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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS'

CalCCA recommends that the Commission:

e Take prompt action to address the significant forthcoming impacts of data center loads on
RA requirements, as highlighted by parties;

e Adopt CalCCA’s proposal for EO resources, as it is unnecessary to delay adoption until
after CAISO study as recommended by the CAISO and Cal Advocates;

e Dismiss PG&E’s recommendation to reject CalCCA’s proposed local RA data request
process clarifications;

e Adopt CalCCA’s proposed local RA data request transparency enhancements, which
explicitly address PG&E’s requested clarifications;

e Reject PG&E’s proposal to remove the LCR-RCM because, as CEJA and Sierra Club
state, no viable alternative was proposed to replace it;

e Reject Energy Division and SCE’s proposals on IR and RC bidding and revenue
allocation, as recommended by multiple parties;

e Reject Hydrostor’s proposal to not apply unforced capacity (UCAP) to existing resources
under long-term contract;

e Reject the CAISO’s recommendations on how to account for storage in the QC in favor
of CalCCA’s alternative methodology that more accurately accounts for foldback under
SOD; and

e Reject Cal Advocates’ LDES counting proposal because, as stated by multiple parties, it
may underestimate LDES’ charging capability.

Acronyms used herein are defined in the body of this document.

il



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Oversee the
Resource Adequacy Program, Consider
Program Reforms and Refinements, and R.25-10-003
Establish Forward Resource Adequacy
Procurement Obligations.

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S
REPLY COMMENTS ON TRACK 1 PROPOSALS
California Community Choice Association? (CalCCA) submits these reply comments on
Track 1 proposals pursuant to the E-Mail Ruling Modifying Track 1 Schedule® (Ruling), dated
February 9, 2026.

I INTRODUCTION

The California Public Utilities Commission’s (Commission) Resource Adequacy (RA)
program plays a critical role in ensuring reliability in the California Independent System Operator
(CAISO) balancing authority area. Program rules, however, can impose significant costs on
California customers. Party Opening Comments demonstrate the need to carefully consider

proposals that address the methodologies for allocating RA requirements, establishing resource

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.PDEF.



https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M599/K056/599056589.PDF

eligibility and counting, and administering the local RA central procurement entity (CPE)
procurement framework to ensure reliability requirements are met in a cost-effective manner.*

First, Party Opening Comments highlight that the likely significant impacts of data center
loads on RA requirements necessitate prompt action to determine how to treat data centers in the
RA allocation process. Party comments opposing CalCCA’s data center RA proposal should
therefore be rejected, given CalCCA’s proposal sets RA requirements for data center loads
reliably and accurately, maintains compatibility with downstream processes, and provides a
procedural pathway for addressing data center RA allocation issues using the collaborative
process between the Commission and the California Energy Commission (CEC).

Second, many parties support energy-only (EO) resources playing a larger role within the
RA program as a way to increase the resources eligible to charge storage resources under the
slice-of-day requirements. While some parties express concern that such proposals would create
reliability issues by deviating from the RA program’s foundational deliverability principles,
CalCCA’s EO proposal is designed specifically to adhere to these principles by ensuring
deliverability limits at the point-of-interconnection (POI) level are respected.

Third, party comments also provide recommendations on the local RA CPE framework.
While Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) opposes CalCCA’s proposal to clarify the use
of the local RA data request process, other parties correctly note that the proposal has
transparency and affordability benefits that should not be ignored. Parties also highlight that
PG&E has not sufficiently demonstrated a need to remove or proposed a viable alternative for

the Local Capacity Requirement — Reduction Compensation Mechanism (LCR-RCM).

4 References herein to “Opening Comments” refer to those filed on or about March 6, 2026, on

Track 1 Proposals in R.25-10-003. References herein to “proposals” refer to those filed on or about Jan.
23 2026, in R.25-10-003.



Fourth, a broad range of parties also oppose Energy Division’s proposal for the
Commission to interfere with how load-serving entities (LSE) and suppliers treat revenues from
the CAISO’s imbalance reserves (IR) and reliability capacity (RC) products. These parties
correctly recognize that this proposal is an ineffective way to address the Commission’s double
counting concerns.

Finally, various recommendations are made regarding counting rules for resources with
forced outage or foldback. The Commission should assess these proposals based upon how they
account for those resources’ individual contributions to reliability and how they align with the
slice-of-day (SOD) program.

The Reply Comments herein recommend, in summary, that the Commission:

e Take prompt action to address the significant forthcoming impacts of data center
loads on RA requirements, as highlighted by parties;

e Adopt CalCCA’s proposal for EO resources, as it is unnecessary to delay
adoption until after CAISO study as recommended by the CAISO and Cal
Advocates;

e Dismiss PG&E’s recommendation to reject CalCCA’s proposed local RA data
request process clarifications;

e Adopt CalCCA’s proposed local RA data request transparency enhancements,
which explicitly address PG&E’s requested clarifications;

e Reject PG&E’s proposal to remove the LCR-RCM because, as California
Environmental Justice Alliance CEJA and Sierra Club (CEJA/Sierra Club) state,
no viable alternative was proposed to replace it;

e Reject Energy Division’s and Southern California Edison Company’s (SCE)
proposals on IR and RC bidding and revenue allocation, as recommended by
multiple parties;

e Reject Hydrostor, Inc.’s (Hydrostor) proposal to not apply unforced capacity
(UCAP) to existing resources under long-term contract;

e Reject the CAISO’s recommendations on how to account for storage in the
qualifying capacity (QC) in favor of CalCCA’s alternative methodology that more
accurately accounts for foldback under SOD; and



e Reject Cal Advocates’ long duration energy storage (LDES) counting proposal
because, as stated by multiple parties, it may underestimate LDES’ charging
capability.

IL. PARTY COMMENTS HIGHLIGHT SIGNIFICANT FORTHCOMING IMPACTS

OF DATA CENTER LOADS ON RA REQUIREMENTS, NECESSITATING
PROMPT ACTION

Several parties acknowledge the significant impact and uncertainty data centers will have
on the load forecast process.’> CalCCA’s proposal is intended to manage, as SDG&E states, the
“severe risk of load forecast inaccuracy driven by uncertain and speculative data center
interconnections.”® It does so by including data center load in RA requirements based upon
actual interconnection information once they meet certain milestones, such as the selection of an
LSE generation provider, an executed interconnection agreement, and a verified interconnection
date within the RA year.

CEJA/Sierra Club and SDG&E support CalCCA’s proposal due to its ability to protect
ratepayers. CEJA/Sierra Club note that it is important for the Commission to “examine how to
meet data center load in a way that does not hinder affordability concerns.”’” SDG&E “supports
the intention of CalCCA’s proposal: to safeguard against upward rate pressure driven by ‘too
high of a forecast [which] can result in substantial procurement costs with little or no additional
load to spread those costs.””®
Other parties’ opposition to the proposal should be rejected given they: (1) incorrectly

assume CalCCA’s proposal would not set RA requirements reliably and accurately; (2)

incorrectly assert that CalCCA’s proposal is incompatible with downstream processes; and (3)

5 CEJA/Sierra Club Opening Comments, at 12; San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E)
Opening Comments, at 6-7; and Middle River Power LLC (MRP) Opening Comments, at 26.

6 SDG&E Opening Comments, at 6-7.

7 CEJA/Sierra Club Opening Comments, at 12.

8 SDG&E Opening Comments, at 7.



incorrectly imply that the RA proceeding is the wrong procedural pathway to address data center
RA allocation issues.

1. MRP and PG&E are Incorrect in Their Assumptions that CalCCA’s
Proposal Would Not Set RA Requirements Reliably and Accurately

MRP acknowledges that “CalCCA correctly identifies uncertainty associated with

forecasting data center load.””

However, MRP incorrectly claims that “separating that load from
the Integrated Energy Policy Report (IEPR) forecast would introduce significant reliability risk
and undermine the Commission’s planning framework.”!® CalCCA’s proposal would not
separate the load from the IEPR forecast overall. Instead, it would create a parallel path specific
to the forecast used for setting RA requirements to ensure that large data center loads are
correctly attributed and reflect loads that will actually come online. As stated by CEJA/Sierra
Club, who support CalCCA’s proposal, “RA, unlike IRP, looks ahead at a shorter timeline, and it
is highly unlikely that loads that have not met some predetermined milestones will come online
in the RA timeline.”!!

MRP’s concern with resource retention under CalCCA’s proposal is misplaced. CalCCA
is not proposing to extend its proposal to longer-term planning functions such as Integrated
Resource Plan (IRP) and Transmission Planning Process (TPP). CalCCA anticipates that the
Commission will need to consider how to treat data center loads for mid- to long-term resource
planning in the forthcoming Reliable and Clean Power Procurement Program (RCPPP) process.
However, the RA framework’s short time horizon allows the Commission the ability to use

milestones, rather than a forecast, to determine which data center loads to include in the RA

requirements based on the likelihood they will interconnect during the RA year.

? MRP Opening Comments, at 26.
10 1bid.
1 CEJA/Sierra Club Opening Comments, at 12.



PG&E states that the CEC’s existing econometric model likely accounts for some level of
uncertainty of new data center load.'? While this may be true, probabilistic assumptions are not
conducive to the development of RA requirements including data center loads. Data center loads
are often very large and discrete. For example, one data center with 1,000 megawatts (MW) peak
load could double an LSE’s RA requirement. Using probabilistic assumptions to account for
uncertainty of small quantities of very large loads can cause significant load forecast
inaccuracies if those assumptions deviate from reality. Probabilistic assumptions about the
amount of data center loads interconnecting in the RA year risk significant over- or under-
forecasting for certain LSEs, even if only one data center changes its interconnection status for
the RA year. System RA requirements are set a year in advance for one year forward, meaning
actual data center load interconnection information can--and should--be used to set RA
requirements rather than assumptions.

2. CalCCA’s Data Center Proposal is Compatible with Downstream
Processes, Contrary to MRP’s Assertions

MRP also states that separating data center load from the IEPR forecast could undermine
local reliability, given that data centers are often geographically concentrated and can materially
affect local area capacity needs.'®> CalCCA disagrees. Local RA requirements are set through a
separate CAISO process evaluating how contingencies impact the amount of local resources
needed to serve local area load. Even if the CAISO chooses to use the IEPR load forecast for this
process, a one MW increase in load does not always equate to a one MW increase in local
requirements. Additionally, most local areas — including those with large amounts of forecasted

data center loads — are addressed through central procurement allocated to all LSEs in the local

12 See PG&E Opening Comments, at 19.
13 See MRP Opening Comments, at 27.



area. Many local areas where data centers are anticipated do not have a surplus of local
resources, meaning additional resources will very likely be procured by LSEs or CPEs. If not
procured by LSEs or CPEs, the CAISO can backstop to meet local reliability needs. Longer term,
local reliability will need to be addressed through the IRP and TPP processes to ensure sufficient
generation and transmission to meet local reliability needs.

MRP also states that CalCCA’s proposal fails to account for other downstream impacts,
including import allocation rights (IAR) and congestion revenues rights (CRR).!* If the
allocation of IARs and CRRs is done based upon the forecast that differs from the obligations set
for LSEs procure RA due to the unique treatment of data center loads, for most LSEs, the
differences will be small. That is, the impact to eligible quantities for [ARs and CRRs, which
will be updated the following year if the load IEPR load forecast is correct, pales in comparison
to the cost of procured RA for a data center load that does not materialize. For others, the
certainty around the data center loads included in their obligations is likely more important than
having the maximum import capability and CRRs perfectly match. Should this mismatch occur,
LSEs have opportunities to buy and sell both import allocation rights and CRRs.

3. PG&E’s and Vistra’s Opposition to CalCCA’s Proposal on
Procedural Grounds Should be Rejected

PG&E and Vistra Corp. (Vistra) both question the RA proceeding as the venue to address
this issue and instead recommend this issue be address in the CEC’s IEPR process.!> PG&E
incorrectly suggests that CalCCA’s proposal would “sidestep the CEC’s role” in demand
forecasting by adopting a “standalone allocation of RA procurement responsibility process in the

RA proceeding, distinct from the CEC’s IEPR load forecasting process.”!® This statement

14 See Ibid.
15 PG&E Opening Comments, at 18-19.
16 Id., at 19.



mischaracterizes CalCCA’s proposal and should be dismissed. The Commission and CEC work
collaboratively to set RA requirements, as demonstrated by Energy Division’s proposal on load
forecasting.!” Through the existing load forecast adjustment process, which has been established
and modified over the course of various Commission decisions, '8 the CEC determines the peak
demand forecast via the IEPR and LSE-specific forecasts used to set the RA requirements. The
Commission sets the RA obligation framework and administers compliance and enforcement.

CalCCA’s proposal is specifically intended to leverage this collaborative process between
the two agencies and does not necessitate modifications to how the CEC establishes the peak
demand forecast. Instead, it adds a step to the end of the process to separate data centers from
that process so that actual interconnection information can inform the data center RA allocations.
The Commission should therefore dismiss claims that CalCCA’s proposal is a “standalone”
effort to “sidestep” the CEC.

Vistra recommends a cross-entity workshop within the 2026 IEPR where load forecast
issues can be explored.!® CalCCA is not opposed to such a workshop and welcomes
collaboration with the CEC and other stakeholders on this issue. However, the effects of data
center load are already materializing in the RA forecasts and are expected to grow significantly
in the forthcoming years. The magnitude and immediacy of this issue necessitate prompt
resolution to ensure data center load is allocated to the right LSEs in the right quantities. The
Commission should therefore adopt CalCCA’s proposal in its forthcoming June decision. If

additional implementation details need to be resolved, the Commission should adopt SDG&E’s

17
18

Energy Division Proposal, at 6-13.

Id., at 6: “This proposal summarizes the existing RA load forecast adjustment process adopted in
D.04-10-35 and subsequently modified in D.05-10-042, D.09-06-028, D.10-03-022, D.10-12-038, D.11-
06-022, D.12-06- 025, D.14-06-050, D.15-06-063, D.16-06-045, D.17-06-027, and D.18-06-030.”

19 See Vistra Opening Comments, at 19.



recommendation to “require that further comments and/or workshops be conducted to address
this and other critical large load-related issues.”?’ Delaying consideration of these issues would
expose ratepayers to significant risks of forecast inaccuracy given the impacts of data center
loads are predicted to be much more substantial in the 2026 IEPR demand forecast and beyond.
III. RECOMMENDATIONS TO DELAY THE ADOPTION OF EO PROPOSALS IS

NOT NECESSARY FOR CALCCA’S PROPOSAL, WHICH IS LIMITED TO EO
CAPACITY LOCATED AT DELIVERABLE POIS

Many parties support various ways to increase the role of EO resources in RA.?! While
the details of the proposals vary, the objectives are consistent: enhancing the ability of EO
resources to provide reliability value in the RA program, thereby increasing the amount of
available supply able to meet SOD requirements.

The parties that oppose these proposals do so because they assume the proposals do not
ensure resources providing RA or charging sufficiency will be deliverable.?? For example,
Western Power Trading Forum (WPTF) states that, ““...every pending proposal rests on a critical
but untested assumption: that EO resources—by definition lacking full capacity deliverability
status—will be available and deliverable to provide charging energy to storage resources during
non-AAH/off-peak hours.”? In limiting its proposal to EO resources co-located with a
deliverable resource, CalCCA’s proposal accounts only for EO resources located at a POI that

has already been assessed for and allocated deliverability under the CAISO’s existing

20 SDG&E Opening Comments, at 7.

2 See American Clean Power — California Proposal, at 3-15; CalCCA Proposal, at 7-11; the
California Energy Storage Alliance, the Large-Scale Solar Association, the Solar Energy Industries
Association, and the California Wind Energy Association Proposal, at 1-13; PG&E Proposal, at 1-7; SCE
Proposal, at 7-10; and Sonoma Clean Power Authority Proposal, at 5-10.

2 See CAISO Opening Comments, at 1-2; Cal Advocates Opening Comments, at 2-4; MRP
Opening Comments, at 17-19; and WPTF Opening Comments, at 10-12.

2 WPTF Opening Comments, at 11.



methodology. By limiting RA counting in such cases to be capped by the deliverability limit at
the POI, CalCCA’s proposal does ensure existing deliverability standards are met.

The CAISO and Cal Advocates recommend the Commission not adopt any of the
proposals related to EO resources until the CAISO completes its study in the TPP that will
provide information on the ability for EO resources to charge storage.?* It is unnecessary to wait
to adopt CalCCA’s proposal because it does not extend beyond locations that have already been
studied and classified as deliverable under the CAISO’s existing deliverability assessment
methodology, where the amount shown for RA SOD does not exceed the deliverability at the
POI in any hour.

IV.  PG&E’S RECOMMENDATION TO REJECT CALCCA’S PROPOSAL TO

CLARIFY THE USE OF THE LOCAL RA CPE DATA REQUEST SHOULD BE
DISMISSED

The Commission should reject PG&E’s recommendation to reject CalCCA's proposal to
clarify the use of the local RA CPE consistent with approach used by SCE. PG&E states that this
issue has already been contemplated by the Commission and CalCCA has not presented new
facts.?> To the contrary, this issue was last considered by the Commission before the CPEs’
Annual Compliance Reports documented how the local RA data request results were first used
by the CPEs.?® Since then, it has been revealed that the CPEs appear to use the data differently to
inform their procurement decisions, necessitating clarification to ensure consistency across CPE
areas and certainty for LSEs whose portfolios are impacted by CPE procurement.

PG&E also appears to object to SCE’s method for using the data request results, stating:

24 CAISO Opening Comment, at 1-2; and Cal Advocates Opening Comments, at 2-4.

25 PG&E Opening Comments, at 14-15.
26 D.25-06-048, Decision Adopting Local Capacity Obligations for 2026-2028, Flexible Capacity
Obligations for 2026, and Program Refinements, R.23-10-011 (June 27, 2025), at 95-96.

10



[T]The Commission recognized that there is no guarantee that local
RA resources reported in the data aggregation will remain under
contract or be shown to the CAISO, so explicitly reducing a CPE’s
requirements on a 1-for-1 MW basis could result in an inaccurately
low requirement that does not sufficiently provide for local RA
reliability. In addition, explicitly defining a CPE’s requirements by
netting out the local RA capacity data on a 1-for-1 MW basis would
restrict LSEs’ ability to bid local resources into the CPEs’
solicitations.?’

Effectively, PG&E is advocating for LSE uncertainty to close out an open position, while
ignoring that the LSE uncertainty is unnecessary because the CAISO can backstop local-area
deficiencies if the CPE is deficient and LSE procurement does not cover the deficiency. In cases
where the resources needed for the local area are under contract to an LSE that needs that
capacity to meet system requirements, they are likely being shown, so the CAISO does not need
to backstop. Indeed, even with the shortfalls PG&E has experienced as the CPE, the CAISO has
not conducted CPM for a local area deficiency.

In addition, CalCCA agrees with MRP that both CPEs using SCE’s approach would
“improve transparency and align procurement responsibilities with actual system needs..., better
preserve LSE procurement autonomy by ensuring that capacity already under contract is
recognized before the CPE enters the market..., and protect ratepayers...”® For these reasons,
the Commission should reject PG&E’s recommendation and adopt CalCCA proposal.

V. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION IS NOT NEEDED BEFORE THE COMMISSION

ADOPTS CALCCA’S PROPOSAL FOR LOCAL RA DATA TRANSPARENCY

AS PG&E SUGGESTS

PG&E states that it does not oppose CalCCA’s proposal for increased transparency of the

local RA CPE data request results but requests a number of clarifications before it is adopted. As

27 PG&E Opening Comments, at 16 (footnotes omitted).
28 1d., at 30-31.

11



stated by PG&E, Decision (D.) 24-12-0032° authorizes Energy Division to collect the following
information from LSEs about its local RA capacity under contract: (1) Resource ID; (2) local
area; (3) contract start and end date; (4) resource technology type; and (5) contracted quantities
of capacity in MW for the 3-year forward period.*° Energy Division then aggregates and
anonymizes the information. It then provides this aggregated and anonymized information, along
with Resource ID information without the LSE-identifying information, to the CPEs.>!
CalCCA’s proposal recommends the Commission provide the same information to LSEs that it
provides to the CPEs, including all the same categories of information, time period of
information, and types of information (e.g., contracted MW and technology type).

The Alliance for Retail Energy Markets (AReM) supports CalCCA’s proposal, provided
the data is released to LSEs coincident with CPEs.*? CalCCA concurs. The information should
be released to LSEs at the same time as it is provided to the CPEs. CalCCA is open to how the
information is publicized, as long as it is publicized in a timely manner consistent with when the
CPEs receive the data. One option would be for Energy Division to post the information on the
Commission’s website.

V. THE COMMISSION SHOULD NOT REMOVE THE LCR-RCM FOR THE
REASONS STATED BY CEJA/SIERRA CLUB AND MRP

Ava Community Energy and Peninsula Clean Energy Authority (the Joint CCAs),
CalCCA, MRP, and CEJA/Sierra Club all oppose PG&E’s proposal to remove the LCR-RCM.*

MRP notes that because not all resources are eligible for LCR-RCM, a small number of

2 D.24-12-003, Decision on Track 2 Issues, R.23-10-011 (Dec. 5, 2024).

30 PG&E Proposal, at 17.

31 See D.24-12-003.

32 AReM Opening Comments, at 9.

33 Joint CCA Opening Comments, at 14-15; CalCCA Opening Comments, at 16-18; MRP Opening
Comments, at 23-24; and CEJA/Sierra Club Opening Comments, at 5-7.

12



resources seeking compensation should be expected and is not an indication of the program's
ineffectiveness.>* MRP is correct, and their position is supported by the Commission decision
adopting LCR-RCM, D.20-12-006.3% In D.20-12-006, the Commission expressed concern that if
LCR-RCM was open to existing preferred and storage resources, those existing resources alone
would represent 36 percent of the local area need at that time.>® Restricting the resources to only
new preferred and storage resources was developed to, ... incentivize, or at the very least not
allow the CPE framework to discourage, LSE development of new preferred or energy storage
resources in local areas to meet their system or flexible RA requirements.” 3 Without any
mechanism to compensate LSEs for bringing new preferred or storage resources to commercial
operation within the local area, PG&E’s proposal will discourage procurement of clean local area
resources, contrary to the intention of D.20-12-006.

CEJA/Sierra Club note that PG&E does not propose any mechanism to replace LCR-
RCM, and that the lack of incentive mechanisms will not: (1) assist with the necessary reduction
in air pollution; (2) reduce the market power of existing local area resources potentially
impacting affordability; (3) replace aging plants with increasing outage rates particularly during
heat events when reliability is at its most precarious; or (4) meet SB 8873 to reduce local air
pollution in disadvantaged communities.*® Indeed, all four items are similarly prescribed in
Public Utilities Code section 380 which requires the Commission to, “... ensure the reliability of

electrical service in California while advancing, to the extent possible, the state’s goals for clean

34 MRP Opening Comments, at 23-24.

33 D.24-12-006, Decision Freezing Specific Support Amount, R.20-02-008 (Dec. 5, 2026).
36 D.20-12-006 at 18-19.

37 1d., at 20.

38 Senate Bill 887 (SB 887) (Becker, Stern, Ch. 358, Stats. of 2022).

39 CEJA/Sierra Club Opening Comments, at 5-7.
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energy, reducing air pollution, and reducing emissions of greenhouse gases.” *° Section 380 goes
on to list multiple objectives which include, the “[f]acilitat[ion of] the development of new
generating, nongenerating, and hybrid capacity and the retention of existing generating,
nongenerating, and hybrid capacity that is economical and needed for reliability and to achieve
the state policy specified in Section 454.53.” and “[c]onsideration of mitigation measures, if the
commission determines they are needed, to reduce costs to ratepayers.*!”’

Importantly, as pointed out by MRP, PG&E has not identified market power concerns
that have been exercised through the LCR-RCM, and the premium for local area resources is
simply the difference between system RA value and local area RA CPE weighted average cost in
the local area.*? Since the CPE can reject bids to provide local RA due to prices indicative of
market power, it is unlikely that the premium reflected in the LCR-RCM is due to market power,
but rather to the costs of locating and maintaining a resource within a constrained local area.
Indeed, with system RA prices lacking such a mechanism to avoid market power, it is not
surprising that the prices for local area and system are converging.*’ If PG&E is correct that
market power is driving the fundamental prices used to determine the local area premium, then
the Commission should review not only market power in the local area but market power on
system resources to ensure that the LCR-RCM is neither overstated nor understated.

The Joint CCAs highlight other considerations that may have reduced participation in

LCR-RCM. Importantly, this includes the new implementation of SOD, which has required

considerable resources from LSEs. As these CCAs describe, as this implementation progresses

40 Calif. Pub. Util. Code § 380.

4 Ibid.

e D.20-12-006, at 18.

3 https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/resource-
adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-compliance-materials/Icr-rem-2025.pdf, at 2
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and the program stabilizes, participation in LCR-RCM may increase.** While this may be true,
the Commission must keep in mind that participation is limited to new preferred and storage
resources in the local area, which will always keep participation relatively low.

SCE supports the elimination of LCR RCM, asserting that “the LCR-RCM adds
procedural complexity without a corresponding policy benefit. Adopting PG&E’s proposal
would create a unified, streamlined RA implementation framework across CPE service areas and
further the Commission’s goal of improving transparency and reducing administrative
overhead.*” However, neither PG&E nor SCE has stated how much the administrative overhead
has cost. Without data on the avoidable costs, a cost-benefit calculation cannot be performed. If
the CPE is not receiving any requests or a very limited set of requests for LCR RCM, it is
difficult to believe that there is a significant cost to execute this option. Absent better information
on costs, as well as determining if the current participation level will continue or improve, the
Commission should reject PG&E’s proposal to eliminate the LCR RCM.

VII. PARTY OPENING COMMENTS SUPPORT THE REJECTION OF SCE AND

ENERGY DIVISION PROPOSALS REGARDING IR/RUC BIDDING AND
REVENUE ALLOCATION REQUIREMENTS

Many parties oppose Energy Division’s proposal to require zero dollar bid prices and the
reallocation of revenues for the IR and RC products.*® These parties recognize that the allocation
of IR and RUC revenues can be best addressed by counterparties negotiating on their own behalf
to address Energy Division’s concerns arounds double payment concerns. Notably, AReM

changed its position from supporting the Energy Division proposal to supporting an alternative

44
45

Joint CCA Opening Comments, at 14.

SCE Opening Comments at 19.

46 See Opening Comments from AES, AReM, Joint CCAs, Calpine LLC, Independent Energy
Producers Association, PG&E, REV Renewables, LLC, SDG&E, Vistra, and WPTF.
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that allows the buyer and seller to negotiate the best terms possible without the Commission
prescribing a “one-size-fits-all revenue flow requirement.*””

AES Corporation (AES) states that it, “...supports CAISO's counterproposal that LSEs
and suppliers should be free to negotiate these allocations in their bilateral RA contracts,
consistent with standard market principles and the practical realities of contracting in the EDAM
environment.**” The practical realities AES refers to are enumerated in CalCCA Opening
Comments, including the administrative burden of settlements, the zero-sum game nature of
contractual capacity prices, and the revenues available from the market, where if the seller
observes fewer revenues from the market.*” Energy Division’s proposal will increase the
capacity price and the parties' ability to negotiate subsequent deals with full knowledge of their
positions and exposure to upstream payment stream requirements.

The Department of Market Monitoring (DMM) advocates requiring a zero-dollar bid, as
it reflects the marginal cost of the resource that has already sold its capacity via RA to an LSE.
This ignores that a selling entity may have the opportunity to sell its capacity to a variety of
entities, including the CAISO, through IR and RC. The question then is which party, the CAISO,
or an LSE off taker of RA, is covering the seller's marginal cost? DMM assumes it is the RA
buyer but has no reason to do so. Simply stated, sellers will estimate the value of the IR/RC they
expect to sell, along with any rents from energy sales that can cover their fixed capacity costs,
and then offer RA at that expected value in a competitive market. If another seller assesses that it

will obtain more IR/RC and energy market rents, it can offer its RA capacity at a lower cost.

Restricting buyers from allowing entities to engage in this competitive process effectively

4 AReM Opening Comments, at 9-10.
48 AES Opening Comments, at 7.
A PG&E referred to this very issue in its Opening Comments, at 13-14.
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assumes that the resource will not obtain any IR/RC or market rents, and will increase the price
paid for RA. Market participants, including buyers, are best positioned to determine the optimal
outcome rather than a Commission-prescribed methodology.

VIII. HYDROSTOR’S PROPOSAL TO NOT APPLY UCAP TO RESOURCES WITH
EXISTING LONG-TERM CONTRACTS SHOULD BE REJECTED

While CalCCA appreciates Hydrostor’s concerns about implementing UCAP for existing
resources, the discussion of UCAP has been ongoing since at least September 2005, when the
CAISO filed comments on the Commission's Capacity Market White Paper.>® While CalCCA
supports refining UCAP and ensuring that resources are attributed the correct value as Hydrostor
requests, grandfathering resources with existing long-term contracts does not seem necessary.
Parties entering into contracts have, or should have, known for many years prior to this proceeding
that UCAP is a well-established measure of reliability and can be implemented in California.

Common practice in the California RA market is to denominate RA deals in NQC.
Because NQC represents the reliable capacity a resource can provide, it is appropriate for the
UCAP to determine a resource's NQC. If grandfathering results in an NQC value higher than it
would under UCAP, the result will be either a fleet that does not meet the one-in-ten reliability
standard or a PRM that is higher to account for those resources being over-valued. Since the
purpose of UCAP is to maintain resources by recognizing their contribution to reliability,
accounting for their forced outage rate, grandfathering would result in exactly the opposite, with
the system as a whole accounting for the true reliability value of grandfathered resources rather
than the resource and off taking LSE. For these reasons, the Commission should not adopt

Hydrostor’s proposal.

50 Opening Comments of the California Independent System Operator Corporation on the

California Public Utilities Commission’s Capacity Markets White Paper, R.04-04-003. The term
“UCAP” appears 182 times.
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IX. THE CAISO’S RECOMMENDATIONS ON HOW TO ACCOUNT FOR
STORAGE FOLDBACK IN THE QC SHOULD BE REJECTED

The CAISO's recommendations on how to address foldback in the QC is based on its view
that RA is still a peak-load assessment, not an hourly assessment like the Commission's SOD. As
such, the CAISO is constrained by its own processes, which use a continuous four-hour discharge.
For a resource with foldback, the average of four hours will be lower than its peak capability.

The CAISO’s use of four continuous hours was developed around the notion that
predicting the exact hour of the peak load may not be completely accurate. Four hours of
continuous output would help ensure the CAISO could dispatch the resource to meet the peak
load. However, this accounting exercise has always been divorced from actual market
operations. That is, a resource must offer a minimum quantity but can bid and be dispatched
above that capability. SOD recognized that accounting for loads and resources on a peak-load
basis, with MCC Buckets to ensure all load hours are met, was inaccurate. For example, the
move to SOD recognized that a solar resource would not deliver its ELCC value in non-daylight
hours (i.e., its average reliability over 24 hours based on its ability to meet a one-in-ten loss-of-
load event). Similarly, batteries should not be penalized when they can provide higher reliability
than their average in a given hour under SOD, where the objective was to become more accurate
in depicting the reliability benefit of resources.

Instead, the Commission should adopt CalCCA'’s alternative methodology to more
accurately reflect foldback under SOD,! and continue to work with the CAISO to ensure that the
CAISO’s accounting is consistent with SOD rather than changing its counting to artificially
reduce the reliability value of battery storage resources. CalCCA’s alternative methodology

would allow a resource to count for full capacity in some hours and a derated amount in other

S CalCCA Proposal, at 14-16.
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hours as long as the total megawatt hours shown does not exceed the resource’s capability
subject to foldback. CalCCA has and will continue working with the CAISO through their
Storage Modeling and Design stakeholder process to address this very concern.>?

X. CAL ADVOCATES’ LDES COUNTING PROPOSAL SHOULD BE REJECTED

BECAUSE IT LIKELY UNDERESTIMATES LDES’ CHARGING CAPABILITY,
AS STATED BY MULTIPLE PARTIES

CalCCA agrees with the several parties that express concern with Cal Advocates’
proposal to count LDES resources assuming charging capacity comes from four preceding days
in which the supply and load conditions are the same as the “worst day” SOD load and supply
conditions for the compliance month.>* As stated by the Joint Parties, Cal Advocates proposal is
“...built on the flawed premise that [LDES] must find its fuel on the very day the grid is most
stressed.”>* Given this, CalCCA agrees with SCE that by requiring a forward charging period of
only four days, Cal Advocates’ proposal “... may underestimate the charging energy available to
LDES in the days and weeks preceding stressed periods.”>>CalCCA also agrees with parties that
state that a zero percent initial state-of-charge (SOC) assumption for LDES as proposed by Cal
Advocates is overly restrictive and unrealistic from an operational perspective. As SCE explains,
“LDES resources are likely to maintain a moderate level of SOC, both to be well-positioned to
take advantage of grid stress periods and to ensure the longevity of their technology.”>* Given
the strong opposition to these unrealistic underlying assumptions, CalCCA again requests that

the Commission reject Cal Advocates’ proposal.

52 https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/Comments/AllComments/7ebde4c4-2e11-413b-a307-
d130a5313cSc#org-c6b84df7-a546-4955-b92b-0db4d501d19c¢.

53 California Energy Storage Alliance, Form Energy, Hydrostor, and Fourth Power (Joint Parties)
Opening Comments, at 3-16; Hydrostor Opening Comments, at 6-7; and SCE Opening Comments, at 16.
>4 Joint Parties Opening Comments, at 16.

53 SCE Opening Comments, at 16.

19


https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/Comments/AllComments/7ebde4c4-2e11-413b-a307-d130a5313c5c#org-c6b84df7-a546-4955-b92b-0db4d501d19c
https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/Comments/AllComments/7ebde4c4-2e11-413b-a307-d130a5313c5c#org-c6b84df7-a546-4955-b92b-0db4d501d19c

XI. CONCLUSION

CalCCA respectfully requests consideration of the comments herein and looks forward to
an ongoing dialogue with the Commission and stakeholders.

Respectfully submitted,

SIS Y IO

Leanne Bober,
Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy
General Counsel

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE
ASSOCIATION

March 20, 2026
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