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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS'

The Commission should:

e Reject PG&E’s claims that CalCCA overstates the benefits of LOT given PG&E
ignores that LOT proactively addresses market scarcity conditions and can result in
overall annual cost savings benefitting ratepayers, and mischaracterizes CalCCA’s
methodology for treating unused storage;

b

e Reject PG&E’s claims that LOT could present “untenable competitive disadvantages’
for the IOUs because the IOUs, like all LSEs, can voluntarily participate in LOT and
procedural pathways are available for the IOUs to update their BPPs to enable them
to do so;

e C(Clarify that LOT is a voluntary trading mechanism for a// LSEs, including the IOUs,
in response to SCE’s concerns about how the IOUs will participate;

e Decline SCE’s recommendation to delay adoption of LOT until RCPPP is further
developed, because the development of a future IRP compliance program is not
relevant to the immediate affordability issues with the currently active RA
compliance program and LOT’s ability to mitigate these affordability issues;

e Address potential LOT impacts on the RA MPB and other PCIA calculation
methodology elements raised by PG&E and SCE in the PCIA proceeding instead of
in the RA proceeding, because the PCIA proceeding is already positioned to address
PCIA calculation impacts from SOD and related policy changes;

e Reject PG&E’s claims that “potential downstream impacts” demonstrate that the
CalCCA LOT proposal is “under-developed,” given LOT: (1) will not impact CAM
allocations because it will not affect an LSE’s load ratio share upon which the RA
cost and benefit allocations are based; (2) will not impact the POLR framework and
how FSR calculations are adjusted because LOT does not change LSE responsibility
for meeting reliability requirements for their own customers; and (3) will not impact
Energy Division’s ability to verify and measure compliance in a timely manner,
especially given CalCCA’s to limit the amount of load an LSE can trade via LOT to
25 percent; and

e Reject SDG&E’s misleading characterization of LOT as “leaning” and a cost shift, as
LOT would in fact prevent leaning and improve cost causation by enabling LSEs to
more efficiently meet their RA requirements.

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

Order Instituting Rulemaking to 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 SUR-REPLY TO THE
REPLY COMMENTS OF PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY, SAN DIEGO
GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY, AND SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
ON TRANSACTABILITY ISSUES

Pursuant to Rule 11.1(f) of the California Public Utilities Commission’s (Commission)
Rules of Practice and Procedure,? and Administrative Law Judge Debbie Chiv’s April 17, 2026,
email ruling, R.25-10-003 _Email Ruling Granting CalCCA's Motion for Leave to File a Sur-

Reply, with Modifications, the California Community Choice Association® (CalCCA)

respectfully submits this Sur-Reply to the Reply Comments of Pacific Gas and Electric

2 State of California Public Utilities Commission, Rules of Practice and Procedure, California

Code of Regulations Title 20, Division 1, Chapter 1 (May 2021.

3 California Community Choice Association represents the interests of 24 community choice
electricity providers in California: Apple Valley Choice Energy, Ava Community Energy, Central Coast
Community Energy, Clean Energy Alliance, Clean Power Alliance of Southern California, CleanPowerSF,
Desert Community Energy, Energy For Palmdale’s Independent Choice, Lancaster Energy, Marin Clean
Energy, Orange County Power Authority, Peninsula Clean Energy, Pico Rivera Innovative Municipal
Energy, Pioneer Community Energy, Pomona Choice Energy, Rancho Mirage Energy Authority, Redwood
Coast Energy Authority, San Diego Community Power, San Jacinto Power, San José Clean Energy, Santa
Barbara Clean Energy, Silicon Valley Clean Energy, Sonoma Clean Power, and Valley Clean Energy.



Company? (PG&E), San Diego Gas & Electric Company’ (SDGE), and Southern California
Edison Company® (SCE) (collectively, the IOUs) (CalCCA Sur-Reply).

I. INTRODUCTION

On February 24, 2026, Energy Division filed its Report on Transactability within the Slice
of Day Resource Adequacy Framework’ (Report) in accordance with Decision (D.) D.25-06-048,8
finding that the potential gains from load obligation trading (LOT) do not outweigh the complexity
and risks of implementation. On March 3, 2026, CalCCA filed its LOT proposal (Proposal)’
pursuant to the established Track 1 schedule, disputing the findings in the Report and
recommending the Commission adopt LOT given the significant potential cost-saving
opportunities it provides.!® CalCCA then presented its Proposal at the March 9, 2026, Workshop
on transactability proposals (Workshop),!! at which representatives of the investor-owned utilities
(IOU) were present. However, none of the IOUs filed Opening Comments on CalCCA’s Proposal,

due March 16, 2026. Rather, the IOUs filed Reply Comments on March 30, 2026, bringing new

4 Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (U 39 E) Reply Comments on Transactability Issues,

R.25-10-003 (Mar. 30, 2026) (PG&E Reply).

5 Reply Comments of San Diego Gas & Electric Company (U 902 E) on Transactability Issues,
R.25-10-003 (Mar. 30, 2026) (SDG&E Reply).

6 Southern California Edison Company’s (U 338-E) Reply Comments on Energy Division’s Report
on Transactability Issues, R.25-10-003 (Mar. 30, 2026) (SCE Reply).

7 Report on Transactability within the Slice of Day Resource Adequacy Framework, R.25-10-003
(Feb. 2026).

8 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 26, 2025), at 87.

? California Community Choice Association’s Track 1 Proposals on Transactability Issues, R.25-
10-003 (Mar. 3, 2026); see Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling on Energy Division’s Transactability
Report and Modifying Track 1 Schedule, R.25-10-003 (Feb. 24, 2026) (ALJ Transactability Report
Ruling) (setting deadlines for transactability proposals for March 3, 2026, Opening Comments on March
16, 2026, and Reply Comments on March 30, 2026).

10 CalCCA’s findings from the 2025 month-ahead RA data suggest hourly obligation trading could
save all LSEs $144-$179 million each year. These savings could then directly improve affordability for
ratepayers.

1 Slice-of-Day Transactability Workshop, R.25-10-003 (Mar. 9, 2026).



issues into the case and muddying the record with mischaracterizations and irrelevant issues
without providing parties an opportunity to respond.

The IOU Reply Comments include: (1) critiques of CalCCA’s benefits analysis not raised
in Opening Comments;'? (2) unsupported claims of IOU competitive disadvantages resulting
from the CalCCA Proposal;'® (3) attempts to unnecessarily defer consideration of LOT until the
Reliable and Clean Power Procurement Program (RCPPP) is further developed;'* (4) issues that
should be considered in the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA) proceeding, rather
than the Resource Adequacy (RA) proceeding;'® (5) new questions related to “downstream
impacts” of CalCCA’s Proposal that could have been easily clarified had these questions been
raised in Opening Comments;'® and (6) misuse of the term “leaning” in attempts to refute the
merits of the LOT mechanism. !’

Given the inability for CalCCA to respond in its Reply to the IOUs’ arguments raised for
the first time in their Replies, these Sur-Reply Comments address these new issues, correct
mischaracterizations, and clarify the relevant scope to ensure a complete record. In summary,
CalCCA recommends the Commission:

e Reject PG&E’s claims that CalCCA overstates the benefits of LOT given PG&E

ignores that LOT proactively addresses market scarcity conditions and can result in

overall annual cost savings benefitting ratepayers, and mischaracterizes CalCCA’s
methodology for treating unused storage;

e Reject PG&E’s claims that LOT could present “untenable competitive disadvantages”
for the IOUs because the IOUs, like all LSEs, can voluntarily participate in LOT and
procedural pathways are available for the IOUs to update their BPPs to enable them
to do so;

12 PG&E Reply, at 9-12.

13 Id. at 21-22.

14 SCE Reply, at 4.

15 PG&E Reply, at 13-20.
16 Id. at 23-24.

17 SDG&E Reply, at 2, 4-5.



I1.

Clarify that LOT is a voluntary trading mechanism for all LSEs, including the IOUs,
in response to SCE’s concerns about how the IOUs will participate;

Decline SCE’s recommendation to delay adoption of LOT until RCPPP is further
developed, because the development of a future IRP compliance program is not
relevant to the immediate affordability issues with the currently active RA
compliance program and LOT’s ability to mitigate these affordability issues;

Address potential LOT impacts on the RA market price benchmark (MPB) and other
PCIA calculation methodology elements raised by PG&E and SCE in the PCIA
proceeding instead of in the RA proceeding, because the PCIA proceeding is already
positioned to address PCIA calculation impacts from SOD and related policy
changes;

Reject PG&E’s claims that “potential downstream impacts” demonstrate that the
CalCCA LOT proposal is “under-developed,” given LOT: (1) will not impact CAM
allocations because it will not affect an LSE’s load ratio share upon which the RA
cost and benefit allocations are based; (2) will not impact the POLR framework and
how FSR calculations are adjusted because LOT does not change LSE responsibility
for meeting reliability requirements for their own customers; and (3) will not impact
Energy Division’s ability to verify and measure compliance in a timely manner,
especially given CalCCA’s to limit the amount of load an LSE can trade via LOT to
25 percent; and

Reject SDG&E’s misleading characterization of LOT as “leaning” and a cost shift, as
LOT would in fact prevent leaning and improve cost causation by enabling LSEs to
more efficiently meet their RA requirements.

PG&E’S CLAIMS THAT CALCCA’S ANALYSIS OF LOT BENEFITS IS
OVERSTATED AND NOT WELL DOCUMENTED SHOULD BE REJECTED

PG&E questions the cost-savings potential of LOT and critiques several elements of

CalCCA'’s analysis. First, PG&E claims that CalCCA’s analysis is not well-documented, despite

CalCCA providing its full presentation of its approach in multiple forums, including the CalCCA

Proposal, a separate whitepaper attached to the CalCCA Proposal, and a presentation at the

Workshop. Second, PG&E frames the assumptions in CalCCA’s analysis as “speculative,” which

ignores the need to take proactive measures to protect ratepayers from scarcity pricing. Third,

PG&E understates the potential annual savings provided by LOT. Fourth, PG&E misstates

CalCCA’s recommended methodology for optimizing unused storage capacity and understates

the value of LOT by recommending the value associated with unused storage be estimated by



converting unused storage to a baseload equivalent. All of these critiques are misguided and
should be rejected, as set forth below.

A. CalCCA’s Analysis is Thoroughly Documented, Contrary to PG&E’s Claims

PG&E’s claim that “CalCCA’s cost savings analysis is not well documented and not
supported by more robust evidence in the record”'® should be rejected. The CalCCA Proposal
explains its analysis in detail, referencing its analysis of 2025 year-ahead filings submitted in
R.23-10-011" and explaining how CalCCA updated its analysis to incorporate month-ahead
filing information. CalCCA also provides a detailed whitepaper as an appendix to the Proposal,
with 30 pages of documentation on how and why CalCCA calculated direct and indirect benefits
of LOT. CalCCA further explained and answered questions on its methodology at the Workshop.

CalCCA has clearly and thoroughly documented its analysis throughout this proceeding
and will not repeat that documentation here. However, to make it explicitly clear how CalCCA
structured its analysis and why, Appendix A provides a detailed description of CalCCA’s
approach and comparison to the Commission’s approach in its Report.

In addition, PG&E claims CalCCA'’s analysis is not supported by other evidence in the
record. However, even Energy Division’s analysis in its Report directionally aligns with
CalCCA'’s analysis, signaling that the ability to trade on an hourly basis would provide cost-
saving opportunities for RA procurement. Despite refuting CalCCA’s claims, PG&E does not
state any objection to Energy Division’s findings of $2-$4.1 million in potential benefits for the

month of September alone.?’ While CalCCA’s Opening Comments explain that Energy

18 PG&E Reply, at 9-10.

19 See California Community Choice Association’s Proposals on Track 3,R.23-10-011 (Jan. 17,
2025), at 8-18.

20 See PG&E Reply, at 6-8 (PG&E noting that the highest estimate of savings from Energy Division
staff is unlikely but not objecting to the savings provided in Scenarios 1 and 2).



Division’s analysis likely understates the benefits, even savings of $2-$4.1 million in one month
should not be overlooked. This is particularly the case since PG&E makes its assessment based
not upon whether the costs exceed the benefits, but rather on unknowns and unintended
consequences, as explained in Sections I1I — VII, below.

B. PG&E Ignores the Need to Proactively Mitigate Cost Impacts of RA Market
Scarcity

PG&E states, “[flundamentally, the argument that a LOT mechanism should be adopted
in this proceeding to address speculative assumptions about uncertain future market events
should be rejected.”?! This statement is short-sighted, and risks exposing LSEs and their
customers to scarcity pricing or market power if RA supply once again becomes scarce.

Other markets are designed to preemptively protect ratepayers from price shocks during
scarcity conditions. For example, the CAISO energy market has a price cap to prevent the system
marginal energy price from increasing exorbitantly during scarce conditions and market power
mitigation to mitigate bids of resources with the potential to exert market power. It is uncertain if
and when the energy market will experience scarcity, so it is necessary to be prepared for this
eventuality.

The RA market recently experienced significant, sudden, and costly capacity scarcity,
leading to RA prices exceeding $100 per kilowatt-month.?? Unlike the energy market, the
bi-lateral system RA capacity market has limited mechanisms in place to protect consumers from

these exorbitant RA costs. Allowing transactability of products to prevent the need to over-

2 PG&E Reply, at 6.

2 See CalCCA Opening Comments on Transactability Proposals (CalCCA Transactability Opening
Comments), R.25-10-003 (Mar. 16, 2026), at 10. Capacity transactions are from FERC electronic
quarterly reports (EQR) downloaded from https://eqrreportviewer.ferc.gov/ and cleaned by CalCCA.
Included transactions have California LSEs as the buyers for delivery in September 2025 with a trade date
between November 1, 2024, and July 31, 2025.



https://eqrreportviewer.ferc.gov/

procure for compliance and to put downward pressure on RA demand and prices is a simple yet
effective mechanism to mitigate costs. Failing to make simple and reasonable changes to market
design to address the likely future occurrence of market scarcity would be a significant lost
opportunity.

C. PG&E Understates the Potential Annual Savings of LOT

Next, PG&E questions CalCCA’s estimates of annual savings given the Report only
assesses the benefits in a single month. PG&E states that rather than multiplying the Report’s
monthly savings by four to six to obtain the annual value, instead, “[i]t would be more
appropriate to replicate Energy Division’s analysis for other months outside of September.”?*
CalCCA agrees that extending Energy Division’s analysis for all months is prudent because, in
focusing on a single month, Energy Division’s analysis is incomplete. While PG&E references
CalCCA'’s finding that in May, gains from LOT are zero, CalCCA did not find zero gains in all
months. RA capacity is also typically scarce in July, August, and October, and CalCCA’s
analysis found the benefits to hourly trading in those and other months that should not be
ignored. The annual benefits from LOT are therefore likely much higher than the Report’s
estimate of $2-$4.1 million, as determined by CalCCA.

Finally, the Report and PG&E’s Reply ignore the fact that the implementation of SOD
resulted in over procurement in September by 2,780 megawatts (MW) just to meet the more
stringent RA requirements under SOD.?* At the current MPB for RA, that amounts to over $30
million of costs to ratepayers for the month of September alone above what is needed to meet the
Commission’s reliability standard. Under an increasing cost environment, ignoring any cost

savings — especially one of this magnitude — would be imprudent.

2 PG&E Reply, at 12.
24 CalCCA Transactability Opening Comments, at 35-36.



D. PG&E Mischaracterizes CalCCA’s Recommended Methodology for
Estimating the Benefits of Unused Storage Capacity, Further Understating
the Value of LOT

PG&E misstates CalCCA’s recommended methodology for optimizing unused storage
capacity, thereby further understating LOT’s value. PG&E recommends the value associated with
unused storage be estimated by converting unused storage to a baseload equivalent. PG&E states
that CalCCA recommends unused storage “should not be converted to a baseload equivalent (i.e.,
24x7 capacity)” and instead “should have been converted to a 4-hour capacity.”?> PG&E’s
statement mischaracterizes CalCCA’s recommendation. CalCCA does not advance converting
unused storage capacity to 4-hour storage. Instead, CalCCA demonstrates how unused storage can
be shown differently (but still within the technology’s constraints) to avoid more thermal than if
you spread the storage over 24 hours. This approach better optimizes storage resources within their
availability constraints and reflects how storage will actually be used by LSEs to minimize
deficiencies. PG&E’s mischaracterization of CalCCA’s approach and recommendation that unused
storage be converted to a baseload equivalent should therefore be rejected.

III. PG&E’S CLAIMS THAT LOT COULD PRESENT “UNTENABLE
COMPETITIVE DISADVANTAGES” FOR THE 10US SHOULD BE REJECTED

At the same time PG&E questions the benefits of LOT, PG&E claims that CalCCA’s
Proposal could put the IOUs at a competitive disadvantage because they may not be able to

participate in LOT and take advantage of LOT’s benefits “from day one”?®

given greater
Commission oversight over generation portfolio activities than the CCAs and ESPs.

Notwithstanding this puzzling contradiction, PG&E’s claims that CalCCA’s Proposal could put

the IOUs at a competitive disadvantage are incorrect and should be rejected.

25 PG&E Reply, at 6.
26 Id at21.



PG&E claims that:

... the IOUs have greater Commission oversight than the CCAs and
[ESPs] concerning their respective generation portfolio
management activities, [and therefore] the CCAs and ESPs will be
able to easily participate and conduct transactions with the
implementation of a LOT mechanism from day one relative to the
I0Us.?’

PG&E states that IOU participation in LOT would require “potentially complex and
unprecedented” modifications to their Bundled Procurement Plans (BPP).?® While LOT should
be voluntary, if the IOUs wish to participate and are concerned about competitive disadvantage,
they do have the ability to seek modification to their BPPs, if necessary, which they do on a
regular basis given ample procedural pathways for the IOUs to update their BPPs.

In fact, the IOUs will file proposed updates to their BPPs as part of R.25-06-019. As
stated in the R.25-06-019 Scoping Ruling:

[t]his proceeding will be the venue for any necessary modifications
to the IOU BPPs, procurement rules and oversight, activities
associated with Public Utilities Code Section 454.5, and any other
issues that materially impact procurement policies, practices, and/or
procedures. In light of the significant market changes and issues
raised since the last BPP update in 2015 and other BPP-related
issues that have been raised in other procedural venues, the IOUs
are asked to submit revised BPPs in this proceeding by April 1,
2026. This timeline will allow for stakeholder input before the
Commission considers approving the updated BPPs.?

In addition, on January 2, 2026, the Commission granted the IOUs’ request for extension to
submit their revised BPPs to June 1, 2026, and the Commission will adopt their updated BPPs in

the fourth quarter of 2026.%°

27 1bid.

28 1bid.

2 Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, R.25-06-019 (Oct. 28, 2026).

30 Email Ruling Granting Investor-Owned Utilities Request for Extension of the Bundled
Procurement Plan Deadlines, R.25-06-019 (Jan. 2, 2026).



If an IOU wishes to participate in LOT, it could file an amendment to its BPP, as the IOUs
do with other products procured to satisfy their bundled load needs (e.g., energy, capacity, hedging
instruments for energy and congestion, import RA allocation rights). If the IOUs and the
Commission do not update the BPPs to include LOT as part of the process established in R.25-06-
019, the IOUs still have the ability to update the BPPs at a later date by following the established
procedures for updating procurement plans, as required in Public Utilities Code Section 454.5.3! In
addition, if the Commission does not believe that the IOUs participating in LOT is reasonable or
carries too many risks for the IOUs, the Commission can always deny the IOUs’ participation.
Therefore, assertion that CalCCA’s LOT proposal is untenable due to the IOUs being placed at a
competitive disadvantage given the potential need to seek updates to BPPs are misguided and
should be dismissed.

IV. THE COMMISSION SHOULD CLARIFY THAT LOT IS A VOLUNTARY

TRADING MECHANISM FOR ALL LSES, INCLUDING THE 10US, IN
RESPONSE TO SCE’S CONCERNS

While SCE recommends the Commission defer consideration of LOT, SCE also states that
if LOT is adopted the Commission “should make clear that the activity is entirely voluntary on the
part of any LSE and that the [IOUs] have no obligation to participate.”*> CalCCA agrees that LOT
should allow voluntary bilateral transactions between willing counterparties. LOT should not be
mandatory for any LSE, including the IOUs. If the IOUs choose to engage in LOT, IOU BPPs can

be modified to incorporate their methodology for doing so, as described in Section III, above.

31

stated.
32 SCE Reply, at 2.

References herein to code sections refer to the California Public Utilities Code unless otherwise

10



V. THE COMMISSION SHOULD DISMISS OUT-OF-SCOPE ISSUES RAISED BY
THE 1I0US WHICH IMPLY THE LOT PROPOSAL IS UNDER-DEVELOPED

The IOUs raise a variety of potential “unintended consequences” that are tangential to
LOT, in an attempt to convince the Commission that the CalCCA Proposal is under-developed.
Given none of these asserted unintended consequences were articulated by the IOUs until Reply
Comments despite multiple opportunities to do so, CalCCA addresses them herein for the first
time. First, the Commission should reject SCE’s recommendation to delay adoption of LOT until
RCPPP is further developed, because the development of a future IRP compliance program is not
relevant to the immediate issues with the currently active RA compliance program. Second, the
Commission should address LOT impacts on the RA MPB and other PCIA calculation
methodology elements as suggested by PG&E and SCE in the PCIA proceeding instead of in the
RA proceeding just as other PCIA calculation impacts from policy changes are addressed. Third,
the Commission should reject PG&E’s claims that “potential downstream impacts” suggest the
CalCCA proposal is “under-developed.”

A. SCE’s Recommendation to Delay Adoption of LOT Until RCPPP is Further
Developed Should be Rejected

SCE claims it is “premature” to introduce a new compliance product at this time given
RCPPP will “comprehensively update the rules on procurement.”** The Commission should
reject these claims given the development of a future IRP compliance program is not relevant to
immediate affordability concerns regarding SOD RA compliance. RCPPP still requires
significant development before being finalized, and it is currently not known if or how RCPPP

will impact the RA program. In fact, SCE acknowledges that the RA program may instead

33 SCE Reply, at 4.

11



impact RCPPP rather than the other way around, stating that RCPPP will “ideally incorporate the
SOD RA framework more robustly into long-term system planning and reliability modeling.”*
Given this, and the need to address immediate affordability challenges facing customers,
the Commission should not delay adopting this important cost savings measure to address
theoretical concerns regarding RA and RCPPP interactions. Instead, the Commission should
adopt LOT for the RA program now and continue discussions on the interactions of RA and

RCPPP when development of RCPPP resumes.

B. Any LOT Impacts on the PCIA Should Be Addressed in the PCIA
Proceeding

PG&E and SCE also raise issues related to how LOT transactions will be incorporated in
the PCIA calculation, the RA MPB calculation, and other rate-related items.*> PG&E states that
the LOT mechanism introduces potential impacts on the PCIA that could result in higher PCIA
rates. These issues, however, can be addressed in the PCIA proceeding just as other PCIA
calculation impacts from policy changes are addressed, and in all events should not delay the
adoption and positive contributions of LOT.

As an initial matter, the IOUs’ criticisms of LOT based upon the proposal’s potential
impact on the PCIA are predicated on the notion that the IOUs will participate in LOT. As
described in Section IV above, CalCCA made no such assumption and has been clear that LOT
should be voluntary between willing counterparties. Many of the IOUs’ concerns are therefore
issues that should be addressed if and when an IOU decides to participate in LOT. Any perceived

impacts should not be used as justification to dismiss the proposal.

34 1bid.
33 PG&E Reply, at 13-21; SCE Reply, at 2-3.

12



PG&E also questions whether LOT benefits could be negated by complex impacts on the
PCIA. PG&E states that CalCCA’s proposal to treat a LOT transaction as sold RA is overly
simplistic given the alternative of the RA used to support a LOT transaction coming either from
the PCIA portfolio or from non-PCIA resources. PG&E states, ““... in some circumstances, it
may be impossible to determine what resources are enabling an IOU to take on a LOT purchase
and, thus, should be credited with the LOT-related revenues.”*¢ This statement ignores that this
issue is not unique to LOT. Indeed PG&E has sold RA in the past®’ and is authorized through its
BPP to continue doing so. In performing such a sale, PG&E must determine if the sale was
sourced by PCIA or non-PCIA assets. If PG&E now believes that the Commission has not
provided sufficient guidance regarding delineating the portfolio for its sales of RA, including
those used to support LOT, PG&E should raise this issue in Track 3 of the PCIA proceeding,
R.25-02-005. Indeed, the Commission has indicated that it will be addressing “implementation
guidance for RA program changes, including the implementation of [SOD],” providing the
perfect forum to address LOT.3® This will ensure that the matter is considered for all three IOUs
and provide the needed clarity to incorporate LOT transactions in the PCIA.

Next, PG&E assumes that if the IOU uses baseload resources, causing it to be long in
some but not all hours, the resources above the need in any hour in which a LOT transaction is

pursued but not completed should now be considered unsold in the PCIA calculation.* This

36 PG&E Reply, at 15.

37 For example, Revised Appendix H of Advice Letter 7496-E-A shows that PG&E sold 559 MW to
Sempra Gas and Marketing and 469 and 185 MW to EDF Trading North America.

38 See Order Instituting Rulemaking to Update and Reform Energy Resource Recovery Account and
Power Charge Indifference Adjustment Policies and Processes, R.25-02-005 (Feb. 26, 2025), at 24.

39 “PG&E asserts that if an IOU attempted to “purchase” another LSE’s load through its portfolio
management activities during hours where it has excess RA capacity and receives no offers, then that IOU
should be authorized to categorize the excess RA capacity as “unsold” rather than “retained” due to the
implementation of a LOT mechanism.” PG&E Reply, at 19.
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issue is not the product of LOT, but rather a product of moving the RA program to a SOD
mechanism. Length in a given hour exists because the hourly obligation tracks load.

While the Commission has previously stated that LOT is unnecessary because LSEs can
swap resources,*’ no one has ever stated that the IOU should manage its hourly long position
through swaps to minimize its length in individual hours, and that if it failed to do so, any length
would be considered unsold for PCIA purposes. The implementation of LOT does not change
this fundamental premise. LSEs will procure resources even when their profiles do not perfectly
match the LSE’s load curves. This imperfection does not warrant a change in the categorization
of RA resources for PCIA purposes. Indeed, the same can be said of the maximum cumulative
capacity buckets used prior to SOD to ensure that LSEs did not procure too many limited-hour
resources. There has not been a PCIA case in which a party argued that by not maximizing each
bucket, the IOU ended up over-procuring 24/7 resources, making them longer in some hours than
necessary, and that the IOU should therefore declare that length as unsold. The shift to hourly
measures does not change the fact that the Commission, even prior to SOD, recognized there was
no need to procure peak-load capacity for all hours of the month.

Instead, CalCCA’s proposal to treat LOT as a sale for the NQC quantity as “sold” within
the PCIA is a recognition of the difficulty in determining which resources are shown for
compliance in one hour but cause a long position in another hour (implying a retained resource),
as compared to a resource that the IOU would not have shown but for the LOT (implying that it
is sold RA). Given the IOUs work with a portfolio of resources, CalCCA’s proposal provides the
benefit of the doubt by classifying the quantity of LOT as a sale of RA rather than the IOU

having to break it down between sold and retained. Again, this is a product of the hourly

40 See 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.
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obligation rather than a product of LOT which is aimed to provide a compliance mechanism with
the same granularity as the obligation. In all events, determination of the categorization is ripe
for consideration in the PCIA proceeding in which SOD implementation will be considered.
PG&E’s assertion that this unaddressed complexity should prevent or delay adoption of LOT
should not distract from the considerable cost benefits resulting from LOT.

In addition, PG&E and SCE state that the impacts from LOT on the underlying dataset to
calculate the RA MPB must be addressed. PG&E quotes the Commission in its decision to
change the RA MPB as being caused by low levels of RA transactions that draws into question
whether the MPB is a true reflection of RA value. PG&E goes on to state, “[g]iven the
Commission’s rationale for adopting the changes in D.25-06-049, CalCCA’s proposal could
effectively resurface the very issue that the Commission sought to eliminate just less than a year
ago.”*! This statement, however, fails to account for many other factors that are impacting the
volume of short duration RA transactions which were referred to in the Staff Report
recommending the changes ultimately adopted in D.25-06-049.%* > Among those are IRP
procurement obligations for tens of thousands of MWs (measured by ELCC) under long-term
agreements, RPS requirements that obligate the LSEs to procure a minimum amount of
renewable resources under contracts of ten or more years, hedging activity by LSEs in the

normal course of business, and uncertainty of compliance given the shift to SOD. Pinning the

4 Id. at 20-21.

42 D.25-06-049, Decision Adopting Changes to the Calculation of the Resource Adequacy Market
Price Benchmark, R.25-02-005 (Jue 26, 2025).

4 See Energy Division Staff Report of the 2024-2025 Resource Adequacy Market Price Benchmark,
Attachment 2 to Chief Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Adding Energy Division Report to the Record
and Setting the Schedule for Comments on the Report, R.25-02-005 (Feb. 26, 2025), at 7-8 (referring to
“an array of issues” impacting the liquidity of the RA market including “non-market issues” such as new
SOD rules and long-term contracts to meet the IRP and RPS requirements).
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need to re-evaluate the MPB due to LOT, which at present does not exist, in light of all of these
complexities, is oversimplified.

Indeed, the PCIA OIR recognizes the expedited nature of the changes to the RA MPB in
Track 1 of that proceeding, and the need to “further consider[]” the RA MPB calculation
methodology.** The Joint IOUs recently recommended that the scope of Track 3, which is
intended to incorporate a broad review of the PCIA methodology, should address
“[c]omprehensive reform to the [PCIA] MPBs”, and “[i]ncorporation of [SOD] [RA].”* The Joint
I0Us recognize that “[t]he Commission’s SOD program impacts both the value of RA resources,
as well as [LSEs’] RA compliance requirements . . . the Joint IOUs believe that RA SOD should be
examined [in the PCIA proceeding], both regarding how to incorporate those values as well as
considering its overall impact on the PCIA.”*¢ CalCCA agrees. PCIA is the correct venue to
address these issues which already would naturally encompass consideration of the impacts of
LOT on the MPB, as necessary. Also ripe for PCIA Track 3 consideration is the data to incorporate
LOT transactions into the MPB, addressing PG&E's concerns raised in its Reply.

C. “Potential Downstream Impacts” Raised by PG&E Can be Easily Addressed
and Do Not Prove the CalCCA Proposal is “Under-Developed”

PG&E states that the CalCCA Proposal is “under-developed” because of unresolved
issues regarding potential downstream impacts on Cost Allocation Mechanism (CAM)
allocations, the Financial Security Requirement (FSR) calculation, and verification complexities

with resales of LOT transactions.*’ CalCCA notes that these “downstream impacts” could have

“ PCIA OIR, at 24.

45 Joint Opening Comments of SCE, PG&E, and SDG&E on the Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling
Authorizing Parties to File Comments on Issues to Address in Track 3, R.25-02-005 (Feb. 27, 2026) at 1-2.
46 Id. at 3-4.

4 PG&E Reply, at 23-24.
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been, but were not, raised in Opening Comments. CalCCA therefore only has the opportunity
now to address them for the first time in these Sur-Reply Comments.

First, PG&E questions how LOT will impact CAM allocations, stating that it is unclear if
LSEs should receive incremental amounts of CAM allocations in proportion to the amount of
LOT they take responsibility for.** LOT should not change CAM allocations. As CalCCA has
repeatedly stated, LOT does not change LSE responsibility for meeting reliability requirements
for their own customers. Instead, LOT simply provides another product that can be used to meet
these requirements. CAM resources are paid for by all benefitting load. LOT therefore does not
change an LSE’s load ratio share upon which the CAM cost and benefit allocations are based.

Second, PG&E questions whether LOT transactions may create issues within the Provider
of Last Resort (POLR) framework and how the FSR calculation should be adjusted. Again, LOT
does not change LSE responsibility for meeting reliability requirements for their own customers.
LOT simply provides another product that can be used to meet these requirements. The POLR
proceeding determined that the only RA procurement that the FSR adjusts for is CAM.* Unless
and until the IOUs procure a LOT on behalf of all customers, LOT should be treated like any
other RA procurement for the purposes of calculating the FSR. FSR calculations should therefore
not be modified to change an LSE’s load responsibility.

Third, PG&E expresses concern about Energy Division’s ability to verify and measure
compliance in a timely manner due to the “unlimited” number of LOTs that may occur, even
though CalCCA proposes that LOT filings should be submitted early.>® For this reason and to

ensure the administrative burden is not too great on Energy Division, CalCCA has proposed a 25

48 PG&E Reply, at 23.

¥ D.24-04-009, Decision Implementing Senate Bill 520 Regarding Standards for Provider of Last
Resort, R.21-03-011 (Apr. 18, 2024), at 28-29, Finding of Fact 16, and Conclusion of Law 11.

30 PG&E Reply, at 24.
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percent limit on the amount of load an LSE can trade via a LOT, which applies when multiple
exchanges occur across multiple LSEs."!

VI. SDG&E’S MISLEADING CHARACTERIZATION OF LOT AS “LEANING”
AND A COST SHIFT SHOULD BE REJECTED

SDG&E states “CalCCA’s proposal would formalize and encourage the practice of
‘leaning’ on other LSEs’ procurement, which improperly shifts costs to ratepayers who have
already borne the cost of complying with RA requirements.>? This characterization is a
fundamental misrepresentation of CalCCA’s proposal and should be dismissed.

As stated in CalCCA’s Opening Comments, “leaning” in the context of the RA program
is generally used to describe a situation in which one LSE is short of its reliability requirement
without suffering any consequences because other LSEs were long meeting their reliability
requirements.> The LOT proposal was designed specifically to avoid leaning by allowing LSEs
who have not yet been able to procure their fair share to do so through a LOT. LOTs will be
transacted bi-laterally, and the short LSE will pay the long LSE for the product. In other words,
the LSE that is short pays for a LOT to cover its short position and the LSE that is long
monetizes its length through a LOT. As a result, each LSE pays only for the portion of the
resources necessary to meet their individual RA requirements.

LOT will therefore not result in an improper cost shift or leaning. Instead, it allows for
better alignment with cost causation. On the other hand, what will cause an improper cost shift is

purposefully ignoring known transactability barriers, resulting in over-procurement.>* Such over-

St See CalCCA Proposal, at 12.

52 SDG&E Reply Comments, at 2.

53 See CalCCA Transactability Opening Comments, at 16.

54 As stated in CalCCA’s Transactability Opening Comments, “[t]he Report attempts to justify
excess procurement that may result from a lack of hourly transactability as a “conservative reliability
architecture — a feature of the RA program, not a bug.” The inability for LSEs to transact at the same
granularity as the compliance requirement, however, forces LSEs to procure more RA than needed to
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procurement is not based on a reliability study nor allocated to LSEs based upon their

contribution to the reliability need. Therefore, the cost shifts result from the lack of hourly

products to match the hourly obligation, not the other way around as SDG&E suggests.
SDG&E further claims that CCA requests for a Local RA waiver confirm its leaning

argument.>’

The Local RA waiver process is irrelevant to the LOT discussion and claims that such
waiver requests demonstrate leaning should be dismissed. The Local RA waiver process is in place
to prevent LSEs from being found in non-compliance when they cannot procure sufficient Local
RA to meet their requirements despite reasonable efforts. San Diego Community Power (SDCP)
recently objected to an identical argument by SDG&E in response to a request by SDCP for a
Local RA waiver that somehow SDCP suggested the Commission should endorse “leaning” by
granting its waiver request. In fact, SDG&E did not dispute that SDCP took all reasonable and
good faith efforts to secure capacity in satisfaction of its Local RA requirements.’® SDG&E
mischaracterizes CalCCA’s proposal and the practice of leaning and advances misguided

arguments related to the Local RA waiver process. In fact, LOT will enable LSEs to more

efficiently meet their RA requirements, and therefore any leaning argument should be dismissed.

meet pre-determined reliability targets, unnecessarily driving up RA procurement costs that fall directly
on ratepayers. It also fails to ensure the costs of this excess procurement are equitably shared by the LSEs
that benefit from the reliability.” /d. at 20 (footnote omitted).

35 SDG&E Reply, at 4-5.

36 See San Diego Community Power Reply to San Diego Gas & Electric Company Response to San
Diego Community Power Advice Letter 34-E: Local Resource Adequacy Waiver Request (Dec. 2, 2025).
The Commission established the local RA waiver process through D.06-06-064 and D.07-06-029, which
allows an LSE to request relief from the procurement obligation with a demonstration that it has made
every commercially reasonable effort to contract for Local RA resources in recognition that many local
areas are not competitive. As stated by SDCP, “SDCP’s Local Waiver Request did not suggest SDCP
should not be required to pay for capacity, as demonstrated by its primary argument: that SDCP took
reasonable and good faith efforts to secure capacity in satisfaction of its Local RA requirements, which
SDG&E does not dispute.”*
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VII. CONCLUSION

For all the foregoing reasons, CalCCA respectfully requests Commission adoption of the
recommendations herein.

Respectfully submitted,

S9N Y I

Leanne Bober,
Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy
General Counsel

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE
ASSOCIATION

April 17, 2026
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APPENDIX A
TO
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S SUR-REPLY TO THE
REPLY COMMENTS OF PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY, SAN DIEGO
GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY, AND SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
ON TRANSACTABILITY ISSUES

SUMMARY OF QUANTIFICATION OF LOT BENEFITS:
CALCCA LOT PROPOSAL COMPARED TO CPUC ENERGY DIVISION REPORT
The California Community Choice Association’s (CalCCA) quantification of the benefits
of hourly load obligation trading (LOT) in its LOT Proposal' and the California Public Utilities
Commission (Commission) Energy Division’s estimated cost savings from LOT in Section 4 of
the Report on Transactability within the Slice of Day Resource Adequacy Framework* (Report)
are fundamentally based on the same premise:

e Under the existing Slice-of-Day (SOD) rules, load-serving entities (LSE)
procured more RA resources than required to meet RA obligations; and

e The maximum potential benefits of LOT can be estimated by valuing the excess
RA at current RA market prices.

Within that core framework, however, the data, approach, and assumptions differ
between CalCCA and Energy Division in ways that materially affect the magnitude of potential
benefits, as summarized in the Table 1, below. Three key assumptions understate the benefits of
LOT in the Energy Division analysis relative to the CalCCA analysis.

First, Energy Division does not estimate the indirect benefits of LOT, which implicitly
assumes that reduced demand for RA will not put downward pressure on RA prices and lower

RA costs for California LSEs. CalCCA’s analysis includes an estimation of these indirect

! California Community Choice Association’s Track 1 Proposals on Transactability Issues,

R.25-10-003 (Mar. 3, 2026).
2 Report on Transactability within the Slice of Day Resource Adequacy Framework, R.25-10-003
(Feb. 2026).



benefits, but acknowledges that the magnitude is uncertain and based on coarse approximations.
CalCCA agrees that a more refined analysis of the response of RA prices to changes in RA
demand, and how changes in RA prices will flow into RA cost savings for consumers, will
reduce this uncertainty. However, assumptions are inherently uncertain, and this uncertainty is
not a reason to use Energy Division’s implicit assumption that the indirect benefit is zero.
Second, Energy Division uses the 2025 RA market benchmark price (MPB) to value the
excess RA when calculating direct benefits. The 2025 MPB is an annual average price that uses
all RA market transactions “from December 2021 through August 2025, with delivery in 2025.”3
RA market prices, especially in the period when LSEs are filling the last ten percent of their RA
portfolio between the year-ahead RA (YARA) and month-ahead RA (MARA) deadlines, vary
considerably depending on the delivery month.* To reflect this variation, instead of using annual
average prices from all transactions over an approximately three year period, CalCCA’s analysis
of benefits relies on monthly prices for capacity purchases by California LSEs that occur only
between the YARA and MARA deadlines, extracted from Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC) Electric Quarterly Reports (EQR). 2025 RA prices were not yet available
when CalCCA released its whitepaper in April 2025. Instead, the benefits in the CalCCA
whitepaper used 2024 FERC EQR prices, implicitly assuming that observed prices in 2024
would be the same as prices in 2025. CalCCA updated its analysis for the March 9, 2026,
Workshop on LOT using 2025 FERC EQR prices. The 2025 FERC EQR prices were lower than
2024 prices, but still higher than the annual average 2025 MPB in the summer months of July,

August, and September.

3 See Energy Division Market Price Benchmark Calculations 2025 (Oct. 1, 2025).
4 See 2023 CPUC Resource Adequacy Report (Aug. 2025), Figure 4, at 29.



Third, the Commission estimates excess RA by assuming that storage can at best be
utilized as shown in the LSE filings with any “unused” storage being spread over a 24-hour period
to avoid purchases of baseload RA. In contrast, CalCCA’s Proposal dispatches storage, within the
power and energy constraints applicable to storage, to minimize LSE’s RA costs (as in the
CalCCA whitepaper) or to maximize the LSE’s avoidable thermal RA (as in CalCCA’s update).
CalCCA’s approach leads to greater utilization of the contracted storage capacity and therefore a
greater benefit that can be accessed with LOT than found using the Energy Division’s approach.

In summary, Energy Division’s and CalCCA’s analyses are fundamentally based on the
same premise. The three key differences in assumptions are the primary drivers of the
differences in reported benefits between the CalCCA and Energy Division analyses. While the
true benefits of LOT are uncertain, the Energy Division's analysis likely understates the benefits
by relying on unreasonably conservative assumptions: omission of indirect benefits, use of
annual average prices below the observed monthly prices during peak summer months, and

introducing new restrictions on the capability of storage.



TABLE 1: SUMMARY OF QUANTIFICATION OF LOAD OBLIGATION TRADING BENEFITS:
CPUC ENERGY DIVISION REPORT VERSUS CALCCA LOT PROPOSAL (ORIGINAL WHITEPAPER PROPOSAL AND UPDATE)

CPUC Energy Division Report

CalCCA Whitepaper

CalCCA Update

Report on Transactability within the Slice of

Effective Mechanisms

CalCCA RA SOD Transactability Proposal
Presentation at CPUC SOD Transactability Workshop

Documentation ) - ) 5 - . — - T (Slide 8)
Day Resource Adequacy Framework for Slice-of-Day RA Trading CalCCA Track 1 Proposal on Transactability Issues

(Pages 9-10)

Date February 2026 April 2025 March 2026

Coverage All LSEs 24 CCAs, with results extrapolated to all LSEs 24 CCAs, with results extrapolated to all LSEs

RA Submittals 2025 MARA 2025 YARA, with requirements scaled to 2025 2025 YARA, 2025 MARA, 2026 YARA

Incorporated MARA

RA Prices Used 2025 MPB: Annual average of past 3 years of 2024 FERC EQRs: Monthly prices for RA 2025 FERC EQRs: Monthly prices for RA

for Benefits

transactions for RA delivered in 2025

transactions between 2024 YARA and MARA

transactions between 2025 YARA and MARA

Treatment of
Storage

As shown by LSEs with unused excess spread
over 24 hours

Dispatched, within power and energy
constraints, to minimize LSE RA costs

Dispatched, within power and energy constraints, to
maximize avoidable thermal RA purchases

Benefit Categories

Direct (baseload capacity that could be

Direct (gains from trade) and Indirect (reduction

Direct (avoidable thermal capacity) and Indirect

avoided) in RA prices from lower RA demand) (reduction in RA prices from lower RA demand)
Months Included
for Benefits September May-September May-September
Reported
Economic At most $7.9 million (Scenario 3) $180 million $152 million (from 2025 MARA submittals)
Benefits*

*Key Assumptions
Affecting
Reported
Economic Benefits

1. RA prices will not decrease with lower RA
demand

1. Lower RA demand will reduce RA prices,
lowering RA costs for all California LSEs

1. Lower RA demand will reduce RA prices, lowering
RA costs for all California LSEs

2. Avoided RA in any month is valued at
annual average MPB

2.2024 RA prices will continue into 2025

2. 2025 FERC EQRs are representative of monthly
cost of excess RA

3. Unused storage must be spread over 24
hours to avoid baseload RA

3. Benefits quantified using CCA filings can be
extrapolated to all LSEs

3. Benefits quantified using CCA filings can be
extrapolated to all LSEs



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/ed---slice-of-day-transactability-report---revised.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/ed---slice-of-day-transactability-report---revised.pdf
https://cal-cca.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/4.24.25_Effective-Mechanisms-for-Slice-of-Day-RA-Trading.pdf
https://cal-cca.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/4.24.25_Effective-Mechanisms-for-Slice-of-Day-RA-Trading.pdf
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M601/K158/601158006.PDF

	I. INTRODUCTION
	II. PG&E’S CLAIMS THAT CALCCA’S ANALYSIS OF LOT BENEFITS IS OVERSTATED AND NOT WELL DOCUMENTED SHOULD BE REJECTED
	A. CalCCA’s Analysis is Thoroughly Documented, Contrary to PG&E’s Claims
	B. PG&E Ignores the Need to Proactively Mitigate Cost Impacts of RA Market Scarcity
	C. PG&E Understates the Potential Annual Savings of LOT
	D. PG&E Mischaracterizes CalCCA’s Recommended Methodology for Estimating the Benefits of Unused Storage Capacity, Further Understating the Value of LOT

	III. PG&E’S CLAIMS THAT LOT COULD PRESENT “UNTENABLE COMPETITIVE DISADVANTAGES” FOR THE IOUS SHOULD BE REJECTED
	IV. THE COMMISSION SHOULD CLARIFY THAT LOT IS A VOLUNTARY TRADING MECHANISM FOR ALL LSES, INCLUDING THE IOUS, IN RESPONSE TO SCE’S CONCERNS
	V. THE COMMISSION SHOULD DISMISS OUT-OF-SCOPE ISSUES RAISED BY THE IOUS WHICH IMPLY THE LOT PROPOSAL IS UNDER-DEVELOPED
	A. SCE’s Recommendation to Delay Adoption of LOT Until RCPPP is Further Developed Should be Rejected
	B. Any LOT Impacts on the PCIA Should Be Addressed in the PCIA Proceeding
	C. “Potential Downstream Impacts” Raised by PG&E Can be Easily Addressed and Do Not Prove the CalCCA Proposal is “Under-Developed”

	VI. SDG&E’S MISLEADING CHARACTERIZATION OF LOT AS “LEANING” AND A COST SHIFT SHOULD BE REJECTED
	VII. CONCLUSION

