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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS'

CalCCA recommends that the Commission:

e Adopt party recommendations to remove the $0 bidding and revenue allocation
requirements for IR and RC, or at minimum, expressly state that these requirements
do not apply to existing contracts;

¢ Deny SDG&E’s recommendation to reject LOT with prejudice, because SDG&E
bases its recommendation on a misleading classification of LOT as fundamentally
incompatible with the RA program,;

e Reject PG&E’s finding that the large load meet-and-confer process is a reasonable
interim solution;

e Address party concerns that the PD would result in double counting storage
nonlinearity in QC and UCAP values; and

e Adopt SCE’s clarification on the value of EO resources’ excess charging sufficiency
remaining with the EO generators.

Acronyms used herein are defined in the body of this document.
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The California Community Choice Association (CalCCA) submits these reply 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 Refinement* (PD), dated June 1, 2026.

L. INTRODUCTION

Party Opening Comments> present a diverse set of recommended changes to the PD but largely
coalesce around one fundamental issue: the PD’s flawed treatment of imbalance reserve (IR) and
reliability capacity (RC) bidding and revenue allocation. Parties raise numerous factual, legal, and
practical issues with the PD’s requirement that suppliers bid $0 dollars for IR and RC and transfer any
IR and RC revenue to the resource adequacy (RA) buyer.* Parties largely agree that the PD should be
modified in this regard, as these issues will likely result in unnecessary costs and reliability issues.

SDG&E recommends the Commission reject hourly load obligation trading (LOT) with
prejudice,’ making misleading claims about the compatibility of LOT and the RA program.® The
Commission should not reject LOT with prejudice, because the LOT proposal is designed to ensure
sufficient physical capacity to meet system RA requirements, subject to penalties, consistent with
existing RA trading mechanisms while reducing costs to ratepayers.

Other comments address the PD’s proposed meet-and-confer process for large loads and storage
and energy-only (EO) resource counting. In response to these comments, CalCCA recommends that the
Commission should:

e Adopt party recommendations to remove the $0 bidding and revenue allocation
requirements for IR and RC, or at minimum, expressly state that these requirements
do not apply to existing contracts;

2 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).

3 References herein to Opening Comments refer to those submitted on June 22, 2026, in R.25-10-003.

4 See American Clean Power - California (ACP-CA) Opening Comments, at 7-11; California
Independent System Operator Corporation (CAISO) Opening Comments, at 2-11; Calpine LLC (Calpine)
Opening Comments, at 3-7; California Energy Storage Alliance (CESA) Opening Comments, at 13-15;
Independent Energy Producers Assocatiation (IEP) Opening Comments, at 4; Large-Scale Solar Association
and Solar Energy Industries Association (LSA/SEIA) Opening Comments, at 4-8; Middle River Power, LLC,
(MRP) Opening Comments, at 7-9; Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E) Opening Comments, at 2-8; Rev
Renewables, LLC (Rev Renewables) Opening Comments, at 4-10; Southern California Edison Company (SCE)
Opening Comments, 13-14; San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) Opening Comments, at 2-10; Terra-
Gen, LLC (Terra-Gen) Opening Comments, at 4-8; Vistra Corp. (Vistra) Opening Comments, at 11-14; and
Western Power Trading Forum (WPTF) Opening Comments, at 5-10.

5 SDG&E Opening Comments, at 11-13.

6 Id., at 12.



e Deny SDG&E’s recommendation to reject LOT with prejudice, because SDG&E
bases its recommendation on a misleading classification of LOT as fundamentally
incompatible with the RA program,;

e Reject PG&E’s finding that the large load meet-and-confer process is a reasonable
interim solution; and

e Address party concerns that the PD would result in double counting storage
nonlinearity in the qualifying capacity (QC) and unforced capacity (UCAP) values;

e Adopt SCE’s clarification on the value of EO resources’ excess charging sufficiency
remaining with the EO generators.

II. THE COMMISSION SHOULD ADOPT PARTY RECOMMENDATIONS TO REMOVE
THE IR AND RC REQUIREMENTS OR, AT MINIMUM, SHOULD NOT APPLY
THEM TO EXISTING CONTRACTS

No party expressly supports the PD’s $0 bidding and revenue allocation requirements in all
respects. Indeed, the majority expressed concern with one or more proposal elements.” Such broad
opposition should be reviewed very carefully before the Commission proceeds with the PD as written.

CalCCA agrees with the CAISO that “bid restrictions do not eliminate underlying costs; they
obscure them,” and that the zero dollar bidding requirement would prevent resources from sending
economic signals, inhibit the market’s ability to select lower cost resources, and reduce transparency to
the market.® Even without a $0 bid requirement, the requirement to flow the revenues through to the
purchasing load-serving entity (LSE) fundamentally reduce the incentives for resources to bid
efficiently, as there are no consequences or benefits to the generator for submitting a bid that does or
does not clear. The LSE may likewise find themselves in a position where they lack complete
knowledge about the resource’s costs to instruct the generator to submit an efficient bid.

The only solution is to remove both the $0 bid and revenue flow through requirements. As
CalCCA and other parties have described in Opening Comments, LSEs can negotiate fair transactions
that will prevent the double payment of generators while still leaving the CAISO market mechanisms

with efficient bids unaffected by or consistent with costs and revenues of contractual relationships.’

7

See ACP-CA Opening Comments, at 7-11; CAISO Opening Comments, at 2-11; Calpine Opening
Comments, at 3-7; CESA Opening Comments, at 13-15; IEP Opening Comments, at 4; LSA/SEIA Opening
Comments, at 4-8; MRP Opening Comments, at 7-9; PG&E Opening Comments, at 2-8; Rev Renewables
Opening Comments, at 4-10; SCE Opening Comments, 13-14; SDG&E Opening Comments, at 2-10; Terra-Gen
Opening Comments, at 4-8; Vistra Opening Comments, at 11-14; and WPTF Opening Comments, at 5-10.

8 CAISO Opening Comments, at 7.

? See CalCCA Opening Comments, at 7; and CAISO Opening Comments, at 2-3.



The Commission should, at a minimum, not apply the requirements to existing contracts
executed before this Decision is voted out. Several parties, including all three investor-owned utilities
(IOU), object to the application of these provisions to existing contracts.'® SDG&E, for example, cites
the Commission’s commitment to preserving the sanctity of existing contracts through Decision (D.)
19-03-012,'! and the lack of an “extraordinary circumstances” in this case to override those prior
decisions.!?

III. SDG&E’S RECOMMENDATION TO REJECT LOT WITH PREJUDICE SHOULD BE
DENIED

The Commission should dismiss SDG&E’s recommendation to reject LOT with prejudice. '3
SDG&E claims that there are “structural and inherent” defects of LOT that make the mechanism
“fundamental[ly] incompatib[le]” with the RA program. SDG&E bases these claims on: (1) suggestions
that LOT is a financial substitution for a physical requirement; and (2) attempts to diminish the savings
that could be realized by the LOT mechanism.'* The Commission should reject SDG&E’s
recommendation for the following reasons.

First, the LOT mechanism is not a financial substitute for physical capacity. It is designed to
ensure sufficient physical capacity to meet system RA requirements, subject to penalties, consistent with
existing RA trading mechanisms. In this sense, LOT has the same fundamental structure as the CAM
program, in which RA purchased by one LSE meets the obligations of other LSEs with their contracted
physical capacity. Moreover, in reality, all energy and capacity contracts and transactions are financial
mechanisms to ensure physical availability and delivery to the grid, making SDG&E’s distinction
misleading. CalCCA’s LOT proposal would therefore continue to maintain the reliability and integrity
of the RA program by ensuring all LSEs are responsible for procuring their fair share of physical
capacity to meet reliability requirements.

Second, SDG&E and PG&E suggestions that there is no demonstrated need for LOT at this

time'® are fundamentally flawed for the reasons described in CalCCA’s Opening Comments. '® Benefits

10 See PG&E Opening Comments, at 6-8; SCE Opening Comments, at 2-4; and SDG&E Opening
Comments, at 5-8.
1 D.19-03-012, Decision Denying Protect Our Communities Foundation Petition for Modification of
Deczszon 06-09-021, Concerning Otay Mesa Energy Center, R.01-10-024 (Mar. 28, 2019).
SDG&E Opening Comments, at 6.
13 Id., at 12-13.
14 Id., at 12.
15 PG&E Opening Comments, at 13-14; and SDG&E Opening Comments, at 11-13.
16 CalCCA Opening Comments, at 7-9.



of LOT can be realized both directly (i.e., reducing the total amount of unnecessary RA procured) and
indirectly (i.e., reducing demand and putting downward pressure on RA prices) regardless of whether
total RA supply exceeds total requirements, and could have totaled up to $180 million in 2025'7 at a
time when electricity costs burden many Californians. Even if the RA supply stack has grown and prices
have calmed since 2024, an exceptionally challenging time for RA procurement, there is no guarantee
these conditions will not resurface, especially given uncertain load growth projections, modeled
reliability needs surfacing by 2030, and continued challenges bringing new capacity online to address
these needs. For these reasons, the Commission should reject SDG&E’s recommendation.

IV.  PG&E’S CLASSIFICATION OF THE MEET-AND-CONFER PROCESS FOR LARGE
LOADS AS A REASONABLE INTERIM SOLUTION SHOULD BE REJECTED

PG&E finds the PD’s meet-and-confer process for large loads “reasonable,” with modifications
to state that: (1) the information shared in the meet-and-confer process will be consistent with
information in the IOUs’ year-ahead load forecasts and Form 3; and (2) the IOUs, Staff, and the CEC
will work together to finalize the details of the meet-and-confer requirements.'® CalCCA disagrees that
the PD is reasonable in this regard, and is concerned with PG&E’s suggestion that the IOUs, not all
LSEs, have the opportunity to inform the meet-and-confer requirements. Community Choice
Aggregators (CCAs) are well-positioned to evaluate new load growth given their unique access to
information, either from large load customers or their local permitting agencies. Consulting with CCAs,
along with the IOUs, will ensure information used to develop the forecast is as accurate as possible.

While the information sharing opportunities that can be provided by a meet-and-confer process
are valuable, they are not, and were never intended to be, an adequate substitute for a robust RA
allocation process. The existing RA forecast, which is based heavily on the California Energy
Commission’s (CEC) Integrated Energy Policy Report (IEPR) Demand Forecast, has worked well for
many years under relatively stable load growth. However, the unprecedented forecast uncertainty
present with the introduction of data centers necessitates a new process for allocating those loads to
minimize reliability and affordability risks.

Forecasts are inherently subject to errors, and any forecast is, by its nature, immediately at risk of
being overtaken by new facts on the ground. This is especially true where large, discrete, and uncertain

nature of data center loads emerge, change, or fall away between forecast cycles. CalCCA’s proposal

17 CalCCA Opening Comments, at 8-9.
18 PG&E Opening Comments, at 12.



addresses these risks better than the existing process by incorporating actual interconnection information
and milestones to supplement that CEC’s forecast. That way, if the IEPR under-forecasts data center
load, RA requirements can be updated to remain sufficient from a reliability perspective. Alternatively,
if the IEPR over-forecasts data center load, RA requirements could be updated for affordability to ensure
existing customers do not pay for unnecessary RA. The CalCCA proposal is therefore superior from a
reliability and affordability perspective, and should be adopted.

V. THE PD SHOULD BE REVISED TO ADDRESS PARTIES’ DOUBLE COUNTING
CONCERNS FOR STORAGE NONLINEARITY

Parties generally agree that storage nonlinearity should be accounted for in resources’ QC values.
Several parties express concerns that the PD would account for nonlinearity both the QC methodology
and the UCAP calculation.!® CalCCA agrees with these parties that the PD risks double-penalizing
storage resources for the same availability limitation. As stated by CESA, the Commission should
account for nonlinearity in the QC rather than in its UCAP, given that it is a known capability limitation
rather than a forced outage.?’ For these reasons, the Commission should account for nonlinearity in QC
values, consistent with CalCCA’s methodology in Opening Comments, and ensure that UCAP values do
not further derate storage resources’ RA value for nonlinearity.

VI. SCE’S RECOMMENDATION FOR ALLOCATING EO CHARGING SUFFICIENCY
VALUE SHOULD BE ADOPTED

Several parties request that the Commission clarify the PD to specify how the excess charging
sufficiency value of EO resources will be allocated.?! The Commission should adopt SCE’s requested
clarification. That is, the charging sufficiency value that exceeds the amount required to charge the
storage resource remains with the EO generating resource, rather than with the paired storage resource.
This clarification is consistent with the intent of the proposals and the formula in the PD.

VII. CONCLUSION
CalCCA appreciates the opportunity to submit these comments and respectfully requests

adoption of the recommendations proposed herein.

19 ACP-CA Opening Comments, at 6-7; Alliance for Retail Energy Markets Opening Comments, at 5-6;
and CESA Opening Comments, at 7-9.

20 CESA Opening Comments, at 7-9.

2 ACP-CA Opening Comments, at 3; LSA/SEIA Opening Comments, at 3-4; and SCE Opening
Comments, at 7-8.
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