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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS'

The Commission should modify the Proposed Decision to:

Remove the $0 bidding and revenue allocation requirements for imbalance reserves and
reliability capacity;

Adopt LOT, a commonsense affordability measure to align the granularity of RA products
with the granularity of RA requirements;

Adopt a durable RA allocation process for data center loads to reflect their uncertain and
discrete nature and ensure RA allocations are fair and accurate;

Clarify storage QC foldback adjustments to reflect hourly variability consistent with
resources’ operational capabilities and the SOD framework;

Clarify PG&E’s load migration proposal to reduce ambiguity and provide clear processes
and timelines; and

Clarify the LDES and EO resource showings in the SOD templates and leave room for
future improvements.

Acronyms used herein are defined in the body of this document.
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The California Community Choice Association? (CalCCA) submits these comments pursuant to
Rule 14.3 of the California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) Rules of Practice and Procedure?
on the proposed Decision Adopting Local Capacity Obligations for 2027-2029, Flexible Capacity
Obligations for 2027, and Program Refinements* (Proposed Decision), dated June 1, 2026.

L. INTRODUCTION

The evolving Resource Adequacy (RA) program and electricity landscape necessitates
consideration of RA Track 1 proposals in the context of Western market evolution, the Slice-of-Day
(SOD) program, and uncertain forecasted load growth. While there are limited elements of the Proposed
Decision that CalCCA supports,® many other elements of the Proposed Decision fail to adequately
progress the RA program in the following ways.

First, in extending the bidding requirements and revenue prohibition to new California
Independent System Operator (CAISO) market products, the Commission departs from the objectives of
California Public Utilities Code section 380,° acts outside of its authority over community choice
aggregators (CCA), and raises federal preemption concerns. In addition, it could create reliability issues
and result in the need for load-serving entities (LSE) to renegotiate a significant number of contracts,
which would likely increase RA costs. Second, the Commission rejects CalCCA’s hourly load
obligation trading (LOT) proposal, continuing the discrepancy between the granularity of requirements

and the products that can be used to meet these requirements, at the expense of ratepayers. Third, by

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 State of California Public Utilities Commission, Rules of Practice and Procedure, California Code of
Regulations Title 20, Division 1, Chapter 1 (May 2021).
4 Proposed Decision Adopting Local Capacity Obligations for 2027-2029, Flexible Capacity Obligations

for 2027, and Program Refinement, Rulemaking (R.) 25-10-003 (June 1, 2026).

5 CalCCA supports the Commission’s: (1) adoption of co-located Energy Only (EO) counting for the
charging sufficiency requirement; (2) adoption of Energy Division’s Unforced Capacity (UCAP) proposal,
subject to additional development prior to implementation; (3) rejection of Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s
(PG&E’s) proposal to eliminate the Local Capacity Requirement-Reduction Compensation Mechanism; (4)
adoption of CalCCA’s Central Procurement Entity data transparency and data request use proposals; and (5)
adoption of Energy Division’s large load meet and confer process.

6 All subsequent code sections cited herein are references to the California Public Utilities Code unless
otherwise specified.



rejecting CalCCA’s large load RA allocation proposal without a path forward to continue to explore
how RA allocations should occur under an uncertain large load future, the Commission risks inaccurate
and/or unfair RA allocations with potential impacts on reliability and affordability. Fourth, in adopting
Energy Division’s storage qualifying capacity (QC) adjustments for foldback without modifications to
recognize hourly availability, the Commission fails to reflect operational capabilities and the SOD
framework.

With these errors, the Commission fails to progress the RA program in the context of Western
market evolution, the SOD framework, and uncertain forecasted load growth. To remedy these errors,
and provide other necessary clarifications, the Commission should modify the Proposed Decision to:

e Remove the $0 bidding and revenue allocation requirements for imbalance reserves (IR)
and reliability capacity (RC);

e Adopt LOT, a commonsense affordability measure to align the granularity of RA products
with the granularity of RA requirements;

e Adopt a durable RA allocation process for data center loads to reflect their uncertain and
discrete nature and ensure RA allocations are fair and accurate;

e Clarify storage QC foldback adjustments to reflect hourly variability consistent with
resources’ operational capabilities and the SOD framework;

e C(Clarify PG&E’s load migration proposal to reduce ambiguity and provide clear processes
and timelines; and

e Clarify the LDES and EO resource showings in the SOD templates and leave room for
future improvements.

I1. THE ZERO-DOLLAR BIDDING AND REVENUE ALLOCATION REQUIREMENTS
FOR CAISO MARKET PRODUCTS SHOULD BE REMOVED

The Commission should modify the Proposed Decision to remove the $0 bidding and revenue
allocation requirements for IR and RC. CalCCA shares the Commission’s goal of avoiding “significant
costs to ratepayers.” However, in maintaining “status-quo” requirements despite changes to the CAISO
tariff, the Proposed Decision would likely result in the very ratepayer-cost increases that the
Commission aims to avoid.

A. The Proposed Decision Errs in Assuming the Most Economic Outcome for IR
and RC Treatment

The Proposed Decision errs by extending the requirement for existing and future RA contracts

to: (1) reflect the policy determinations from Decision (D.) 05-10-0427 to ensure zero-dollar bidding for

7 D.05-10-042, Opinion on Resource Adequacy Requirements, R.04-04-003 (Oct. 27, 2005).



RC and IR products; and (2) to specify that the resource owner is not eligible for capacity-related
revenue payments for these products.® The Proposed Decision purports to maintain the “status quo”
requirements because:

[t]he Commission is not persuaded by parties that seek to abruptly
remove the zero-dollar bid requirement and the revenue allocation
prohibition for RA resources without any supporting data. Rather,
the Commission is persuaded by [the Public Advocates Office [(Cal
Advocates)] that the [Extended Day-Ahead Market (EDAM)]
products’ impact on RA pricing is uncertain and that if market-
clearing prices are high, this could potentially result in significant
costs to ratepayers depending on the volume of bids.”’

The Commission’s rationale is not grounded in a reliability concern, but rather in an assumption
about optimal economic outcomes that will not hold in all cases. By requiring that all IR and RC
revenues be credited to the LSE, the Proposed Decision undermines contractual flexibility that could
otherwise enable more efficient outcomes—such as lower RA prices in exchange for allowing
generators to retain those revenues. These requirements will likely not lower overall costs, because the
revenues from EDAM products will be accounted for in RA prices, similar to how energy revenues are
theoretically accounted for in RA prices. The assumption that channeling IR and RC revenues to the
LSE will always produce the most cost-effective result is incorrect and constrains LSEs from pursuing
alternative, potentially lower cost contracting arrangements.

The Proposed Decision claims that pricing experience from the CAISO test environment and
initial CAISO implementation of the RC and IR structures, “appears to demonstrate that day-ahead
clearing prices are high for RC and, to a lesser extent, IR products.”'® This assessment is not correct,
however, as more recently available production data from the CAISO website demonstrates that there
are a large number of hours in May when the prices for Residual Unit Commitment (RUC), Imbalance
Reserve Up (IRU), and Imbalance Reserve Down (IRD) cleared at or very near $0.!! Indeed, the CAISO

has noted the difference in pricing between the simulation and operation stating:

8 Proposed Decision, at 101-102.
? Id., at 101.
10 1bid.

1 See CAISO Daily Extended Day-Ahead Market EDAM Reports (May 2026).



. . . [b]efore launch, test runs between CAISO and PacifiCorp
showed persistently high imbalance reserve procurement costs.
Those outcomes were driven by simulations with limited data, rather
than actual bid behavior. In live operations, those high costs have
not materialized. Actual bid data and stakeholder-vetted transitional
parameters helped support a stable launch. Overall, imbalance
reserve prices have been moderate. Prices are usually low, with
predictable increases in the morning and evening ramps,
occasionally reaching ~$15/MWh. [IRU] prices have also shown
clear regional differences, reflecting the economics of the broader
footprint. For instance, CAISO and PacifiCorp East have remained
relatively stable, typically below $10/MWh, while PacifiCorp West
has seen occasional price spikes up to $55/MWh. This price
separation reflects EDAM’s ability to shift reserves from lower-cost
to higher-cost regions. Across all areas, IRU prices consistently
cleared above [IRD] prices. 12

The Proposed Decision therefore bases its decision-making solely upon data from a test
environment in which the results were non-binding on any participant. In the production environment,
the data thus far shows no evidence of the high prices postulated by parties as a result of which the
Proposed Decision concludes that resources providing RA must bid $0 and flow through the revenues to
the LSE.

The Proposed Decision also appears to propose a mandate that both existing and new RA
contracts include a requirement that resources bid $0 for RC/IR and that revenues get passed through to
the LSE buyer. The Proposed Decision states:

. .. [tJhe Commission concludes that the more prudent approach is
to maintain the status quo requirements...and monitor the bidding
behavior of the EDAM market and its impact on RC and IR pricing
following the initial implementation, and any potential impacts on
future RA pricing. ... Accordingly, the Commission maintains and
affirms the current rules established in D.05-10-042.

Imposing this new requirement would likely require renegotiation of substantial numbers of
contracts. Significant disagreement exists among market entities regarding whether these new products,
especially the IR product, are RUC products subject to the same treatment under existing contractual
language. CCAs are reporting that sellers have already begun stating that under the new EDAM rules,
the seller is entitled to the revenues associated with IR. CalCCA has surveyed its members and found

that, of the 11 survey respondents, a staggering 249 contracts with September net qualifying capacity

12 CAISO Western Energy Markets Observations (June 1, 2026), at 2.



(NQC) of over 18,600 MW is potentially at risk for contract renegotiation based upon the Proposed
Decision’s requirements. Further, by adopting these requirements for immediate effect, the Proposed
Decision raises questions about the ability of parties to continue using these resources. If new terms are
required to be inserted in existing contracts, generators could be in a position to demand high premiums
in exchange for agreeing to these new terms. These resources have already been procured and are
providing reliability, to be claimed as RA as early as the next showing after the Proposed Decision is
adopted. For example, if the Proposed Decision is adopted on July 2, 2026, the next showing would be
for September 2026. Renegotiation of contracts in this timeframe is infeasible and, even if it were
feasible, could dramatically increase ratepayers costs to pay for reliability which already exists based
upon existing contracts.

B. The Proposed Decision Raises Federal Preemption and CCA Autonomy
Concerns

The Proposed Decision raises significant federal preemption and CCA autonomy concerns. The
Commission acknowledges that the CAISO removed from its Tariff both the requirement that RA
resources submit zero-dollar bids into RUC products and the prohibition on resources receiving
associated revenues. The Commission further acknowledges that those Tariff revisions were approved
by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC).!® Nevertheless, the Proposed Decision would
effectively and unlawfully require the re-creation of those FERC jurisdictional provisions in state-
mandated contracts. While states retain authority over resource procurement and RA, they may not
intrude upon FERC’s exclusive jurisdiction over wholesale market participation, bidding behavior, and
compensation. '

Although the Proposed Decision characterizes these requirements as procurement rules, their
practical effect is to dictate how market participants bid into and receive compensation from FERC-
jurisdictional market products. The Supreme Court has instructed that preemption analysis turns on the

target of the state action.'® Here, the Proposed Decision is not directed at ensuring reliability or

13 Proposed Decision, at 84.

14 See Hughes v. Talen Energy Marketing, LLC, 578 U.S. 150, 163-66 (2016) (In Hughes v. Talen Energy
Marketing, LLC, the Supreme Court invalidated a Maryland program that guaranteed a generator a state-
mandated rate for capacity sold into the PJM wholesale capacity market, holding that although states retain
authority over generation and resource procurement, they may not condition compensation on participation in or
alter the economic outcomes of FERC-jurisdictional wholesale markets.).

15 See Oneok, Inc. v. Learjet, Inc., 575 U.S. 373, 385-87 (2015) (In Oneok, Inc. v. Learjet, Inc., the
Supreme Court held that state antitrust claims based on allegations that natural gas traders manipulated price



compliance with RA obligations, but instead at prescribing the economic outcomes of participation in
the CAISO’s wholesale markets. By requiring zero-dollar bids and prohibiting resource owners from
retaining RC and IR revenues, the Commission risks regulating conduct that falls squarely within
FERC'’s exclusive authority.

Furthermore, by focusing on contract economics rather than reliability outcomes, the Proposed
Decision exceeds the Commission’s jurisdiction over non-investor-owned utility (Non-IOU) LSEs,
including CCAs. The Commission may require CCAs to meet certain policy mandates—such as RA and
the Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS)—but it lacks jurisdiction to dictate the specific terms and
conditions of their procurement agreements beyond what is necessary to ensure compliance with
reliability and clean energy goals. Public Utilities Code section 380 authorizes the Commission to
institute a RA program to accomplish numerous purposes, but dictating the financial terms of LSE
contracts is not within the scope of that authority. Because the allocation of IR and RC revenues is
fundamentally a question of contractual economics—and not reliability—the Commission's attempt to
impose a blanket revenue allocation requirement intrudes into procurement decision-making where it
lacks legal authority.

C. The Proposed Zero-Dollar Bid Requirement is Likely to Have Adverse Impacts
to RA Storage Resources and Reliability

The Proposed Decision will likely have adverse impacts on reliability because bidding $0 in the
IR market could prevent storage devices from preserving their state of charge for the hours when they
are most needed for reliability. Storage resources are primarily shown to meet net peak needs (i.e., the
hours after sunset when solar generation declines but load remains high). Californians have paid
significant capacity costs associated with very large amounts of battery storage (13,000 megawatts
(MW) as of December 2024'6) needed to meet SOD reliability needs. Without the ability of storage
providers to bid opportunity costs in the IR market, it is not clear that the resources will be used to
satisfy California’s reliability needs and may instead be dispatched to meet other BAA needs. Worse
yet, bidding $0 could make that capacity, and the reliability it provides, available to neighboring BAAs
at a low price, despite Californians paying for it to meet their own reliability needs. Additionally, the

Proposed Decision’s misalignment with current CAISO tariffs and relatively stricter requirements could

indices by submitting false transaction data were not preempted by federal law because the state laws were
directed at retail market conduct rather than wholesale rate regulation, emphasizing that preemption analysis
turns on the “target at which the state law aims.”).

16 California ISO, 2024 Special Report on Battery Storage (May 29, 2025), at 4.



disincentivize generators from participating in the Commission’s RA program, raising concerns of
reliability on top of affordability.

For these reasons, the Proposed Decision’s proposed requirement that all IR and RC revenues
flow to the LSE and that resources be required to bid $0 should be removed. Instead, LSEs should retain
flexibility to negotiate revenue-sharing provisions in a manner that allows sophisticated LSE market
participants to negotiate contracts in their customers’ best interests. The Commission should strive to
align its RA requirements with the CAISO RA requirements, ensuring a California LSEs can effectively
participate in the wider EDAM. This outcome supports cost-effective procurement and reflects the
diversity of market structures in California.

III. THE PROPOSED DECISION SHOULD BE MODIFIED TO ADOPT LOT, A
COMMONSENSE AFFORDABILITY MEASURE TO ALIGN THE GRANULARITY
OF RA PRODUCTS AND RA REQUIREMENTS

The Commission errs in rejecting LOT, a commonsense affordability measure to align the
granularity of RA products and RA requirements, at the expense of ratepayers. The Commission bases
its rejection on several factors: (1) its finding that “there is no demonstrated need for a [LOT]
mechanism under the SOD framework;”!7 (2) concerns with the ability to satisfy RA requirements
through “financial arrangements,” rather than through the contracting of physical capacity;'® and (3)
multiple “outstanding” issues.'® The Commission errs for the reasons described herein. The Commission
should modify the Proposed Decision to adopt LOT to protect ratepayers from the costs of unnecessary
RA purchases caused by transactional friction in the SOD program.

First, the Commission finds that the Energy Division Report®® answers the appropriate questions

to inform the need for LOT. Specifically, these questions include:

Proposed Deision, at 121.

18 Id., at 122.

19 Id., at 123-124.

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



... whether LSEs were able to comply with their RA requirements
under the SOD framework (need), whether hourly load obligation
trading could reduce overall capacity procurement by improving
alignment between LSEs’ contracted resources and LSEs’ hourly
load obligations (benefits), and whether implementing an hourly
load obligation trading would introduce complexity into the RA
program and compliance process (feasibility).?!

Energy Division Report’s evaluation is flawed in two primary ways: (1) the Report evaluates
whether LOT is necessary for compliance rather than whether it reduces the cost of compliance; and (2)
it materially understates the amount of excess procurement that can be avoided through LOT. In addition
to these fundamental flaws with the questions evaluated in the Energy Division Report, the Proposed
Decision errs in its conclusions.

In response to the question of whether LSEs were able to comply with their RA requirements
under the SOD framework, the answer is no. The Energy Division Report shows that for the 2025 year-
ahead showing, the total system need was exceeded in every hour, while some individual LSEs had
deficiencies in every hour.?? The fact LSEs were able to cure their deficiencies in the month-ahead
filings does not absolve the SOD framework of transactability issues. Some likely procured more RA
than necessary to meet their hourly requirements due to the inability to optimize their portfolios. Others
will face penalties for the year-ahead deficiencies.

In response to the question of whether LOT could reduce overall capacity procurement by
improving alignment between LSEs’ contracted resources and LSEs’ hourly load obligations, the answer
is yes. CalCCA’s analysis demonstrates that LSEs could have avoided 2,175 MW of excess procurement
in 2025, with an estimated avoided cost of almost $37 million for the single month of September.* In
total, LOT could have resulted in up to $180 million in avoided RA costs in 2025,%* 80 percent of which

could have been realized within the existing bi-lateral market framework without a central

21 Id., at 120.

2 Energy Division Report, at 12-15.

2 California Community Choice Association’s Opening Comments on Transactability Issues Filed and
Served, R.25-10-003 (Mar. 16, 2026) (CalCCA Transactability Opening Comments), at 9-10.

24 California Community Choice Association’s Track 1 Proposals on Transactability Issues, R.25-10-003
(Mar. 3, 2026), at 9-10 and Appendix A.



intermediary,?® contrary to the Proposed Decision’s findings.?*The Proposed Decision’s failure to adopt
LOT thus results in a missed opportunity for ratepayer savings.

In response to the question of whether implementing LOT would introduce complexity into the
RA program and compliance process, the answer is no. CalCCA provided multiple paths forward for
implementing LOT for the Commission’s consideration, including additional personnel, automation, and
interim guardrails such that the benefits of LOT could be realized without placing untenable complexity
and administrative burden on the Commission. Validating these transactions requires nothing more than
confirming the trade appears in a single line in two different excel spreadsheets. While the Proposed
Decision expresses concern with CalCCA’s proposed 25 percent limit,>” CalCCA has signaled a
willingness to consider alternative guardrails but neither Energy Division nor other parties have
proposed an alternative. Taken together, the answers to these questions demonstrate that the
Commission errs in its finding that “there is no demonstrated need for an hourly load obligation trading
mechanism under the SOD framework.”?8

The Commission also expresses concern with LOT as a “mechanism that allows LSEs to satisfy
RA requirements through financial arrangements, rather than through the contracting of physical
capacity.”? This concern is misguided, as physical capacity will still be needed to satisfy RA
obligations in aggregate. It remains the responsibility of the original LSE, subject to penalties, that there
will be sufficient RA to serve its load, whether procuring a resource or procuring a new LOT product.
LOTs must be backed by physical capacity under contract by the LSE taking on the load obligation for
the LOT to be valid. Without sufficient physical capacity backing the LOT, the short LSE would need to
undertake alternative transactions to achieve compliance. Therefore, total system RA requirements
would continue to be met fully with physical capacity, whether or not LOTs occur.

The Commission states that there are multiple “outstanding” issues associated with LOT: (1)
PCIA rate calculation methodology impacts; (2) “competitive inequities” between IOU and non-IOU

LSEs; (3) “necessary coordination” with CAISO regarding capacity procurement mechanism (CPM)

25 California Community Choice Association’s Reply Comments on Transactability Issues Filed and

Served, R.25-10-003 (Mar. 30, 2026) (CalCCA Reply Comments), at 8 (“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.”).

26 Proposed Decision, at 122.

27 Id., at 123.

28 Id., at 121.

29 Id., at 122.



cost allocation; (4) Reliable and Clean Power Procurement Program (RCPPP) interactions; and (5) a
demonstration of net benefits to aggregate load.?° CalCCA has addressed each of these issues in the
record of this proceeding.?! In characterizing these issues as “outstanding” without any analysis of or
response to CalCCA’s responses to address them, the Commission misrepresents the substantial
development that has occurred over several RA proceedings to result in a thorough and well-supported
solution to the RA program’s affordability challenges. As a result, the Proposed Decision should be
modified to adopt the LOT proposal.

IV. THE PROPOSED DECISION SHOULD BE MODIFIED TO ADOPT A DURABLE RA
ALLOCATION PROCESS FOR DATA CENTER LOADS

The Commission should revise the Proposed Decision to adopt CalCCA’s data center load RA
allocation proposal, or at minimum, establish a clearly defined procedural pathway for developing an
RA allocation mechanism for data center loads in Track 2 of this proceeding. Public Utilities Code
section 380(h)(5) requires the Commission to “[e]nsur[e] that the cost of generating capacity and
demand response is allocated equitably.” Requiring LSEs to procure RA capacity for Data Centers that
are mistakenly assigned to their loads fails that standard. Data centers represent large load additions that
can be comparable in size to generation resources and have significant implications for system
reliability, procurement needs, and local grid planning. A single data center delay, ramp change, or
service-provider change can materially affect an LSE’s RA compliance position. If not properly
accounted for, this volatility introduces severe risks of reliability issues, stranded assets, or increased
costs on existing customers. As such, the Commission must carefully consider and develop standards for
incorporating data centers into RA obligations.

CalCCA proposed an alternative RA allocation methodology that would include data center

loads in an LSE’s RA allocation only after certain milestones are met to improve the certainty of the

30 Id., at 123-124.

31 CalCCA addressed these issues in the following filings into R.25-10-003: (1) PCIA rate calculation
methodology impacts — 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, R.25-10-003 (Apr. 17, 2026) (CalCCA Sur Reply), at 12; (2) “competitive
inequities” between IOU and non-IOU LSEs — CalCCA Sur Reply at 8; (3) “necessary coordination” with
CAISO regarding CPM cost allocation — CalCCA Transactability Opening Comments, at 30-32; (4) Reliable
and Clean Power Procurement Program interactions — CalCCA Sur Reply, at 11; and (5) a demonstration of net
benefits to aggregate load — CalCCA Transactability Opening Comments, at 16.

10



forecast of data center load coming online in the RA year.?? The Proposed Decision rejects CalCCA’s
proposal, finding that there is “insufficient record at this time to demonstrate that data center load
forecasting in the prompt year is so volatile as to necessitate CalCCA’s proposed solution.”>* Instead,
the Proposed Decision adopts Energy Division’s proposal to leverage the existing meet-and-confer
process to inform data center RA allocations.** While CalCCA supports an improved meet-and-confer
process as a way to share information across all relevant parties, including CCAs, the IOUs, and the
California Energy Commission (CEC), it is incomplete on its own as a long-term solution to allocating
uncertain and discrete data center loads.

For CCAs currently experiencing large load growth, data center demand exhibits a wide band of
forecast uncertainty. For example, in the territory of San José Clean Energy (SJCE), three different
sources demonstrate a widely different picture of load growth. The CEC 2025 Integrated Energy Policy
Report (IEPR) Demand Forecast shows SJCE’s load increasing by approximately 40 percent between
2026 and 2028.% The Commissions 2026 Integrated Resource Planning (IRP) assumptions show
approximately 100 percent load growth for SICE over the same two-year time period.*® SICE’s internal
modeling, based upon project-specific confidence levels applied to each data center project in the City of
San José’s pipeline,®” projects approximately 10 percent load growth by 2028. These data points reflect
significant uncertainty with potentially considerable implications on LSE RA portfolios, customer costs,
and system reliability if not forecasted and planned for properly. While helpful, the proposed meet-and-
confer process is an information-sharing process, not an allocation framework. It does not and should
not be the sole process for determining: (1) which LSE should receive the RA obligation; (2) when the
data center load should be included in an RA obligation; (3) whether the forecasted load is sufficiently
certain; (4) whether the customer will actually take service from the assumed LSE; or (5) whether the

load will ramp on the assumed timeline. The unique nature of data center loads instead necessitates a

32 California Community Choice Association’s Track 1 Proposals, R.25-10-003 (Jan. 23, 2026) (CalCCA
Track 1 Proposals), at 3-7 (CalCCA proposes that data center load be incorporated into RA requirements when
meaningful milestones are met (e.g., interconnection date, site control, permits and construction status). These
milestones are directly relevant to whether, when, and by whom data center load will be served.).

3 Proposed Decision, at 129.

34 Proposed Decision, at 132-134.

3 CEC 2025 IEPR Planning LSE Table: https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/GetDocument.aspx?tn=268727.

36 IRP LSE Forecasts: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-
division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-ltpp/2024-2026-irp-cycle-
events-and-materials/2026-1se-ghg-emission-benchmarks.xIsx.

37 See Draft 2026 Renewables Portfolio Standard Procurement Plan of City of San José, Administrator of
San José Clean Energy (Public Version), R.24-01-017 (June 12, 2026), at 22-25.
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https://nam02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.cpuc.ca.gov%2F-%2Fmedia%2Fcpuc-website%2Fdivisions%2Fenergy-division%2Fdocuments%2Fintegrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-ltpp%2F2024-2026-irp-cycle-events-and-materials%2F2026-lse-ghg-emission-benchmarks.xlsx&data=05%7C02%7Clauren%40cal-cca.org%7Cf88253a3719d49505a4608dec8ab827b%7C18aa3b82b85a4d9cb1acc9c05a6c3d83%7C0%7C0%7C639168836508896000%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=WFJ%2FzSQ%2F9pP%2BCiZTX2L%2BSuS2Lwn1QrKAKzzgBy5LzEs%3D&reserved=0
https://nam02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.cpuc.ca.gov%2F-%2Fmedia%2Fcpuc-website%2Fdivisions%2Fenergy-division%2Fdocuments%2Fintegrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-ltpp%2F2024-2026-irp-cycle-events-and-materials%2F2026-lse-ghg-emission-benchmarks.xlsx&data=05%7C02%7Clauren%40cal-cca.org%7Cf88253a3719d49505a4608dec8ab827b%7C18aa3b82b85a4d9cb1acc9c05a6c3d83%7C0%7C0%7C639168836508896000%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=WFJ%2FzSQ%2F9pP%2BCiZTX2L%2BSuS2Lwn1QrKAKzzgBy5LzEs%3D&reserved=0
https://nam02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.cpuc.ca.gov%2F-%2Fmedia%2Fcpuc-website%2Fdivisions%2Fenergy-division%2Fdocuments%2Fintegrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-ltpp%2F2024-2026-irp-cycle-events-and-materials%2F2026-lse-ghg-emission-benchmarks.xlsx&data=05%7C02%7Clauren%40cal-cca.org%7Cf88253a3719d49505a4608dec8ab827b%7C18aa3b82b85a4d9cb1acc9c05a6c3d83%7C0%7C0%7C639168836508896000%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=WFJ%2FzSQ%2F9pP%2BCiZTX2L%2BSuS2Lwn1QrKAKzzgBy5LzEs%3D&reserved=0

formal RA allocation process as well as provisions for enforcing information sharing and a process for
resolving discrepancies between CCA and IOU information.

The Commission states that it is “closely monitoring” the demand forecasting process of data
center load in the annual IEPR demand forecast process at the CEC.*® While the IEPR is a vitally
important process in establishing the state’s Demand Forecast, the Proposed Decision acknowledges that
the CEC’s methodology for addressing data center demand is currently under a multi-year refinement
effort and is not immediately available to inform RA allocation.*® Indeed, the CEC acknowledged in the
2025 IEPR Report that data center development is a rapidly evolving area.** Among the items making it
difficult to forecast electricity demand from data centers are:

1. Limited historical data reference to give confidence to future load from data centers;

2. The dynamic nature of IOU energization queues with projects advancing, withdrawing,
or being replaced;

3. Development timelines dependent on permitting, construction, supply chain, and
transmission availability;

4. Future data center technologies that may change energy needs in total and in profile; and

5. The potential for data centers to bring their own generation to the grid.*!

The CEC is considering changes to address these difficulties.

The effort to refine the IEPR forecast process to address data centers is a prudent and necessary
effort given the rapidly evolving status of data center load growth. The Commission should not treat
IEPR participation, or the meet-and-confer process, as a substitute for resolving these RA allocation
issues. Doing so would miss both reliability and affordability opportunities that the CalCCA proposal
squarely addresses.

The Proposed Decision should therefore be revised to adopt CalCCA’s far more robust RA
allocation proposal. If the Commission fails to adopt CalCCA’s proposal, the Commission should in the
alternative commit to working with the CEC and stakeholders to develop a data center RA allocation
process in Track 2. The Commission and other parties also suggest alternative processes to address data

center issues, such as multi-agency workshops and/or other proceedings.*? CalCCA does not oppose

3 Proposed Decision, at 29.

3 Ibhid.

40 CEC Supporting Documentation for the 2025 IEPR Forecast (Apr. 15, 2026), at 22.
4 1bid.

42 Proposed Decision, at 128-129.
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such processes and acknowledges the benefits they may provide given the wide range of impacts data
center loads may have on the industry as a whole. However, the RA allocation issue is a time-sensitive
and growing issue that cannot be delayed, as the amount of data center load in the forecast is quickly
rising in significant volumes, as demonstrated in SJCE’s load forecasts. The Commission should
therefore revise the Proposed Decision to adopt CalCCA’s data center load RA allocation proposal now,
or at minimum, establish a clearly defined procedural pathway in Track 2 of the RA proceeding for
developing an RA allocation mechanism for data center loads.

V. STORAGE QC FOLDBACK ADJUSTMENTS SHOULD BE CLARIFIED TO
REFLECT HOURLY VARIABILITY CONSISTENT WITH RESOURCES’
OPERATIONAL CAPABILITIES AND THE SOD FRAMEWORK

The Commission should modify the Proposed Decision to account for storage foldback
consistent with the resources’ operational capabilities to align with the hourly nature of the SOD
program. The Proposed Decision adopts Energy Division’s proposed clarifications and adjustments to
the storage QC methodology to address storage “foldback.”** In response to Energy Division’s proposed
clarification, CalCCA suggested the Commission clarify proposed calculation to allow resources to
count for full capacity in some hours and be derated in other hours to reflect operational capabilities of
resources with foldback.** The Proposed Decision acknowledges CalCCA’s requested clarification but
does not rule on it.* In doing so, the Proposed Decision would result in a single value that may be too
high in some hours and too low in others to reflect the impacts of foldback. This is inconsistent with
both the operational capabilities of storage resources experiencing foldback and the SOD framework,
which establishes hourly requirements and hourly counting values aimed to better reflect actual
operating conditions.

To remedy this, the Commission should modify the Proposed Decision to reflect hourly
variability in the storage QC consistent with resources’ operational capabilities and the SOD framework,
as proposed in the CalCCA’s Track 1 Opening Comments.*® Under the SOD framework, an LSE can
claim the full amount of capacity for a single hour but may not need the full capacity in other hours.
CalCCA’s proposed alternative calculation would result in a higher RA counting in the hour of highest

need, and more accurately reflect the impacts of foldback on RA capacity.

4 Proposed Decision, Ordering Paragraph 6.

M California Community Choice Association’s Comments on Track 1 Proposals, R.25-10-003 (Mar. 6,
2026) (CalCCA Track 1 Opening Comments), at 14-16.

4 Proposed Decision, at 23.

46 CalCCA Track 1 Opening Comments, at 14-16.
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VI. THE PROPOSED DECISION SHOULD BE MODIFIED TO CLARIFY PG&E’S LOAD
MIGRATION PROPOSAL

While CalCCA does not oppose the Proposed Decision’s adoption of PG&E’s proposal to clarify
the load migration definition, the Proposed Decision should be modified to ensure clear timelines and
responsibilities and allow for mutually agreeable solutions between the IOU and CCA. The Proposed
Decision modifies the definition of load migration to exclude events in which an LSE voluntarily
changes the effective date confirmed in its approved implementation plan and does not submit a new
implementation plan to the Commission.*” However, the Proposed Decision fails to address the
following clarifications to the proposal requested by CalCCA:

e A CCA providing notice of the delay (either through an Implementation Plan addendum,
Advice Letter, or other mechanism) prior to April (or August as described below) should be
sufficient to result in a change to the CCA’s load forecast;

e If'the voluntary change/delay applies to a date when the initial service was in October
through December and is being delayed, then the CCA can communicate the change by the
August load forecast update rather than the April update; and

e The Commission should allow for a mutually acceptable solution between the IOU and the
CCA that deviates from the timeline and process above if one can be reached.*®

The Proposed Decision should be modified to adopt these clarifications, which are necessary to
ensure that ambiguity and uncertainty are reduced in the timelines and processes included in the
Proposed Decision. If the Commission adopts these clarifications, CalCCA finds the proposal reasonable
and does not oppose it.

VII. THE COMMISSION SHOULD CLARIFY THE SHOWING OF LDES IN THE SOD
TEMPLATES AND LEAVE ROOM FOR FUTURE IMPROVEMENTS TO THE LDES
AND EO COUNTING METHDOLOGIES

The Proposed Decision adopts two new counting rules that will enhance storage resources’
ability to contribute to the RA program. First, the Proposed Decision adopts the QC methodology for
LDES utilizing a resource-specific forward charging period (FCP) based on the duration of the
resource.* CalCCA appreciates the Commission clarifying how LDES resources will count in the RA
program. This provides necessary near-term certainty to LSEs who must understand the value of LDES
in their portfolios and ensures the counting of LDES can be reflected in the existing templates without

becoming overly complex. The Commission should leave room for re-evaluating elements of the LDES

4 Proposed Decision, at 126-127.
48 CalCCA Opening Comments, at 21-22.
Proposed Decision, at 45-46.
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counting methodology after the Commission and stakeholders have reviewed their functionality in the
RA program. This re-evaluation should include a review of the multipliers to determine if they are
overly conservative and a review of the methodology’s applicability to different durations of LDES.

The Commission should also clarify the Proposed Decision regarding whether the Storage
Minimum State-of-Charge test will continue to apply to LDES resources, and if so, how. If the Storage
Minimum State-of-Charge test is applied to LDES resources without modification, the proposed changes
to LDES excess capacity counting will fail to achieve their intended impact. This conflict is particularly
acute given that the existing validation test is limited to a two-day window, whereas the new LDES
proposal permits up to an eight-day FCP.

Second, the Proposed Decision modifies the way EO resources can count towards charging
sufficiency, by allowing EO resources paired with a deliverable resource to count towards the charging
sufficiency requirement of off-site storage. CalCCA applauds the Commission for recognizing the
reliability contribution of these resources. The Commission also references a forthcoming study by the
CAISO that will provide information on whether the Commission can reasonably assume storage can
charge from EO capacity, including: “(1) the extent to which transmission congestion constrains output
from generation resources; and (2) the extent to which transmission congestion constrains storage
resources’ ability to charge.”*® Consideration of how EO resources can contribute to RA requirements in
addition to charging sufficiency requirements, especially when already paired with deliverable resources
as proposed by CalCCA,>! should be considered in conjunction with the CAISO study.

VIII. CONCLUSION

CalCCA appreciates the opportunity to submit these comments and respectfully requests
adoption of the recommendations proposed herein. For all the foregoing reasons, the Commission
should modify the Proposed Decision as provided in Appendix A, attached hereto.

Respectfully submitted,

Jaundpli

Leanne Bober,
Director of Regulatory Affairs and
Deputy General Counsel
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE
June 22, 2026 ASSOCIATION

>0 Proposed Decision, at 32.

S CalCCA Track 1 Proposals, at 7-11.
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APPENDIX A
TO
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S COMMENTS
ON THE PROPOSED DECISION ADOPTING LOCAL CAPACITY
OBLIGATIONS FOR 2027-2029, FLEXIBLE CAPACITY OBLIGATIONS
FOR 2027, AND PROGRAM REFINEMENTS

PROPOSED CHANGES TO FINDINGS OF FACT,
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDERING PARAGRAPHS

Proposed text deletions show as beld-and-strikethreugh

Proposed text additions show as bold and underlined

FINDINGS OF FACT

24. A prudent approach is to remove maintain-the status quo bidding and revenue requirements
for capacity products adopted in D.05-10-042 and monitor the bidding behavior of the EDAM
market and its impact on RC and IR pricing following the initial implementation, and any
potential impacts on future RA pricing.

A-1



29. PG&E’s proposal to clarify “changes to approved implementation plans” with CalCCA’s
additional clarifications are reasonable is-areasenable-elarifieation to reduce uncertainty and
to be consistent with the Commission’s intent in D.19-06-026.

New: The record demonstrates a need for the ability to transact RA products in the same
unit of time as the hourly slice-of-day requirements.

New: Energy Division’s proposed meet-and-confer process is insufficient for an RA
allocation process for data center loads.

New: A formal RA allocation process based on relevant milestones is necessary to ensure
RA obligations associated with data center loads maintain the reliability and affordability
of the RA program.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

4. Energy Division’s proposed clarifications and adjustments to the storage QC methodology, in
addition to €AESO>s CalCCA’s suggested modifications to the definition and clarification, are
reasonable and should be adopted.

18. The Commission maintains-and-affirms removes the policy rules established in D.05-10-
042 for offering RA capacity products into the CAISO market. As HR-preoducts-are-deemed
apacity produ or-purpeses-of- the RAprogram; D-05-10-042-applies to IR produets:

19. There is ao_a demonstrated need for an hourly load obligation trading mechanism under the
SOD framework at-this-time.

21. PG&E’s proposal to clarify “changes to approved implementation plans” with CalCCA’s

additional clarifications should be adopted.

New: CalCCA’s proposal for an hourly load obligation trading mechanism is reasonable
and should be adopted.

New: CalCCA’s proposal for RA allocations of data center loads is reasonable and should
be adopted.

ORDERING PARAGRAPHS

6. The following clarifications and modifications to the storage qualifying capacity (QC)
methodology are adopted as follows:

(a) The storage QC calculation is the MW that can be provided continuously over four
consccutive hours MAX CONT ENERGY LIMIT less MIN CONT ENERGY LIMIT,

divided-byfour-and constrained by the point of interconnection; and




(b) The storage resource can be shown up to its net QC in each hour constrained by the

MWh that are available The-storage-QC-value-is-eclarified-as-the-outputlevel at-which-a

reseuree-can-discharge for four-er-mere-continueus-hours without being affected by
nonhneanty (or foldback) Qﬂee—Eﬂe;ﬁDlﬂs*m%eeess—te—a—va}ue—ef—eenmm&s—eﬂefgy

New: CalCCA’s Hourly Load Obligation Trading proposal is adopted, and Energy
Division is authorized to implement compliance validation in the existing templates with
CalCCA’s proposed guardrails until RA compliance automation can be further explored.

New: CalCCA’s data center RA allocation proposal is adopted, and Energy Division shall
include data center loads in LSE RA allocations upon the completion of the progress
milestones in the proposal.
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