portion of the renewable 

integration and diverse resources need identified in subdivision (a).”21 Hammering home the point, 

section 366.2(a)(5) provides: “A community choice aggregator shall be solely responsible for all 

generation procurement activities on behalf of the community choice aggregator’s customers, 

except where other generation procurement arrangements are expressly authorized by statute.” 

 
18  Ibid.  
19  All subsequent code sections cited herein are references to the California Public Utilities Code 
unless otherwise specified. 
20  Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 454.51(a) (emphasis supplied). 
21  Id. at § 454.51(d) (emphasis supplied). 
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The Legislature clearly defined a process the Commission must work through to determine 

whether there is a “need” for additional procurement. Critical to that process is determining the 

attributes needed to balance the portfolio. Authorizing procurement of resources simply because 

they are ITC/PTC-eligible, regardless of their portfolio need or fit, does not square with the 

Integrated Resource Plan’s (IRP) statutory framework or the Commission’s past decisions.   

Even if this approach to procurement under the IRP conformed with the statutory 

framework, the Commission must first give CCAs the opportunity to procure these resources on 

behalf of their customers. With no particular need or attributes specified, however, it would be 

impossible to determine the portion of the procurement attributable to CCAs.   

V. CONCLUSION 

For all the foregoing reasons, CalCCA respectfully requests the Commission dismiss the 

ACP-CA Reply in its entirety. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
August 26, 2025 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Evelyn Kahl, 

General Counsel and Chief Policy Officer 
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE 
ASSOCIATION 
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