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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS1 

CalCCA recommends the Commission:  

 Consider load forecasting uncertainties related to data centers and electrification 
embedded in the 2024 IEPR Demand Forecast when evaluating the recommended 
TPP Portfolios and proposed procurement order. 

 Revise the recommended TPP portfolios by: 
 Updating the TPP portfolio selection framework to focus the base case on 

identifying the portfolio of least regrets (such as using a more conservative 
forecast through the Commission’s reduced load sensitivity data center 
assumptions) and the sensitivity on transmission solutions beyond those 
identified by the least regrets portfolio (such as using the Planning 
Scenario forecast). 

 Maintaining the amount of in-state and OSW included in previous TPP 
portfolios to maintain consistency with previous TPPs and limit OOS wind 
in the base case to the amounts supported by SWIP-North (Idaho), TWE 
(Wyoming), and Sunzia (New Mexico).  

 Requesting the CAISO: (1) recommend upgrades identified in the 
sensitivity analysis dependent upon progress towards data center 
implementation milestones, results of OOS wind RFI in CAISO 2025-2026 
TPP, and whether projects have multiple benefits (e.g., policy/economic 
needs, or load/generation interconnection); and (2) consider refinements to 
the commercial interest criteria necessitated by the new interconnection 
application intake process established in the IPE 2023. 

 Consider that ad hoc procurement orders are not the most effective mechanism to 
ensure reliability, given their potential negative affordability impacts on LSEs and 
ratepayers, and prioritize the careful adoption of the programmatic framework for 
the RCPPP.  

 Adopt the following if the Commission moves forward with an ad hoc 
procurement order: 

• Proceed cautiously and account for the significant uncertainties baked into 
the 2024 IEPR Demand Forecast related to data centers and electrification 
to avoid over-procurement and the affordability implications for 
ratepayers.  

• Consider both Commission staff’s and CalCCA’s needs scenarios 
demonstrating a significantly reduced need with load uncertainties 
regarding data centers and electrification incorporated. 

• Order procurement of 2,000 MW for the first tranche (2029-2030) and 
2,000 MW for the second tranche (2031-2032), then re-evaluate in 2027 

 
1  Acronyms used herein are defined in the body of this document. 
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the need for the additional 2,000 MW of procurement ordered in Q1 2028 
to occur in the second tranche.  

• Allow flexible compliance methods, such as requiring procurement in 
tranches and extending the rules adopted in D.25-09-0072 to apply to any 
procurement order.  

• Take measures to ensure that an LSE’s net position is not revealed to 
potential sellers. 

• Work via the TED task force to ensure that resources that have been 
procured can achieve their COD. 

• Order procurement for generic capacity only, using SOD accounting.  

• Apply resource eligibility consistent with prior MTR orders for generic 
capacity and allow capacity from repowers to count, or in the alternative 
serve as baseline swaps.  

• Allocate the procurement requirements using the most recently available 
peak load ratio share for each tranche, using the MTR baseline and 
allowing LSEs to count excess MTR and Supplemental MTR procurement. 

• Refrain from ordering central procurement or requiring procurement 
within local capacity areas.  

• Ensure rules established for the MTR and Supplemental MTR orders are 
carried over or modified when necessary to apply to any procurement 
order resulting from this Ruling, including allowing LSEs to trade 
obligations, studying and clarifying how a procurement order would 
impact central procurement of LLT resources, and clarifying baseline 
swap rules. 

 
2  Decision (D.) 25-09-007, Decision Granting, with Modifications, Southern California Edison 
Company’s Petition for Modification of Decisions 23-02-040 and 24-02-047, R.20-05-003 (Sept. 26, 
2025) at 20: https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M581/K576/581576925.PDF.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M581/K576/581576925.PDF
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California Community Choice Association3 (CalCCA) submits these comments pursuant to 

the Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Seeking Comments on Electricity Portfolios for 2026-2027 

Transmission Planning Process and Need for Additional Reliability Procurement4 (Ruling), dated 

September 30, 2025.  

I. INTRODUCTION 

California’s energy landscape faces significant evolution resulting from the emergence of 

large loads including data centers, changes in federal policy, and ongoing technology innovation. 

In both transmission and procurement planning, the California Public Utilities Commission 

(Commission) and other California energy agencies continue efforts to ensure a reliable transition 

to a clean energy future while also safeguarding customer affordability. The Ruling invites 

 
3  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. 
4  Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Seeking Comments on Electricity Portfolios for 2026-2027 
Transmission Planning Process and Need for Additional Reliability Procurement, Rulemaking (R.) 25-06-
019 (Sept. 30, 2025): https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M582/K082/582082526.PDF.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M582/K082/582082526.PDF
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comments on two sets of Commission staff recommendations: (1) a base and sensitivity portfolio 

for the California Independent System Operator (CAISO) to study in its 2026-2027 Transmission 

Planning Process (TPP); and (2) a Commission order for 6,000 megawatts (MW) of load-serving 

entity (LSE) procurement between 2029 and 2032. The following summarizes CalCCA’s 

comments herein. 

A. Load Forecast Uncertainty Must Be Considered When Evaluating the 
Recommended TPP Portfolios and Procurement Order 

As a preliminary matter, the Commission’s recommendations must be analyzed in the 

context of various factors including the unprecedented increased load predicted in the Demand 

Forecast established by the California Energy Commission’s (CEC) 2024 Integrated Energy Policy 

Report (IEPR) Update.5 This increase, in large part due to data centers, other large loads, and 

electrification, has been scrutinized not only by the CEC and other state and federal regulators, but 

also by stakeholders and the media which have widely noted the difficulty of concluding whether 

these loads will actually materialize as discussed in detail herein. In addition, changes in federal 

electric vehicle (EV) policies and incentives may result in a less significant increase in EV adoption 

(and electric load) than assumed in the forecast. CalCCA therefore provides its comments on the 

TPP and procurement recommendations in the context of these and other recognized system 

planning challenges.  

B. TPP Portfolios Should Drive Low Risk and Low-Cost Transmission 
Investment Based on Realistic Expectations About New Resource Build 

The Commission should update the framework for the TPP portfolio selection to focus its 

base case on identifying the portfolio that results in “Category One” transmission solutions of 

“least regrets,” which the CAISO defines as “… transmission solutions identified as critical in a 

 
5  CEC 24-IEPR-01, adopted 2024 IEPR Update (Oct. 29, 2025): 
https://www.energy.ca.gov/publications/2024/2024-integrated-energy-policy-report-update.  

https://www.energy.ca.gov/publications/2024/2024-integrated-energy-policy-report-update
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significant percentage of the stress scenarios,” and “…solutions based on their low risk of being 

underutilized because they appear as needed across different generation development scenarios or 

rank high based on the commercial, economic, and environmental criteria.”6 The sensitivity case 

should be focused on identifying “Category 2” transmission solutions, which the CAISO defines as 

“[t]ransmission solutions that could be necessary to achieve an identified public policy, but which 

the CAISO has not found to be necessary in the current transmission plan,”7 to ensure robust 

planning under uncertain scenarios.  

Specifically, the Commission should modify the base case to use a more conservative 

forecast of data center load, such as the Commission’s reduced load sensitivity data center 

assumptions, and use the 2024 IEPR Planning Scenario for the sensitivity case. The Commission 

should also maintain the amount of in-state and offshore wind (OSW) included in previous TPP 

portfolios in the base case and limit out-of-state (OOS) wind in the base case to the amounts 

supported by the SWIP-North (Idaho), TWE (Wyoming), and Sunzia (New Mexico) projects. The 

Commission should then request that the CAISO recommend upgrades identified in the sensitivity 

analysis dependent upon: (1) more up-to-date information on progress towards data center 

implementation milestones; (2) the results of the OOS wind request for information (RFI) in the 

CAISO 2025-2026 TPP; and/or (3) whether projects have multiple benefits (e.g., policy/economic 

needs, or load/generation interconnection). 

 
6  The CAISO describes Category One transmission solutions as those that the transmission planning 
process will recommend to the CAISO Board for approval. See Comments of the California Independent 
System Operator Corporation on Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, FERC Docket No. RM21-17-
000 (Oct. 12, 2021), at 26-27: https://www.caiso.com/Documents/Oct12-2021-Comments-
AdvanceNoticeOfProposedRulemaking-BuildingTransmissionSystemoftheFuture-RM21-17.pdf.  
7  Id. at 26.  

https://www.caiso.com/Documents/Oct12-2021-Comments-AdvanceNoticeOfProposedRulemaking-BuildingTransmissionSystemoftheFuture-RM21-17.pdf
https://www.caiso.com/Documents/Oct12-2021-Comments-AdvanceNoticeOfProposedRulemaking-BuildingTransmissionSystemoftheFuture-RM21-17.pdf
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C. While Ad Hoc Procurement Orders Should be Avoided and the Development 
of a Robust RCPPP Should be Prioritized, if the Commission Issues a 
Procurement Order it Should Proceed Cautiously Based on Uncertain Load 
Forecasts 

1. Ad-hoc Procurement Orders are not the Most Effective Mechanism for 
Bringing New Resources Online to Address Reliability 

Ad-hoc and unpredictable procurement orders are not the most effective mechanism for 

bringing new resources online and can markedly drive-up costs for procuring LSEs and their 

customers at a time when customer affordability continues to be a significant challenge. While the 

Commission proposes 6,000 MW of additional procurement by LSEs between 2029 and 2032 

based on Commission staff’s needs analysis, the Commission should recognize that a need for 

procurement is not synonymous with a need for a procurement order. That is, an ad hoc 

procurement order is not the only way to bring capacity online. CCAs were fundamentally formed 

to procure generation to meet the reliability needs of the communities they serve and remain 

committed to doing so absent a Commission directive for procurement. For example, CCAs are 

already committed to procuring new clean resources to support reliability needs and in aggregate 

have over 18,000 MW of nameplate capacity with online dates of 2018-2028 under long-term 

contract.8 As of June 2025, CCAs in aggregate are making significant progress towards exceeding 

mid-term reliability (MTR) requirements, as shown in Figure 1.  

 
8  See CalCCA website, information on CCA PPAs: https://cal-cca.org/cca-renewable-energy-map-
and-list-of-ppas/.  

https://cal-cca.org/cca-renewable-energy-map-and-list-of-ppas/
https://cal-cca.org/cca-renewable-energy-map-and-list-of-ppas/
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Figure 1: MTR and Supplemental MTR Procurement Progress as of June 2025 

 

In addition, ad hoc procurement orders can serve as policy shocks that unnecessarily shift 

market power to developers, leading to increased LSE costs and contributing to the growing 

affordability crisis. Clean energy development is currently facing significant barriers outside the 

control of the LSEs conducting procurement, including supply chain delays, interconnection 

bottlenecks, permitting delays, import tariffs, and other recent federal policy changes. The impact 

of these barriers on ongoing LSE procurement efforts, including the cost impacts to ratepayers, 

may be exacerbated by an ad hoc procurement order. 

The Commission should therefore make the robust and careful development of the Reliable 

and Clean Power Procurement Program (RCPPP), including establishing a working group process, 

its highest near-term priority so that it has a programmatic way to establish LSE procurement 

requirements for future needs. Identifying procurement needs far in advance and on a regular 

cadence will allow for orderly procurement, avoid market disruption, keep costs low, and mitigate 

affordability impacts.     
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2. If the Commission Issues an Ad Hoc Procurement Order, It Should 
Recognize the Impact of Load Growth Uncertainty When Setting 
Procurement Targets and Timing  

If the Commission moves forward with an ad hoc procurement order, it should recognize 

the impact of load growth uncertainty when setting procurement targets and timing, as discussed in 

detail herein. CalCCA’s needs analysis, discussed below, demonstrates a need of roughly the same 

magnitude if the load growth in the CEC’s 2024 IEPR Demand Forecast materializes. If the load 

growth does not materialize, however, the procurement order’s need determination may be 

overstated. Indeed, the Commission’s “Reduced Load” scenario (reflecting recent federal policy 

changes, and uncertainty in data center load and electrification) predicts roughly a third of the need 

recommended by the Ruling (2,012 MW for the Reduced Load scenarios versus 6,000 MW). 

CalCCA’s own study with a Low Demand Growth sensitivity case (predicting a need of only 1,932 

MW with incorporating low data center and EV rates) also points to the need for caution. 

Procurement orders that exceed the load growth that in fact materializes will result in unnecessary 

costs to customers who are already experiencing an affordability crisis. 

3. The Commission Should Proceed Cautiously with any Procurement 
Order and Provide LSEs With Flexibility to Procure in Two Tranches 
of 2,000 MW Each, with an Additional Needs Analysis for the Final 
2,000 MW 

The Commission should minimize cost impacts of any procurement order by building in 

compliance flexibility by: (1) modifying the recommended annual compliance requirements to 

multi-year tranches to accommodate shifts in commercial operations dates (COD) of contracted 

resources; and (2) re-evaluating the need in the later tranche once more information is known 

about whether forecasted large loads will materialize, and with updated peak load allocations. 

Specifically, CalCCA recommends in the Comments below that the Commission split the 

procurement order into two tranches. The first tranche for 2029-2030 should require 2,000 MW 
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(rather than 3,000 MW as set forth in the Ruling). The second tranche for 2031-2032 should 

initially require 2,000 MW (again, 1,000 MW less than set forth in the Ruling). The Commission 

should then perform an incremental needs assessment in 2027 to determine whether any more 

procurement up to an additional 2,000 MW is necessary for the second tranche (2031-2032). The 

Commission should also adopt various flexible compliance rules established in the MTR and later 

orders, as detailed below.  

D. Summary of CalCCA Recommendations 

In summary, CalCCA recommends the Commission:  

 Consider load forecasting uncertainties related to data centers and electrification 
embedded in the 2024 IEPR Demand Forecast when evaluating the recommended 
TPP Portfolios and procurement order. 

 Revise the recommended TPP portfolios by: 

• Updating the TPP portfolio selection framework to focus the base case on 
identifying the portfolio of least regrets (by using a more conservative 
forecast through the Commission’s reduced load sensitivity data center 
assumptions) and the sensitivity on transmission solutions beyond those 
identified by the least regrets portfolio (by using the Planning Scenario 
forecast). 

• Maintaining the amount of in-state and OSW included in previous TPP 
portfolios to maintain consistency with previous TPPs and limit OOS wind 
in the base case to the amounts supported by SWIP-North (Idaho), TWE 
(Wyoming), and Sunzia (New Mexico).  

• Requesting the CAISO: (1) recommend upgrades identified in the sensitivity 
analysis dependent upon progress towards data center implementation 
milestones, results of OOS wind RFI in CAISO 2025-2026 TPP, and 
whether projects have multiple benefits (e.g., policy/economic needs, or 
load/generation interconnection); and (2) consider refinements to the 
commercial interest criteria necessitated by the new interconnection 
application intake process established in the Interconnection Process 
Enhancements (IPE) 2023. 

 Consider that ad hoc procurement orders are not the most effective mechanism to 
ensure reliability, given their potential negative affordability impacts on LSEs and 
ratepayers, and prioritize the careful adoption of the programmatic framework for 
the RCPPP.  

 Adopt the following if the Commission moves forward with an ad hoc procurement 
order: 
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• Proceed cautiously and account for the significant uncertainties baked into 
the 2024 IEPR Demand Forecast related to data centers and electrification to 
avoid over-procurement and the affordability implications for ratepayers.  

• Consider both Commission staff’s and CalCCA’s needs scenarios 
demonstrating a significantly reduced need with load uncertainties regarding 
data centers and electrification incorporated. 

• Order procurement of 2,000 MW for the first tranche (2029-2030) and 2,000 
MW for the second tranche (2031-2032), then re-evaluate in 2027 the need 
for the additional 2,000 MW of procurement ordered in Q1 2028 to occur in 
the second tranche.  

• Allow flexible compliance methods, such as requiring procurement in 
tranches and extending the rules adopted in D.25-09-007 to apply to any 
procurement order.  

• Take measures to ensure that an LSE’s net position is not revealed to 
potential sellers. 

• Work via the Tracking Energy Development (TED) task force to ensure that 
resources that have been procured can achieve their COD. 

• Order procurement for generic capacity only, using slice-of-day (SOD) 
accounting.  

• Apply resource eligibility consistent with prior MTR orders for generic 
capacity and allow capacity from repowers to count, or in the alternative 
serve as baseline swaps.  

• Allocate the procurement requirements using the most recently available 
peak load ratio share for each tranche, using the MTR baseline and allowing 
LSEs to count excess MTR and Supplemental MTR procurement. 

• Refrain from ordering central procurement or requiring procurement within 
local capacity areas.  

• Ensure rules established for the MTR and Supplemental MTR orders are 
carried over or modified when necessary to apply to any procurement order 
resulting from this Ruling, including allowing LSEs to trade obligations, 
studying and clarifying how a procurement order would impact central 
procurement of long-lead time (LLT) resources, and clarifying baseline 
swap rules. 

II. UNCERTAINTY REGARDING THE 2024 IEPR DEMAND FORECAST MUST 
INFORM EVALUATION AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE PROPOSED 
2026-2027 TPP PORTFOLIOS AND PROCUREMENT ORDER  

Uncertainties embedded in the 2024 IEPR Forecast must inform evaluation and 

recommendations for the Ruling’s proposed 2026-2027 TPP portfolios and procurement order. The 
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Commission uses elements of the CEC Demand Forecast for planning and procurement, as agreed 

in the MOU between the California energy agencies.9 The recommended TPP 2026-2027 base 

case portfolio includes:  

[A] general increase in selected capacity due to the increased load in 
the 2024 IEPR load forecast, which has gross peak that is 
approximately 4.4 GW higher than the previous forecast during the 
middle of the 2030 decade.10  

In addition, the Ruling states the procurement needs analysis was conducted by Commission staff 

in response to, among other factors, the “significant load growth now being forecasted in 2028-

2032 in the CEC’s 2024 IEPR demand forecast.”11 CalCCA appreciates the Commission’s 

attention to the high load growth and data center uncertainties analyzed through the reliability 

sensitivities.12 Based on review of data and materials questioning forecasts regarding nascent data 

center load, as well as potential reduced electrification, the Commission should take a cautious 

approach to requiring transmission build and/or ordering procurement. Given the uncertainty as 

addressed in detail below, CalCCA recommends in response to the Ruling questions in Section III. 

that the Commission: (1) update the framework for the TPP portfolio selection to focus the base 

case portfolio on identifying the portfolio of least regrets, and the sensitivity case portfolio on 

transmission solutions beyond those to support the least regrets portfolio; and (2) if a procurement 

 
9  Memorandum of Understanding between the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) and 
the California Energy Commission (CEC) and the California Independent System Operator (ISO) 
Regarding Transmission and Resource Planning and Implementation (Dec. 2022) (MOU): 
https://www.caiso.com/documents/iso-cec-and-cpuc-memorandum-of-understanding-dec-2022.pdf.  
10  Ruling, at 14. 
11  Ruling, at 24; see also Ruling, at 25 (stating that the first basic assumption for the needs analysis is 
that “the load forecast was updated based on the 2024 IEPR assumptions”). The Ruling also notes that its 
needs analysis responds to RCPPP comments from parties, and American Clean Power-California’s (ACP-
CA) Motion to require additional near-term procurement. See R.20-05-003, American Clean Power - 
California Motion to Amend the Scoping Memo to Include an Additional Track for Expedited Procurement 
(July 21, 2025) (ACP-CA Motion): 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M573/K432/573432213.PDF.  
12  See Ruling, at 32. 

https://www.caiso.com/documents/iso-cec-and-cpuc-memorandum-of-understanding-dec-2022.pdf
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M573/K432/573432213.PDF
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order is issued, issue procurement in two tranches – 2,000 MW for Tranche One (2029-2030), and 

2,000 MW for Tranche Two (2031-2032), with a reassessment in 2027 to determine by Q1 2028 

whether an additional 2,000 MW of procurement for 2031-2032 is necessary.  

A. The CEC 2024 Demand Forecast is Based on Uncertain Demand  

The load growth anticipated by the CEC’s 2024 Demand Forecast is partly based on 

uncertain data center demand, as acknowledged in the 2024 IEPR Update, and discussed by 

regulators, stakeholders, and widely reported in the media. Indeed, a recent report highlighted 

unique incentives for data center customers frustrating attempts to forecast this load: “Some 

estimate that speculative interconnection requests could be five to ten times more than the actual 

number of data centers, as data centers “shop around” for the fastest interconnection opportunities 

and cancel data center projects in oversupply.”13 In addition, given the magnitude of some data 

center interconnection requests, uncertainties related to a data center’s actual peak load could 

materially impact the forecast. Concerns regarding the certainty of the data center forecast are 

demonstrated by: (1) statements by CEC staff in their development of the 2024 Demand Forecast; 

(2) the fact that the forecast was developed through input from limited sources; and (3) doubts 

surrounding a 70 percent “confidence level” applied by the CEC regarding whether data center 

load will materialize.  

First, CEC staff acknowledged the uncertainties involved with their data center certainty 

analysis, stating during the 2024 Demand Forecast development that “[t]his has been a continually 

evolving process, as we learn more every day. The data center methodology will be improved next 

year.”14 The 2024 IEPR Update states: 

 
13  Fast, Flexible Solutions for Data Centers, Rocky Mountain Institute (July 17, 2025): 
https://rmi.org/fast-flexible-solutions-for-data-centers/.  
14  CEC Docket No. 24-IEPR-3, Data Center Forecast presentation, Jenny Chen (Dec. 23, 2024), at 2: 
https://www.energy.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-12/Data_Center_Forecast_Update_ada.pdf.  

https://rmi.org/fast-flexible-solutions-for-data-centers/
https://www.energy.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-12/Data_Center_Forecast_Update_ada.pdf
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Data centers will remain an area of focus for the 2025 IEPR forecast. 
Staff will continue to track new information, collaborate with utilities 
to monitor applications for new data centers, and ask for stakeholder 
feedback on inputs and assumptions. Staff will adjust inputs and 
assumptions for the 2025 IEPR forecast based on the most recent 
data.15 

CalCCA provided extensive comments in response to a 2025 IEPR Commission Workshop on the 

need to improve forecasting of large loads including data centers.16 CalCCA recommends increased 

transparency, collaboration, and certainty in the large load and data center forecasting process, 

including incorporating information from CCAs as default generation providers on the certainty and 

assumptions regarding large loads.17 In addition, CalCCA recommends that the CEC initiate a 

dedicated workstream and procedural path to engage stakeholders in addressing the many challenges 

associated with forecasting as a result of the unique characteristics of large loads.18  

Second, rather than rely on historical data to forecast data center load for the 2024 IEPR 

Update, the CEC used information provided by Silicon Valley Power, the City of Palo Alto, the 

City of San Jose, PG&E, and SCE from applications submitted for new data center loads.19 In 

particular, PG&E and SCE provided estimates of data center capacity from interconnection 

applications in various stages of development from project inquiries, active applications pre- and 

post-engineering studies, and projects in transmission and distribution planning. Other than the 

City of San Jose, which has its own CCA (San Jose Clean Energy), CCAs were generally not part 

of the conversations regarding data center estimates.  

 
15  2024 IEPR Update, at 21. 
16  CEC Docket No. 25-IEPR-03, California Community Choice Association’s Comments on the 
August 6, 2025, IEPR Commissioner Workshop on Energy Demand Forecast Inputs and Assumptions (Aug. 
20, 2025): https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/Lists/DocketLog.aspx?docketnumber=25-IEPR-03.  
17  Id. at 3-5.  
18  Id. at 5-8, 10-11. 
19  2024 IEPR Update, at 19. 

https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/Lists/DocketLog.aspx?docketnumber=25-IEPR-03
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Third, the CEC applied a 70 percent “confidence level” as advanced by Pacific Gas and 

Electric Company (PG&E) and Southern California Edison Company (SCE) regarding data centers 

coming online “[g]iven uncertainties associated with applications for new loads, including project 

complete date[s] and final installed capacity.”20 However, in response to an October 2025 

Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Ruling in PG&E’s 2026 Energy Resource Recovery Account 

(ERRA) Forecast case, which identified “various inconsistencies and missing information” regarding 

the certainty rate, PG&E acknowledged that the 70 percent rate is not unique to data centers, but 

instead is based on SCE’s conversion rate for all customers in SCE’s interconnection queue.21  

In fact, PG&E recently reversed its use of the 70 percent conversion rate in its ERRA 

Forecast with a completely new formula resulting in a lower forecast for data centers.22 In making 

this change, PG&E notes “new data on the data center interconnection application queue in addition 

to uncertainty associated with the nascent field of data center forecasting led PG&E to update the 

data center forecast for the 2026 load forecast.”23 PG&E acknowledges the difficulties in 

determining a data forecast, noting that “[t]o the point of data center forecasting nascency: prior to 

this Fall Update, PG&E had only produced a data center forecast once. Similarly, the [CEC] has 

only produced a data center forecast once.”24  

 
20  Ibid.; see also CEC Demand Analysis Working Group (DAWG) Meeting, Data Center Forecast 
presentation, Jenny Chen (Dec. 23, 2024), at 4 (CEC staff applied a 70 percent confidence level to data 
center applications with “completed or to be completed” engineering studies (but not yet in transmission 
and distribution planning)). 
21  See Application (A.) 25-05-011, Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Requiring Additional 
Information (Sept. 9, 2025); see also A.25-11-011, Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Requiring 
Additional Information (Oct. 6, 2025). 
22  A.25-11-011, PG&E October Update Testimony, at 7. 
23  Ibid. 
24  Id. at 7, n.10. 



 

13 

PG&E therefore added “a new constraint” of limiting forecasted load only to projects in the 

interconnection queue that had reached “an advanced level of maturity.”25 PG&E’s original Load 

Forecast had applied the 70 percent rate and assumed new data center load from projects with an 

active application and completed or in-progress engineering studies.26 The new constraint “only 

assumes data center load from projects for which PG&E has identified a Business Case Customer 

Required Operative Date (BC CRODT) by year-end 2026:  

The BC CRODT is the date that PG&E has agreed to in the business 
case with the customer to put the project in service. . . The BC CRODT 
can be interpreted as the deadline that PG&E and the customer have 
agreed upon for energization. It represents [PG&E’s] best professional 
judgment of energization date [by year-end 2026]. With this approach, 
PG&E no longer applies [the 70 percent confidence factor].27 

In addition, PG&E admitted that:  

[t]o calculate an application [confidence] rate, rather than examining 
PG&E’s pipeline of incomplete projects, it would be preferable to 
examine PG&E’s historical list of completed data center projects and 
the historical list of withdrawn projects over a comparable timeframe. 
PG&E does not have the information to calculate such a rate at this 
time.28 

As a result of PG&E’s new equation, PG&E “reduc[ed] . . . the number of data center 

applications that PG&E forecasts for 2026” and reduced the forecasted load.29 Even though PG&E 

now admits that the 70 percent conversion rate for data centers is not accurate, the 2024 IEPR 

Demand Forecast utilized that conversion rate. As a result, one of the factors underlying the Ruling 

 
25  Id. at 7. 
26  Ibid. 
27  Id. at 7-8. 
28  Id. at 9.  
29  Id. at 10. PG&E similarly noted in rebuttal testimony in its application proceeding requesting 
approval of a new transmission interconnection tariff for large loads that “…nationally, utilities and 
policymakers are struggling with forecasting data center development given the economic and regulatory 
landscape. PG&E is no different and although we are constantly refining our forecast of data center and 
transmission-level customer load, these loads are subject to change.” See A.24-11-007, PG&E Application 
for Approval of Electric Rule No. 30 for Transmission-Level Retail Electric Service, Rebuttal Testimony 
(Aug. 19, 2025), at 8. 
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on the TPP portfolios and procurement order is incorrect. Therefore, the Commission must 

consider the inaccuracy and significant uncertainties identified by PG&E and many other parties 

when assessing future transmission and/or procurement need.  

B. The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission and the CAISO are Increasingly 
Concerned about Large Load Forecasting Uncertainties 

In addition to the uncertainty of the CEC’s forecast, in a recent letter to regional 

transmission organizations and independent system operators including the CAISO, FERC 

Chairman Rosner highlights challenges and opens a dialogue regarding large load 

interconnections: 

Our experience to date tells us that large loads, such as data centers, 
have characteristics that call for new and improved forecasting 
methods. Given the size and volume of new large load interconnection 
requests, I’m optimistic that utilities have an opportunity to apply 
similar criteria to those currently used to assess the commercial 
readiness of large projects in the generator interconnection queue. 
These objective criteria include observable milestones such as 
contracts, financial security deposits, and physical site control.30 

In response, the CAISO letter describes the CEC load forecasting process, acknowledging that 

accuracy regarding large load forecasting is still a work in progress: 

To manage uncertainty around large load interconnection requests, the 
CEC currently groups projects into different tiers based on their 
likelihood of materializing. However, the CEC continues to 
collaborate with utilities and industry experts to evolve its approaches 
to ensure against double-counting large load interconnection 
requests.31 

In short, accurate large load forecasting has been identified as a unique challenge both at the 

federal and state levels. 

 
30  FERC Chairman Rosner’s Letter to the RTOs/ISOs on Large Load Forecasting (Sept. 18, 2025): 
https://www.ferc.gov/news-events/news/chairman-rosners-letter-rtosisos-large-load-forecasting.  
31  CAISO President and Chief Executive Officer Elliot Mainzer response to FERC Chairman Rosner 
letter (Oct. 13, 2025): https://www.ferc.gov/media/caiso-response-chairman-david-rosners-09192025-letter-
re-large-load-forecasting-americas.  

https://www.ferc.gov/news-events/news/chairman-rosners-letter-rtosisos-large-load-forecasting
https://www.ferc.gov/media/caiso-response-chairman-david-rosners-09192025-letter-re-large-load-forecasting-americas
https://www.ferc.gov/media/caiso-response-chairman-david-rosners-09192025-letter-re-large-load-forecasting-americas
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C. Federal Policies May Result in Reduced Electrification 

In addition to uncertainties related to data center load, changes in federal EV policies and 

incentives may result in a 32 percent reduction in EV adoption than assumed in the forecast.32 

Therefore, the Commission should also bear in mind changes in federal policy that may impact 

inputs and assumptions in the 2024 IEPR Demand Forecast. 

D. CCA Load Forecasts Should be Incorporated into the Load Forecasting 
Process 

As noted above, the CEC acknowledged that the investor-owned utilities (IOU) and 

municipal utilities, but not other key stakeholders including CCAs, electric service providers, or 

data center customers, provided the bulk of the input for large load forecasting. Although the 

amount of CCA load has grown materially, the CEC’s forecasting methodology has not been 

modified to incorporate CCA insights early in the process. In fact, for the 2024 IEPR Demand 

Forecast, the CEC primarily used IOU information, which the IOUs compiled through their own 

modeling and consultations with their “internal subject matter experts.”33 As noted in Section II.A. 

above, it appears the IOUs no longer believe these assumptions are reasonable, with PG&E 

acknowledging that its forecasting and applied conversion rate was based on all load in another 

IOUs’ interconnection queue. CalCCA appreciates CEC staff’s recent comments during an August 

2025 IEPR workshop that they “should have time to build in more collaboration” from all LSEs 

 
32  Buckberg, E. and C. Cole 2025. “Trump EV Policy Overhaul: What Will Happen to EV Adoption, 
Emissions, and the Fiscal Balance?” Policy Brief. Harvard  University (Trump EV Policy): 
https://salatainstitute.harvard.edu/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/Policy-Brief_Trump-EV-Policy-
Overhaul.pdf.  
33  CEC DAWG Meeting, PG&E Data Center Forecasting presentation, Jenny Conde (July 16, 2025), 
at 6. 

https://salatainstitute.harvard.edu/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/Policy-Brief_Trump-EV-Policy-Overhaul.pdf
https://salatainstitute.harvard.edu/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/Policy-Brief_Trump-EV-Policy-Overhaul.pdf
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during the 2025 IEPR Forecast process.34 The promised collaboration will allow for the CEC to test 

the IOUs’ inputs and assumptions and provide a more informed forecast of these uncertain loads. 

Given minimal input from CCAs in the 2024 CEC IEPR Update process, the CCA load 

forecasts provided in this proceeding in response to the ALJ ruling allowing LSEs to “update their 

load forecasts” for IRP filings are all the more important.35 While the IOUs objected to the CCAs 

providing any input to load forecasting beyond what was provided in the 2024 CEC IEPR Demand 

Forecast, many CCAs have provided additional load forecasting information that should be 

considered by this Commission in its analysis of individual IRP filings, as well as any needs 

analysis.36 Indeed, CCAs in PG&E’s service territory have recently been given access to PG&E 

transmission interconnection applications and customer information, which is empowering CCAs 

to connect with new customers and to use these relationships to provide informed feedback on the 

load forecast including the likelihood, timing, and operating characteristics of new loads.37 The 

revised forecasts submitted by CCAs thus reflect more realistic locational load growth 

expectations than the disaggregated load forecast from the CEC’s 2024 IEPR, as they incorporate 

 
34  25-IEPR-03, CEC Staff comments during August 6, 2025, IEPR Commissioner Workshop on 
Energy Demand Forecast. 
35  R.25-06-019, Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Establishing Process for Finalizing Load 
Forecasts and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Benchmarks for Individual Integrated Resource Plan Filings 
(Aug. 4, 2025) (Load Forecast Ruling): 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M574/K962/574962704.PDF.  
36  The updated load forecasts were filed in this docket on September 11, 2025, in response to the Load 
Forecast Ruling by CCAs including Central Coast Community Energy, Clean Power Alliance of Southern 
California, Pico Rivera Innovative Municipal Energy, Silicon Valley Clean Energy, City of Palmdale, 
Marin Clean Energy, Santa Barbara Clean Energy, Valley Clean Energy Alliance, Ava Community Energy, 
San Jose Clean Energy, City of Pomona, Pioneer Community Energy, Orange County Power Authority, 
Lancaster Choice Energy, Rancho Mirage Energy Authority, San Jacinto Power, Peninsula Clean Energy 
Authority, CleanPowerSF, and Apple Valley Choice Energy. Redwood Coast Energy submitted on October 
3, 2025, a Motion for Leave to Accept a Late-Filed Response, and a response to the Load Forecast Ruling. 
37  See D.25-07-039, Decision Partly Granting and Partly Denying Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company’s Motion for Interim Implementation of Electric Rule Number 30, A.24-11-007 (July 24, 2025) 
(requiring PG&E to provide interconnection applications and related information to inform generation 
procurement decisions by CCAs for large load customers). 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M574/K962/574962704.PDF
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data specific to CCA service territories. Deviations between what CCAs are forecasting using data 

specific to their service territories and the load forecasted in the 2024 IEPR further underscore the 

risk that any procurement order based on the 2024 IEPR could result in costly over-procurement. 

As situations regarding large loads and electrification adoption are rapidly evolving, CCA input 

will only serve to increase the accuracy of large load and electrification forecasting, as well as 

inform transmission and procurement needs. 

E. Large Load and Electrification Forecasting Uncertainties Should Inform a 
Cautious Approach to TPP and Procurement Recommendations 

Overall, the large load and electrification forecasting uncertainties must be considered in 

system planning. As set forth below in response to the Ruling questions, CalCCA recommends that 

the Commission: (1) update the framework for the TPP portfolio selection to focus the base case 

on identifying the portfolio of least regrets, and the sensitivity case on transmission needs beyond 

those to support the least regrets portfolio; and (2) order any procurement in two tranches – 2,000 

MW for Tranche One (2029-2030), and 2,000 MW for Tranche Two (2031-2032), with a needs 

analysis conducted in 2027 regarding an additional 2,000 MW for 2031-2032 to inform a potential 

revised needs determination for Tranche Two in Q1 2028.38  

III. QUESTIONS RELATED TO THE 2026-2027 TPP RECOMMENDATIONS  

1. Please comment on the updated Framework for TPP Portfolio Selection 
and recommend any changes.  

The Commission should update the framework for the TPP portfolio selection to focus: (1) 

the base case on identifying the portfolio of least regrets; and (2) the sensitivity case on 

transmission needs beyond those to support the least regrets portfolio. Currently, the Commission 

designs base case portfolios “to reflect Commission policy guidance, including meeting the 

 
38  If RCPPP can be implemented in advance of the reassessment of the second tranche need, the RCPPP 
requirements should supersede the procurement order requirements as stated in response to question 24. 
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reliability standard and achieving GHG reduction targets.”39 The base case portfolios “go directly 

to the CAISO Board of Governors for approval for investment.”40 The Commission designs 

sensitivity case portfolios to either: (1) support a “least regrets” approach that provides a 

reasonable range of future scenarios that can be linked to the base case, as further described below; 

or (2) gather additional information to potentially support future portfolio development and 

explore incremental optionality or risk.41 Sensitivity cases “do not go directly to the CAISO Board 

for approval, but often help inform future base case portfolios.”42 This process should be revisited 

to account for current uncertainty in assumptions, given the emergence of new large loads, changes 

in federal policy, and new technology innovation. 

While CalCCA supports focusing on “least regrets” planning, the Commission should focus 

its base case portfolio on identifying “Category One” transmission solutions of “least regrets,” 

which the CAISO defines as “… transmission solutions identified as critical in a significant 

percentage of the stress scenarios,” and “…solutions based on their low risk of being underutilized 

because they appear as needed across different generation development scenarios or rank high 

based on the commercial, economic, and environmental criteria.”43 The sensitivity case should be 

focused on identifying “Category 2” transmission solutions, which the CAISO defines as 

“[t]ransmission solutions that could be necessary to achieve an identified public policy, but which 

the CAISO has not found to be necessary in the current transmission plan,”44 to ensure robust 

 
39  Ruling, at 6. 
40  Ibid. 
41  Ibid. 
42  Ibid. 
43  The CAISO describes Category One transmission solutions as those that the transmission planning 
process will recommend to the CAISO Board for approval. See Comments of the California Independent 
System Operator Corporation on Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, FERC Docket No. RM21-17-
000 (Oct. 12, 2021) at 26-27: https://www.caiso.com/Documents/Oct12-2021-Comments-
AdvanceNoticeOfProposedRulemaking-BuildingTransmissionSystemoftheFuture-RM21-17.pdf.  
44  Id. at 26.  

https://www.caiso.com/Documents/Oct12-2021-Comments-AdvanceNoticeOfProposedRulemaking-BuildingTransmissionSystemoftheFuture-RM21-17.pdf
https://www.caiso.com/Documents/Oct12-2021-Comments-AdvanceNoticeOfProposedRulemaking-BuildingTransmissionSystemoftheFuture-RM21-17.pdf
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planning under uncertain scenarios. The Commission should use the sensitivities to both inform 

future base cases and identify transmission solutions that would result in robust, multi-benefit 

upgrades beneficial under various outcomes. When transmission solutions that can provide multiple 

benefits are identified through the sensitivity analysis (e.g., reliability and policy benefits, or load 

interconnections and generation interconnections), the Commission should request that CAISO 

consider taking those mitigations to the CAISO Board of Governors for approval for investment. 

Transmission is an expensive and time-intensive investment. Building a set of portfolios that are 

both low cost and low risk in the long-term will improve the robustness of California’s grid 

planning and support reliability and clean energy objectives. 

2. Comment on the modeling assumption updates made for this round of 
TPP recommendations. Are there other critical assumptions that you 
recommend? Be as specific as possible about assumptions and data 
sources.  

CalCCA has no comments at this time.   

3. Do you support the recommended Base Case for the 2026- 2027 TPP? 
Provide rationale for your recommendation. If you prefer a different 
Base Case portfolio, describe it as specifically as possible.  

The Commission should modify the recommended base and sensitivity cases considering 

the uncertainty over the amount of data center load that will materialize and the amount of wind 

resources that should be included in the portfolios. First, the Commission should modify the 

magnitude of data center load used to develop the base case. Both the base and sensitivity case 

portfolios recommended by the Commission use the 2024 IEPR Demand Forecast Planning 

Scenario, which assumes data center load increases from one TWh in 2024 to 30 TWh by 2040, 

making up eight percent of total managed load.45 As described in Section II. above, the 2024 IEPR 

 
45  26-27 Transmission Planning Process RESOLVE Modeling Results (Sept. 30, 2025), at 19: 
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/integrated-resource-
 

https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-ltpp/2024-2026-irp-cycle-events-and-materials/assumptions-for-the-2026-2027-tpp/ruling_26-27-tpp-results_updated_20251013.pdf
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Demand Forecast is based on, among other factors, uncertain demand for data centers. To 

minimize the risk for building transmission for load that does not materialize, the Commission 

should modify the base case to use a more conservative forecast of data center load, such as the 

Commission’s Reduced Load sensitivity data center assumptions.46 The Commission should use 

the Planning Scenario for the sensitivity case.  

Second, the Commission should modify the amounts of wind in the base and sensitivity 

cases to reflect moderate wind adoption in the base case and high wind adoption in the sensitivity 

case. CalCCA remains supportive of exploring opportunities for cost-effective investment in in-

state, offshore, and OOS wind. As stated in the Ruling, however, wind resources currently face 

several obstacles, including the ending of tax credits, tariffs, and recent federal policies delaying or 

cancelling projects sited on federal land or seeking federal permits.47 Incorporating these 

challenges in the base case would better reflect market and procurement realities for LSEs.  

A moderate wind base case should maintain the amount of in-state and OSW included in 

previous TPP portfolios to remain consistent with previous TPPs, wherein the CAISO already 

approved transmission upgrades to support development of these resources.48 However, the 

Commission should limit OOS wind in the base case, given the CAISO has stated that it is 

challenged in meeting the OOS resource requirements in the Commission’s portfolios and that 

there are “no known transmission projects that can integrate these resources apart from SWIP-

 
plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-ltpp/2024-2026-irp-cycle-events-and-materials/assumptions-for-
the-2026-2027-tpp/ruling_26-27-tpp-results_updated_20251013.pdf.  
46  Mid-Term Need Determination Analysis (Sept. 30, 2025), at 36: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-
/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-
procurement-plan-irp-ltpp/2025_09_need-determination-analysis.pdf.  
47  See Ruling, at 8-9.  
48  For example, the CAISO's TPP has already approved key transmission infrastructure to integrate 
OSW. The 2023-2024 Transmission Plan includes projects in transmission constrained areas, like a new 
Humboldt 500kV substation, a new HVDC line from Humboldt to Collinsville, and a new 500kV AC line 
from Humboldt to Fern Road. 

https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-ltpp/2024-2026-irp-cycle-events-and-materials/assumptions-for-the-2026-2027-tpp/ruling_26-27-tpp-results_updated_20251013.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-ltpp/2024-2026-irp-cycle-events-and-materials/assumptions-for-the-2026-2027-tpp/ruling_26-27-tpp-results_updated_20251013.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-ltpp/2025_09_need-determination-analysis.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-ltpp/2025_09_need-determination-analysis.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-ltpp/2025_09_need-determination-analysis.pdf
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North (Idaho), TWE (Wyoming), and Sunzia (New Mexico).”49 Unlike in-state transmission build, 

OOS transmission requires mutual agreement and close coordination with other states, further 

complicating the ability to access OOS resources. Therefore, the Commission should limit OOS 

wind in the base case to the amount in the sensitivity portfolio that reflects “the amount available 

to be delivered on existing transmission where the CAISO has rights.”50 The sensitivity portfolio 

can then include a higher wind scenario, including the full amount of OOS wind assumed in the 

Commission’s proposed base case.  

CalCCA’s recommended modifications to the base case are intended to be least-regrets and 

reflect what resources realistically are expected to be available for procurement. The Commission 

should retain the ability to recommend the CAISO approve transmission upgrades beyond the base 

case so that proactive investments in transmission can be made when found to be low-risk and can 

offer multiple benefits. The Commission and CAISO can inform when to approve transmission 

upgrades found in the sensitivity analysis using: (1) information from LSEs, including CCAs, and 

data center customers that informs whether data center load is beginning to materialize consistent 

with the 2024 IEPR Planning Scenario; and (2) the CAISO’s potential RFI to gather information 

and interest from developers in advancing beneficial transmission projects consistent with the OOS 

resource amounts in the Commission’s portfolios.51 The Commission should also request the 

CAISO to recommend upgrades identified in the sensitivity analysis if projects have multiple 

benefits (e.g., policy/economic needs, or load/generation interconnection). 

 
49  2025-2026 Transmission Planning Process (Sept. 24-25, 2025) at 36: 
https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/InitiativeDocuments/Presentation-2025-2026-
TransmissionPlanningProcess-Sep2525.pdf.  
50  Ruling, at 17.  
51  2025-2026 Transmission Planning Process (Sept. 24-25, 2025) at 39: 
https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/InitiativeDocuments/Presentation-2025-2026-
TransmissionPlanningProcess-Sep2525.pdf.  

https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/InitiativeDocuments/Presentation-2025-2026-TransmissionPlanningProcess-Sep2525.pdf
https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/InitiativeDocuments/Presentation-2025-2026-TransmissionPlanningProcess-Sep2525.pdf
https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/InitiativeDocuments/Presentation-2025-2026-TransmissionPlanningProcess-Sep2525.pdf
https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/InitiativeDocuments/Presentation-2025-2026-TransmissionPlanningProcess-Sep2525.pdf
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In summary, CalCCA recommends a moderate wind/data center adoption portfolio as the 

base case and a high wind/high data center adoption portfolio as the sensitivity case. The 

Commission should also request the CAISO to recommend upgrades identified in the sensitivity 

analysis dependent upon: (1) more up-to-date information on progress towards data center 

implementation milestones; (2) the results of the OOS wind RFI in CAISO 2025-2026 TPP; and 

(3) whether projects have multiple benefits (e.g., policy/economic needs, or load/generation 

interconnection). 

4. Do you support the proposed Limited Wind Sensitivity for analysis in 
the 2026-2027 TPP? Provide rationale for your recommendation. If you 
prefer a different Sensitivity portfolio, describe it as specifically as 
possible.  

CalCCA recommends a modified sensitivity as described in response to question 3.  

5. If you have a recommendation for a lower-overall-cost sensitivity 
portfolio to be evaluated, please describe it in detail. 

The “lower-overall-cost” portfolio is dependent on assumptions made about resource 

availability and price, which may or may not reflect market realities. In particular, assumptions 

based on capital expenditure (CAPEX), levelized fixed costs, and levelized cost of energy may 

reflect the costs of building and operating generation. However, these assumptions may not 

incorporate scarcity pricing resulting from a constrained supply and demand balance. As shown in 

response to question 16 below, technologies other than solar and storage (e.g., geothermal, wind) 

are currently very limited in the CAISO’s interconnection queue. In addition, across the U.S., PPA 

prices for wind and solar have doubled over the last several years,52 rising at rates beyond what 

might be expected from changes in capital costs.53 Increased demand for new resources at a 

 
52  See LevelTen Energy: Q3 2025 PPA Price Index Executive Summary North America, available at 
https://www.leveltenenergy.com/ppa.  
53  SEIA analysis demonstrates flat trends in pricing of PV equipment: https://seia.org/research-
resources/solar-market-insight-report-q2-2025/ (Section 5. National solar PV system pricing). 

https://www.leveltenenergy.com/ppa
https://seia.org/research-resources/solar-market-insight-report-q2-2025/
https://seia.org/research-resources/solar-market-insight-report-q2-2025/
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national scale may make the Commission’s cost and availability assumptions optimistic if the 

supply of new resources is scarce. While LSEs will strive to procure their preferred resources that 

meet their reliability, clean energy, and energy cost hedging needs, the mix of those resources will 

change by necessity as the evolution of resource development, costs, availability, and federal 

incentives continue to shift.  

6. How could the Commission address the very high solar build rates 
through 2031, observed in both the recommended Base Case and 
Sensitivity portfolios, driven by increased load forecasts from the 2024 
IEPR and the 2030 GHG target? Do you have recommendations for 
alternative sensitivities that could achieve the near-term targets while 
mitigating risk and reducing potential costs to ratepayers? Provide 
rationale for your recommendations.  

The Commission should recommend portfolios that most realistically reflect the future 

makeup of supply considering cost, risk, and feasibility. The Ruling’s recommended base and 

sensitivity portfolios include considerable solar and storage resources. The Commission states that 

“[t]he buildout of solar, in particular, is so large that it calls into question whether it can feasibly be 

built in the quantities and timing identified in this round of IRP modeling.”54  

While the very high solar build rates in the portfolios warrant careful consideration to 

ensure they are scaled appropriately, potential alternatives to solar may not be able to support 

“near-term targets” in a lower risk and more cost-effective manner. As stated in response to 

question 3 above, OOS wind resources face numerous obstacles. As described in response to 

question 16 below, the CAISO’s interconnection queue shows a limited supply of non-

solar/storage resources available to procure. A feasible, cost-effective, and low-risk alternative is 

therefore unclear. The Commission should demonstrate the feasibility and cost estimates of any 

 
54  Ruling, at 12. 
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recommended alternative portfolio and, ultimately, recommend portfolios that reflect market and 

procurement realities for LSEs.  

7. Comment on the busbar mapping methodology updates made for this 
round of TPP recommendations. Are there other critical updates that 
you recommend? Be as specific as possible about assumptions and data 
sources.  

See response to question 9, below. 

8. What criteria should the Commission adopt to inform mapping of EGS 
in California? Be as specific as possible about recommended 
assumptions and data sources.  

CalCCA has no comments at this time.  

9. Do you have recommendations for additional data sources to inform 
future updates to the commercial interest criteria, to supplement review 
of interconnection queue data? Be as specific as possible about 
assumptions, data sources, and application to busbar mapping.  

The Commission should work with the CAISO to consider refinements to the commercial 

interest criteria necessitated by the new interconnection application intake process established in 

the CAISO’s IPE 2023. The new interconnection intake process only accepts interconnection 

requests for projects located where there is already planned or existing transmission plan 

deliverability (TPD). The Commission’s busbar mapping process relies primarily on the CAISO’s 

interconnection queue to identify points of interconnection (POI) with commercial interest. If a 

POI has zero TPD available, projects will not be able to enter the interconnection queue at that 

POI, unless and until TPD is added through new projects triggered in the TPP. TPP projects are 

triggered based on where resources are mapped through the busbar mapping process. 

These interactions have the potential to create a circular feedback loop that results in excess 

interconnection requests and infrastructure build out in areas with existing or planned TPD, and 

ignoring other areas, such as transmission-constrained local areas, where projects might be 

feasible, but no TPD exists. This could be especially problematic for location-constrained 
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resources, like geothermal, wind, or other technologies that can only interconnect at specific POIs. 

Therefore, the Commission and CAISO should consider how to identify areas with commercial 

interest outside of what is already in the interconnection queues. For example, a process could be 

created for developers to submit information on prospective projects, regardless of transmission 

availability, and their status before entering the interconnection queue. 

IV. QUESTIONS RELATED TO THE PROCUREMENT NEED ANALYSIS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

10. Is another procurement order needed, as recommended in this ruling? 
What amount of resources (in ELCC MW NQC) should be required 
and for which years/tranches?  

As a preliminary matter, ad hoc procurement orders such as the order being considered are 

not the most effective mechanism for bringing new resources online for several reasons. A need 

for procurement is not synonymous with a need for a procurement order. As discussed in Section 

I. above, CCAs in aggregate have been procuring above and beyond their MTR procurement 

requirements to serve their customer load and meet internal policies set by their boards. They 

remain committed to doing so absent a Commission directive via procurement order. In addition, 

ad-hoc procurement orders serve as policy shocks that interfere with LSEs’ ongoing procurement 

efforts by unnecessarily shifting market power to developers. This leads to increased costs for 

LSEs and ultimately ratepayers, contributing to a growing affordability crisis. Finally, clean energy 

development is currently facing significant barriers outside of the control of LSEs conducting 

procurement, including supply chain delays, interconnection bottlenecks, permitting delays, and 

import tariffs. The impact to ongoing LSE procurement efforts of recent federal policy changes, 

including the cost impacts to ratepayers, will only be exacerbated by a procurement order at this 
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time.55 The Commission should continue to prioritize the development and implementation of 

RCPPP and a programmatic framework so that procurement needs are identified far in advance on 

a regular cadence to allow for orderly procurement, avoid market disruption, and reduce ratepayer 

impacts. 

Notwithstanding this objection to ad-hoc procurement orders, the answer to the question of 

whether a near-term ad-hoc procurement order is presently needed, and the amount and timing of 

resources needed, is also dependent on several factors as detailed below. In its consideration of a 

procurement order, the Commission must proceed cautiously due to forecasting uncertainties, to 

avoid over-procurement and related affordability implications for ratepayers. The Commission 

should also consider CalCCA’s needs assessment which to some extent aligns with the 

Commission’s procurement needs analysis under certain inputs and assumptions, as set forth in 

response to question 11 below.  

Considering these factors, CalCCA recommends a two-tranche approach for a procurement 

order for 2029-2032: (1) Tranche One - 2,000 MW for 2029-2030; (2) Tranche Two - 2,000 MW for 

2031-2032, and a needs analysis conducted in Q1 2027 regarding the additional 2,000 MW for 2031-

2032 for a potential needs determination and procurement order in Q1 2028.  

 
55  Federal policy developments are materially affecting MTR-eligible resource development. New 
“Beginning of Construction” requirements may undermine project eligibility for the Investment Tax Credit 
and Production Tax Credit, reducing the economic viability of certain projects. See United States Internal 
Revenue Service, Notice 2025-42, Beginning of Construction Requirements for Purposes of the 
Termination of Clean Electricity Production Credits and Clean Electricity Investment Credits for 
Applicable Wind and Solar Facilities (Aug. 15, 2025): https://www.irs.gov/irb/2025-36_IRB#NOT-2025-
42). In addition, increased Department of Interior oversight may effectively preclude the development of 
wind and solar projects that interact with federal land. See U.S. Department of the Interior, Departmental 
Review Procedures for Decisions, Actions, Consultations, and Other Undertakings Related to Wind and 
Solar Energy Facilities (July 15, 2025), at 1: https://www.doi.gov/media/document/departmental-review-
procedures-decisions-actions-consultations-and-other.)  

https://www.irs.gov/irb/2025-36_IRB#NOT-2025-42
https://www.irs.gov/irb/2025-36_IRB#NOT-2025-42
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
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First, if the Commission determines the need to issue a procurement order pending the 

implementation of programmatic procurement through RCPPP, it should proceed cautiously in 

light of the uncertainty baked into the 2024 IEPR Demand Forecast utilized as the basis for the 

Commission’s needs analysis through 2032. As discussed in Section II. above, given doubts raised 

by regulators, the IOUs, and stakeholders regarding data center load materializing, the 

Commission should carefully consider the magnitude of the procurement order. In addition, 

changes in Federal EV policies and incentives may result in a 32 percent reduction in EV adoption 

than assumed in the forecast.56 CalCCA’s analysis, described in detail in response to question 11 

below, finds a 5,671 MW need in 2032 under the CEC 2024 IEPR Planning Scenario. 

Incorporating the impacts of less data center growth and changes in EV demand, the CalCCA 

analysis shows a 1,932 MW need in 2032 under a Low Demand Growth sensitivity. Therefore, the 

6,000 MW of capacity identified in the Ruling may be needed, but only if the load growth in the 

2024 IEPR Planning Scenario materializes.  

Second, if the Commission moves forward with the procurement order, CalCCA 

recommends that the Commission first order procurement of 2,000 MW for an initial 2029-2030 

tranche, rather than the Ruling’s proposed 1,500 MW in 2029 and 1,500 MW in 2030. The 2,000 

MW tranche through 2030 would result in procurement over the Commission’s “reduced load” 

sensitivity (requiring 1,347 MW), but less than the 3,000 MW identified with the Base or Delayed 

LLT portfolios which incorporate the 2024 IEPR Demand Forecast’s Planning Scenario and its 

attendant uncertainties concerning large loads and electrification. CalCCA also recommends the 

Commission initially order procurement of 2,000 MW for the second tranche (2031-2032), 

 
56  Trump EV Policy.  
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consistent with the Commission’s data center load assumptions in its reduced load sensitivity.57 

The Commission should re-evaluate in 2027 the need for the additional procurement to occur in 

the second tranche, with an official need determination in Q1 2028,58 after the CEC’s IEPR 

Demand Forecast’s assumptions about large loads and electrification are further scrutinized and 

there is more confidence these loads will materialize.59 

As described more fully in response to question 12 below, this phased approach will avoid 

prescriptive procurement requirements for each year that can restrict LSEs in a manner that will 

produce higher costs. Strict compliance dates, like the ones established for the MTR requirements, 

are overly precise for the realities of project development, especially given that a variety of factors 

outside the control of LSEs or developers (e.g., supply chain, transmission/interconnection delays, 

siting, and permitting) can cause resource delays. Alternatively, compliance that is assessed in 

tranches better ensures reliability needs are met cost-effectively by allowing LSEs to evaluate 

offers from a potentially larger pool of projects with varying CODs within the tranche and to 

manage short project delays without facing non-compliance. For this reason, the Commission 

should establish two procurement tranches, one for 2029 and 2030 and the second for 2031 and 

2032. In summary, if a procurement order is issued, the Commission should adopt the 

requirements and process for Tranche Two re-evaluation of need in Table 1.  

 
57  Mid-Term Need Determination Analysis (Sept. 30, 2025), at 36: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-
/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-
procurement-plan-irp-ltpp/2025_09_need-determination-analysis.pdf. 
58  If RCPPP can be implemented in advance of the reassessment of the second tranche need, the 
RCPPP requirements should supersede the procurement order requirements as stated in response to 
question 24. 
59  Phasing in of the procurement order requirements would function similar to the multi-year local 
RA requirements, in which procuring entities procure 100 percent of the immediate two years’ needs and 
only a portion of the three-year out need. 

https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-ltpp/2025_09_need-determination-analysis.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-ltpp/2025_09_need-determination-analysis.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-ltpp/2025_09_need-determination-analysis.pdf


 

29 

Table 1: CalCCA’s Proposed Procurement Tranches  

 Tranche Cumulative Procurement 
(Net Qualifying Capacity 

(NQC) MW) 

Incremental Procurement 
(NQC MW) 

2029-2032 Procurement Order Issued by Q1 2026 
Initial Need 
Determination 

Tranche 1 
(2029-2030) 

2,000 2,000 

Tranche 2 
(2031-2032) 

4,000 2,000 

2031-2032 Procurement Order, if deemed necessary, issued by Q1 202860 
Incremental 
Need 
Determination  

Tranche 2 
(2031-2032) 

TBD 
 (Between 4,000-6,000) 

TBD  
(Between 0-2,000) 

  
11. Should the Commission base a potential procurement order on an 

alternative study or rationale beyond that described in this ruling? If 
so, provide the study and explain why it should be used instead.  

As stated in response to question 10, CalCCA recommends the Commission avoid ad hoc 

procurement orders given they are not the most effective mechanism to ensure reliability. If the 

Commission moves forward, however, it should do so in a manner that recognizes the significant 

uncertainty in the current IEPR Demand Forecast and allows for reassessing and reallocating needs 

in later years if the forecast changes or does not materialize as expected. CalCCA performed an 

analysis of the 2030 and 2032 supply and demand balance under a range of future scenarios 

exploring the uncertainty in data center, EV and Additional Achievable Fuel Switching (AAFS) 

load growth as shown in Figure 2. Inputs and assumptions for CalCCA’s study are provided in 

Appendix A, attached hereto.  

 
60  If RCPPP can be implemented in advance of the reassessment of the second tranche need, the 
RCPPP requirements should supersede the procurement order requirements as stated in response to 
question 24. 
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Figure 2: CalCCA Study - Demand Scenario Comparison and Component Drivers 

 

CalCCA’s analysis, as set forth in Table 2 below, finds a 2,000 MW procurement need for 

Tranche One (2029-2030), and aligns with the current trajectory of load growth if the 2024 IEPR 

Planning Scenario materializes (see Table 2, Row 1).61 Because procurement activity for Tranche 

One will need to commence quickly after a procurement order is issued, setting the procurement 

requirement based on the 2024 IEPR Planning Scenario is therefore a reasonable starting point.  

Given the significant uncertainty in the current IEPR Demand Forecast, however, the 

Commission should refrain from setting the procurement requirement at 100 percent for Tranche 

Two. Projected shortfalls in 2032 range from 1,932 MW to 7,228 MW between the low and high 

demand growth assumptions in CalCCA’s study (see Table 2, Rows 4-6). If the Commission 

requires LSEs to procure to the full 6,000 MW requirement in Tranche Two without an interim 

reassessment of demand growth assumptions, LSEs could be over 4,000 MW over-procured. The 

Commission should therefore set the procurement requirement for Tranche Two initially at 50 

 
61  As stated in Appendix A, CalCCA’s analysis excludes Diablo Canyon Power Plant (DCPP) 
capacity, recognizing that SB 846 requires the Commission to use DCPP's original retirement dates of 2024 
and 2025 for planning purposes. CalCCA performed a sensitivity of 2030 reliability needs with DCPP 
retained and identified small net surplus (~174 MW) under the CEC 2024 IEPR Planning scenario.  
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percent, consistent with the Commission’s data center load assumptions in its reduced load 

sensitivity.62 By Q1 2028, the Commission can re-evaluate the need for the additional 2,000 MW 

of procurement to occur in Tranche Two, as described in response to question 10. 

Table 2: CalCCA Study - Demand Scenarios and Minimum Net Supply 

 Year Scenario Load Forecast Description Minimum 
Net 
Supply 
(MW) 

1. 2030 Current 
Trajectory 

CEC 2024 
IEPR Planning  

Medium Case Data Center Growth (2331 
MW), Fuel Switching- AAFS Scenario 3 
from IEPR 2024, High Estimate of EV 
Growth 

-2,106 

2. 2030 High 
Demand 
Growth  

2024 IEPR 
with High Data 
Center, High 
EV, High 
AAFS 

Combination of 3532 MW Data Center, 
AAFS Scenario 4 from IEPR 2024, High 
EV 

-4,139 

3. 2030 Low Demand 
Growth 

2024 IEPR 
with Low Data 
Center, Low 
EV, Low 
AAFS 

Combination of 2100 MW Data Center, 
AAFS Scenario 2 from IEPR 2024, Low 
EV (32% reduction) 

314 

4. 2032 Current 
Trajectory 

CEC 2024 
IEPR Planning  

Medium Case Data Center Growth (2904 
MW), Fuel Switching- AAFS Scenario 3 
from IEPR 2024, High Estimate of EV 
Growth 

-5,671 

5. 2032 High Data 
Center  

CEC 2024 
IEPR Planning 
with High Data 
Center 

Data Center Load 4261 MW (CEC high 
end estimate)  

-7,228 

6. 2032 Low Demand 
Growth 

2024 IEPR 
with Low Data 
Center, Low 
EV, Low 
AAFS 

Combination of 2250 MW Data Center, 
AAFS Scenario 2 from IEPR 2024, Low 
EV (32% reduction) 

-1,932 

 
62  Mid-Term Need Determination Analysis (Sept. 30, 2025), at 36: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-
/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-
procurement-plan-irp-ltpp/2025_09_need-determination-analysis.pdf. 

https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-ltpp/2025_09_need-determination-analysis.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-ltpp/2025_09_need-determination-analysis.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-ltpp/2025_09_need-determination-analysis.pdf
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12. Comment on the impact a Commission procurement order could have 
on the market for the necessary resources. Provide evidence of your 
assertions, if possible. 

An ad hoc procurement order could introduce seller market power and add market volatility 

such that sellers will use compliance obligations as an opportunity to maximize their profits. While 

CalCCA appreciates the Commission’s needs assessment used to inform its proposed procurement 

order, the final amount of the reliability need is uncertain at this time due to the nature of the 

anticipated load growth, as detailed in Section II. above. LSEs are already procuring new resources 

to meet other needs, including compliance with the RPS program and previous MTR orders. A 

procurement order sends a message to an already tight market that will impact the cost at which 

procurement will occur.  

Developers use many market signals to assess market demand. A procurement order can 

give a very strong signal of significant demand, resulting in higher prices for necessary resources, 

especially when supply is constrained by multiple factors as outlined in response to question 16. 

Additionally, LSEs may be forced to contract with projects that have not already been contracted 

with because they may not meet an LSE’s reliability need or be cost-effective. As discussed below, 

should the Commission pursue a procurement order the Commission should set rules to ensure a 

competitive market, including: (1) allowing flexible compliance methods; (2) taking measures to 

ensure that LSE allocations under a new procurement order do not reveal an LSE’s net position to 

potential sellers; and (3) only issuing a procurement order based on need, rather than an order 

encouraging unbounded procurement to take advantage of expiring tax credits which may result in 

overly high demand and potential market power.  

First, the Commission should allow flexible compliance methods. Prescriptive procurement 

can restrict LSEs in a manner that will produce higher costs and be misaligned with procurement 

realities. Resource-specific or even attribute-based procurement (e.g., orders for long-lead time 
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(LLT) resources) can box in an LSE, causing their procurement to be unnecessarily constrained 

and costly. Instead, LSEs should be allowed to procure resources based on their contribution 

toward meeting the requirement (i.e., their NQC). Additionally, as discussed in response to 

question 10 above, the Commission must be aware of the impacts of strict compliance dates. This 

is particularly true in the current environment, where a variety of factors outside of the control of 

LSEs cause resource delays. CCAs have generally found that procurement assessed in windows or 

tranches rather than annual requirements, like those of RPS, is preferable. This flexibility allows 

for the inevitable complications that arise when procuring new generating resources. Evidence of 

the impact of procurement orders can be found in D.25-09-007, specifically regarding the 

requirement to bridge MTR needs and the “considerable costs” of doing so. D.25-09-007 

recognizes that bridging requirements place unnecessary costs on LSEs already meeting resource 

adequacy (RA) needs.  

For this reason, the Commission should establish two procurement tranches, as described in 

response to question 10. Allowing LSEs more flexibility in the timing of procurement enables 

them to optimize procurement and minimize costs. Given the uncertainty of load growth, having 

latitude in procurement allows for cost-effective procurement. In addition, any procurement order 

resulting from the Ruling should explicitly carry forward D.25-09-007's flexible compliance 

alternatives to ensure reliability is met cost-effectively.  

Second, the Commission must take measures to ensure that LSE allocations under a new 

procurement order do not reveal an LSE’s net position to potential sellers. While the order does set 

a total need, the Commission will set the baseline as an assumption that prior MTR orders have 

been met. By doing so, entities that have gone above and beyond their need will have a lower, and 

possibly zero, net position. This helps prevent the market from knowing too much about the needs 
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of any individual entity. However, if the Commission provides public information about LSE-

specific compliance with MTR orders, this mitigation will be lost as the market will have 

information that can be used to identify an individual party's need. Failure to protect the 

confidentiality of LSEs’ net positions could potentially create opportunities for market sellers to 

exercise market power and ultimately exacerbate the affordability crisis.  

The Commission should therefore publicly report only aggregate information on 

compliance with prior MTR orders, avoiding disclosure of the net position of any individual entity 

until the proposed interim order is complete. This is consistent with the reporting that the 

Commission has provided in progress reports on MTR procurement progress.63 The Commission 

also should refrain from publishing non-compliance information about specific LSEs publicly until 

the interim procurement order contemplated is complete (i.e., after 2032).  

Third, the contemplated procurement order is far superior to an order that would have LSEs 

or a subset of LSEs embarking on a mission to procure all resources eligible for tax credits, as 

requested by the ACP-CA Motion. Such an unbounded order would define the need for the 

procuring entity at a level that could be anticipated to be subject to the potential exercise of market 

power and produce an outcome far in excess of need. For this reason, the Commission should limit 

its procurement order to ensure the procurement and development of resources eligible for tax 

credits, but refrain from an unbounded order such as the one requested by ACP-CA that may result 

in overly high demand and potential seller market power.  

 
63  See https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/industries-and-topics/electrical-energy/electric-power-
procurement/long-term-procurement-planning/more-information-on-authorizing-procurement/irp-
procurement-track.  

https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/industries-and-topics/electrical-energy/electric-power-procurement/long-term-procurement-planning/more-information-on-authorizing-procurement/irp-procurement-track
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/industries-and-topics/electrical-energy/electric-power-procurement/long-term-procurement-planning/more-information-on-authorizing-procurement/irp-procurement-track
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/industries-and-topics/electrical-energy/electric-power-procurement/long-term-procurement-planning/more-information-on-authorizing-procurement/irp-procurement-track


 

35 

13. In addition to or instead of procurement proposed in this ruling, are 
there other measures outside of the IRP context that the Commission 
should consider? If so, explain your recommendations in detail.  

Yes. Several barriers outside the procurement process are causing difficulties in the timely 

development and procurement of new resources. Challenges with permitting, siting, and licensing, 

as well as transmission and interconnection delays, have resulted in delays in resources reaching 

commercial operation. For example, during the CAISO’s July 30, 2025, Transmission 

Development Forum, participating transmission owners indicated that 41 out of 56 approved 

transmission projects face delays, as shown in Figure 3 below.  

Figure 3: Status of Approved Transmission Projects as of the  
July 30, 2025, Transmission Development Forum64 

 

 

The Commission can issue procurement orders and LSEs can procure to them, but until the 

barriers are addressed, it will continue to be difficult for procured projects to meet COD on 

schedule. The Commission, as a participant in the Tracking Energy Development (TED) task 

force, is uniquely positioned to ensure that concerns about potential project delays are addressed 

 
64  See https://www.caiso.com/meetings-events/topics/transmission-development-forum.  
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expeditiously. Given the importance of meeting the generation needs and the potential for LSE 

penalties for failures to procure on schedule, the Commission via the TED task force should work 

to ensure that procured resources can achieve their COD.  

14. If the Commission orders procurement in the IRP proceeding between 
2028-2032, should it be for generic capacity, or should there also be an 
energy component (due, in part, to the declining ELCCs of battery 
storage)? Why or why not? Do the resource adequacy Slice of Day 
requirements adequately address this issue? Why or why not?  

Any procurement order resulting from the Ruling should be for generic capacity only. 

Since the RA slice-of-day (SOD) program looks at all 24 hours of the worst expected day in each 

month, it has effectively addressed energy needs in addition to capacity needs. In fact, the program 

accounts for excess capacity needed to charge an LSE’s shown storage. Since LSEs optimize their 

procurement across both IRP and RA obligations and LSEs ultimately must meet a SOD 

requirement for RA, LSEs will have to consider how their IRP procurement affects their SOD 

position. As recommended in CalCCA’s comments on the RCPPP,65 the Commission should 

therefore align requirements in the IRP program with those in the RA program, setting 

procurement obligations consistent with SOD, rather than ELCC.  

For example, SOD has counting rules for each type of technology. For renewable 

resources, SOD uses an exceedance-based measure of the average generation profile for 

similarly situated resources. Battery storage is treated using a method that accounts for excess 

capacity from generating resources in some hours to charge the battery, including efficiency 

losses. While this process is necessary for RA, it is not necessary for a procurement order. The 

 
65  See, R.20-05-003, California Community Choice Association’s Comments on Administrative Law 
Judge’s Ruling Seeking Comments on Reliable and Clean Power Procurement Program Staff Proposal, 
(July 15, 2025), at 12-14: https://cal-cca.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/Comments-on-ALJs-Ruling-
Seeking-Comments-on-Reliable-and-Clean-Power-Procurement-Program-from-Staff-Proposal-07-15-
25.pdf.  

https://cal-cca.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/Comments-on-ALJs-Ruling-Seeking-Comments-on-Reliable-and-Clean-Power-Procurement-Program-from-Staff-Proposal-07-15-25.pdf
https://cal-cca.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/Comments-on-ALJs-Ruling-Seeking-Comments-on-Reliable-and-Clean-Power-Procurement-Program-from-Staff-Proposal-07-15-25.pdf
https://cal-cca.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/Comments-on-ALJs-Ruling-Seeking-Comments-on-Reliable-and-Clean-Power-Procurement-Program-from-Staff-Proposal-07-15-25.pdf
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procuring LSE will also need to meet annual and monthly RA obligations and thus has a strong 

disincentive to over-procure storage to meet an IRP procurement order, knowing that without 

sufficient generation, they will be unable to charge storage to meet RA counting obligations. In 

D.22-06-050,66 the Commission stated that the 24-hour framework directly addresses energy 

sufficiency at an individual LSE level by requiring each LSE to provide sufficient excess energy 

to charge any storage it shows across the 24-hour slices. Given that the RA SOD framework is 

designed to account for energy storage charging needs, and LSEs are incentivized to co-optimize 

their IRP procurement with its RA procurement, it is unnecessary for an IRP procurement order 

to address this issue.  

Finally, any interim order must not be considered in isolation. LSEs are already subject to 

RPS requirements based on the amount of energy produced by renewable generation to serve load. 

Furthermore, RA requirements ensure LSEs procure sufficient capacity in advance to meet 

forecasted load for each hour of the day. The combination of these two compliance obligations 

means LSEs are already procuring to meet energy needs, and incentivized to procure both energy 

and capacity in a least cost manner that fits their customers’ load shape. For these reasons, the 

Commission should structure any procurement order for generic capacity only, using SOD 

counting rules.  

15. If energy resources are needed for 2028-2032, should the RPS program 
be used for procurement of additional energy resources, rather than 
ordering procurement in the IRP context? Provide your rationale.  

No. The Commission should not use the RPS program to order procurement. The needs 

assessment advanced in the Ruling focuses on reliability needs rather than clean energy needs, the 

 
66  D.22-06-050, Decision Adopting Local Capacity Obligations for 2023 - 2025, Flexible Capacity 
Obligations for 2023, and Reform Track Framework, R.21-10-002 (June 23, 2022): 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M488/K540/488540633.PDF.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M488/K540/488540633.PDF
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focus of the RPS program. To the extent an LSE needs to procure additional clean energy to 

achieve RPS compliance, the Commission can presume that the LSE will seek to satisfy its RPS 

need and interim procurement order needs by procuring a new clean energy resource that satisfies 

both requirements. There is therefore no need to place an entity under double jeopardy by issuing 

multiple penalties for the same deficiency. That is, new capacity needs (i.e., an interim 

procurement order) should be based on the reliability needs of the grid, while renewable energy 

needs should continue to be evaluated through RPS. Placing both capacity and renewable energy 

needs within an interim order will place LSEs at risk three times: once for failing to meet the 

capacity need that the interim order was targeting, a second time for not meeting the renewable 

energy amounts if included in the interim order, and a third time through RPS compliance for 

missing the same renewable energy need. 

Finally, the Commission should strive to enable LSEs to procure in a manner consistent 

with their own portfolio needs. In the Ruling, the Commission attempts to address this issue 

through a baseline that acknowledges that LSEs may have already contracted beyond the MTR 

orders and should not be required to procure above and beyond the total need of both orders. Given 

that the Commission has not requested data on RPS needs for the 2028-2032 period, the likely 

result would be a pro-rata allocation of renewable energy requirements, which is unlikely to align 

with the needs of any LSE individually.  

16. Comment on the LLT resource delay assumptions of three years. What 
challenges are present in procuring these resources and bringing them 
online?  

There is limited supply of LLT resources available to procure. Those that are available are 

costly and/or face interconnection delays, making them more difficult to procure. Limited supply 

availability will continue to be a challenge, as the CAISO’s interconnection queue for active 

projects includes very little LLT capacity, as shown in Figure 4 below.  
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Figure 4: CAISO Interconnection Queue Technologies by Cluster with Proposed Online Dates 
Between 2029 and 203267 

 

Figure 4 demonstrates that there is very little resource diversity in the queue for resources 

with proposed online dates within the procurement order window of 2029 through 2032. 

Technology-specific elements of any order exacerbate market distorting effects by pushing LSEs 

to pursue projects from an even smaller subset of developers. This would make the market power 

concerns especially acute for the selected technology type. The Commission should therefore only 

order procurement of generic capacity and refrain from adopting an LLT-specific procurement 

order. This will ensure LSEs have the flexibility to procure resources that are available and cost-

effective and are not forced to procure technologies with limited availability, and therefore limited 

competition among suppliers and high prices.  

 
67  Data from Berkeley Lab’s Queued Up: Characteristics of Power Plants Seeking Transmission 
Interconnection 2025 Data File (https://emp.lbl.gov/sites/default/files/2025-
08/LBNL_Ix_Queue_Data_File_thru2024_v2.xlsx).  

https://emp.lbl.gov/sites/default/files/2025-08/LBNL_Ix_Queue_Data_File_thru2024_v2.xlsx
https://emp.lbl.gov/sites/default/files/2025-08/LBNL_Ix_Queue_Data_File_thru2024_v2.xlsx
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17. Should a procurement order, if one is issued, specify particular 
characteristics for resource procurement (e.g., clean firm, long-duration 
storage, etc.), or should the requirement be entirely for generic capacity 
resources?  

As explained in response to questions 14 and 16 above, if a procurement order is issued, 

the Commission should order procurement of generic capacity only. Technology-agnostic 

procurement orders mitigate market power by contemplating a larger pool of eligible resources and 

allow LSEs to meet reliability needs while keeping costs low. Procurement orders that require 

particular resource characteristics can result in costly procurement, especially if the technologies 

that can provide those characteristics are scarce. Clean firm resources and long-duration storage 

may not currently be in the CAISO queue in sufficient volumes to allow for competitive market 

conditions. In addition, the RA program, through SOD, will drive the procurement of attributes 

needed to ensure sufficient capacity in all hours of the day. For these reasons, if a procurement 

order is issued, the Commission should order procurement of generic capacity only. 

In addition, the Commission should not specify procurement of long-duration storage 

because the RA proceeding is currently undergoing a process for establishing long-duration 

storage accounting methodology.68 Until that proceeding is resolved and there is clarity on how 

these resources count for RA, the Commission should refrain from ordering procurement of long-

duration storage.  

 
68  D.25-06-048, Decision Adopting Local Capacity Obligations for 2026-2028, Flexible Capacity 
Obligations for 2026, and Program Refinements, R.23-10-011, at 66: 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M571/K237/571237404.PDF.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M571/K237/571237404.PDF
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18. Should a procurement order, if one is issued, consider relaxing any of 
the resource eligibility requirements associated with prior MTR 
orders? If so, what should be changed? Explain your rationale.  

Resource eligibility should be consistent with prior MTR orders for generic capacity. This 

includes eligibility for imports that will be delivered through maximum import capability (MIC).69  

The Ruling asks parties to comment specifically on whether repowers should be eligible to 

count towards procurement requirements given “there are resources that will enter retirement age 

in the late 2020s and early 2030s.”70 The Commission’s needs assessment assumes these aging 

resources remain online, which means they are potentially included in the baseline resource list 

past their actual useful life. In practice the goal of the IRP procurement track should not be to set a 

target incremental capacity, but rather the required total capacity to retain system reliability, as 

CalCCA has recommended for RCPPP.71 For this reason, there is no functional difference between 

retaining a MW of NQC in the baseline through a repower that otherwise would have retired 

versus that resource retiring and being replaced with new incremental capacity. In practice 

however, the latter could be a slower and more costly option.  

The Commission should therefore allow repowers to count toward procurement 

requirements as incremental capacity for the purposes of this order and consider adjustments to the 

need determination in the second needs assessment CalCCA recommends for Tranche Two in 

 
69  The Commission should allow new resources to count without MIC so long as LSEs are making 
good faith efforts to obtain it, as it has with the MTR Order. Currently, the CAISO only allocates long-term 
MIC for RA contracts active in the next RA year. Until the CAISO process for allocating long-term MIC 
changes, LSEs signing long-term PPAs for resources with online dates more than one year in advance will 
be unable to secure MIC for those resources until the year before the resources come online. The CAISO’s 
RA Modeling and Program Design initiative will reconsider the methodology for allocating long-term MIC. 
70  See Ruling, at 36-37.  
71  See R.20-05-003, California Community Choice Association’s Comments on Administrative Law 
Judge’s Ruling Seeking Comments on Reliable and Clean Power Procurement Program Staff Proposal 
(July 15, 2025), at 10-11: https://cal-cca.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/Comments-on-ALJs-Ruling-
Seeking-Comments-on-Reliable-and-Clean-Power-Procurement-Program-from-Staff-Proposal-07-15-
25.pdf.  

https://cal-cca.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/Comments-on-ALJs-Ruling-Seeking-Comments-on-Reliable-and-Clean-Power-Procurement-Program-from-Staff-Proposal-07-15-25.pdf
https://cal-cca.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/Comments-on-ALJs-Ruling-Seeking-Comments-on-Reliable-and-Clean-Power-Procurement-Program-from-Staff-Proposal-07-15-25.pdf
https://cal-cca.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/Comments-on-ALJs-Ruling-Seeking-Comments-on-Reliable-and-Clean-Power-Procurement-Program-from-Staff-Proposal-07-15-25.pdf
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2027. Ideally, any additional procurement will be conducted under a new RCPPP framework, 

which CalCCA expects to more holistically address repowering issues. 

If, however, the Commission believes repowers must result in capacity incremental to the 

baseline for a procurement order resulting from this Ruling, the Commission should allow 

repowers of baseline capacity to be treated as a “baseline swap.” This would allow LSEs to request 

removal of the repower capacity from the baseline to qualify for Tranche One procurement 

requirements, and result in the Commission adding a corresponding amount of NQC to the LSE’s 

Tranche Two requirements. If the repowering results in a greater NQC than assumed in the 

baseline, the LSE should be allowed to count any new NQC as incremental capacity for the 

purposes of its IRP procurement compliance.  

It is important from a reliability perspective that the Commission’s procurement framework 

incentivize repowers when they are cost-effective. The issue of how to account for repowers in 

procurement orders highlights the challenges of relying on a baseline. This is because if resources 

choose to retire because the procurement framework does not incentivize repowers, then a new 

reliability need is created beyond the need identified when the baseline was established. The 

Commission should therefore seek to develop an RCPPP based on a total need, counting LSE 

procurement of both new and existing resources to ensure the clear treatment of repowers and 

provide resources with the incentives to repower when it is cost-effective.  

19. If a procurement order is issued, comment on how the need 
determination should be allocated to LSEs.  

If a procurement order is issued, the Commission should allocate the procurement 

requirements using the most recently available peak load ratio share for each tranche, using the 

MTR baseline and allowing LSEs to count excess MTR and Supplemental MTR procurement 
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towards the new procurement order and RCPPP. This methodology should be an interim allocation 

methodology until a total needs-based methodology can be developed and implemented for RCPPP.  

Ultimately, the Commission should seek to urgently develop and transition to a total needs-

based allocation in RCPPP that fully accounts for LSEs’ past procurement of new and existing 

resources. Baselines are fundamentally problematic as they do not fully account for LSEs’ past 

procurement and how that procurement covers their total needs. As described in response to 

question 23, failing to account for past procurement can disincentivize early procurement done 

outside of procurement orders and penalize early actors. Baselines are also complex to develop and 

difficult to maintain. The Commission should therefore urgently focus its efforts on developing a 

total need-based allocation methodology for use in the RCPPP. 

20. Given efficiencies associated with procuring at scale, should the 
Commission consider ordering central procurement of resources, if 
additional procurement is ordered? Why or why not?  

The Commission should not order central procurement of resources. If additional 

procurement is ordered, the Ruling’s recommendation to allocate procurement requirements to all 

LSEs is the right approach for several reasons. First, it is not clear that central procurement results 

in efficiencies. In the RA context, central procurement of local RA has resulted in CPE 

procurement shortfalls and increased uncertainty for LSEs procuring their own system and flexible 

RA requirements. Central procurement of the effective PRM has added demand to the market at 

the same time LSEs are procuring to meet their own internal obligations and, when supply is 

scarce, that demand can put upward pressure on RA prices. Similarly, central procurement in IRP 

drives up demand for resources and therefore potentially drive costs up as the competition for 

scarce supply increases. The Commission should not order central procurement based on supposed 

efficiencies that have not been demonstrated.  
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Second, LSEs have demonstrated the ability to successfully meet their own procurement 

requirements. CCA procurement has collectively far exceeded aggregate CCA MTR requirements, 

as shown in Figure 1, above. When there are efficiencies to procuring at scale, LSEs have 

demonstrated the ability to realize these efficiencies through joint procurement efforts.72  

Third, allocating procurement requirements to all LSEs adheres to the statute enabling CCA 

procurement autonomy. Public Utilities Code section 366.2(a)(5) requires a CCA to be “solely 

responsible for all generation procurement activities on behalf of the [CCA’s] customers, except 

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

procurement of the capacity in this order has not been justified or expressly authorized in statute.  

Fourth, central procurement makes it difficult for LSEs to optimize their own portfolios 

because they do not know the amount or attributes of the central procurement and whether there is 

room in their existing portfolios for those resources.  

While the Ruling states that there are other approaches beyond LSE-based procurement 

that could be considered, such as allocating need to the IOUs to procure on behalf of all LSEs or 

adjusting the effective PRM,73 these approaches have serious drawbacks and should not be 

considered. IOU central procurement and the effective PRM create an uneven playing field across 

LSEs by allowing the IOUs to shift resources to and from their bundled portfolio and the portfolio 

paid for by all load. This gives the IOUs an unfair advantage relative to other LSEs by allowing the 

IOUs to place their most costly procurement in the portfolio paid for by all load.  

The core function of LSEs is to procure for their customers’ electricity needs. Reliance on 

centralized procurement by the IOUs undermines this function. It is also unclear, given the LSEs’ 

 
72  For example, CC Power, a joint powers authority comprised of nine CCAs, contracted for a 50 
MW/400-MWh LDES project: https://cacommunitypower.org/cc-power-members-approve-second-
longduration-contract/.  
73  See Ruling, at 37.  

https://cacommunitypower.org/cc-power-members-approve-second-longduration-contract/
https://cacommunitypower.org/cc-power-members-approve-second-longduration-contract/
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MTR procurement track record and the IOUs struggle to meet their effective PRM targets,74 

whether IOU central procurement would be more successful than procurement by all LSEs. 

Instead, the Commission should allocate any procurement order resulting from this Ruling to all 

LSEs to meet the needs of their customers. 

21. If a procurement order is issued, should there be requirements for 
procurement within local capacity areas? If so, which ones, and how 
should this requirement be designed?  

No. The Commission’s needs assessment focuses on system reliability needs, not local 

reliability needs. In addition, local areas are transmission-constrained and often land-constrained, 

making siting and permitting of generation in those areas exceptionally challenging. Requiring 

specific local area procurement without consideration of transmission needs and land-use will 

likely drive-up costs and increase risk of non-compliance. Instead, as recommended in CalCCA’s 

comments to the OIR in this proceeding, the Commission should prioritize the development of a 

comprehensive framework for determining how to reliably serve local area load in the most cost-

effective manner, considering the feasibility and cost of transmission and generation alternatives.75  

 
74  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 (July 2025): https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-
division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-ltpp/compliance-status-
reportmid-term-reliability-mtr-and-supplemental-mtr.pdf; and Workshop on Track 3 Proposals in R.23-10-
011, R.23-10-011 (Feb. 12, 2025), at 51: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-
division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/resource-
adequacy-history/r23-10-011/ra-track-3-workshop-feb-12.pdf.   
75  R.25-06-019, California Community Choice Association’s Comments on the Order Instituting 
Rulemaking (Aug. 5, 2025), at 15-16: https://cal-cca.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/08/Comments-on-the-
OIR-to-Continue-Oversight-of-EIRP-08-01-25.pdf.  

https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-ltpp/compliance-status-reportmid-term-reliability-mtr-and-supplemental-mtr.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-ltpp/compliance-status-reportmid-term-reliability-mtr-and-supplemental-mtr.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-ltpp/compliance-status-reportmid-term-reliability-mtr-and-supplemental-mtr.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/resource-adequacy-history/r23-10-011/ra-track-3-workshop-feb-12.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/resource-adequacy-history/r23-10-011/ra-track-3-workshop-feb-12.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/resource-adequacy-history/r23-10-011/ra-track-3-workshop-feb-12.pdf
https://cal-cca.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/08/Comments-on-the-OIR-to-Continue-Oversight-of-EIRP-08-01-25.pdf
https://cal-cca.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/08/Comments-on-the-OIR-to-Continue-Oversight-of-EIRP-08-01-25.pdf
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22. Should capacity accreditation be based on forthcoming incremental 
ELCC analysis? If you prefer another method for resource 
accreditation (such as extension of existing accreditation, straight-line 
decline, or less frequent updates to values), describe it in detail. Also 
describe how resources should be submitted and processed for 
compliance review.  

As described in response to question 14, the Commission should not rely on ELCC as the 

accreditation methodology, as it is not consistent with the RA reliability measure, which uses 

SOD. The Commission should avoid using different measures for reliability needs as it runs the 

potential of forcing entities to comply with the more stringent of two requirements when either 

would provide a reliable outcome.  

Using SOD accounting for an interim procurement order would not require evaluating all 

24 hours. Rather, the Commission should use the results of its LOLE modeling to identify the 

months and hours with LOLE events driving the reliability need and count each resource using its 

SOD accounting in those hours. The Commission should then look at the value of the procured 

resources in each of these hours to determine if each hour meets the minimum procurement 

requirement for the LSE. For example, if the Commission’s LOLE study produces two LOLE 

hours, each LSE will submit their procured resources and provide the SOD accounting for both 

hours. The procured resources will need to meet or exceed the required quantity for each hour. If it 

is not possible to implement a SOD measure for this interim procurement order, the Commission 

should commit to its use in the RCPPP to better align compliance mechanisms.  

If the Commission decides to use ELCC as the counting mechanism for this interim order, 

then the Commission must: (1) ensure that the ELCC accurately accounts for charging sufficiency 

for battery storage; (2) perform the ELCC calculations by tranche (see responses to questions 10 

and 12) to accurately depict the value of the resource at the time it is required to reach commercial 
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operation; and (3) fix the ELCC values sufficiently far in advance of procurement to allow LSEs to 

optimize procurement. 

First, ELCCs can change dramatically depending on the other resources on the grid. This is 

particularly true for storage as its ability to meet load needs is dependent on excess generation 

from other resources to enable its charging. With the large amounts of storage that have come 

online and with significant amounts still in the CAISO interconnection queue, determining the 

ELCC of incremental storage is very important in guiding LSE procurement.  

Second, since ELCCs can change between each study of their value, the Commission 

should avoid annual updates to the ELCC values, which will significantly increase the difficulty in 

LSEs understanding their resource needs. This will complicate procurement and compliance, 

potentially leading to either non-compliance or costly over-procurement. To address this, the 

Commission should establish ELCCs for each tranche as recommended in response to question 10. 

Doing so will provide certainty to LSEs but also allow for the ELCCs to change based upon 

resources expected to be brought to the grid in the first tranche. The Commission should also re-

assess the ELCC between the initial need determination and incremental need determination 

recommended by CalCCA to provide consistency and accuracy of the needs assessment and total 

procurement obligation between each tranche.  

Third, the Commission should fix ELCC values prior to setting the compliance obligations 

to enable LSEs to complete contracting with new resources with sufficient certainty that their 

procurement will be compliant. It would be reasonable to fix the ELCC for Tranche One (2029 and 

2030) by Q1 2026 and Tranche Two (2031 and 2032) by Q1 2028. This will balance the need to 

adjust ELCC to reflect impacts to reliability while allowing LSEs the certainty necessary to 

perform procurement. 
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23. Should the Commission continue to use the existing MTR compliance 
baseline and allow LSEs who have excess procurement relative to their 
MTR and Supplemental MTR obligations to count their excess 
procurement toward any new obligations? Why or why not?  

Yes. As stated in response to question 19, the Commission should ultimately transition to a 

total needs-based allocation in RCPPP that fully accounts for LSEs’ past procurement of new and 

existing resources. If the Commission orders procurement in the interim, it should use the existing 

MTR compliance baseline and allow LSEs to count their excess MTR and Supplemental MTR 

procurement towards their new obligations. Doing so will encourage LSEs to continue to be 

proactive in their procurement efforts. The Commission has routinely indicated that past 

procurement would be allowed to count towards future orders.76 The Commission should not 

reverse this commitment – otherwise, LSEs may be punished for early actions if their procurement 

outside of procurement orders will not count towards future need allocations.  

24. How should any potential new procurement order relate to a potential 
adoption of the RCPPP requirements?  

Any interim procurement order should be designed to not conflict with the RCPPP. In 

addition, the RCPPP should account for any procurement performed in this interim procurement 

order and enable the LSE to use that procurement to meet any future RCPPP needs. Doing so will 

ensure the Commission does not penalize or disincentivize early actors, or drive over procurement 

either in total or on an individual LSE basis.  

 
76  See Ruling, at 29 (“LSEs may be procuring (i.e., signing contracts) with resources in excess of 
requirements for a variety of reasons, including anticipation of resource development delays or failures, 
anticipation of resource adequacy requirements, assessment of resource value, anticipation of RPS 
requirements, or LSE-specific portfolio objectives. The Commission has several times indicated that LSEs 
that procure in excess of their MTR requirements should expect to be able to count incremental additional 
resources towards any future needs without regards to a baseline update, and this ruling proposes to 
continue that principle.”) (citations omitted). 
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To accomplish these goals, the Commission should either set the RCPPP to become 

effective after this interim procurement order concludes or allow the RCPPP requirements to 

supersede the interim procurement orders. Either option must ensure that the rules set between the 

two programs do not disincentivize early action and do not result in costly over-procurement. 

Overall, the Commission should continue to prioritize the development of the RCPPP with 

a goal that it, combined with SB 100, RA and RPS, will meet the reliability and clean energy needs 

without intervention from interim procurement orders. 

25. What other actions should the Commission take, in conjunction with, or 
as a substitute for, a procurement order, to cost-efficiently promote 
system reliability and emissions reductions during the 2028-2032 
period? Be as specific as possible.  

The Commission should encourage all reasonable transactability to produce a compliant 

result. CalCCA anticipates that, in aggregate, the CCAs’ current procurement shown to meet MTR 

needs are likely to meet a significant portion, if not all, of the need determination proposed in the 

Ruling, as demonstrated in Figure 1, above. However, the aggregate will not be true for all 

individual CCAs. Enabling meaningful transactability by allowing LSEs to trade obligations, 

without requiring the bi-directional trade required for the MTR and Supplemental MTR orders,77 

will allow cost-effective compliance. For example, an LSE that is long in 2029 could trade an 

obligation with an LSE that is short in 2029. This obligation trade will then have the second LSE 

taking on additional compliance in a future year when the first LSE is planning to use the resource 

for its own compliance need or could be met by one or each LSE procuring more in a future 

 
77  In D.23-02-040 at 89, Ordering Paragraph (OP) 10, the Commission approved a framework for the 
trading of compliance obligations between two LSEs. Specifically, the Decision provides that: “Any two 
load serving entities (LSEs) with compliance obligations under Decision (D.) 19-11-016, D.21-06-035, 
and/or this order may trade compliance obligations in arrangements that may include financial 
remuneration, but may not result in one LSE being relieved of its entire procurement obligation under D.21-
06-035 in this order. Both LSEs must trade portions of their compliance obligations under this provision.” 
(emphasis added). 
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period. This will enable an LSE who is long to off-set their costs of procuring early and allow an 

LSE that is short to pay to meet its compliance obligation while ensuring that the overall grid need 

for those LSEs has been met. This flexible compliance mechanism will ensure reliability at the 

least cost rather than potentially stranding new capacity during the years it is available but not 

needed by the LSE that has contracted it, while another LSE faces penalties or incremental new 

procurement to meet their compliance obligation.  

In addition, as discussed in response to question 13, the Commission should continue to 

prioritize use of the TED task force to help LSEs and developers meet deadlines where delays 

beyond the control of those parties arise, including through resolving delays in transmission, 

interconnection, siting, licensing, and permitting.  

Finally, if the Commission extends the ability for LSEs to perform baseline swap 

arrangements as allowed by D.23-02-040, the Commission must incorporate all the provisions 

regarding those swaps. Notably, this would include the prohibition of a contract terminated after 

January 13, 2023, from being eligible for a swap to avoid the potential exercise of market power.78  

26. What other actions should the Commission take specifically to 
maximize the impact of the availability of existing federal government 
loans or other contributions, to support energy infrastructure during 
the 2028 to 2031 period? Be as specific as possible.  

As discussed in response to question 13, the Commission should continue its participation 

in the TED task force to facilitate developers and LSEs bringing resources to commercial 

operation. With continued issues resulting from supply chain issues, interconnection delays, 

 
78  See 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. 28, 2023), at 20: 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M502/K956/502956567.PDF. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M502/K956/502956567.PDF
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permitting, siting, licensing difficulties and load forecast uncertainty, the Commission should take 

every step it can to mitigate causes of delays. 

V. OTHER QUESTIONS  

27. Please feel free to comment on any other aspect of this ruling that is not 
covered by the above questions. 

The Commission should ensure rules established for the MTR and Supplemental MTR 

orders are carried over or modified when necessary to apply to any procurement order resulting 

from this Ruling. First, as described in response to question 12, the Commission should clarify that 

the rules adopted in D.25-09-007 apply to any procurement ordered in response to this Ruling. 

That is, if an LSE’s project is facing a delay and the LSE can demonstrate that it has a contract in 

place and has met its system RA requirements during the period of delay, then the LSE will be 

found in compliance.  

Second, the Commission should study and clarify how any procurement ordered impacts the 

Department of Water Resources (DWR) central procurement entity long-lead time resource need 

determination. D.24-08-064 orders DWR to procure anywhere from zero to 10.6 GW of LLT 

resources.79 Should the Commission move forward with a procurement order, it should consider 

how this procurement order impacts the magnitude of procurement considered by DWR.  

Third, as described in response to question 25, the Commission should allow LSEs to trade 

compliance obligations, without the requirement that “both LSEs must trade portions of their 

compliance obligations.”80 This will ensure cost-effective compliance by providing LSEs with all 

reasonable forms of transaction to produce a compliant result without placing reliability at risk. 

 
79  D.24-08-064, Decision Determining Need for Centralized Procurement of Long Lead-Time 
Resources, R.20-05-003 (Aug. 29, 2025): 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M539/K202/539202613.PDF.  
80  D.23-02-040 at 89, OP 10.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M539/K202/539202613.PDF
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Fourth, as described in response to question 25, if the Commission extends the ability for 

LSEs to perform baseline swap arrangements as allowed by D.23-02-040, it should prohibit a 

contract terminated after January 13, 2023, from being eligible for a swap to avoid the potential 

exercise of market power. Additionally, the Commission should clarify that any new obligation 

resulting from a swap should be added to the LSE’s 2032 obligation.  

VI. CONCLUSION 

For all the foregoing reasons, CalCCA respectfully requests consideration of the comments 

herein. 

 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 

Leanne Bober, 
Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy 
General Counsel 
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CALCCA NEEDS ANALYSIS INPUTS AND ASSUMPTIONS 
 
• Demand:  

• Load Forecast: CEC 2024 IEPR 
• PRM: 18.5 percent  

• Supply:  
• Supply resources inside of the CAISO system are composed of online and 

contracted resources that are expected to come online, with the exclusion of 
Diablo Canyon Power Plant.  

• Online resources include resources in the Commission’s Master Resource 
Database and CAISO’s NQC list published July 2025.  

• Contracted resources include resources expected to come online according 
to the Commission’s Resource Tracking Data.81  

• Diablo Canyon Power Plant is excluded from the supply in both 2030 and 
2032 based on the assumption that SB 846 precludes the Commission 
from including Diablo in planning studies.   

• Storage Dispatch:  
• Storage dispatch is constrained based on the SOD accounting rules. Storage 

power is limited by the nameplate capacity (MW) rating, storage energy is limited 
by the energy (MWh) rating, and sufficient charging energy must be available to 
charge storage, including efficiency losses. Within these constraints storage is 
dispatched after accounting for all other resources, imports, and adjustments, to 
maximize the minimum net supply.  

• Imports:  
• RA imports for each month are based on the actual RA imports reported by the 

CAISO in 2024 and the Commission’s hourly shapes, which achieve the full RA 
import level in hours 6 through 22 but are as much as 50 percent lower in the 
other hours of the day.  

• Demand Response:  
• Demand response quantities are from the Commission’s Resource Adequacy 

Compliance Materials; applied to 5 contiguous hours with highest difference 
between demand and supply. Demand response totals include avoided losses and 
are from event-based programs at PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E.  

• Negative Adjustments to Market Supply  
• Thermal Plant Derate:    

 
81  https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/summer-
2021-reliability/tracking-energy-development/resource-tracking-data-july-2025-release.pdf.  

https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/summer-2021-reliability/tracking-energy-development/resource-tracking-data-july-2025-release.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/summer-2021-reliability/tracking-energy-development/resource-tracking-data-july-2025-release.pdf
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• Many thermal generators cannot produce maximum output during periods 
with high ambient temperatures, leading to plant derates. For this reason, 
resource owners may not sell their full nameplate capacity as RA capacity. 
For thermal plants whose NQC is listed as equivalent to their Net 
Dependable Capacity, CalCCA applies a technology-specific thermal derate 
estimated from historical ambient temperature derates within the CAISO. 
CalCCA’s approach parallels Commission discussions regarding the need to 
include thermal derates in reliability modeling.  

• Retention for Substitution: 
• IOUs are entitled to retain RA beyond their bundled needs for substitution during 

planned outages. This assessment relies on the 2021 resources retained by IOUs 
as reported in the 2021 IOU Excess Resource reports.  

• Excess IOU Procurement: 
• The Commission adopted an effective PRM target of 1,260-2,300 MW for June-

October (translates to 3-5.5 percent) for 2026 and 2027. The lower end of the 
effective PRM target, 1260 MW, was used in this analysis. 
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