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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS'

CalCCA recommends that the Commission:

e Reassess 2032 procurement requirements as recommended by party Opening
Comments;’

e Revise the PD to remove the storage cap, as recommended by AReM, CESA, SCE, and
others;

e Reject party recommendations for technology- or attribute-specific mandates; and

e Adopt recommendations by ACP-CA, Fervo, and the Joint CCAs to remap geothermal
resources to align with commercial viability.

Acronyms used herein are defined in the body of this document.
References to “Opening Comments” refer to those filed on or about February 6, 2026, in R.25-06-019.
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CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S REPLY
COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED DECISION

The California Community Choice Association® (CalCCA) submits these reply 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

Party Opening Comments (OC) demonstrate the need to revise the PD to structure the
procurement order in a manner that uses current information to inform the need, recognize the reality of
the current procurement environment to set feasible targets, and provide LSEs with opportunities to
comply in an affordable manner. Many parties agree that the adoption of the 2025 Integrated Energy
Policy Report (IEPR) with a lower peak load forecast signals a need to reassess 2032 procurement
requirements to ensure any procurement requirement is appropriately sized relative to the need.® In
addition, many parties agree that a cap on storage resources is not supported by the record and will
create adverse market distortions that drive up procurement costs and slow progress on clean energy
goals.” Allowing LSEs flexibility to make procurement decisions that optimize their portfolios across a
range of compliance obligations will offer the most cost-effective path towards meeting reliability needs.

In addition, the Commission has made positive progress towards mapping geothermal in the

Transmission Planning Process (TPP) portfolios, and CalCCA recommends the Commission adopt

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 State of California Public Utilities Commission, Rules of Practice and Procedure, California Code of
Regulations Title 20, Division 1, Chapter 1 (May 2021).

5 Proposed Decision Requiring 2029-2032 Electric Resource Procurement and Transmitting Portfolios
for 2026-2027 Transmission Planning Process, Rulemaking (R.) 25-06-019 (Jan. 14, 2026).

6 Calpine LLC (Calpine) OC, at 3-5; Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) OC, at 2-5; San Diego
Gas and Electric Company (SDG&E) OC, at 1.
7 Alliance for Retail Energy Markets (AReM) OC, at 10-12; Central Coast Community Energy (3CE) OC,

at 3-9; Calpine OC, at 7-8; California Energy Storage Alliance (CESA) OC, at 3-10; ENGIE North America, Inc.
(ENGIE NA) OC, at 3-5; esVolta, LP (esVolta) OC, at 4-9; Independent Energy Producers Association (IEPA)
0C, at 4-5; SDG&E OC, at 7-14; and the Western Power Trading Forum (WPTF) OC, at 3-5.



recommendations to align geothermal mapping with commercial viability.® Because the TPP portfolios
drive infrastructure investments necessary to support the delivery of new clean resources to California,
the Commission should avoid reducing quantities specifically to avoid transmission upgrades for
resources like geothermal that are location constrained.
In summary, CalCCA recommends that the Commission:
e Reassess 2032 procurement requirements as recommended by many parties;

e Revise the PD to remove the storage cap, as recommended by AReM, CESA, SCE, and
others;

e Reject party recommendations for technology- or attribute-specific mandates; and

e Adopt recommendations by American Clean Power - California (ACP-CA), Fervo, and
the Joint CCAs to remap geothermal resources to align with commercial viability.

I1. PARTY OPENING COMMENTS DEMONSTRATE A NEED TO RE-EVALUATE THE
2032 PROCUREMENT REQUIREMENTS

Several parties express concern with ordering procurement for 2032 because the recently adopted
2025 IEPR peak demand forecast for 2032 is significantly lower than that in the 2024 IEPR.’ SDG&E
states that there is “significant disparity between the 2024 [IEPR] and the recently-adopted 2025 IEPR
forecast. This discrepancy supports the need for a more cautious approach informed by additional
information.”!® PG&E concurs that a reassessment of 2032 needs is necessary to “avoid burdening
customers with potentially unnecessary costs.”!! CalCCA agrees and continues to recommend that the
PD be revised to revisit the 2032 procurement requirements, as also recommended by Calpine. '?

This reassessment will allow for adjustment of the allocation of 2032 requirements to align with
any forthcoming modifications to LSEs’ forecasted load allocations, especially given the uncertainties
regarding data centers/large loads. For example, AReM notes that the need allocation will result in

“unreasonable cost shifts to LSEs that do not serve data centers.”!'®> The CEC is continuing its efforts to

8 Ormat Technologies, Inc. (Ormat) OC, at 6-8; Fervo Energy Company (Fervo) OC, at 4; Invenergy

California Offshore LLC, Maravillosa Solar Energy LLC, Invenergy Geothermal LLC (Invenergy) OC, at 3-4;
Sonoma Clean Power Authority and San José Clean Energy (Joint CCAs) OC, at 8-9.
Calpine OC, at 4-5; PG&E OC, at 2-5; and SDG&E OC, at 1.
10 SDG&E OC, at 1 (footnote omitted).
1 PG&E OC, at 1.
12 CalCCA OC, at 3-6; Calpine OC, at 3.
13 AReM OC, at 3.



improve large load forecasting.'* Energy Division and CalCCA have filed proposals in the RA
proceeding (R.25-10-003) on the RA allocation process, specifically on data centers/large loads.
Reassessing 2032 needs will allow procurement requirements to align with updates to these processes.

III. THE PD SHOULD BE REVISED TO REMOVE THE STORAGE CAP, AS
RECOMMENDED BY AReM, CESA, SCE, AND OTHERS

The PD should be modified to remove the 50 percent cap on storage, as recommended by many
parties including CalCCA. !> Parties state that the cap is arbitrary, not supported by the record, and
duplicative of slice-of-day RA requirements that necessitate excess capacity to charge storage. A storage
cap will also have adverse impacts on LSE procurement and costs. As stated by CESA, LSEs require
flexibility to procure resources “tailored to their specific load shapes and existing resource gaps.” !¢

Some parties support the cap, such as the Environmental Defense Fund (EDF), which states
that LSEs are “relying disproportionately on storage resources, which offer a low-cost option to
comply with procurement requirements, underscor[ing] the need for the Commission to require the
development of specific resources that may be more expensive on a per-unit basis, but provide
significant systemwide reliability and cost benefits...”!” However, ELCCs are already intended to

reflect the reliability benefits provided by different resources. As CESA states:

[P]rocurement conditions are significantly different today than they
were at the beginning of the decade. The most simple evidence is
the massive reduction in energy storage ELCC values in the record,
from close to 77 percent to now likely less than 37 [percent] by 2029
and the increase in solar ELCC values from 6.6 percent to now likely
greater than 16 [percent] by 2032.'8

ELCCs are intended to drive procurement decisions based upon how effective resources are at meeting
reliability needs. If storage resources are not effective at meeting reliability needs due to insufficient

charging energy, then their ELCCs will decline to reflect that reality.

14 See CEC 24-1EPR-01, adopted 2024 IEPR Update (Oct. 29, 2025), at 21 (“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 AReM OC, at 10-12; 3CE OC, at 3-8; Calpine OC, at 7-8; CESA OC, at 3-10; Engie NA OC, at 3-5;
esVolta OC, at 4-9; IEPA OC, at 4-5; SDG&E OC, at 7-14; WPTF OC, at 3-5.

16 CESA OC, at 9 (“By imposing a one-size-fits-all restriction, the Commission prevents LSEs from
optimizing their portfolios; for instance, an LSE that has already invested heavily in energy generating
resources may find that additional storage is the most reliable and affordable way to balance its portfolio, yet
the cap would force them to procure redundant and more expensive generation.”).

17 EDF OC, at 1-2.

18 CESA OC, at 7 (footnotes omitted).



If the Commission retains the cap on storage resources, the Commission should modify the PD
to clarify that the cap will not apply to co-located or hybrid storage, as recommended by CalCCA and
several other parties.!® CalCCA agrees with CESA that “[m]Jodern hybrid and co-located projects
effectively address charging concerns by pairing generation with storage.”?°

IV.  PARTY RECOMMENDATIONS FOR TECHNOLOGY - OR ATTRIBUTE-SPECIFIC
MANDATES SHOULD BE REJECTED

The Commission should reject recommendations by the Coalition of California Utility
Employees and California Unions for Reliable Energy (CUE/CURE), Form Energy, Inc. (Form),
GreenGen Storage, LLC (GreenGen), Hydrostor, Inc. (Hydrostor), and the Long Duration Energy
Storage Council (LDES Council) that the Commission mandate long duration energy storage (LDES)
procurement.?! Procurement orders can create significant market disruption, causing difficulty for
buyers and the potential for market power. Placing further constraints on procurement will only serve
to make procurement more expensive, impacting customer affordability. LSEs seek to optimize their
procurement based on the cost and ability of projects to meet their needs. If LDES resources are
available, cost-effective, and meet the needs of LSEs, they will be procured. As stated by Rev
Renewables, procurement orders should be “technology agnostic” to “avoid affordability and
reliability impacts.”?

While LDES is an important technology that deserves the attention of the Commission, the
focus should be on developing an RA counting methodology for LDES that reflects the full reliability
benefit LDES can deliver, which is currently in scope in the RA proceeding. Without understanding
how resources will count towards all LSE compliance obligations, it is difficult to evaluate the value
LDES provides to an LSE’s portfolio relative to other resources. Clarity on counting is necessary,
rather than a procurement order for specific technologies and/or attributes.

V. ACP-CA, FERVO, AND THE JOINT CCAS’ RECOMMENDATIONS TO ALIGN
GEOTHERMAL MAPPING WITH COMMERCIAL VIABILITY SHOULD BE
ADOPTED

The Commission should revise the mapping of geothermal resources to reflect commercially

viable near-term opportunities to develop clean-firm resources, as recommended by ACP-CA, Fervo,

19 AReM OC, at 11-12; CESA OC, at 9-10; PG&E OC, at 9-11; Southern California Edison Company
(SCE) OC at 11-12; SDG&E OC, at 11-12.

20 CESA OC, at 9-10.

2 CUE/CURE OC, at 14; Form OC, at 13-14; Hydrostor OC, at 4-15; GreenGen OC, at 6-8; LDES
Council OC, at 5-8.

2 Rev Renewables OC, at 3.



Ormat, and the Joint CCAs. In particular, parties pushed back against the high concentration of
resources at the Malin intertie>* which “may not be as economically viable as alternative locations,
because it may involve expensive wheels through BPA and PacifiCorp.”?* CalCCA appreciates the
Commission’s progress in modeling enhanced geothermal systems (EGS) in the TPP portfolios. The
mapping of these resources should be revised to “reflect where EGS is most likely to be developed and
interconnected on the timelines relevant to the Commission’s planning horizon and near-term
reliability challenges.”? Parties recommend Northern Nevada, Utah, Northeastern California, the
Geysers region, Imperial Valley, and the Eastern Sierra as more viable alternatives for aligning
mapping with commercial interest.?

CalCCA agrees with the Joint CCAs that the Commission should “put less weight on
transmission exceedances in guiding its mapping for geothermal resources,” because “[u]nlike solar
and battery storage, geothermal projects are unable to relocate to areas of the grid with existing
capacity and it is important that the IRP process identifies projects that increase transmission
capability to areas with commercial interest.”?” The TPP portfolios drive the identification of
infrastructure investments necessary to support the delivery of new clean resources to California. As
ACP-CA states, “the Commission should embrace resources with strong commercial and resource
potential and avoid remapping or reducing quantities specifically to avoid transmission upgrades.”?®
Remapping geothermal to be consistent with commercial opportunities will ensure the transmission
system can support the development and delivery of these technologies.

VI. CONCLUSION

CalCCA respectfully requests adoption of the recommendations proposed herein.

23 Ormat OC, at 7; Fervo OC, at 4; Joint CCAs OC, at 7.

2 Ormat OC, at 7.

25 Fervo OC, at 4 (“From the perspective of near-term commercial development, Fervo expects that the
most scalable and commercially viable EGS development over the next 5—10 years will occur in Utah and
Nevada, as evidenced by significant amounts of EGS resources (3 gigawatts (GW)) as seen in the Nevada
Power Company’s (“NVE”) interconnection queue, ongoing development at Cape Station, and significant LSE
commercial interest in future development of Utah EGS resources.” (footnote omitted)).

26 Ormat OC, at 6-8; Fervo OC, at 4; Invenergy OC, at 3-4; Joint CCAs OC, at 8-9.

27 Joint CCAs OC, at 8 (“Specifically for the 2026-27 TPP, the Joint CCAs ask the Commission to remap at
least 1 GW of capacity at Malin to other Northern California substations with commercial interest such as
Geysers, Cloverdale, Konocti, Redbud, and Hilltop (importantly, Hilltop can also access in-state resources in
Surprise Valley and import capacity from the large queue of geothermal projects in Northern Nevada).”).

28 ACP-CA OC, at 10 (footnote omitted).
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