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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS'

The PD should be modified to:

Include a reassessment of tranche two needs to account for load forecast
uncertainty and other potential changes to the need assessment inputs;

Remove the 50 percent restriction on storage procurement;
Extend the “good faith effort” standard used in assessing MTR compliance;

Increase compliance pathways that provide LSEs more ways to cost-effectively
comply with compliance requirements without compromising reliability;

Provide indicative ELCCs sufficiently in advance to inform LSE procurement;
Clarify how EO co-located and hybrid resources can count for compliance; and

Clarify how the procurement order impacts the magnitude of procurement
considered by the DWR.

Acronyms used herein are defined in the body of this document.
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Continue R.25-06-019
Oversight of Electric Integrated Resource
Planning and Procurement Processes.

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S
COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED DECISION

The California Community Choice Association? (CalCCA) submits these comments
pursuant to Rule 14.3 of the California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) Rules of
Practice and Procedure on the proposed Decision Requiring 2029-2032 Electric Resource
Procurement and Transmitting Portfolios for 2026-2027 Transmission Planning Process (PD),
dated January 14, 2026.
L. INTRODUCTION

California’s energy landscape faces uncertainty and evolution driven by the emergence of
large loads, including data centers, changes in federal policy, and ongoing technological
innovation. In both transmission and procurement planning, the Commission and other California
energy agencies continue to assess additional procurement and transmission capacity needs to
ensure a reliable transition to a clean energy future while safeguarding customer affordability. This
PD: (1) orders load-serving entities (LSE) to procure 2,000 megawatts (MW) by 2030, and 4,000
MW by 2032; and (2) adopts a base and sensitivity portfolio for the California Independent System
Operator (CAISO) to study in its 2026-2027 Transmission Planning Process (TPP).

CCAs are committed to bringing new clean capacity online to serve their customers’

needs,’ but remain concerned that ad-hoc procurement orders can cause significant disruptions to

2 California Community Choice Association represents the interests of 24 community choice

electricity providers in California: Apple Valley Choice Energy, Ava Community Energy, Central Coast
Community Energy, Clean Energy Alliance, Clean Power Alliance of Southern California, CleanPowerSF,
Desert Community Energy, Energy For Palmdale’s Independent Choice, Lancaster Energy, Marin Clean
Energy, Orange County Power Authority, Peninsula Clean Energy, Pico Rivera Innovative Municipal
Energy, Pioneer Community Energy, Pomona Choice Energy, Rancho Mirage Energy Authority, Redwood
Coast Energy Authority, San Diego Community Power, San Jacinto Power, San José Clean Energy, Santa
Barbara Clean Energy, Silicon Valley Clean Energy, Sonoma Clean Power, and Valley Clean Energy.

3 As of November 19, 2025, CCAs have secured more than 21,000 MW of new-build clean capacity
through long-term PPAs: https://cal-cca.org/cca-renewable-energy-map-and-list-of-ppas/.
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ongoing procurement activity and increase costs at a time when customer affordability is a
significant challenge. In addition, the load forecast assumptions in the Commission’s needs
assessment include significant load growth due to highly speculative data centers and other large
loads. If this load does not materialize as expected, existing customers will pay for these
procurement costs unless a mechanism to adjust procurement targets exists in the event needs do
not materialize as forecasted.

CalCCA therefore urges the Commission to prioritize the development of the Reliable and
Clean Power Procurement Program (RCPPP) to enable a programmatic methodology to establish
LSE procurement requirements for future needs. Until then, the Commission should ensure that the
procurement ordered in the PD, or any other procurement order, is structured in a manner that: (1)
accommodates unprecedented load forecast uncertainty; (2) is realistic relative to technologies
available within the timeline of the procurement order; and (3) provides LSEs compliance
optionality and flexibility so that reliability needs can be met in a cost-effective manner.

Significantly, CalCCA’s analysis using Renewable Energy Solutions model (RESOLVE)
to estimate the cost of additional reliability procurement demonstrates that leaving open the ability
to reassess the PD’s 2032 procurement requirement consistent with the 2025 Integrated Energy
Policy Report (IEPR) update could save customers up to $1.0-$3.3 billion a year in reliability-
driven purchases in 2032. This is because the peak demand in the 2024 IEPR load forecast, upon
which the PD is based, was reduced by 2,773 MW in the 2025 IEPR. Committing now to 2032
procurement that may not be needed imposes unnecessary costs on ratepayers, and delaying this
determination will not meaningfully impact LSE planning given pending ELCC values impacting
2032 procurement. CalCCA’s analysis also demonstrates that the Commission’s proposed 50
percent cap on storage procurement is likely overly restrictive and could exacerbate supplier
market power given the makeup of the current interconnection queue. The cap also contradicts the
Commission’s prior commitment to count excess LSE procurement towards future orders,
disadvantaging early actors.

While there are some elements of the PD that CalCCA supports,* the PD requires

modification to ensure LSEs can continue their procurement efforts in a cost-effective manner.

4 CalCCA supports the following findings in the PD: (1) “any LSEs with excess resources procured

to meet MTR or Supplemental MTR requirements may use them to satisfy the requirements of this
decision...” (PD at 40); (2) “...we do not see the need for the Commission to require centralized



First, the PD ignores load forecast uncertainty that could significantly impact the amount and

timing of procurement needs. Second, the restriction on LSE storage procurement ignores the

reality of technology available to interconnect during the time of the procurement order, risks

procurement cost increases, and runs counter to the Commission’s commitment to count prior

procurement efforts towards future orders. Third, the PD unnecessarily restricts compliance

pathways for LSEs that will enable LSEs to reach compliance in the most cost-effective manner

while adhering to reliability standards.

I1.

These comments therefore recommend the PD be modified to:

Include a reassessment of tranche two needs to account for load forecast uncertainty
and other potential changes to the need assessment inputs;

Remove the 50 percent restriction on storage procurement;

Extend the “good faith effort” standard used in assessing mid-term reliability
(MTR) compliance;

Increase compliance pathways that provide LSEs more ways to cost-effectively
comply with compliance requirements without compromising reliability;

Provide indicative Effective Load Carrying Capabilities (ELCC) sufficiently in
advance to inform LSE procurement;

Clarify how energy only (EO) co-located and hybrid resources can count for
compliance; and

Clarify how the procurement order impacts the magnitude of procurement
considered by the Department of Water Resources (DWR).

THE PD SHOULD INCLUDE A REASSESSMENT OF TRANCHE TWO NEEDS
TO ACCOUNT FOR LOAD FORECAST UNCERTAINTY

The PD should be modified to include a reassessment of the 2032 need in 2027 and allow

for an adjustment of requirements by December 31, 2027, in the event forecasted load does not

materialize as expected in the 2024 IEPR Demand Forecast. This simple adjustment could avoid

costs of $1.0 billion to $3.3 billion a year in 2032, saving a typical residential customer $25.43 to

$83.28 per year. Given the substantial potential cost savings, the Commission should remove the

Tranche 2 order from the PD and commit to re-evaluating the 2032 need at a later date to

procurement for the capacity need identified in this decision” (PD at 37); (3) “...it would be ill-advised to
adopt a specific local procurement requirement in this context because it would likely increase costs and
make procurement more difficult local procurement requirements necessary” (PD at 34); and (4) ““...we
find justification to allow hybrid projects and limited additional eligibility for projects where the generation
and the storage are co-located and the storage is fully deliverable” (PD at 27).



determine whether the load forecast growth is actually beginning to materialize and therefore
whether these costs are justified.

A. Reassessment of the 2032 Reliability Need is Prudent in Light of Load Forecast
Uncertainty and Potential for Significant Ratepayer Savings

Committing to procure resources that may not be needed by 2032 may unnecessarily
impose costs on ratepayers. The reliability sensitivity analysis included in the Commission’s study
of the procurement need demonstrates that moderation of the load growth assumptions relative to
the 2024 IEPR demand forecast reduces the 2032 reliability need from 5,900 MW to 1,645 MW.>
The Commission's reduced load growth assumptions are based on uncertainty in electric vehicle
adoption, building electrification, and data center loads. The recently adopted 2025 IEPR Planning
Forecast, reflecting many of the same drivers, forecasts a 2032 peak demand that is 2,773 MW
lower than the 2024 IEPR Planning Forecast.® More generally, the load forecasts are changing
quickly as the California Energy Commission (CEC) and stakeholders learn more about the
certainty and timing of new large loads and as consumers respond to changing policies impacting
electrification.

In addition, the PD states that the Commission is “concerned about impacts on ratepayer
costs” and “while it is likely that [Diablo Canyon Power Plant (DCPP)] will be online through
2030 in reality, the Commission models its impact pursuant to SB 846 requirements.”’ In light of
this, reassessment of the 2032 needs is also prudent because more guidance may be provided by
the legislature on the status of DCPP and whether it should be included in planning.

B. CalCCA’s RESOLVE Analysis Demonstrates the 2032 Requirement Should be
Reassessed before 2028 to Ensure Cost-Effective Procurement

To estimate potential costs of over-procurement, CalCCA used RESOLVE? to find the
incremental cost of each unit of system resource adequacy (RA) in 2032. CalCCA has previously

recommended the Commission re-evaluate the procurement need in the second tranche depending

> ALJ Ruling Seeking Comments on Electricity Portfolios for 2026-2027 TPP and Need for
Additional Reliability Procurement (ALJ Ruling), R.25-06-019 (Sept. 30, 2025), at 33.

6 2025 IEPR Forecast — Updated Results (Jan. 5, 2026) at Slide 21, and Form 1.5b.

7 PD at 23.

8 RESOLVE Code Base and Inputs for the 2026-2027 Transmission Planning Process, downloaded

from: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/industries-and-topics/electrical-energy/electric-power-procurement/long-
term-procurement-planning/2024-26-irp-cycle-events-and-materials/assumptions-for-the-2026-2027-tpp.
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on the evolving load forecast.” The reduction in 2032 peak demand from the 2024 IEPR to the
2025 IEPR Planning Forecast demonstrates needs could decrease by 2,773 MW. CalCCA
calculates the potential savings as the incremental cost of each unit of system RA in 2032 times the
2,773 MW of avoided procurement.

To find the system RA incremental cost in RESOLVE, CalCCA relaxed the greenhouse gas
(GHG) emission reduction policy, such that system RA is the binding policy that drives new build
decisions.'? The “shadow price” of the System RA constraint then reflects the reduction in annual
costs for a 1 MW reduction in System RA requirements that could come from a revision to the
load forecast. CalCCA finds that with the default set of new resource candidates the shadow price
of the System RA requirement in 2032 is $361,825 per MW of System RA demand per year. If
candidate resources are limited to only solar and 4-hour storage (which currently equate to more
than 94 percent of resources with planned online dates between 2029-2032 in the CAISO queue'!),
the shadow price of the System RA requirement increases to $1,184,972 per MW of System RA
per year.'?

If updated load forecasts continue to demonstrate that 2,773 MW are not needed in 2032,

the total savings to customers from avoiding unnecessary RA purchases could be $1.0 billion to

o California Community Choice Association’s Comments on Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling

Seeking Comments on Electricity Portfolios for 2026-2027 Transmission Planning Process and Need for
Additional Reliability Procurement, R.25-06-019 (Oct. 22, 2025).

10 CalCCA started with the Proposed Base Case and re-ran RESOLVE in a subset of years (2028,
2030, 2032, 2036, and 2045), though we only focus on 2030 and 2032 results. In the Proposed Base Case
the GHG emissions reduction targets drive the build of new resources, and the other policies are all satisfied
without additional cost. To identify the cost of System RA, CalCCA removed the GHG reduction emissions
policy and kept all other policies from the Proposed Base (i.e., Renewables Portfolio Standard, Senate Bills
(SB) 100 and 1020, System RA, and MTR). Once the GHG reduction policy is relaxed, the System RA is
the binding constraint that drives new build.

1 CalCCA analysis of Berkeley Lab’s Queued Up dataset for CAISO,
https://emp.Ibl.gov/sites/default/files/2025-08/LBNL_Ix_Queue Data File thru2024 v2.xIsx.

12 In this case, CalCCA again started with the 2026-2027 TPP’s Proposed Base Case and relaxed the
GHG emission reduction requirements. In addition, CalCCA set the MaxBuild constraint for candidate
resources, other than solar and 4-hour batteries, to be either zero or the MinBuild requirement to reflect
already planned resources. CalCCA also allowed sufficient new geothermal to be built to meet the MTR
LLT Firm requirement. This sensitivity finds a feasible solution, meaning the System RA, RPS, and SB100
and 1020 requirements can all be met with the limited set of candidate resources. However, the total system
costs are greater than if the full set of candidate resources in the Proposed Base were to be available at the
assumed costs.
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$3.3 billion a year in 2032, based on these shadow prices. Those savings spread over all retail rates
would avoid an addition of $25.43 to $83.28 per year on a typical residential electricity bill.?
Given the significant costs associated with additional procurement in 2032 for needs that
may not materialize, the Commission should modify the PD to include a reassessment of the 2032
need in 2027 and allow for an adjustment of requirements by December 31, 2027, based on this
reassessment in the event forecasted load does not materialize as expected in the 2024 IEPR
Demand Forecast. The delay in LSEs knowing their procurement share will be inconsequential

given that LSEs will still be waiting for new ELCC values applicable to their 2032 procurement.

III. THE PD SHOULD BE MODIFIED TO REMOVE THE 50 PERCENT LIMIT ON
STORAGE FOR LSE PROCUREMENT

A. The Commission’s Proposed Storage Cap Should be Removed

The PD should be modified to remove the 50 percent limit on the amount of an LSE’s
requirement that can be met by storage resources for several reasons. First, the cap is not
supported by the record. There has been insufficient analysis to inform whether 50 percent is too
high or too low to address the Commission’s concerns of an over-reliance on storage and
inadequate charging capability. The PD seems to base the 50 percent requirement on a proposal
from Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), which provides insufficient justification to
impose a limit on the amount of storage LSEs can procure. PG&E’s analysis focuses on energy-
sufficiency needs, and evaluates the amount of nameplate generating capacity needed to ensure
energy-sufficiency, while the PD focuses on the portion of ELCC that must come from generating

resources. 4 Furthermore, to be consistent with PG&E’s proposal, co-located and hybrid resources

13 The RESOLVE model projects 2032 retail sales in CAISO will be 265.7 Terrawatt-hours (TWh)
per year. However, the annual sum of the managed net load in the IEPR 2025 Planning Forecast is only
89.6 percent of the managed net load in the IEPR 2024 Planning forecast in 2032. Applying a similar
percentage reduction to the retail sales, the 2032 retail sales in CAISO will only be 238.2 TWh per year
under the 2025 IEPR Planning Forecast. Spreading the cost savings across all retail sales reduces rates by
$0.0042 to 0.0138 per kWh. EIA data shows that a typical residential customer in California uses 503 kWh
per month (see https://www.eia.gov/electricity/sales_revenue price/pdf/table SA.pdf). This rate reduction
would reduce a typical residential customer’s bill by $25.43 to $83.28 per year.

14 See Opening Comments of Pacific Gas and Electric Company (U 39 E) on the Administrative
Law Judge’s Ruling Seeking Comments on Electricity Portfolios for 2026-2027 Transmission Planning
Process and Need for Additional Reliability Procurement, R.25-06-019 (Oct. 22, 2025), at 21 (“In 2031,
Staff’s proposed 26-27 TPP Base Case Portfolio selects roughly 70 percent of the nameplate capacity
from energy generating resources (44.6 GW out of 63 GW). When converting 8-hour and 12-hour storage
to a 4-hour basis, which are more likely to be procured in the near-term, energy generating resources
comprise roughly 50 percent of the total incremental resource build. Thus, an order which requires
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would need to be exempted from any cap,'> but the PD makes no differentiation of how the cap
applies for standalone storage versus co-located storage.

To evaluate the efficacy of a 50 percent limit, CalCCA used its RESOLVE analysis to
identify the technology mix of different portfolios that meet reliability needs in 2030 and 2032.
This analysis, shown in Figure 1, below, demonstrates that RESOLVE chooses a diverse mix of
generation and storage to meet the System RA requirements based on nameplate capacity, yet 70
percent of the marginal reliability contribution of those resources is derived from storage in 2030
and 57 percent in 2032, both more than the 50 percent cap. Here, the marginal reliability
contribution is calculated as the product of the new resources’ nameplate capacity and the marginal
ELCC of those resources in the optimal solution. Even when RESOLVE is restricted to building
only solar and four-hour batteries (beyond the already planned resources), the marginal reliability
contribution of storage remains above 70 percent of the contribution from new resources in 2030
and above 57 percent in 2032. In either case, the optimal investment decisions in RESOLVE do
not support the 50 percent cap.

Figure 1. Nameplate Capacity and Marginal Reliability Contribution of RESOLVE-
Selected Resources in 2030 and 2032 in Reliability Focused Case
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Second, Commission data demonstrate the potential for the storage limit to contribute to a
seller’s market and raise costs. Data used to evaluate the IRP'® demonstrate that the total Net
Qualifying Capacity (NQC) of presently available projects capable of meeting this order is 16,840
MW.!7 Of these 16,840 MW, 12,689 MW are storage. Given the PD’s 50 percent limit on storage,
at most 3,000 MW NQC of storage could be procured to count towards this order. The other 3,000
MW of NQC for compliance would therefore need to be met by a pool of only 4,151 MW of
generating resources, of which 1,742 MW, or 42 percent, are out-of-state (OOS) wind. This means
that in-state resources alone cannot meet the compliance obligation with the restrictions the PD
places on storage procurement.

With the CAISO Queue Cluster 16 study process scheduled to conclude in December
2028,'8 it is unlikely that many Cluster 16 resources will be online by June 1, 2032. Therefore,
LSEs will have to procure nearly 75 percent (3,000 MW NQC of 4,151 MW of generating
resources) of the currently available queue, import, and WDAT resources to comply, assuming the

ELCC of those resources do not change. Such high demand for resources will place a premium on

16 See Initial Mapping Results for the Proposed Base Case, Supplemental data workbooks for initial

mapping effort, Commercial Interest Analysis (Nov. 5, 2025):

https://www. cpuc.ca.gov/industries-and-topics/electrical-energy/electric-power-procurement/long-term-
procurement-planning/2024-26-irp-cycle-events-and-materials/assumptions-for-the-2026-2027-tpp.

17 The NQC values use the ELCCs currently used in the RESOVE model, and include resources
presently in the CAISO interconnection queue, in the Participating Transmission Owners (PTO) Wholesale
Distribution Access Tariff (WDAT), or assumed newly available imports.

18 See CAISO Final Proposal Cluster Schedule with Cluster 16 projects executing Generator
Interconnection Agreements in Q4 2028:
https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/InitiativeDocuments/FinalProposalClusterSchedule-
InterconnectionProcessEnhancements2023Track2.pdf.
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currently available resources, and prices can be expected to rise. Given the uncertainty of load
growth described in Section II, above, and the market turmoil that will result from demand for
nearly 75 percent of the currently available queue, new imports, and WDAT resources, the
Commission should not arbitrarily limit storage.

Third, rules in both the PD and the RA programs are already intended to address energy
and charging sufficiency needs. The Commission proposes using marginal ELCCs updated for
each tranche. A resource’s marginal ELCC value is intended to reflect how it addresses or
exacerbates charging sufficiency needs (among other things).!? In addition, LSEs are now subject
to the slice-of-day (SOD) charging sufficiency requirement. This requirement will drive
procurement of new generation so that LSEs can meet their RA requirements. Taken together,
updated marginal ELCC values for storage, which are expected to decline relative to those
associated with MTR procurement, and the new SOD charging sufficiency tests, which were not
available to co-optimize MTR procurement decisions, create an effective valuation framework for
driving the correct procurement mix of generation and storage. As such, an explicit storage
restriction is unnecessary, and can only increase costs.

Fourth, imposing a cap on the amount of the procurement order that can be met by storage
resources contradicts the Commission’s commitment to count excess MTR procurement towards
this order and its encouragement to LSEs to continue procurement with this commitment in
mind.?° Depending on LSE procurement positions prior to the introduction of these restrictions,
LSEs proactive in procuring renewable or storage resources may be restricted in the amount of past
procurement they can count, leaving them with stranded investments and unwarranted additional
procurement costs, even if the resources they have already procured are tailored to their load
profile and match well to their individual RA obligations. While LSEs expect changes in ELCCs
over time, they did not and could not anticipate an arbitrary limit on storage. The Commission
should therefore revise the PD to ensure LSEs are not discouraged from taking early procurement

actions in the future.

19 If marginal ELCC is not doing that such that the Commission feels a limitation on storage is

needed, then it signals a need to transition to the SOD methodology for future IRP and RCPPP counting
mechanisms.

20 See, e.g., D.23-02-040 at 33 (““...we encourage LSEs to continue procuring resources in advance of
any additional orders or our adoption of a comprehensive procurement program framework. Using whatever
mechanism we adopt, we expect to give credit for and take into account proactive and early procurement by
LSEs.”).



Because the magnitude of the 50 percent cap is not supported by the record, the cap will
likely raise prices, ELCCs and SOD are in place to address energy sufficiency needs, and the
Commission has established the expectation that proactive procurement will count towards future
orders, the Commission should modify the PD to remove the 50 percent limit.

B. If the Commission Declines to Remove the Storage Cap in its Entirety, it
Should Modify the PD to Re-Assess Tranche Two Needs and Exempt Co-
Located and Hybrid Resources from the Cap

If the Commission declines to remove the 50 percent limit, the Commission should: (1)
modify the PD to include a reassessment of the 2032 need; and (2) exempt co-located and hybrid
resources from the cap. First, as recommended in Section II above, the Commission should
remove the Tranche 2 requirement and re-evaluate the need as new load forecasts and other inputs
become available. Given the tight market that would be created by imposing a limit, it is essential
that any procurement requirement does not outsize the need. Section I, above, describes why the
need identified in the PD may be overstated, and reevaluating the 2032 need is even more crucial
for affordability if the Commission limits the amount of storage that can count towards the order.

Second, in addition to removing the Tranche 2 requirement, the Commission should clarify
that the 50 percent limit does not apply to co-located or hybrid resources. Co-located and hybrid
resources ensure storage charging sufficiency via onsite generation (e.g., a 1:1 solar and battery).?!
It is therefore unnecessary to apply a cap to co-located or hybrid resources. Exempting co-located
and hybrid resources from any cap adopted in the PD would be consistent with PG&E’s proposed
requirement upon which the Commission bases the PD’s proposed cap.

IV.  THE PD SHOULD BE MODIFIED TO EXTEND THE “GOOD FAITH EFFORT”
STANDARD FOR ASSESSING COMPLIANCE

The PD should be modified to clarify that the Commission will retain the “good faith
effort” standard for assessing compliance. The Commission states that, “[t]his procurement will be
generally subject to the same compliance and enforcement requirements as the prior MTR
orders...”?? but omits any discussion of Decision(D.) 21-06-035’s “good faith effort” standard.?’

The PD should be clarified to allow LSEs to demonstrate good faith efforts when circumstances

2 The daily energy of 1 MW of solar is sufficient to charge 1 MW of a 4-hour battery, with 80
percent round trip efficiency, on peak summer days according to solar profiles in the Clean System Power
calculator and the Slice-of-Day Master Resource Database.

2 PD at 2.

23 D.21-06-035, Decision Requiring Procurement to Address Mid-Term Reliability (2023-2026),
R.20-05-003 (June 24, 2021), Conclusion of Law (COL) 27, at 93.
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make procurement exceedingly difficult and potentially unaffordable for customers.?* The
Commission should also apply any clarifications to the good faith effort standard resulting from
the staff proposal scheduled to be released in early 2026 to procurement under this order.?

Consideration of good faith efforts when assessing compliance is necessary to minimize
exorbitant ratepayer costs in the current challenging procurement environment. Current federal
policy uncertainty, permitting delays, transmission and interconnection delays, and other factors
outside an LSE and developer’s control can impact their ability to bring projects online as
scheduled. This PD, like previous procurement orders, should direct Commission staff to consider
the good faith efforts of LSEs when considering penalties for non-compliance.

V. THE PD SHOULD BE MODIFIED TO INCREASE COMPLIANCE PATHWAYS

The Commission states that “the timing of this order allows for more procurement lead
time than has often been the case with past IRP procurement orders.”?¢ However, the PD leaves
room for LSEs’ procurement processes and compliance status to be significantly affected by
downstream impacts outside of their control. These impacts include marginal ELCC value updates
by July 31, 2026 (for Tranche 1), and December 31, 2027 (for Tranche 2)?’ and project delays that
can occur at any time throughout the project procurement and development processes.

CalCCA supports elements of the PD that provide alternative compliance pathways,
including the extension of rules around baseline and obligation swaps from the MTR Orders and
the allowance of EO contracts for hybrid/co-located projects paired with deliverable storage.
However, the PD omits two valuable compliance pathways that should be incorporated to provide
LSEs more ways to cost-effectively comply with compliance requirements without compromising
reliability.

First, the Commission should modify the PD to allow LSEs to trade obligations without
requiring the bi-directional trade required for the MTR and Supplemental MTR orders.?® The

24 D.21-06-035 provides for Commission assessment of penalties and potential waivers based on its

Resolution M-4846 and consideration of “good faith efforts.” /bid.

25 Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, R.25-06-019 (Oct. 28, 2025), at 10.

26 PD at 23.

27 Id. at 40.

In D.23-02-040, the Commission approved a framework for the trading of compliance obligations
between two LSEs. See D.23-02-040, Ordering Paragraph (OP) 10, at 89 (“[a]ny two [LSEs] with
compliance obligations under [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
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requirement for both LSEs to trade portions of their obligations may prevent LSEs from making
trades that could otherwise avoid costly over-procurement. Allowing an LSE who is long to offset
its costs of procuring early and allowing an LSE that is short to pay to meet its compliance
obligation will ensure overall grid needs for both LSEs have been met in a manner that is mutually
beneficial for both parties. This flexible compliance mechanism, described in CalCCA’s October
22,2025, comments,?’ 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 its compliance obligation.

Second, the Commission should modify the PD to allow the rules adopted in D.25-09-007
to extend to this procurement order.>° 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 in compliance. The PD states that “[b]ecause the
procurement required in this decision will be in two tranches over a period of between five and
seven years from now, we will not extend the compliance flexibility offered in D.25-09-007 to the
procurement required herein.”3! This rationale ignores the myriad of circumstances that occur
post-procurement order that can significantly impact procurement processes and compliance status
resulting in significant downstream impacts outside of an LSE’s control. This includes updates to
ELCC values, which may adjust the value of LSE portfolios and necessitate additional
procurement activity closer to the compliance deadline. In addition, project delays can occur at any
time throughout the procurement and development processes. If an LSE is notified of a project
delay close to a compliance deadline, the LSE could be left with no options to mitigate the delay
other than conducting expensive procurement that could have been avoided if an alternative
compliance pathway had been available.

For these reasons, the Commission should modify the PD to: (1) allow LSEs to trade
obligations without requiring the bi-directional trade required for the MTR and Supplemental

MTR orders; and (2) allow the rules adopted in D.25-09-007 to extend to this procurement order.

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).

2 CalCCA Comments on ALJ Ruling, at 49-50.

30 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. 18, 2025), at 20.
31 PD at 41.
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V1. THE PD SHOULD BE MODIFIED TO PROVIDE INDICATIVE ELCCS
SUFFICIENTLY IN ADVANCE

To minimize the impact changes in ELCCs have on LSE procurement, the Commission
should ensure indicative ELCCs are adopted sufficiently in advance inform LSE procurement
positions. The Commission states that ELCCs for the 2030 tranche will be published by July 31,
2026, and the ELCCs for the 2032 tranche will be published by December 31, 2027.3 This timing
creates uncertainty and impacts the time LSEs have to procure with full knowledge of their open
positions. For this reason, in the July 31, 2026, ELCC update, the Commission should publish
indicative ELCCs for the 2032 tranche across a range of plausible load growth ranges and resource
portfolios. The indicative ELCCs will provide useful bounds for ELCCs change between tranches,
even if the final ELCCs are issued later.

VII. THE PD SHOULD BE MODIFIED TO CLARIFY THE BASELINE SWAP RULES

CalCCA supports the extension of the baseline swap rules, but recommends clarifications
to ensure they are relevant to the timing and structure of the PD. The Commission states that “the
rules around baseline swaps, baseline waivers, and obligations swaps” will be extended.** D.23-
02-040 adopts the baseline swap process that “allows an LSE to nominate a project on the D.19-
11-016 and/or D.21-06-035 baseline generator list to be considered for removal” and adds “[a]n
equal amount of procurement obligation (in NQC)...to the LSE’s 2025 procurement obligation
under the provisions of D.21-06-035.”** The Commission should clarify that any baseline swaps
used for compliance will result in an increase to the LSE’s 2032 compliance obligation. Further,
D.23-02-040 “prohibit[s] any contract that is terminated after [January 13, 2023,] from
participating in any baseline adjustment or swap” to prevent the exercise of market power.* The
Commission should confirm that any contract terminated after January 13, 2023 (the D.23-02-040

issuance date) is prohibited from being swapped.

32 Id. at 40.

33 Id. at 27 (footnotes omitted).

34 D.23-02-040, Decision Ordering Supplemental Mid-Term Reliability Procurement (2026-2027)
and Transmitting Electric Resource Portfolios to California Independent System Operator for 2023-2024
Transmission Planning Process, R.20-05-003 (Feb. 23, 2023), at 17.

35 1d. at 20.
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VIII. THE PD SHOULD BE MODIFIED TO CLARIFY HOW EO CO-LOCATED AND
HYBRID RESOURCES CAN COUNT TOWARDS THE PROCUREMENT ORDER

As stated above, CalCCA supports the PD allowing hybrid and co-located energy-only
generation and storage contracts to satisfy the requirements in this order, including EO solar with a
storage component that is fully deliverable. However, clarification is needed regarding s7ow EO
resources count. New or existing EO resources should be allowed to count when co-located with
an existing deliverable storage resource already in the baseline or counting for prior orders; for
example, if an LSE has a deliverable storage resource under contract already counted towards its
obligations from the MTR Order, the LSE should be able to pair a new or existing EO solar
resource with that storage and count the EO solar towards this order. The same should be true for
new deliverable storage resources.

IX. THE PD SHOULD BE MODIFIED TO CLARIFY HOW THE PROCUREMENT
ORDER IMPACTS THE MAGNITUDE OF PROCUREMENT CONSIDERED BY
DWR

The PD should be modified to clarify how the ordered procurement impacts the DWR
central procurement entity long-lead time resource need determination. D.24-08-064 orders DWR
to procure from zero to 10.6 GW of LLT resources if ordered by the Commission.*® The PD
should clarify how its ordered procurement impacts the potential magnitude of the DWR
procurement.

X. CONCLUSION

CalCCA appreciates the opportunity to submit these comments and respectfully requests

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

should modify the proposed decision as provided in Appendix A, attached hereto.

Respectfully submitted,

Jaundeli

Leanne Bober,
Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy
General Counsel
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE
ASSOCIATION
February 6, 2026

36 D.24-08-064, Decision Determining Need for Centralized Procurement of Long Lead-Time
Resource, R.20-05-003 (Aug. 22, 2024).
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APPENDIX A
TO
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S COMMENTS
ON THE PROPOSED DECISION

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

Proposed text deletions show as beld-and-strikethreugh

Proposed text additions show as bold and underlined

FINDINGS OF FACT

3. Commission staff SERVM analysis results in an estimated need for a cumulative total of 6,267
MW of perfect capacity to be online by June 1, 2032, if load growth and other assumptions
materialize as forecasted.

6. Requiring procurement by 2030 and 2032 is far enough in the future that it should mitigate
potential negative market impacts, but shifting EL.CCs and last-minute delays outside the
LSE control can cause compliance risk.

8. Based on the Commission staff analysis presented in the September 30, 2025 ALJ Ruling,
there is likely to be a reliability shortfall of approximately 6,000 MW by 2032 based on eurrent
2024 IEPR load forecasts and expected resources online.

17. LSEs with procurement obligations under D.21-06-035 and D.23-02-040 (as modified by
D.24-02-047) are subject to non-compliance penalties set as the net CONE level. Under those
decisions, the Commission may evaluate good faith efforts before assessing penalties and
may also order backstop procurement to be conducted if LSEs are deficient in their obligations.

New: The 2032 peak demand forecast is 2,773 MW lower in the 2025 IEPR load forecast
than the 2024 IEPR load forecast.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. Based on the staff reliability analysis summarized in the September 30, 2025 ALJ Ruling, the
Commission should require approximately 6;000-MW-NQC-ef new-resoureceprocurement
threugh2032-2.000 MW NQC of new resource procurement through 2030. The
Commission should re-evaluate the need for new procurement through 2032 in 2027 using
the most up to date load forecast and other inputs.

3. Requiring more of the procurement at a later date, in 2032, if found to be needed, should
mitigate potential negative market effects and help secure reasonable costs to ratepayers.




5. The Commission should require ESEs-te-precure4;000-MWNQC-of total-additional new
procurementby-June1;2032 Energy Division to perform an updated needs assessment in

2027 and should, if necessary, adopt 2032 requirements no later than December 31, 2027.

6. The Commission should maintain resource eligibility rules for the procurement ordered in this
decision consistent with MTR and Supplemental MTR requirements, which means that resources
must be zero-emitting or RPS-eligible, repowering or modifications/upgrades are eligible only
for the incremental capacity (if any) that was added during repowering or modification/upgrade,
and baseline swaps, baseline waivers, and obligation swaps should be allowed. Obligation
swaps are no longer required to involve both LSEs trading portions of their obligations and
can result in one LSE trading an obligation to another.

11. Responsibility for the 6;080 2,000 MW NQC of new resource procurement required in this
decision should be allocated to LSEs on the basis of each LSE’s share of the managed peak on
the electric system as of resource adequacy program year 2026, and weighted by the 2026 energy
load forecasts for [OUs and CCAs from the CEC’s adopted 2024 IEPR.

16. LSEs should be required to bring online a total of 2,000 MW NQC by June 1, 2030-and-a

20. LSEs who do not comply with the procurement required by this decision should be
evaluated based upon the good faith effort standard adopted in D.21-06-035 and subject to

penalties based on the net CONE for any resource amounts not online by the deadlines. LSEs
should also be subject to the potential for backstop procurement, if ordered by the Commission,
with cost responsibility allocated to the customers of the non-compliant LSE whose procurement
must be backstopped, in the same manner as for procurement required by D.21-06-035 and D.23-
02-040.

ORDERING PARAGRAPHS

1. All load serving entities (LSEs) subject to the California Public Utilities Commission’s
integrated resources planning purview shall procure new net qualifying capacity (NQC) from
non-emitting, storage, and/or resources eligible under the renewables portfolio standard program,
with 2,000 megawatts (MW) NQC total due online by June 1, 2030 and-an-additional 4;000
MW-NQC-due-online by June1;2032. To be counted, resources must be delivering power to
the grid and contracted to begin deliveries by the above dates. Hybrid and co-located solar and
storage resources may also be used to satisfy the requirements, if the co-located storage meets
the online criteria stated above and the multiple co-located resources are interconnected to the
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transmission system at the same location. Repowered resources and other baseline resources that
have been modified or upgraded that otherwise qualify may also be used, but only to the extent
that the repowering or modification/upgrade results in incremental capacity, and only the

incremental capacity may be counted toward the requirements. A-maximum-of 50-percent-of

6. Any penalties associated with failure to comply with the requirements of Ordering Paragraph

1 shall be based on a calculation of the net cost of new entry and will be assessed using the good
faith effort standard adopted in D.21-06-035separatelyfor-the 2030-and2032-compliance
requirements. The need for backstop procurement shall be evaluated in 2030 and-2032 after
receipt and analysis of the procurement data filed on June 1.

7. The three-year flexible compliance provisions in Decision 25-09-007 that allow load serving
entities to be deemed compliant if they have the required resources under contract and are
otherwise compliant with resource adequacy requirements shall set apply to the requirements of
Ordering Paragraph 1.

8. Load serving entities subject to the California Public Utilities Commission’s (Commission)
integrated resource planning purview shall continue to provide procurement compliance filings
on June 1 and December 1 of each year through the end of 20302, unless otherwise modified by
the Commission.

New: Energy Division shall re-evaluate the need for new procurement through 2032 using
the most up to date load forecast and other inputs in 2027 and should recommend 2032
procurement requirements, if necessary, for Commission adoption no later than December
31, 2027.
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