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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Continue Rulemaking 20-05-003
Electric Integrated Resource Planning and
Related Procurement Processes.

CALIFORNIA WIND ENERGY ASSOCIATION
REPLY COMMENTS ON STAFF AND PARTY PROPOSALS ON
RELIABLE AND CLEAN POWER PROCUREMENT PROGRAM

I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

Pursuant to the Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Seeking Comments on Reliable and
Clean Power Procurement Program Staff Proposal issued by Administrative Law Judge Julie
Fitch on April 29, 2025, and Judge Fitch’s June 16, 2025, email ruling extending the comment
deadlines, the California Wind Energy Association (“CalWEA”) provides these reply comments
to certain parties’ July 15, 2025, opening comments on the Staff Proposal for the Reliable and
Clean Power Procurement Program (“RCPPP”) (“Staff Proposal”) and parties’ alternative
proposals filed on the same day.!
In summary, CalWEA appreciates the thoughtful opening comments of many parties and,
in response, advocates that the Commission:
e Adopt PG&E’s RCPPP reliability proposal, provided that SB 100 compliance includes
long-term contracting requirements and guardrails against resource shuffling;
e Adopt a mass-based, hourly GHG program, directing parties to develop details in
workshops;
e Adopt CalWEA’s GHG proposal linking program compliance to transmission and
interconnection timelines to mitigate GHG compliance challenges while promoting

achievement of the Commission’s adopted resource plan;

I References to parties’ filings are to their opening comments on the staff proposal, unless references to
their alternative proposals are made.



e Adopt GHG non-compliance penalties that include GHG make-up requirements,
complemented by forward contracting measures;

e Adopt CalWEA’s proposal and take immediate action to achieve local emission
reductions, which is responsive to parties’ concerns;

e Reject proposed resource mandates based on “long lead-time” characteristics;

e Request that CAISO enable energy-only projects to pursue full deliverability status; and

e Conduct in-lieu planning for DWR central procurements.

II. REPLY COMMENTS

A. CalWEA Generally Supports PG&E’s RCPPP Reliability Proposal, Provided
that SB 100 Compliance Includes Long-Term Contracting Requirements and
Guardrails Against Resource Shuffling

CalWEA generally supports Pacific Gas & Electric’s (“PG&E”) Alternative Proposal for a
programmatic reliability element of the RCPPP program, which would establish a multi-year
resource adequacy (“RA”) program using the slice-of-day (“SOD”) framework? that includes
forward contracting requirements without new-build requirements.> The RCPPP GHG framework
could also avoid new-build requirements if, and only if, the Commission extends RA multi-year
contracting requirements to T+5, adopts RPS long-term contracting requirements for SB 100
compliance, and adopts additional guardrails to prevent resource shuffling across the West, as
required by law.* CalWEA also advises a critical addition to PG&E’s proposed forward RA

resource eligibility requirements.

2 Other LSEs also support using SOD or SOD critical hours for the longer-term RA program rather than a
marginal ELCC approach. See San Diego Gas & Electric (“SDG&E”) at p. 17; California Community
Choice Association (“CalCCA”) at pp. 12-14; Ava Community Energy at Attachment B, Section I; Silicon
Valley Clean Energy (“SVCE”) Alternate Proposal at II.B. The California Environmental Justice Alliance,
Sierra Club, and Center for Energy Efficiency and Renewable Technologies (“CEJA et al.”) support using
SOD for both RCPPP programs because “marginal ELCC puts a large weight on the scale in favor of fossil
fuel procurement in order to meet long-term procurement needs.” CEJA et al. at p. 22. American Clean
Power — California (“ACP-California”), at p. 5, also supports SOD for a multi-year RA framework.

3 Other LSEs also support RCPPP frameworks without new-build resources, enabling integrated
consideration of an LSE’s entire portfolio. See CalCCA at pp. 10-11; Ava Community Energy at
Attachment B, Section I; Peninsula Clean Energy at p. 9; Vistra Corp. at p. 11.

4 As pointed out by CEJA et al. at p. 34, and The Utility Reform Network (“TURN”) at p. 9, Pub. Res.
Code Section 454.53(a) states that the achievement of SB 100 goals “shall not allow resource shuffling.”
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CalWEA proposed, and continues to support, a T+10 showing to address reliability gaps
in 12 critical SOD hours because it would drive long-term contracting to support long lead-time
projects and projects in areas awaiting transmission development. However, with additional
measures in the long-term SB 100 greenhouse gas (“GHG”) reduction program, CalWEA believes
that extending PG&E’s forward contracting requirements by one year, to T+5 for ~50% of need,
along with establishing forward advisory SOD needs and indicative information-only filings
submitted by load-serving entities (“LSE”) through T+9° would promote these types of
developments. Those additional measures include, as part of SB 100 compliance, a 65% long-
term (> 10-year) contracting requirement, in-state delivery requirements for all SB 100 resources
above the 60% RPS requirement, and making ineligible unbundled attributes® and existing zero-
carbon resources in the West that pre-date the adoption of SB 100.

CalWEA agrees with CURE that long-term contracting requirements are essential to
stimulate investment in long-lead-time resources.” As pointed out by TURN, “[t]here is no
evidence that new zero GHG resources will be constructed absent a long-term contract with a
creditworthy buyer.”8

CalWEA also agrees with CURE, TURN, EDF, and CEJA et al. that SB 100 resources must
be delivered to California.’ As these parties explain, undelivered resources would drive up in-state
GHG emissions and reliance on fossil generation, and allowing unbundled attributes to count
towards SB 100 compliance “is directly at odds with prior IRP guidance, the RPS Product Content
Category structure, the Power Source Disclosure Program, and the Cap-and-Trade program.”

Absent new-build requirements in RCPPP programs, it will also be necessary to make
zero-carbon resources in the West that pre-date the 2018 adoption of SB 100 ineligible for SB 100
compliance. As stated by TURN, “[t]here are abundant existing zero GHG resources that can be

resold into California to meet CES needs. This includes hydropower from the Northwest and

5 CalCCA (at p. 14) proposes that the Commission establish forward advisory SOD needs through T+10.

¢ The Environmental Defense Fund (“EDF”) explains in detail, at section IILF, the risks of allowing
unbundled RECs to count for GHG-reduction compliance.

7 California Unions for Reliable Energy (CURE) at p. 9. Also see Cal Advocates at p. 6 and CEJA et al. at
pp- 36-37. (CalWEA included a 65% long-term contracting requirement in its Alternative Proposal.)

8 TURN at p. 18.
® CURE at p. 6; TURN at p. 17; EDF at p. 23; CEJA et al. at p. 38.
10 TURN at p. 15 (footnotes omitted). Also see CURE at pp. 5-6, CEJA et al. at pp. 35-36, EDF at p. 23.
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British Columbia, PURPA-contracted generation in Western states, and qa75% of the 3,990 MW
Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station owned by utilities in Arizona and New Mexico that may
be resold to California.”!!

Finally, CalWEA advises a critical addition to PG&E’s proposed resource eligibility
requirements for reliability forward contracts. PG&E proposes that eligibility requirements be
tied to the status of CAISO interconnection studies.'? Instead of these proposed requirements, the
projects’ study reports or interconnection agreements should specify a Commercial Operation
Date (“COD”) that is no later than mid-year of the operating year.'* (E.g., for a project contracted
for T+4, the project COD should be no later than mid-year T+4.)

B. The Commission Should Adopt a Mass-Based, Hourly GHG Program,
Directing Parties to Develop Details in Workshops

Most parties representing load-serving entities,'* and many others besides CalWEA, '
provide strong rationales for establishing a mass-based GHG program that requires LSEs to
procure resources in the hours that are currently, or will be, the hours of greatest reliability risk,
rather than an annual Clean Energy Standard (“CES”), which “could lead to clean energy resource
portfolios with varying levels of effective GHG reductions that ultimately fail to meet California’s
decarbonization goals or fail to do so at least cost.”!®
CalWEA believes that its proposed 288-hour SOD framework has several advantages over

other hourly approaches, namely, consistency with the RA program (expanded to a long-term

reliability program), simplicity, and greater flexibility than other proposed hourly approaches.!”

I TURN at pp.13-14.
12 PG&E at Table 2.

13" As discussed below, if CODs are delayed due to transmission planning and construction delays, related
compliance requirements should be delayed.

14 See PG&E at pp. 31-33, SCE at section II, SDG&E at pp. 38-39, Joint Comments of Peninsula Clean
Energy (“PCE”), CalWEA, and Sonoma Clean Power Authority (“SCP) at section II.

15 See CEJA et al. at p. 34 (e.g., pointing out that Pub. Util. Code section 398.6(g)(1) requires the
Commission to track and evaluate hourly GHG emissions); Cal Advocates at p. 41; Fervo Energy
Company at pp. 5-7, Terra-Gen at section II.E. The California Energy Storage Alliance (“CESA”) at pp.
22-25 supports hourly accounting under a CES.

16 Southern California Edison Company (“SCE”) at p. 2.

17 CalWEA’s proposed 288-hour approach provides more flexibility than proposed 8,760-hourly
approaches tied to the Clean System Power (CSP) tool. CalWEA’s approach also provides more flexibility
than SCE’s proposed “custom storage dispatch function” (SCE at p. 17) because it would provide
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If, however, the Commission is not ready to adopt this hourly accounting method, it should direct
the parties and Energy Division to consider CalWEA’s approach, as well as the mass-based
hourly approaches proposed by each of the investor-owned utilities,'® in workshops as proposed
by PG&E'" to determine which would be most beneficial and to develop further details.

C. CalWEA'’s Proposal Linking GHG Program Compliance to Transmission and

Interconnection Timelines Will Mitigate GHG Compliance Challenges While
Promoting Achievement of the Commission’s Adopted Resource Plan

SCE and SDG&E advocate that GHG-reduction requirements should be relaxed from
those adopted in the Commission’s 2023 Preferred System Plan (“PSP”’), which exceed what is
necessary to achieve state law goals.?’ They argue that limited resource supply, including project
delays, supply chain impediments, and a lack of available transmission, will exacerbate
affordability concerns. These utilities call for a flexible waiver or deferral process, as used in the
implementation of the Commission’s Mid-Term Reliability (“MTR”) decision, if contracting
sufficiency shortfalls are due to factors outside the reasonable control of LSEs.?! CalCCA notes
that the clean energy transition is constrained by the ability to interconnect to the transmission
grid, among other things, as it calls for penalty waiver options and other means of compliance
flexibility.?? San Jose Clean Energy raises concerns about transmission delays, noting that while
“a diverse resource mix is preferable, the current reality does not provide for variety,” advocating
that the Commission “align procurement orders with the resource technology projected to
realistically appear.”?’

The CAISO more explicitly calls for the RCPPP “to tighten linkages between planning
and procurement processes ... [that] align with the CAISO’s transmission planning and

interconnection processes” as a critical piece of the 2022 Memorandum of Understanding

flexibility to use storage within a given SOD hour (i.e., all specific hours, such as hour 18, within a
month).

18 See PG&E at p. 15, SDG&E at section V.A.2, and SCE’s Alternate Proposal at section III. PG&E and
SDG&E proposed mass-based targets, using the CPUC’s adopted hourly CSP tool for compliance, while
SCE proposed an hourly approach with “peak” and “non-peak” emissions intensity values.

19 PG&E at pp. 40-41.

20 SCE at p. 49; SDG&E at p. 5 and 36.

21 SCE at pp. 13-14; SDG&E at pp. 24-25.
22 CalCCA at pp. 6 and 8-9.

23 San Jose Clean Energy at p. 8.



between CAISO, this Commission, and the Energy Commission.?* CalWEA’s Alternative
Proposal is the only GHG proposal that meets CAISO’s call by programmatically linking GHG
program compliance to the availability of the transmission that is required to deliver those
resources, enabling deferral of compliance penalties based on transmission planning and
development timelines.?® This programmatic linkage will substantially address the resource
availability and cost concerns expressed by SCE, SDG&E, and CalCCA by effectively delaying
compliance by eight years or more for the ~30 percent®® of resources included in the PSP for 2035
that are dependent on new transmission. Building the reality of transmission timelines into the
compliance program will also reduce the scope of any needed waiver requests and related
administrative burden on Energy Division and mitigate the need to reduce GHG-reduction targets.
The Joint Solar Parties propose just the opposite: that the Commission essentially abandon
its recently established transmission capacity reservation policy.?’” In so doing, the Joint Solar
Parties would completely undercut development of virtually all the non-solar, non-battery
resources in the Commission’s PSP. Moreover, their proposal is out of scope of the RCPPP
Ruling.?® Finally, in arguing that resource diversity per se is not an IRP goal, the Joint Solar
Parties misunderstand the nature of the resource diversity present in the PSP: those resources
were selected by RESOLVE because they are needed to meet the state’s GHG goals at least cost
while maintaining reliability, not because of any resource diversity consideration.?’ A portfolio
forced to rely more heavily on solar and batteries due to a lack of transmission capacity, as the

solar parties advocate, would necessarily be less optimal. Furthermore, California law does

24 CAISO at pp. 5-6.
25 Other parties explicitly calling for a programmatic linkage with transmission availability include Joint
Comments of PCE, CalWEA, and SCP at section III, and Fervo Energy Company at p. 4.

26 Joint comments of the Solar Energy Industries Association and the Large-scale Solar Association
(“Joint Solar Parties”), at footnote 20.

27 Id. at pp. 15-16.

28 Some of the proposals of the Joint Solar Parties, e.g., addressing how long capacity reservations should
be held for developing resources, are expected to be addressed in Track 5 of the CAISO’s Interconnection
Process Enhancements Initiative.

2 The only resource not selected by RESOLVE was 4.5 GW of offshore wind that was included in LSE
portfolios.



indeed require the value of resource diversity to be considered,*® although the Commission has not

yet done so.3!

D. Backward GHG Compliance Penalties Should Include GHG Make-up
Requirements, Complemented by Forward Contracting Measures

PG&E proposes forward compliance showings to “ensure that there is sufficient

generation to meet California’s clean energy goals,”>?

implying that noncompliance penalties
would be assessed for failing to meet those forward showings. PG&E states that “a backwards
looking compliance program would be unnecessary and highly duplicative.” SCE, by contrast,
proposes that expected emissions be reported for T+1 to T+5, without penalties for contract
insufficiencies, but that compliance be measured based on emissions values at T-1.%* (Neither
utility proposed specific penalties.)

CalWEA’s Alternative Proposal included penalties both for failing to meet forward
contracting requirements and for exceeding actual emissions targets in T-1 (with exceptions for
transmission delays). Offtake contracts are essential to support new resource development, and
yet, as SCE describes,** enforcing meaningful contracts would be a problematic endeavor,
whereas penalizing for failing to meet targets is clear-cut. CalWEA therefore suggests that the
Commission adopt the following measures, in line with CalWEA’s proposal that links compliance

to the PSP and CAISO TPP:

(a) Require LSEs to report forward contracts associated with emissions in T+1 to T+5,

30P.U. Code Sec. 454.51 (a) requires the Commission to “[i]dentify a diverse and balanced portfolio of
resources needed to ensure a reliable electricity supply that provides optimal integration of renewable
energy and resource diversity in a cost-effective manner. The portfolio shall be used by the commission to
establish integrated resource planning-based procurement requirements....” P.U. Code Sec. 454.51 (a)
requires the Commission, as part of the individual-LSE IRP process, to ensure that LSEs “[m]aintain a
diverse portfolio of energy resources, which may include eligible energy resources procured by the
Department of Water Resources.”

31" As CalWEA has previously noted, the analysis conducted to inform the Commission’s decision on
central procurement of long lead-time resources was the first (and remains the only) future-scenario
analysis of the costs and benefits of resource diversity, but it was limited to offshore wind. CalWEA urged
the Commission to conduct additional such analyses to consider the benefits of resource diversity. See
CalWEA’s Comments on Ruling Seeking Comments on Need and Process for Centralized Procurement of
Specified Long Lead-Time Resources at p. 8 (April 26, 2024).

32 PG&E at p. 35 (emphasis added).
33 SCE Alternative Proposal at p. 21.
3% SCE at p. 7.



including how contracted projects align locationally and temporally with resources in
the most recent PSP and TPP;>>

(b) Issue periodic tracking reports showing compliance positions for each LSE, as the
Commission does in its Annual RPS Report, discounting contracts with projects
appearing in multiple LSE portfolios where the same project capacity is being claimed,
or where the sum of contracts in a particular area exceeds available transmission
capacity; and

(c) Establish substantial backward penalties*® for failure to meet targets®’ and a
requirement that LSEs make up for excess GHG emissions within the following three
years. (Unlike reliability requirements, where the damage from noncompliance passes,

added GHG emissions continue to cause climate damage.)

E. CalWEA'’s Proposal Meets the Local Emission Reduction Objectives of CEJA
et al. and EDF

CEJA et al. cite Energy Commission data showing that gas-fired generation has increased
since 2017, both in generation hours and as a percentage of total generation, with disproportionate
impacts on disadvantaged communities.’® CEJA et al. call on the Commission to make good on
its promises to explore, in the RCPPP, “align[ment] of procurement targets, incentive design, and
locational targets ... between the IRP and RA proceedings,” consistent with state law
requirements.>* EDF, at p. 19, also calls on the Commission to incorporate features into the GHG
program to incentivize local resources and transmission to relieve local constraints.*’

CEJA et al. ask that the RCPPP accomplish these goals “by determining local needs,
building on the Slice of Day metric, and providing local procurement adders,” and by developing

an hourly, mass-based GHG emissions approach.*! CalWEA’s Alternative Proposal squarely

35 CalWEA Alternative Proposal at p. 7.

36 CESA (at pp. 26-27) provides evidence that a $50/MWh penalty would be insufficient to incentivize
compliance.

37 We agree with SCE that compliance should be evaluated using forecast assumptions of hourly load,
generation, and emissions rates. SCE Alternative Proposal at p. 11.

8 Id. at pp. 10-11.

¥ CEJA etal. atp. 5and ILA.1.
40 EDF at p. 19.

4 1d. atp. 7.



addresses these concerns by, as CEJA et al. call for, “examin[ing] both transmission solutions and
the effective siting of new clean local resources through proactively identifying system and local

»42 a5 well as its inclusion

capacity requirements and allocating responsibility for addressing them
of an hourly, mass-based approach to long-term GHG reductions.*> CalWEA’s proposal also
meets Vistra Corp.’s desire for the RCPPP to “send forward, stable system and local RA price
signals to RA resources so that resource owners can make advance retirement decisions.**

While CEJA et al. call for the Commission to include a “local adder” to reliability
procurement requirements that incentivizes LSEs to deploy clean resources to local capacity areas,*’
it is not clear how a local adder would be any different from the local procurement requirements
proposed by CalWEA, which would necessitate paying higher prices for local resources.
(Presumably, however, procurement would be required only within reasonable cost bounds, e.g., by
comparing contract prices to MTR requirements or by using the Commission’s Avoided Cost
Calculator, as CEJA et al. suggest.) EDF suggests, as examples of possible solutions, requiring a
certain percentage of credits to be from contracts with local resources or awarding credit
multipliers.*® The first suggestion is similar (under a CES approach) to CalWEA’s proposal; credit
multipliers would be challenging to set at levels that drive appropriate outcomes.

CEJA et al. oppose a long-term reliability framework in which all resources, existing and
new, are eligible.*’” CalWEA is confident, however, that local emissions will decline under
CalWEA'’s proposed local planning and procurement requirements, given hourly accounting for
both reliability and GHG planning and the guardrails described above in I1.A.

Finally, EDF urges the Commission to finalize and use the local area modeling tool that it

has been developing for several years to conduct local planning.*® While useful, this modeling

tool is not necessary to move forward and could delay the near-term action needed to meet GHG

4 Id. at CEJA et al. at pp. 13. See also CalWEA’s Alternative Proposal at I1.D.2.

43 CEJA at p. 38. EDF at p. 5. EDF is critical of Staff’s CES proposal and advises that the GHG reduction
component be designed to complement the Program’s reliability component (as CalWEA’s proposal does),
and thus that it not be finalized until the Commission resolves core reliability design issues.

4 Vistra Corp. at p. 4.
$1d. atp. 17.

4 EDF at p. 19.

471d. at pp. 23-24.

4 EDF at p. 17.



goals.* Instead, as CalWEA proposed, the Commission should immediately ask CAISO to use
its existing models to study the assumptions underlying the Commission’s adopted resource
portfolios that GHG-emitting generation will be significantly reduced if all existing gas-fired
capacity is retained. If CAISO finds that emissions will not decline considerably, as required by
SB 887, the Commission should request that CAISO incorporate this finding into its 2025-26

Transmission Planning Process, assume the maximum feasible local battery storage, and plan

transmission as needed to ensure that local emissions are reduced as intended by the Commission
in approving the TPP portfolio. In the next IRP cycle, the Commission should set local
procurement targets and request that CAISO plan for any additional transmission needed to

achieve the balance of the local emission reduction targets with system resources. >’

F. Proposed Resource Mandates Based on “Long Lead Time” Characteristics
Are Misguided

Hydrostor, BHE Renewables, and the Long-Duration Energy Storage Council (“Joint
Parties™) propose that the Commission “assess the need for LLT resources ... on a technology-
specific or resource attribute-specific basis” and allocate that need to LSEs for T+6, with unmet
LLT procurement directives fulfilled by a backstop authority chosen by the Commission.”>' The
Joint Parties define LLT resources “as consisting of (1) long-duration storage ... and (2)
generation capacity that has no on-site emissions or is an RPS-eligible renewable resource, has at
least an 80 percent capacity factor, and is not use limited or weather dependent,” consistent with
the MTR orders.>?> However, in support of the proposal, the Joint Parties cite state statutes
requiring the Commission to identify a diverse and balanced portfolio of resources “needed to
ensure a reliable electricity supply that provides optimal integration of renewable energy and
resource diversity in a cost-effective manner” “designed to achieve the state’s ambitious goals to

serve California’s end-use customers with an electric supply consisting almost entirely of

4 If the Commission does use its model, CalWEA agrees with CEJA et al. at p. 27 that the CPUC should
“ground truth” it by testing to see what gas utilization the models predict for a previous year and checking
that against actual operation of plants using CAISO data.

50 CalWEA atp. 5.

31 Alternative Proposal of Hydrostor, Inc., BHE Renewables, LLC, and the Long-Duration Energy Storage
Council (“Joint Parties™) at pp. 1-2.

2 Id. at p. 3, citing D.21-06-035 and D.25-06-005. Mainspring Energy Inc. makes a similar proposal at p. 4.
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renewable energy and zero-carbon resources by 2035.7>° These referenced statutes do not
reference LLT resources, and the Commission’s MTR decision was aimed at addressing mid-term
reliability by replacing the retiring Diablo Canyon Power Plant and several once-through-cooling
power plants,>* not at cost-effectively meeting the state’s reliability and zero-carbon resource
goals at least cost.

CalWEA opposes the Joint Parties’ proposal. As the Commission stated in the MTR
decision, “[i]n the planning track of this proceeding, we will continue to explore coordinated
planning for resource buildout and resource retirement to inform an orderly and equitable path to
SB 100 goals, optimizing for GHG reductions, reliability, and costs.”>> The Joint Parties’
proposal would not optimize for these goals for several reasons. First, the proposal limits the
needs assessment to a subset of diverse (non-solar, non-battery) resources that would enhance
system reliability by complementing solar and battery resources, thereby excluding wind,
bioenergy resources that demonstrate life cycle GHG emission reductions, and bona fide green
hydrogen. Second, the proposal confuses the “long lead-time” characteristic of various resources
with the value these resources bring to the overall portfolio. Third, it skirts any consideration of
costs in relation to benefits.

While CalWEA initially proposed a somewhat similar approach to long-term planning that
would direct LSEs to procure their share of resource types represented in the Commission’s
adopted portfolio, and still supports such an approach, CalWEA proposed a needs assessment for
the PSP that considers the cost and benefits of all technologies, with additional consideration for
the value that resource diversity brings to mitigating future risks affecting those costs and
benefits.*® The Joint Parties not only exclude many diverse resources from eligibility, but also

ignore consideration of the costs of their self-interestedly selected resources.’’ Further, CalWEA

3 1d. at p. 2, citing Pub. Util. Code Sections 454.51(a) and 454.53.
3% CPUC D.21-06-035 at p. 2.
3 1d. atp. 43.

36 See CalWEA Comments on Ruling Seeking Comments on Staff Paper on Procurement Program and
Potential Near-Term Actions to Encourage Additional Procurement (Dec. 12, 2022).

57 CalWEA notes that the Commission has not agreed to accept all LLT resources proposed for
procurement by the Department of Water Resources (“DWR”). The Commission promised to periodically
update the need assessment for centrally procured investment in LLT resources and reserved the right to
reject contract pricing that is not attractive from a ratepayer perspective at the time of the offers. D. 24-08-
064 (August 22, 2024) at p. 35.
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1s now persuaded that a programmatic approach to both reliability and GHG-emissions reduction
that requires LSEs to decarbonize all load-hours will — if combined with 5-year forward reliability
and SB 100 contracting requirements, and 65% long-term SB 100 contracting requirements —
incentivize the development and procurement of non-solar, non-battery resources without
resource or technology preferences. Moreover, the Joint Parties’ proposed eligible resources
already received a market boost from the MTR that CalWEA continues to believe inappropriately
excluded wind energy.>®

Nevertheless, CalWEA continues to advocate that the Commission explicitly evaluate the
many benefits of resource diversity beyond those produced by a model that values only cost,
reliability, and achievement of GHG goals as it develops the PSP. Adding diverse resources to
the modeling outcome in proportion to their benefits will then promote the necessary transmission
upgrades, which, in turn, under CalWEA’s proposal to link compliance to the PSP and

transmission, will inform LSE procurements.

G. The Commission Should Ask CAISO to Enable Energy-Only Projects to
Pursue Full Deliverability Status

In advocating that the Commission pursue a near-term procurement order,>° ACP-
California explains that, without offtake agreements, thousands of projects in development will
have to exit the CAISO queue or convert to Energy Only (“EQO”) status, and that EO projects are

not allowed by CAISO to be restudied for deliverability in future interconnection windows.®® The

38 CalWEA advocated that, instead of arbitrarily limiting eligible technologies, the Commission should
have required LSEs to fulfill a portion of their NQC obligations with non-fossil, non-storage generation
resources that deliver energy in the evening net peak period, arguing that failing to include all resources
capable of delivering in the evening net peak would “virtually guarantee that the amount of wind energy in
the [PSP] will not be achieved.” See CalWEA Comments on Proposed Decision Ordering Supplemental
Mid-Term Reliability Procurement (Feb. 2, 2023) at pp. 2-3. Indeed, as CalWEA noted in its opening
comments on the Staff Proposal at p. 7, there is very little in-state wind in development occurring now due
to a lack of market signals provided by the Commission.

3 CalWEA takes no position on the need for a near-term procurement order. In any case, however, the
Commission should issue a decision this year adopting key elements of a GHG reduction program
framework and direct parties to address further details in workshops.

60 ACP-California Comments at p. 3.
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Commission should seek to persuade CAISO to allow EO projects®! to pursue deliverability®? to
increase RA supply in the 2028-2032 timeframe in CAISO Track 5 comments due August 25,
2025. If an EO project obtains a power purchase agreement, is allowed to be studied for and
receives a deliverability allocation based on planned transmission upgrades, and becomes
operational, it can then apply for Interim Deliverability status and provide deliverability much
sooner than projects entering into Cluster 16 or later clusters. Whether or not a near-term
procurement order is issued, this policy change would expand the pool of near-term RA resources

and provide benefits to ratepayers.

H. The Commission Should Conduct In-Lieu Planning for DWR Central
Procurements

CalWEA agrees with CAISO that the Commission “should identify replacement resources
within IRP planning for centralized procurement that does not materialize, with sufficient lead
time for the CAISO to conduct necessary transmission planning and for the Commission to
provide procurement direction to LSEs under the RCPPP.”%* The Commission should not
prejudge the actions of DWR. However, DWR may not ultimately propose, and the Commission
may not approve,® procurement of all 10.6 GW of authorized resources — a volume of resources

that demands alternative planning in the event some or all is not procured.

/
/
/

61 48 EO projects remain in Cluster 15. Most are solar PV or solar PV + battery storage. Two are wind,
one is biomass, one is pumped storage, and one is stand-alone battery storage.

92 FERC has held that RA revenues are an appropriate incentive for market participants to rely on for
market entry and exit decisions.

6 CAISO at pp. 7-8.
% Supra note 43.
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III. CONCLUSION

By adopting the CalWEA’s Alternate Proposal, as modified and further explained in the
above comments, the Commission will increase the likelihood of achieving the state’s GHG-
reduction goals most cost-effectively while maintaining system reliability, hedging against

various risks, and reducing local-area emissions.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Nancy Rader
Nancy Rader
Executive Director
California Wind Energy Association
1700 Shattuck Ave., #17
Berkeley CA 94709
Telephone: (510) 845-5077 x1
Email: nrader@calwea.org

On behalf of the California Wind Energy
Association

August 5, 2025
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