
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 PROPOSED DECISION

TRANSMITTING ELECTRICITY RESOURCE PORTFOLIOS TO THE CAISO
FOR THE 2025-2026 TRANSMISSION PLANNING PROCESS

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

On behalf of the California Wind
Energy Association

February 4, 2025

mailto:nrader@calwea.org


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 PROPOSED DECISION

TRANSMITTING ELECTRICITY RESOURCE PORTFOLIOS TO THE CAISO
FOR THE 2025-2026 TRANSMISSION PLANNING PROCESS

I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

Pursuant to the Proposed Decision Transmitting Electricity Resource Portfolios to the

California Independent System Operator for 2025-2026 Transmission Planning Process

(“Proposed Decision” or “PD”) issued on January 10, 2025, the California Wind Energy

Association (“CalWEA”) responds to the January 30, 2025, opening comments of the

California Independent System Operator (“CAISO”) and the Large-scale Solar Association

and Solar Energy Industries Association (“Joint Solar Parties”).1

II. COMMENTS

The Joint Solar Parties oppose the Proposed Decision’s plan to reserve transmission

planning deliverability (“TPD”) capacity for long lead-time (“LLT”) resources (geothermal,

biomass, OSW, non-battery LDES, and 65% of onshore wind resources currently in the base

portfolio), arguing that the Commission should, instead, “develop a technology neutral,

analysis-based approach to determine eligibility for deliverability reservations.”2 We respond

to each of the Joint Solar Parties’ arguments in the order presented and, along the way, we

address a few points raised by CAISO.

1 Unless otherwise noted, all references are to parties’ January 30, 2025, opening comments.
2 Joint Solar Parties at pp. 1-2.
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First, the Joint Solar Parties argue that the Commission “has not considered whether

the magnitude of these reservations will constrain the availability of TPD for the near-term

resources” and oppose reserving “significant TPD on existing and approved transmission for

resources that were not part of the portfolio that triggered the relevant upgrade.”3 CalWEA

cannot answer for the Commission whether it considered the impact of TPD availability for

near-term resources. However, if the Commission is concerned about the availability of TPD

in the near-term, it could request that CAISO enable the use of reserved TPD capacity in

narrow circumstances related to “mid-term reliability” needs, as CalWEA suggested in earlier

comments in this proceeding.4 Regarding the notion that TPD is being reserved “for resources

that were not part of the portfolio that triggered the relevant upgrade,” CalWEA notes that the

latest major policy upgrade that was approved (as part of the CAISO 2022-23 TPP process)

was the “South Area Reinforcement Projects,” for which 4,700 MW of TPD capacity has

already been fully allocated almost entirely to solar and batteries. Similar statistics apply to

all previously approved policy upgrades.

Second, the Joint Solar Parties argue that the “PD and the associated busbar mapping

material provide no indication of where the CPUC is asking the CAISO to reserve TPD” and

that it is “simply impossible for the CAISO to reserve TPD without knowing the specific

locations of those resources.”5 The CAISO apparently disagrees, as it stated in opening

comments that the Commission’s busbar mapping “provides sufficient resource and locational

granularity for the CAISO to study and reserve TPD for specific resource types and

locations.”6

3 Joint Solar Party comments at pp. 2-3.
4 See CalWEA’s November 18, 2024, Comments on Busbar Mapping of Electricity Resource Portfolios
For 2025-2026 Transmission Planning Process at p. 9. CalWEA proposed that, if capacity that is
ineligible for the reserved capacity is needed in the mid-term reliability (“MTR”) period, CAISO could
allow interconnection customers to request, during the TPD allocation process, the release of TPD
capacity that would otherwise be reserved for eligible resources. Capacity should be released to such
Interconnection Customers only if (a) they demonstrate commercial viability and prove to CAISO that
they can come online within the MTR timeframe (by 2028), and (b) it is ensured that replacing the TPD
capacity allocated to non-qualifying resources does not delay the COD of any qualifying resource project
that is relying on the dispensed TPD capacity. New TPD capacity, as necessary, should be planned in the
following TPP cycle to make up for any reserved TPD capacity that is allocated to MTR resources.
5 Joint Solar Party comments at p. 4.
6 CAISO at p. 1.
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Third, the Joint Solar Parties argue that “the PD’s proposed reservations appear to go

well beyond those that the CAISO is now considering in the IPE initiative.”7 It seems clear,

however, that the Commission and CAISO are working presently to align their policies

regarding transmission reservation for the 2025-26 TPP cycle, consistent with the December

2022 Memorandum of Understanding among those two parties and California Energy

Commission.8 CAISO “supports the Proposed Decision’s detail and directives around ‘long

lead-time’ resources, which supplement the future process the CAISO is developing in IPE

Track 3 that will rely on input from Local Regulatory Authorities.”9 With regard to aligning

with CAISO processes, the PD notes that Commission “staff coordinate with the CAISO

frequently and we are well aligned wherever possible.”10

Fourth, the Joint Solar Parties argue that:

[I]n-state, onshore wind is a well-established, competitively-priced resource that
has not been defined as a long-lead-time resource, was not approved for central
procurement by the state in D. 24-08-064, and has not established a need for a
reservation of TPD. There are substantial onshore wind resources operating in
California today with significant and increasing amounts of new in-state wind
selected on an economic basis in the state’s PSP. … There is also no basis in the
record for selecting an arbitrary number like 65% of a resource type for special
treatment …”11

The Commission’s reasoning in treating in-state, onshore wind as a resource eligible for

transmission capacity reservation, however, is sound.12 Consistent with that reasoning,

onshore wind has a long development timeline,13 geographic constraints,14 and is the primary

contributor to resource diversity in the proposed base case portfolio. Moreover, the

7 Joint Solar Party comments at p. 4.
8 As noted in CAISO 2023 Interconnection Process Enhancements Track 3 Draft Final Proposal (January
9, 2025) at p. 4.
9 CAISO at p. 4.
10 PD at p. 14.
11 Joint Solar Party comments at pp. 4-5.
12 See PD Findings of Fact 9 and 10, and Conclusion of Law 10.
13 The wind project that came online most recently, the Strauss Wind Energy Project, took 22 years to
develop. See Politico, “California’s newest wind farm is old enough to order at the bar.” (Feb. 28, 2024).
Two other projects that may or will begin construction in 2026, Repsol’s Fountain Wind project and
Scout Clean Energy’s Gonzaga Ridge project, have been in development for a decade or more.
14 Supra note 4 (CalWEA’s Busbar Mapping Comments) at p. 5. CalWEA provided a map showing
extremely limited wind resources of commercial grade.
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Commission recently released procurement data showing that procurement of wind energy has

lagged far behind that of solar and batteries since 2020, as shown in the following graphic.15

Source: CPUC Resource Tracking Data (Data current as of December 2024),
extracted from Slide 9.

Thus, it is already evident that wind energy (and the other diverse) resources are “not being

procured through normal market activity in the amounts and timeframes specified in the

portfolio,” the analysis called for by the Joint Solar Parties.16 Of the >174 GW active in the

queue up to QC14, 160 GW are battery or solar; only 14 GW are non-battery/solar location-

constrained resources, according to CalWEA’s assessment, while nearly all (84 of 85 GW) of

QC15 is solar and batteries. And, finally, there is just one wind project currently in the

permitting process that CalWEA is aware of.17 CalWEA attributes this situation to the lack of

regulatory measures to promote the procurement of wind energy, which, though it is cost-

effective as part of the portfolio, carries a higher direct cost compared to solar and batteries.

Thus, it is now critical that the Commission begin such measures; reserving transmission

capacity for wind energy is an important first step that will foster much-needed wind energy

prospecting in the state.

15 The same is true looking back to 2012. See California Energy Commission, Energy Almanac,
“Installed In-State Electricity Generation Capacity by Fuel Type.” Available at:
https://www.energy.ca.gov/data-reports/energy-almanac/california-electricity-data/electric-generation-
capacity-and-energy.
16 Joint Solar Parties at p. 8.
17 That project, Fountain Wind, is currently pending before the Energy Commission.
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As to the argument that selecting 65% of a resource type (onshore wind) is “arbitrary,”

that is likewise not the case. The Commission has explained that it will wait one year to

trigger transmission planning for Northeastern California wind and incremental OOS wind so

that CAISO may conduct additional studies on transmission solutions; thus the PD requests

capacity reservation only for the remaining 65% of total onshore wind resources.18 CAISO

requests that the Commission clarify that the PD’s directive to delay transmission planning for

Northeastern California in-state and OOS wind is directed at the 2024-2025 TPP base

portfolio as well as the 2025-2026 base portfolio.19 CalWEA supports this request except as it

relates to needed upgrades from the Collinsville substation to the Tesla substation, which

would benefit many Northern California resources in addition to offshore wind and

Northeastern California wind resources. CAISO should plan for this upgrade in the 2024-25

cycle.

The Joint Solar Parties’ last point within its fourth argument is that the Commission’s

interest in resource diversity is “misplaced” because “resource diversity comes at a cost, and

involves assuming risks for technology development, environmental impacts, and permitting

of new types of resources” that have not been analyzed.20 This argument completely ignores

the fact that, in developing the base portfolio, the Commission has ascribed no value to

resource diversity and that nearly 17 GW of onshore wind energy was selected solely due to

its cost-effectiveness as shown in RESOLVE modeling. Therefore, 17 GW of onshore wind

should be considered the minimum amount of onshore wind energy that should be planned for.

CalWEA has repeatedly argued that the Commission should explicitly consider resource

diversity benefits, but it has not yet done so.

While the Joint Solar Parties purport to be concerned about the environmental impacts

of wind energy, they overlook CalWEA’s documentation that, without wind energy in the

portfolio, the portfolio would need to be 27 GW larger, primarily adding solar and battery

18 PD at Ordering Paragraphs 2 and 3. CalWEA advised, in opening comments at pp. 2-3, that this delay is
important also to enable Commission staff to properly evaluate Northern California wind resources,
which may affect the balance of cost-effective in-state and out-of-state resources. Given these delays,
however, it will then be even more important for the Commission to accelerate the permitting process for
the planned upgrades in the 2026-27 TPP, and to employ advanced reconductoring and grid enhancing
technologies wherever possible given their relatively short-lead-times and cost efficiency.
19 CAISO at pp. 5-6.
20 Joint Solar Parties at p. 5.
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resources.21 The environmental impacts and challenges associated with an additional 27 GW

of solar and battery capacity would be massive, compared to the environmental impacts of

including wind capacity in the much smaller proposed base portfolio. The Joint Solar Parties

also express concern over the transmission cost associated with OOS wind development, but

the Commission is delaying triggering the cost of that transmission in part so that refined cost

estimates can be made.

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
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21 See, in this proceeding, CalWEA’s Comments on Electricity Resource Portfolios for 2025-2026
Transmission Planning Process at pp. 4-5 (September 30, 2024).
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