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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS1 

CalCCA recommends that the Commission: 

• Incorporate CalCCA’s data center load RA allocation proposal into the RA 
allocation process to ensure accuracy given the uncertain, large, and lumpy nature 
of data centers and mitigate both under and over-forecasting of potentially 
significant load growth;  

• Reject Energy Division and SCE proposals on IR and RC bidding and revenue 
allocation, as these proposals fail to adapt to CAISO market changes, do not meet 
the objectives of Public Utilities Code section 380, and extend beyond the 
Commission’s jurisdictional authority over CCAs and ESPs; 

• Adopt CalCCA’s proposal to account for the reliability value of EO resources, 
recognizing broad stakeholder support for addressing this current gap;  

• Modify Energy Division’s proposal for accounting for non-linearity in QC value 
to: (1) ensure a more accurate reflection of storage resources’ availability when 
affected by foldback; and (2) prevent double counting of foldback in UCAP 
values and QC values;  

• Reject PG&E’s proposal to remove the LCR-RCM until a viable alternative is 
adopted;  

• The 2028 UCAP implementation date should be contingent upon first addressing 
open issues;  

• Adopt an LDES counting methodology that limits complexity and recognizes its 
reliability value; and 

• If the Commission adopts PG&E’s load migration proposal, adopt modifications 
to ensure clear timelines and responsibilities, and allow for mutually agreeable 
solutions between the IOU and CCA. 

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

on Track 1 proposals pursuant to the E-Mail Ruling Modifying Track 1 Schedule3 (Ruling), dated 

February 9, 2026. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

CalCCA appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposals from Energy Division 

and parties on Track 1 issues. In these comments, CalCCA offers clarifications and additional 

support for its data center load resource adequacy (RA) allocation proposal in response to the 

comments and questions received during the February 11, 2026, workshop (Workshop). CalCCA 

also provides comments on Energy Division’s and other parties’ proposals, focusing on, among 

other things, the need for the RA program to: (1) provide unique treatment for data center loads 

 
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  E-Mail Ruling Modifying Track 1 Schedule, Rulemaking (R.) 25-10-003 (Feb. 9, 2026), 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M599/K056/599056589.PDF.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M599/K056/599056589.PDF
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to ensure accuracy when establishing RA requirements; (2) refrain from dictating contractual 

terms related to California Independent System Operator (CAISO) market revenues; and (3) 

accurately represent the reliability value provided by energy-only (EO) resources, storage 

resources with nonlinearity, and long-duration energy storage (LDES).  

In summary, CalCCA recommends that the California Public Utilities Commission 

(Commission):  

• Incorporate CalCCA’s data center load RA allocation proposal into the RA allocation 
process to ensure accuracy given the uncertain, large, and lumpy nature of data 
centers and mitigate both under and over-forecasting of potentially significant load 
growth;  

• Reject Energy Division’s and Southern California Edison Company’s (SCE) 
proposals on imbalance reserve (IR) and reliability capacity (RC) bidding and 
revenue allocation, as these proposals fail to adapt to CAISO market changes, do not 
meet the objectives of Public Utilities Code section 380,4 and extend beyond the 
Commission’s jurisdictional authority over community choice aggregators (CCA) and 
electric service providers (ESP); 

• Adopt CalCCA’s proposal to account for the reliability value of EO resources, 
recognizing broad stakeholder support for addressing this current gap;  

• Modify Energy Division’s proposal for accounting for non-linearity in qualifying 
capacity (QC) value to: (1) ensure a more accurate reflection of storage resources’ 
availability when affected by foldback; and (2) prevent double counting of foldback 
in unforced capacity (UCAP) values and QC values;  

• Reject Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (PG&E) proposal to remove the local 
capacity requirement reduction compensation mechanism (LCR-RCM) until a viable 
alternative is adopted;  

• Direct that the 2028 UCAP implementation date be contingent upon first addressing 
open issues;  

• Adopt an LDES counting methodology that limits complexity and recognizes its 
reliability value; and 

 
4  Section references herein are to the California Public Utilities Code, unless otherwise specified. 
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• If the Commission adopts PG&E’s load migration proposal, adopt modifications to 
ensure clear timelines and responsibilities, and allow for mutually agreeable solutions 
between the investor-owned utilities (IOU) and CCAs.  

II. CLARIFICATIONS TO CALCCA’S DATA CENTER LOAD RA ALLOCATION 
PROPOSAL 

The following provides additional detail and clarifications to CalCCA’s data center load 

RA allocation proposal based on the discussion at the Workshop. Specifically, these comments 

expand on the timing and process for incorporating data center loads in the year-ahead RA 

(YARA) and month-ahead RA (MARA) requirements. These comments also urge the Commission 

to invest the time and resources necessary to develop a unique allocation methodology for data 

center load, given its unique characteristics, uncertainty, and significant magnitude.  

A. The Commission Should Incorporate CalCCA’s Proposal into the RA 
Allocation Process  

During the Workshop, parties asked several questions related to CalCCA’s proposed 

multi-step process for allocating data center loads,5 particularly around when to include data 

center loads in a load-serving entity’s (LSE) RA obligation. The primary difference between 

CalCCA’s proposal and the existing RA allocation process is that actual data center load 

interconnection information and milestones, rather than forecasted data center load, will be used 

to derive each LSE’s RA obligation. Data center load should be separated out from the forecast 

used to set RA allocations and excluded from RA allocations until the data center customer 

meets milestones defined in CalCCA’s proposal. These milestones are intended to tie RA 

obligations to data center loads that are real and minimize the risks of over or under forecasting. 

Once a data center meets milestones, it should be included in the RA requirements of the LSE 

serving data center load.  

 
5  See CalCCA Proposal, at 6-7.  
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For the YARA requirements, if a data center meets its milestones by the May RA forecast 

revision, it should be included in the YARA obligation of the data center’s generation provider. 

Once allocated, data center load should be “locked-in” to the LSE’s RA obligations for that year, 

unless load migration occurs, in which case the data center load will shift from one LSE to 

another. This will ensure that all load expected to materialize during the RA year is accounted 

for and allocated to the LSE serving the load.  

There is still a chance, however, that allocated data center load will not materialize even 

after meeting the milestones and being included in an LSE’s RA requirements. To protect against 

the risk of having to purchase RA for data center loads that do not materialize, the milestones 

should be selected such that the probability that data center loads included in the RA forecast do 

not materialize is very low. In addition, LSEs can make arrangements with the data center 

customer to address RA cost recovery, unless the Commission makes other provisions for data 

centers to post financial guarantees to be energized. . While the LSE’s requirement will include 

the data center load for that year, the data center load that does not materialize should be 

removed from the RA requirements for the subsequent years.  

For the MARA requirements, in the event the milestones are met after the May RA 

forecast update and the facility is able to energize prior to the conclusion of the RA year, 

milestones should be validated eight months in advance of data center energization and the first 

MARA obligation, so that LSEs have sufficient time to procure for this new load before their 

first 100 percent obligation. For example, if a data center load’s milestones are met on June 1 

prior to the RA year, the data center load should energize and be included in the MARA 

requirements no earlier than February (i.e., in the February month-ahead RA showing due on 
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December 15). CalCCA expects this situation to be rare, given the development and construction 

timelines of data center loads. 

The intention of this proposal is to improve the accuracy of the RA forecast given the 

large and lumpy nature of data centers and only include data center loads that are certain in the 

RA requirements, such that RA requirements are based upon actual data center load 

interconnection information. Doing so will mitigate both under and over-forecasting of 

potentially significant load growth and ensure data center load is allocated to the right LSEs, 

limiting the potential for inter-LSE cost-shifts and ratepayer harm more broadly. 

B. Enhancements to the RA Allocation Process are Prudent and Necessary to 
Support Data Center Loads in the RA Allocation Process  

During the Workshop, some parties stated that given the breadth of impacts large loads 

will have on the industry, the RA proceeding is not the appropriate venue to consider this 

proposal. Other parties expressed concern that the proposal will introduce administrative burden 

by establishing new processes that deviate from those currently used to set the RA requirements. 

CalCCA disagrees with these parties.  

Data center loads are having novel impacts on many areas of the industry (e.g., load 

forecasting, interconnections, planning, and procurement). This novelty, however, is not a reason 

for the Commission to delay addressing RA processes needed to allocate data center loads. The 

RA program is critical for reliability and can impose significant costs on ratepayers, so the 

importance of setting and allocating RA requirements accurately cannot be overstated.  

A recent whitepaper published by Energy and Environmental Economics Inc. (E3) 

discusses best practices for forecasting large loads in the age of artificial intelligence and data 
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centers.6 E3 finds that load forecasting must shift “from being a one-time analysis to an active 

management tool.”7 E3 recommends a “utility-led approach” using “verified interconnection 

queues, customer milestones, and load telemetry as the foundation for baseline forecasts...”8 By 

“start[ing] with verified data,” and “build[ing] forecasts from verified, geolocated data center 

inventories and historical performance data when available, reconciling interconnection queues 

with actual energization timelines to ground projections in reality,”9 forecasters can minimize the 

risks of over- or under-forecasting. CalCCA’s proposal aligns closely with the best practices 

documented in E3’s whitepaper and is a proactive approach to addressing forthcoming loads that 

will have significant implications on LSE RA requirements.  

Investing time and resources into developing new processes is critically necessary to 

accurately account for data center loads in RA allocations. This is especially true given the 

magnitude of impacts they will have on RA requirements and thus the RA costs borne by 

ratepayers. The California Energy Commission’s (CEC) 2025 Integrated Energy Policy Report 

(IEPR) mid case demand forecast projects data center load to increase by over 1.5 gigawatts 

(GW) by 2030 and 4.2 GW by 2040.10 The unique nature of data center loads, including their 

size, certainty, discrete nature, and other factors, necessitates a unique process for allocating RA 

requirements to the LSEs that will serve the load.  

Data center loads may significantly increase the magnitude of RA that must be procured, 

but the total number of customers that would need to be accounted for in a unique process for 

 
6  E3, Forecasting Large Loads in the Age of AI and Data Centers (Dec. 2025) (E3 Whitepaper), 
https://www.ethree.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/12/E3Whitepaper_DataCenterForecasting.pdf. 
7  Id. at 14.  
8  Id. at 11.  
9  Id. at 15. 
10  CEC, 2025 IEPR Forecast – Updated Results (Jan. 5, 2026) at slide 8: 
https://www.energy.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2026-01/2026-01-05_DAWG_Mtg_Slides-
Combined_ada.pdf.  

https://www.ethree.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/12/E3Whitepaper_DataCenterForecasting.pdf
https://www.energy.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2026-01/2026-01-05_DAWG_Mtg_Slides-Combined_ada.pdf
https://www.energy.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2026-01/2026-01-05_DAWG_Mtg_Slides-Combined_ada.pdf
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data center loads should be minimal given the large size of each individual customer, minimizing 

administrative burden. As such, the effort necessary to support CalCCA's proposal would 

provide outsized benefits to LSEs and ratepayers, making implementation of this proposal well 

worth the investment. 

C. This Process Should Apply to Data Centers and be Expanded to Any Large 
Load with the Same Characteristics and Uncertainty if the CEC Defines and 
Separately Forecasts Large Loads 

During the Workshop, parties asked if this proposal should apply to all large loads or just 

data centers. Theoretically, the same issues of under and over-forecasting could exist for other 

large loads that are not data centers, and not all data centers are large loads. Before determining 

whether other large loads should be treated in the same manner as data center loads in CalCCA’s 

proposal, the Commission and parties should consider whether other large loads have the same 

uncertainty and other characteristics unique to data center loads.  

In addition, the CalCCA proposal depends on removing from the CEC’s forecast a 

discrete portion of the forecast that would be replaced with the process described in sections 

II.A. and II.B, above. While the CEC does produce a load forecast specific to data centers, it 

appears that large loads are simply an input to the overall load forecast and are not readily 

separable at this time. If the load forecast for large loads is performed in a separable manner in 

the future, the Commission should consider whether to use the methodology in II.A. and II.B. for 

other large loads, based on their characteristics and uncertainty.  

D. Energy Division’s Proposed Modifications to the Meet and Confer Process 
Will Improve Data Transparency and Accuracy but are Insufficient on Their 
Own for Incorporating Data Center Load into RA Obligations 

CalCCA supports Energy Division’s proposal to enhance the meet and confer process to 

enhance RA allocation to include large load adjustments in the existing year-ahead meet and 

confer process. This process will improve data transparency and ensure all entities have timely 
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access to the same data being used to inform the load forecast. This will provide CCAs with the 

opportunity to leverage the information available to them via their cities and communities to 

validate the data or provide supplemental information that improves accuracy. However, the 

meet and confer process between CCAs and IOUs does not always result in reconciliation of 

each party’s data center forecasts, in part because customer privacy requirements and reluctance 

to discuss individual projects can limit the information that parties are willing or able to share. 

This process is insufficient on its own for incorporating large and uncertain data center 

loads into RA obligations, however. Given the magnitude of forecasted data center loads, the 

potential costs associated with RA procurement for those data centers are too significant to leave 

to an informal process. Instead, a formal process informed by verified interconnection queue 

information, customer milestones, and actual energization timelines is necessary to ensure an 

accurate and fair allocation of data center costs that will protect households, small businesses, 

and other existing customers from the costs of any specific load from not materializing that year.  

III. COMMENTS ON PARTY PROPOSALS 

A. Energy Division and SCE Proposals on IR and RC Bidding and Revenue 
Allocation Should be Rejected  

Energy Division’s proposal that any RA contract specify that the revenues from the 

CAISO IR and RC must be contractually transferred from the seller of the product to the LSE 

buyer should be rejected.11 Energy Division theorizes that its proposal will prevent needlessly 

providing double cost recovery to generators and cites to prior Commission decisions regarding 

the predecessor product of the Residual Unit Commitment (RUC) process, as support for its 

proposal. Energy Division’s proposal: (1) fails to recognize that changes to the CAISO market 

necessitate changes to the treatment of the RUC product or its successors; (2) does not meet the 

 
11  Energy Division Proposal, at 25-30.  
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objectives of Public Utilities Code section 380; and (3) extends beyond the Commission’s 

jurisdictional authority over CCAs and ESPs.  

1. Energy Division and SCE Proposals Fail to Recognize the Need to 
Adapt to CAISO Market Changes 

Under the RUC structure, the CAISO mandated that RA resources provide RUC at a zero-

dollar bid and not receive any revenues if the RUC market cleared at a non-zero price. As the 

CAISO notes in its proposal,12 the market is changing with the implementation of the Extended 

Day-Ahead Market (EDAM), necessitating a change in how RUC-successor revenues are treated.  

Under EDAM, all participants including those in the CAISO balancing authority area 

(BAA) and outside of it, will participate under a single market clearing. Prior to EDAM, RUC 

could only be used to satisfy the reliability needs of the CAISO BAA. Under EDAM, IR and RC 

could be used to meet CAISO BAA reliability needs, or those of other BAAs in the EDAM. 

Under those circumstances, if the CAISO continued with a zero-dollar bid requirement for RA 

resources, it would be possible that the RA resource would be used to satisfy reliability needs 

outside of the CAISO BAA even though the resource had been paid for as RA by CAISO load. 

As a result, the CAISO has determined that IR and RC will now be allowed to bid non-zero 

amounts and will be paid the market clearing price. 

Requiring these revenues to be passed to the eventual buying LSE would result in 

administrative complexity, while not achieving the goal of avoiding windfall revenues to 

generators. During the Workshop, Energy Division suggested that RA generators offer their 

capacity at cost, but this is not how the market transacts. The reality is that generators charge 

what they can according to supply and demand. If LSEs receive additional revenues from RA 

contacts, this increases the willingness of LSEs to pay higher prices. In turn, the increase in RA 

 
12  See CAISO Proposal, at 3-4. 
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prices that results will pass some of these revenues to generators in effect. At the same time, the 

fact that CAISO RA resources now generate new revenues that must be allocated to the LSE 

would require CAISO to track which LSE has shown the resource and ensure that the revenues 

are paid to the correct LSE. This increases administrative complexity while achieving little or no 

impact on the costs to ratepayers of RA capacity.  

2. Energy Division and SCE’s Proposals Do Not Meet the Objectives of 
Section 380 

Section 380 of the Public Utilities Code specifies certain objectives that the RA program 

shall achieve. Among those objectives is the minimization of: (1) enforcement requirements; and 

(2) costs.13 Requiring a contractual obligation to have the seller provide any IR and RC revenues 

to the buyer achieves neither of these objectives.  

While the current RUC mechanism can meet the minimization of enforcement 

requirements, as the settlements and bidding are all enforced in an automated fashion by the 

CAISO, the Energy Division proposal cannot. Under the Energy Division proposal, the CAISO 

process will have to be replaced by the monitoring of hundreds to thousands of contractual 

arrangements to ensure that the proposed regulation has been met. In addition to monitoring the 

contractual provisions, a process to evaluate whether the settlements followed the contractual 

language will need to be developed. Evaluating potentially every RA contract with a CPUC 

jurisdictional LSE, which may include a contract that has been transacted multiple times, will not 

minimize enforcement requirements. While the Commission currently enforces a contractual 

requirement with non-resource specific imports, the volume of contracts is a very small fraction 

of what is proposed here. 

 
13  Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 380(b)(4). 
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In addition, these proposals cannot reasonably minimize costs. The Energy Division 

proposal is based on the theory that a generator will be able to double charge for capacity. Yet 

Energy Division’s presentation at the Workshop also described how the RA payment is 

dependent on the resource’s costs net of revenues from the CAISO.14 If Energy Division is 

correct that a generator will only continue in operation if the sum of all of its revenues provides a 

return of and return on its investment then whether the generator receives IR and RC revenues 

will not change the amount an LSE pays. It is well documented that, with increased zero-

marginal cost resources on the grid, prices in many hours are very low and at times even 

negative. This process has led to fewer hours of operation of generating resources with positive 

marginal costs and has lowered the total CAISO market revenues obtained by those resources. 

Based on Energy Division’s observation, this would lower the net revenues from the CAISO but 

would not alter the fixed costs of the resource. As a result, prices for RA have increased. 

With the current Energy Division proposal, it would be reasonable to expect that if the IR 

and RC revenues must flow to the RA buyer, then the seller will have to charge more for the RA 

due to the lost opportunity. Even in the case where the increase in the cost of RA was equal to 

the reduction in revenue from IR and RC, the total cost of the RA contract will be higher. This is 

because the LSE will have to settle the payments directly with the seller as the CAISO is only 

implementing temporary provision to transfer those revenues as a measure to address existing 

contracts. Even with the CAISO providing this service, the LSE will still have to review and 

validate the CAISO calculations to ensure they are being paid correctly.  

 
14  Energy Division, Residual Unit Commitment (RUC) and Imbalance Reserve Bidding Under 
CAISO’s Extended Day-Ahead Market (EDAM), at 38, https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-
website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-
compliance-materials/resource-adequacy-history/2-10-2026-track-1-proposals/feb-11-2026-workshop-
slides.pdf.  

https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/resource-adequacy-history/2-10-2026-track-1-proposals/feb-11-2026-workshop-slides.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/resource-adequacy-history/2-10-2026-track-1-proposals/feb-11-2026-workshop-slides.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/resource-adequacy-history/2-10-2026-track-1-proposals/feb-11-2026-workshop-slides.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/resource-adequacy-history/2-10-2026-track-1-proposals/feb-11-2026-workshop-slides.pdf
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Similar to the Energy Division proposal, SCE supports maintaining a zero-dollar bid for 

the RC product, arguing that all LSEs should be required to do so for market efficiency concerns: 

In addition to coordinating with the CAISO tariff rules, to ensure all 
RA LSEs are on equal footing when transacting for RA, and to 
improve market efficiency, the Commission should apply SCE’s 
proposed RC product rules – imposing a zero-dollar bid requirement 
and eliminating the prohibition of receiving revenue – to all CPUC-
jurisdictional RA LSEs. If, for example, these proposed rules were 
only applicable to Investor-Owned Utilities (IOUs), for future 
contracting, the IOUs would have to offer more onerous contract 
terms than other LSEs, reducing the IOUs’ bargaining power, and 
increasing contract costs for customers. Uniform treatment for all 
LSEs ensures market neutrality and protects ratepayers. In addition, 
without similar contracting rules, re-contracting becomes difficult if 
not impossible among LSEs, which leads to additional market 
inefficiencies.15 

It is puzzling how this provision is different from others when LSEs have options in their 

transactions. For example, historically, some contracts have addressed any substitution of an RA 

resource if the resource is on outage. In some cases, the LSE leaves this obligation to the 

generator who faces Resource Adequacy Availability Incentive Mechanism (RAAIM) risk from 

the CAISO if the generator is on a forced outage while shown for RA. In other cases, the LSE 

has used excess resources in its own RA portfolio to provide substitution. In these cases, the LSE 

evaluates bids with and without substitution and compares the cost of each and their entire 

portfolio. It should be reasonably expected that the same would occur with respect to IR and RC 

provisions. The differences in contractual arrangements for substitution have not stopped 

secondary transactions among LSEs as the buying and selling entities can negotiate terms to 

address this risk adequately. The same would occur for IR and RC costs. For example, if an IOU 

was required to have either or both IR and RC costs flow to the buyer and wanted to transact 

with an LSE that did not have that provision in its contract with the generator, the selling LSE 

 
15  SCE Proposal, at 5. 
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could simply increase the price of the RA contract in anticipation of having to pay back an IR 

and/or RC revenues to the purchasing LSE.  

3. The Energy Division and SCE Proposals Extend Beyond the 
Commission’s Authority Over CCAs and ESPs 

The Commission has authority to regulate CCAs and ESPs for reliability and clean energy 

purposes.16 This has historically occurred in the RA, IRP, and RPS proceedings. As 

demonstrated above and acknowledged by Energy Division staff during the Workshop, the IR 

and RC proposal is not a reliability measure. It is strictly about perceived costs and the allocation 

of those costs. Since the market can and has addressed differing contractual provisions without 

being detrimental to reliability, there is no reason for the Commission to adopt this proposal and 

doing so would extend beyond the Commission’s authority over CCAs and ESPs. As described 

above, the belief that this proposal will minimize costs is unsubstantiated and the enforcement 

needs will be greater rather than minimized. For these reasons, the Commission should reject the 

Energy Division and SCE proposals. Instead, the Commission can reasonably allow market 

participants to negotiate contractual provisions that best represent their interests while preserving 

the same level of reliability, consistent with the CAISO’s proposal.17 

B. Party Proposals Demonstrate the Need to Account for the Reliability Value 
Provided by Energy Only Resources 

Many parties, including American Clean Power – California (ACP-CA), CalCCA, the 

California Energy Storage Alliance, the Large-Scale Solar Association, the Solar Energy 

Industries Association, and the California Wind Energy Association (the Joint Parties), PG&E, 

 
16  Section 366.2 states that a Community Choice load Aggregation established shall provide for (A) 
Universal Access, (B) Reliability, (C) Equitable treatment of all classes of customers, and (D) Any 
requirements established by state law or by the commission concerning aggregated service, including 
those rules adopted by the commission pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision (b) of Section 8341 for 
the application of the greenhouse gases emission performance standard. 
17  See CAISO Proposal, at 3-7.  
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SCE, and Sonoma Clean Power Authority (SCPA), recommend proposals for accounting EO 

resources.18 While the proposals vary slightly with respect to the types of resources and 

requirements that would be eligible and how they would count, the need to account for reliability 

value provided by EO resources is clear.  

CalCCA continues to advocate for its proposal as a starting point, which would allow 

co-located EO resources to count based upon the deliverability available by hour at its point of 

interconnection. This proposal is a reasonable starting point for accounting for EO resources’ 

reliability value, as it is targeted toward resources whose point of interconnection has already 

been studied and found to be deliverable.  

C. Energy Division and CAISO Proposals to Account for Non-Linearity in 
Storage QC Values Should be Modified  

1. The Commission Should Modify Energy Division’s Proposal to 
Ensure Resource Capabilities are Reflected Accurately 

If the Commission elects to incorporate non-linearity into the QC value for storage 

resources, it should adopt a modified version of Energy Division’s proposal to ensure resource 

capabilities are reflected accurately. The Commission should only make such changes where 

necessary since some RA resources have already accounted for foldback in their requested QC 

values and therefore require no change.  

Energy Division and CAISO propose to modify the QC calculation for storage resources 

to account for nonlinearity (or foldback).19 Energy Division’s proposed calculation would reflect 

“the output level at which a resource can discharge for four or more continuous hours without 

being affected by foldback.”20 Energy Division’s proposed calculation methodology, the 

 
18  See ACP-CA Proposal, at 3-15; CalCCA Proposal, at 7-11; the Joint Parties Proposal, at 1-13; 
PG&E Proposal, at 1-7; SCE Proposal, at 7-10; and SCPA Proposal, at 5-10.  
19  See Energy Division Proposal, at 14-17; and CAISO Proposal, at 2-3.  
20  Energy Division Proposal, at 17.  
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maximum continuous energy limit minus the minimum continuous energy limit divided by four 

(for a four hour battery), will discount the RA counting for the resource for all hours it can be 

shown. This is not reflective of the nature of nonlinearity and would overly constrain the RA 

value a resource can provide in the hour of greatest need. This is particularly important given the 

slice-of-day (SOD) program requires LSEs to demonstrate sufficient capacity to serve load in all 

24 hours of the “worst day” of the month. Using an average will unnecessarily discount 

resources in some hours in which the resource is available to reliably serve grid needs. 

Instead, the Commission should modify the proposed calculation to allow a resource to 

count for full capacity for three of the four hours and a derated amount in the other hour. Under 

the SOD framework, an LSE can claim the full amount of capacity for a single hour but may not 

need the full capacity in other hours. CalCCA’s proposed alternative calculation would result in a 

higher RA counting in the hour of highest need, and more accurately reflect the impacts of 

foldback on RA capacity. The example below compares Energy Division’s proposal with 

CalCCA’s proposed alternative assuming a resource with a 25 megawatts (MW) nameplate that is 

fully deliverable, 90 megawatt hours (MWh) available, and 10 MWh unavailable due to foldback. 

• Energy Division’s proposed calculation: 

o NQC = 90MWh/4 hours = 22.5 MW 
o SOD Showing: No greater than 22.5 MW in any hour 

• CalCCA’s proposed alternative: 

o NQC = 25 MW 
o SOD Showing: MW in hour 1 + MW in hour 2 + MW in hour 3 + MW 

in hour 4 cannot exceed 90 MWh 
Under CalCCA’s alternative proposal, the NQC will equal 25 MW (nameplate), and the 

total energy in all hours shown will not exceed 90 MWh. In this case, that means the resource 

can be shown for 25 MWs in hours 1 – 3, resulting in a total of 75 MWh and leaving 15 MW 

available for the fourth hour. The result is a maximum amount of 25 MW in any hour, limited by 
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energy. Under this proposal, an LSE could show the resource for 22.5 MW in each hour and get 

the same result as the Energy Division proposal but could also show up to an addition 2.5 MWs 

in three hours from the resource as long as the total showing does not exceed the resource’s 

energy limit.21 This approach provides LSEs with greater flexibility in optimizing their showings 

and better reflects the operational realities of nonlinearity. 

2. The Commission Should Ensure Non-Linearity is not Double Counted 
in the QC and UCAP Value 

If the Commission derates a resource’s capacity value to account for foldback, it should do 

so using CalCCA’s alternative proposal and apply it only to resources whose maximum power 

(Pmax) includes the foldback range. In reflecting foldback in RA counting, the Commission 

should ensure that it does not derate storage resources’ value twice, once in the QC value and 

again in the UCAP value. Therefore, if the Commission elects to incorporate non-linearity into 

the QC value, it should ensure that historical outage data reflecting foldback is not incorporated 

into the UCAP value.  

D. PG&E’s Proposal to Eliminate the LCR-RCM Should be Rejected Until a 
Viable Alternative is Adopted  

The Commission should reject PG&E’s proposal to remove the opportunity for LSEs to 

self-show local capacity for compensation through the LCR-RCM until a viable alternative is 

adopted. PG&E proposes to eliminate the LCR-RCM because it is “ineffective” and an 

“administrative burden.”22 Notably, PG&E’s proposal provides no alternative to the LCR-RCM 

that would: (1) provide a mechanism to compensate LSEs with local RA attributes in their 

 
21  This proposal will also work for resources that are not constrained by foldback. For example, if 
the resource has a 25 MW peak capacity and sufficient storage to provide 110 MWh, then the foldback 
never occurs and the energy limit is never reached meaning that the resource can be counted for 25 MWs 
in all four hours. 
22  PG&E Proposal, at 11.  
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portfolios; or (2) incentivize investments to develop new resources in local areas. PG&E’s 

proposal should therefore be rejected for the following reasons.  

First, removing the LCR-RCM would further the ability of central procurement entities 

to use LSE procurement for local attributes without compensating them. This leads to multiple 

LSEs leaning on the individual LSE that paid for the procurement of a local resource on their 

own. The RA program has historically attempted to have all LSEs that benefit from RA 

procurement pay the costs for that procurement, either through their own procurement 

obligations or the cost allocation mechanism. Elimination of the LCR-RCM would result in an 

LSE procuring a resource that meets local need and has a value in the local area paying the cost 

of the entire local attribute rather than all LSEs that benefit.  

Currently, there is no mechanism aimed at providing a requirement or incentive to build a 

new resource in a locally constrained area except for the LCR-RCM. While the mechanism may 

not be the most effective and current market conditions may produce little to no local premium, 

this does not warrant removal of the mechanism. The Commission should retain this mechanism 

until either the RA program or the IRP develops the correct mechanisms to evaluate resource and 

transmission solutions to determine the most cost-effective local reliability mechanisms and to 

encourage and allocate costs associated with local area resource procurement.  

Second, PG&E’s assumption that the LCR-RCM is ineffective is based on assumptions 

that future RA market conditions will continue. PG&E states that “[g]iven LSEs’ lack of 

participation in the LCR-RCM structure, PG&E questions whether its continuation will produce 

any materially different results and is concerned that any reform of the LCR-RCM methodology 

to ‘provide the right incentives’ for LSEs to build in local areas will require significantly higher 
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and longer-term LCR-RCM premiums.”23 PG&E’s proposal therefore appears to be based on a 

set of circumstances that have been present for a short time compared to the entire existence of 

the RA program. Prior RA reports have shown a long history of local area resources trading at a 

premium to system resources. Indeed, the local waiver process was developed to mitigate 

potential high prices from market power associated with a limited set of resources in the local 

area. It has not been until the current conditions of system RA scarcity that the ability to obtain 

high prices for a limited set of resources has been expanded to all resources and not just local 

resources. While in many cases this has reduced or eliminated the premium for local resources, it 

does not indicate that this will always be the case moving forward. It is therefore premature for 

the Commission to take PG&E’s proposed action. 

On the other hand, if premiums remain low and the LCR-RCM continues to be used only 

sparingly, the administrative burden should be minimal. If PG&E is concerned about maintaining 

a process that may be used less in the years until the system RA market is once again 

competitive, then PG&E should provide information regarding the cost and effort to manage this 

process. It is difficult to conclude that continuing the process is not cost effective without any 

information on what the cost of maintaining the program is. For these reasons, the Commission 

should reject PG&E’s proposal until a viable alternative is adopted that: (1) provide a mechanism 

to compensate LSEs with local RA attributes in their portfolios; or (2) incentivize investments to 

develop new resources in local areas. 

E. The 2028 UCAP Implementation Should Address Open Issues  

CalCCA continues to support the development of a UCAP methodology within this 

proceeding, and recommends the Commission address open issues related to the methodology 

 
23  PG&E Proposal, at 12. 
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before adoption. Energy Division’s UCAP proposal includes a 2028 implementation date.24 Party 

proposals, including Energy Division’s, raise several open issues that should be resolved before the 

Commission commits to adopting a methodology and setting an implementation date. In particular, 

during the Workshop, CalCCA requested additional data necessary to fully evaluate the impact of 

UCAP on the planning reserve margin. In addition, it appears that the CAISO data may need to be 

reviewed to ensure it captures UCAP-eligible forced outages accurately as the Commission 

transitions from pre- to post-UCAP. As discussed above, the Commission should ensure that 

outages due to non-linearity are not double counted – once in the QC and again in the UCAP.  

In addition to questions about the transition to UCAP, the Commission should consider 

adopting the AES Corporation’s (AES) proposal to allow a resource’s UCAP to be reset 

following significant capital investments.25 When these investments are made, the Commission 

should allow these resources to reset their UCAP value to the class-average value, to reflect 

improvements intended to increase the unit’s availability. The threshold for investments that 

would qualify for a reset should be considered further.  

F. The Commission Should Adopt an LDES Counting Methodology that Limits 
Complexity and Recognizes Its Reliability Value 

The Commission should adopt an LDES counting methodology in Track 1 of this 

proceeding. LSEs need to fully understand the value of available resources to make procurement 

decisions. Any methodology adopted should limit complexity and fully recognize the reliability 

value LDES provides. For these reasons, CalCCA recommends that the Commission: (1) adopt a 

definition of LDES in the SOD context; (2) reject The Public Advocates Office at the California 

 
24  Energy Division Proposal, at 31-49.  
25  AES Proposal, at 7.  
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Public Utilities Commission’s (Cal Advocates) proposal; and (3) if the Joint Parties’ proposal is 

adopted, adopt a default and voluntary calculation methodology for “shifted energy.” 

First, the Commission should define the characteristics that qualify as LDES in this 

context. CalCCA recommends that any storage resource whose full charge and discharge cycle 

takes longer than 24 hours be classified as LDES and use the LDES counting methodology for 

SOD. Resources that can fully charge and discharge within the 24 SOD hours can be shown 

consistent with the current methodology adopted for short-duration storage.  

Second, the Commission should reject Cal Advocates’ proposal. Cal Advocates’ proposal 

assumes energy available to charge LDES comes from the worst day load profiles.26 This 

approach is unrealistic and prohibitively conservative. A CEC study, and basic economic 

principles, suggest LDES is expected to charge on “non-worst days” and carry energy into 

critical periods for discharge.27 Requiring extra peak-day generation to charge LDES when, in 

reality, LDES resources will likely charge prior to the peak day, will disincentivize LDES 

procurement and increase ratepayer costs. 

Third, if the Joint Parties’ proposal is adopted, the Commission should adopt a default 

and voluntary calculation methodology for “shifted energy.” The default methodology should be 

either the Joint Parties’ proposed “system-wide prior day factors” or “system-wide average day 

factors.”28 The voluntary methodology should be the Joint Parties’ proposed process for LSEs to 

submit their own profiles. Some LSEs may prefer to submit their own profiles, but it should not 

 
26  Cal Advocates Proposal, at 5: “The [Multiday Energy Sufficiency Requirement] Proposal 
assumes that the supply and load conditions of those forward days are the same as the “worst day” SOD 
load and supply conditions for the compliance month.” 
27  Workshop Presentation, at 71: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-
division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/resource-
adequacy-history/2-10-2026-track-1-proposals/feb-10-workshop-slides.pdf.  
28  Id. at 75.  

https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/resource-adequacy-history/2-10-2026-track-1-proposals/feb-10-workshop-slides.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/resource-adequacy-history/2-10-2026-track-1-proposals/feb-10-workshop-slides.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/resource-adequacy-history/2-10-2026-track-1-proposals/feb-10-workshop-slides.pdf
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be mandatory. This methodology may be prohibitively complex for other LSEs. For those LSEs 

in which developing and submitting their own profiles is too complex, an alternative option 

should be available to them to count their LDES with limited complexity.  

G. If the Commission Adopts PG&E’s Load Migration Proposal, It Should be 
Modified to Ensure Clear Timelines and Responsibilities, and Allow for 
Mutually Agreeable Solutions Between the IOU and CCA  

If the Commission adopts PG&E’s load migration proposal, clarifications are necessary 

to ensure clear timelines and responsibilities and allow for mutually agreeable solutions between 

the IOU and CCA. PG&E proposes that voluntary changes to the effective date of an LSE’s 

approved implementation plan are not classified as “load migration” for the purposes of 

allocating RA obligations.29 PG&E states that, while Decision 19-06-026 clarifies that load 

migration does not include changes to approved implementation plans, there is ambiguity 

regarding the RA procurement responsibility when voluntary delays do not result in the submittal 

of a changed implementation plan.30 PG&E therefore proposes: 

Any change/delay in a CCA’s confirmed effective date of new or 
expanded service (whether through a change in implementation plan 
or otherwise) will not result in a change to such CCA’s initial 
year-ahead load forecast submitted in April and corresponding RA 
procurement obligations.31  

The Commission should modify PG&E’s proposal in three ways. First, PG&E’s proposal 

appears to imply that Energy Division must confirm a CCA’s voluntary change/delay through a 

letter certifying an amendment to the CCA’s implementation plan.32 This requirement is not a 

defined part of the existing process and therefore creates ambiguity and uncertainty (due to 

potential administrative effort required for Energy Division to issue official re-certification) 

 
29  See PG&E Proposal, at 7-10.  
30  See Id. at 8.  
31  Id. at 9.  
32  Id. at 9.  
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around when the CCA would need to provide notice before obtaining “confirmation.” This 

requirement should therefore not be added as part of this proposal. Instead, a CCA providing 

notice of the delay (either through an implementation plan addendum, Advice Letter, or other 

mechanism) prior to April (or August as described below) should be sufficient to result in a 

change to the CCA’s load forecast.  

Second, the Commission should clarify that if the voluntary change/delay applies to a 

date where the initial service was in October through December and is being delayed, then the 

CCA can communicate the change by the August load forecast update rather than the April 

update. This is because year-ahead requirements are only for the summer months. Therefore, if 

an LSE changes its implementation date from a date in October, November, or December, no RA 

showing is necessary until the month-ahead filing (due mid-August at the earliest). A CCA-

provided notice of a change to an October, November, or December implementation date 

provides the IOU at least one year to adjust to the change. 

Finally, the Commission should allow for a mutually acceptable solution between the 

IOU and the CCA that deviates from the timeline and process above if one can be reached. In 

such a case, the IOU and CCA should notify the Commission of the mutually acceptable solution 

so that the Commission is informed of the RA obligations. If the Commission adopts these 

clarifications, CalCCA finds PG&E’s proposal reasonable and does not oppose it. 
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IV. CONCLUSION 

CalCCA respectfully requests consideration of the comments herein and looks forward to 

an ongoing dialogue with the Commission and stakeholders. 

 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 

Leanne Bober, 
Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy 
General Counsel 
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