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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS1 

CalCCA proposes the Commission: 

• Reject Vistra’s opposition to LOT, because Vistra: (1) incorrectly implies that the 
Commission did not intend to consider CalCCA’s LOT proposal; (2) applies the 
wrong transactability standard in its assessment of CalCCA’s proposal and the 
Report; (3) erroneously suggests that increasing compliance opportunities is bad 
for competition; and (4) improperly states that LOT can introduce market power 
concerns, despite LOT’s ability to help resolve market power concerns recently 
observed in the tight RA market. 

• Adopt hourly LOT to remove structural barriers in the market to reduce reliance 
on fossil fuels and to promote affordability, as recommended by CEJA/Sierra 
Club;  

• Dismiss claims regarding the uncertainty of LOT benefits, as demonstrated by 
CEJA/Sierra Club; and  

• Recognize Forward Market Design’s demonstration of the ability to realize LOT’s 
benefits while minimizing the administrative costs of implementation, thereby 
rejecting Energy Division’s concerns regarding complexity of implementing LOT 
and assertions that LOT’s benefits cannot be substantively realized in a bilateral 
market. 

 
 
  

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

to the Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling3 (Scoping Ruling), dated December 

12, 2025, and Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling on Energy Division’s Transactability Report 

and Modifying Track 1 Schedule,4 dated February 24, 2026.  

I. INTRODUCTION  

Hourly load obligation trading (LOT) has the potential to be leveraged by all California 

Public Utilities Commission (Commission) -jurisdictional load-serving entities (LSE), including 

investor-owned utilities (IOU), electric service providers (ESP), and community choice 

aggregators (CCA), to save all LSEs between $144-$179 million each year.5 These cost savings 

 
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  Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, Rulemaking (R.) 25-10-003 (Dec. 12, 
2025), https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M590/K884/590884355.PDF.  
4  Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling on Energy Division’s Transactability Report and Modifying 
Track 1 Schedule, R.25-10-003 (Feb. 24, 2026), 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/SearchRes.aspx?DocFormat=ALL&DocID=600063407.  
5  California Community Choice Association’s Track 1 Proposals on Transactability Issues, 
R.25-10-003 (Mar. 3, 2026) (CalCCA T1 Proposals), at 8-10, 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M601/K158/601158006.PDF.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M590/K884/590884355.PDF
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/SearchRes.aspx?DocFormat=ALL&DocID=600063407
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M601/K158/601158006.PDF
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can provide relief to ratepayers, who are currently facing an affordability crisis, while 

maintaining reliability established through the Resource Adequacy (RA) program. Some parties 

agree with Energy Division’s Report on Transactability within the Slice of Day Resource 

Adequacy Framework (the Report)6 that slice-of-day (SOD) does not impair the ability of LSEs 

to transact for RA capacity7 and therefore that LOT is not necessary at this time.8 Energy 

Division and the concurring parties understate the significant affordability benefits LOT can 

provide by preventing excess and unneeded LSE procurement and also overstate the complexity 

of the proposal. Vistra Corp. (Vistra) also makes a number of incorrect suggestions about LOT’s 

allegedly detrimental impact on competition and market power concerns which ignore LOT’s 

contribution to resolving market power concerns recently observed in the tight RA market.  

Through extensive analysis, CalCCA has demonstrated that LOT can remove structural 

barriers in the market to reduce fossil reliance and promote affordability. California 

Environmental Justice Alliance and Sierra Club (CEJA/Sierra Club) agree, and conclude that 

Energy Division’s concerns around LOT’s “uncertain” benefits are not sufficient justification to 

not adopt LOT.9 Forward Market Design further demonstrates that Energy Division and party 

concerns regarding potential LOT implementation complexity are overstated and can be 

addressed through improvements to the Commission’s RA compliance validation systems and 

processes.10 

For these reasons, CalCCA recommends that the Commission:  

• Reject Vistra’s opposition to LOT, because Vistra: (1) incorrectly implies that the 
Commission did not intend to consider CalCCA’s LOT proposal; (2) applies the 
wrong transactability standard in its assessment of CalCCA’s proposal and the 
Report; (3) erroneously suggests that increasing compliance opportunities is bad 
for competition; and (4) improperly states that LOT can introduce market power 
concerns, despite LOT’s ability to help resolve market power concerns recently 
observed in the tight RA market; 

• Adopt LOT to remove structural barriers in the market to reduce reliance on fossil 
fuels and to promote affordability, as recommended by CEJA/Sierra Club;  

 
6  Report on Transactability within the Slice of Day Resource Adequacy Framework, R.25-10-003 
(Feb. 2026), https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M599/K960/599960179.PDF.  
7  See Vistra Opening Comments, at 6. All references herein to party Opening Comments are to the 
Opening Comments filed in this proceeding, R.25-10-003, on or about March 25, 2026. 
8  See Middle River Power LLC (MRP) Opening Comments, at 3. 
9  CEJA/Sierra Club Opening Comments, at 4.  
10  Forward Market Design Opening Comments, at 5. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M599/K960/599960179.PDF
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• Dismiss claims regarding the uncertainty of LOT benefits, as demonstrated by 
CEJA/Sierra Club; and  

• Recognize Forward Market Design’s demonstration of the ability to realize LOT’s 
benefits while minimizing the administrative costs of implementation, thereby 
rejecting Energy Division’s concerns regarding complexity of implementing LOT 
and assertions that LOT’s benefits cannot be substantively realized in a bilateral 
market. 

II. VISTRA’S OPPOSITION TO LOAD OBLIGATION TRADING SHOULD BE 
REJECTED 

The Commission should reject Vistra’s opposition to LOT, because Vistra: (1) incorrectly 

implies that the Commission did not intend to consider CalCCA’s LOT proposal; (2) applies the 

wrong transactability standard in its assessment of CalCCA’s proposal and the Report; (3) 

erroneously suggests that increasing compliance opportunities is bad for competition; and (4) 

improperly states that LOT can introduce market power concerns, despite LOT’s ability to help 

resolve market power concerns recently observed in the tight RA market. 

First, Vistra claims that “[t]he Commission did not ask whether LSEs should create a 

new instrument that would allow them to avoid procuring physical RA capacity to cover their 

own load shape. It asked whether SOD had impaired the ability to transact RA.”11 This claim is 

misleading, as it incorrectly implies that the proposal is intended to allow LSEs to “avoid 

procuring physical RA capacity.” In addition, it implies that the Commission did not intend to 

consider CalCCA’s LOT proposal in this proceeding. To the contrary, Decision (D.) 22-06-050 

explicitly states that “…if transactability and inefficiency concerns arise once the new 24-hour 

framework is implemented, the Commission may consider proposals to include hourly 

obligation trading.”12 In addition, the LOT proposal does not allow LSEs to avoid procuring 

physical capacity. Instead, it allows them to avoid procuring excess physical capacity that 

ratepayers would need to fund without benefit. LOT trading therefore allows LSEs to optimize 

their procurement of physical resources in a way that makes RA procurement more cost-effective 

while ensuring overall requirements remain intact.  

 
11  Vistra Opening Comments, at 5.  
12  D.22-06-050, Decision Adopting Local Capacity Obligations for 2023 - 2025, Flexible Capacity 
Obligations for 2023, and Reform Track Framework, R.21-10-002 (June 23, 2022), at 97 (emphasis 
added), https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M488/K540/488540633.PDF. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M488/K540/488540633.PDF
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Second, Vistra states that “LSEs remained able to procure and adjust RA capacity 

positions to meet their SOD obligations, without evidence of observable inefficiency or 

structural transactability challenges.”13 Like Energy Division, Vistra applies the wrong 

transactability standard, stating “[t]he relevant inquiry, then, is whether that structure still 

permits market participants to transact for RA capacity and comply with the system RA 

requirements.”14 As stated in CalCCA’s opening comments, LSEs were not, in fact, all able to 

comply with the system RA requirements in 2025, as Energy Division finds that even though the 

total system need was exceeded in every hour, some individual LSEs had deficiencies in every 

hour in their year-ahead (YA) filings.15 Vistra and Energy Division’s assessment of need for 

LOT is fundamentally flawed, by evaluating whether LOT is necessary for compliance rather 

than whether it reduces the cost of compliance. In doing so, Vistra ignores evidence of 

“observable inefficiency” challenges with the existing SOD framework. 

Third, Vistra states that “the [LOT] proposal is not a mechanism to improve access to 

capacity sold by all market participants. It is a mechanism that allows LSEs to transact away 

portions of their hourly obligations among themselves rather than procure physical capacity.”16 

CalCCA disagrees. LOT does improve access to capacity by making the purchased capacity used 

and useful, rather than forcing ratepayers to pay for excess capacity.  

Vistra goes on to state that “[p]aying another LSE to take on its hourly obligation is not 

the same thing as securing physical capacity to support reliability. That distinction matters for 

competition and open access.”17 Adding products that can meet compliance obligations 

increases, rather than decreases, RA market competition. It is also unclear the “open access” 

Vistra is seeking – suppliers can continue to offer their RA-eligible capacity into the RA market, 

and LSEs can evaluate the combination of resource procurement and load trades that most cost-

effectively meet their compliance obligations. There is nothing about the LOT proposal that 

 
13  Vistra Opening Comments, at 6.  
14  Id., at 5.  
15  See Slice of Day Transactability Workshop (Mar. 9, 2026) (Workshop Presentation), at 12. 
16  Vistra Opening Comments, at 12.  
17  Ibid.  



 

5 

limits open access to the transmission and distribution facilities to move bulk power from one 

point to another on a nondiscriminatory basis.18  

Vistra also claims that only allowing LSEs to engage in LOT is discriminatory.19 Vistra 

points to the fact that an LSE owning an excess RA position and a non-LSE owning an excess 

RA position can both sell, but only an LSE can participate in LOT. This is a distinction without a 

difference. The only way an LSE will own a long RA position is that it either owns generation or 

purchases too much generation to meet its needs. On the other hand, a non-LSE does not have a 

compliance obligation to begin with and so has no load obligation to trade.  

Fourth, Vistra states that “adopting a new product will necessitate … ensuring market 

power is not exercised within the new hourly obligation market and that there are no cross-

market concerns between the hourly obligation and RA capacity markets.”20 LOT is intended to 

provide LSEs with relief from market power that can be exerted in the bilateral system RA 

capacity market with no market power mitigation mechanism. Indeed, more ways to transact to 

meet compliance obligations should help resolve market power concerns, not contribute to them. 

CalCCA analysis of Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) Electric Quarterly Report 

(EQR) data demonstrates that prices for RA reached over $100 per kilowatt (kW) -month in 

2024,21 suggesting that when physical supply is tight, the market, and ratepayers responsible for 

paying these exorbitant RA costs, can benefit from more options to trade, and not less.  

III. HOURLY LOAD OBLIGATION TRADING SHOULD BE ADOPTED TO 
REMOVE STRUCTURAL BARRIERS IN THE MARKET, REDUCE RELIANCE 
ON FOSSIL FUELS, AND PROMOTE AFFORDABILITY, AS RECOMMENDED 
BY CEJA/SIERRA CLUB  

CEJA/Sierra Club are concerned that the SOD program could be leading to “increased 

contracting of gas facilities due to the 24-hour requirements” and “increased rates due to 

 
18  The Commission defines “open access” as, “[a] regulatory mandate to allow others to use a 
utility's transmission and distribution facilities to move bulk power from one point to another on a 
nondiscriminatory basis for a cost-based fee.” See https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/news-and-
updates/newsroom/glossary/o.  
19  Vistra Opening Comments, at 12. 
20  Id., at 16. 
21  CalCCA observed three transactions (totaling 92 MW) at prices of $100-101/kW-month for sale 
of capacity to California LSEs, delivered in 2024. The source of the data is CalCCA analysis of EQRs 
downloaded from https://eqrreportviewer.ferc.gov/.  

https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/news-and-updates/newsroom/glossary/o
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/news-and-updates/newsroom/glossary/o
https://eqrreportviewer.ferc.gov/
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contracting and market power issues.”22 These concerns are well-founded, as Energy Division 

finds that even though the total system need was exceeded in every hour, some individual LSEs 

had deficiencies in every hour.23 To fill those open positions, the Report finds that “incremental 

procurement is more heavily weighted toward 24-hour resources,”24 even when 24-hour 

resources were not needed to meet the SOD need. In fact, LSEs procured over 1,200 megawatts 

(MW) of 24-hour resources between the YA and MA to address a need that, in 14 hours, was less 

than 500 MW (and in many hours was below 250 MW).25 In addition, the Report demonstrates 

that if storage resources were optimized through LOT, 2175 MW of thermal capacity, valued at 

$24 million for a single month, could be removed.26 

This suggests that transactability barriers within the SOD program inhibit LSEs from 

optimizing their portfolios in a way that both meets overall reliability requirements and that they 

do so cost-effectively. These barriers are costly, as CalCCA estimates LOT could save all LSEs 

between $144-$179 million each year through avoided RA purchases.27 As stated by 

CEJA/Sierra Club, “CalCCA’s analysis provides further support for removing structural barriers 

in the market to reduce fossil reliance and promote affordability.”28 

IV. ENERGY DIVISION CLAIMS THAT LOT BENEFITS ARE UNCERTAIN 
SHOULD BE DISMISSED, AS DEMONSTRATED BY CEJA/SIERRA CLUB 

CalCCA agrees with CEJA/Sierra Club that Energy Division’s reasons for concluding 

LOT benefits are incremental and uncertain “[do] not provide a reason to not proceed…” with 

improving transactability under SOD.29 Energy Division finds that the benefits of LOT are 

uncertain for several reasons, including impacts on CAISO backstop procurement and the local 

RA program.30 As CEJA/Sierra Club state, these findings should be rejected as they do not 

provide sufficient justification not to proceed, especially given “the potential benefits of 

transactability and improving the program could be substantial given that the costs of RA 

 
22  CEJA/Sierra Club Opening Comments, at 2.  
23  See Workshop Presentation, at 12. 
24  The Report, at 20.  
25  Id., at 18-20.  
26  CalCCA Opening Comments, at 13.  
27  CalCCA T1 Proposals, at 8-10.  
28  CEJA/Sierra Club Opening Comments, at 4.  
29  Id., at 5.  
30  Workshop Presentation, at 27; and the Report, at 30.  
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compliance exceeded $300 million in just the May to October 2025 timeframe.”31 CEJA/Sierra 

Club also correctly note that the Report shows that storage resources were not fully optimized, 

and that the benefits can be expected to grow when storage is appropriately optimized.32 In 

addition and as stated above, Energy Division’s Report demonstrates that if storage were 

optimized through LOT, 2175 MW of thermal capacity, valued at $24 million for a single month, 

could be removed while maintaining at least a 17 percent reserve margin in all hours.33 

CalCCA agrees with CEJA/Sierra Club that the “unclear” implications on local 

procurement “[do] not provide a reason not to explore transactability. Rather, this provides 

further evidence of the need for a more robust local procurement and planning framework…” in 

coordination with the IRP proceeding.34 Coordination between the RA, IRP, transmission 

planning, and land use planning processes is required to identify the most cost-effective and 

feasible combinations of resources and transmission to address local needs. The need for this 

coordination to occur should not delay the adoption of LOT.  

V. CONCERNS AROUND LOT COMPLEXITY AND ASSERTIONS THAT LOT 
BENEFITS CANNOT BE SUBSTANTIVELY REALIZED IN A BILATERAL 
MARKET SHOULD BE DISMISSED, AS DEMONSTRATED BY FORWARD 
MARKET DESIGN  

Forward Market Design’s Opening Comments demonstrate that Energy Division and 

parties’ concerns around LOT’s complexity, implementation risks, and uncertain benefits should 

be dismissed.35 CalCCA’s analysis demonstrates LOT could save all LSEs between $144-$179 

million each year.36 Even Energy Division’s analysis, which for the reasons described in 

CalCCA’s Opening Comments is likely understated,37 finds LOT could save $2.1 million to $7.6 

million for just one month, a saving that is not inconsequential. While Energy Division 

concludes that the implementation of LOT would introduce administrative complexity, the 

Report does not make clear, what the cost would be or whether the process can be simplified, 

 
31  CEJA/Sierra Club Opening Comments, at 4.  
32  Id., at 6.  
33  CalCCA Opening Comments, at 13.  
34  CEJA/Sierra Club Opening Comments, at 4. 
35  See the Report, at 7; MRP Opening Comments, at 3; and Vistra Opening Comments, at 2.  
36  CalCCA T1 Proposals, at 8-10.  
37  CalCCA Opening Comments, at 5, 9-17.  
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even though “it is likely that the benefits will far exceed the costs,” as noted by CEJA/Sierra 

Club.38  

Forward Market Design recognizes that LOT could provide “meaningful savings” and 

puts forth several solutions to help address the risk of “implementation costs and challenges.”39 

Specifically, Forward Market Design states that “… a well-designed independent SOD 

intermediary could help capture the benefits of [LOT] while reducing those implementation 

risks[,]”40 by providing administrative, information, and/or transactional services.41  

Forward Market Design’s proposed administrative services would focus on the ability to 

validate LOT and could be adopted without a role for the intermediary in transactions. These 

administrative services would ensure that LOT is “valid and internally consistent before [these 

trades] are reported in RA compliance showings,” or “standardize the reporting of obligation 

transfers so that submissions to the Commission and Energy Division follow a consistent and 

verifiable format.”42 While Energy Division expresses concern around the complexity of 

validating LOTs in its existing tools, Forward Market Design demonstrates that these concerns 

are overstated. It is feasible for the Commission or an intermediary to enhance the RA program’s 

validation process to simplify compliance validation and reduce administrative burdens for LSEs 

and Energy Division staff. 

Contrary to statements in the Report, the benefits of LOT are substantial, even without an 

intermediary facilitating transactions on behalf of the LSEs. CalCCA’s analysis demonstrates 

that 80 percent of the benefits of LOT can be achieved without an intermediary.43 The 

Commission should therefore dismiss statements in the report suggesting that because of a lack 

of an intermediary, the benefits of LOT are uncertain. If the Commission is interested in 

achieving the full benefits of LOT through an intermediary, despite the bi-lateral market’s ability 

to achieve most of the benefits, Forward Market Design demonstrates how this could be 

accomplished through transactional services. These services would “facilitate the identification 

and pricing of potential trades between LSEs[,] help LSEs locate counterparties that are long or 

 
38  CEJA/Sierra Club Opening Comments, at 6.  
39  Forward Market Design Opening Comments, at 5.  
40  Ibid. (emphasis in the original).  
41  Ibid.  
42  Id., at 6-7.  
43  CalCCA Opening Comments, at 14-15.  
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short in specific SOD hours[,] and assist in price discovery.”44 Again, transactional services 

offered by an intermediary are likely not a prerequisite for achieving the majority of benefits of 

LOT, but could be utilized to further realize the complete benefits of LOT.  

VI. 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 

 
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE 
ASSOCIATION 

 
 
March 30, 2026 

 
44  Forward Market Design Opening Comments, at 6.  
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