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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Please provide a high-level summary of the issues you cover in your testimony.

My testimony presents the recommendations of California Community Choice
Association (CalCCA) on two issues: (1) Southern California Edison Company’s (SCE)
Solar Photovoltaic Program (SPVP) decommissioning request, and (2) SCE’s testimony
concerning its proposed reinvestments in and changes to its Utility-Owned Generation
(UOG) resources.

Please summarize the issue and your recommendation regarding SCE’s proposed
decommissioning of its SPVP assets.

SCE proposes $78 million in capital costs for 2023—2028 for the decommissioning of its
24 SPVP sites. SCE recommends ceasing all SPVP operations and decommissioning
these sites based on its determination that the operating economics are unfavorable to
SCE customers. SCE cites declining renewable energy credit (REC) revenues and
increased maintenance expenses as the primary drivers of the shifting operating
economics of these resources.!

SCE’s determination on decommissioning for these assets is out of date,
inaccurate, and unsupported. SCE has not adequately evaluated the alternative options of
retaining or selling these assets. The primary flaw in SCE’s analyses is its reliance on a
severely outdated REC price forecast that results in SCE significantly undervaluing the
assets. In addition, the operating and maintenance (O&M) cost estimates to remove and
reinstall the existing solar rooftop facilities doesn’t align with and dramatically exceeds
industry estimated costs. As such, SCE’s proposal to decommission the facilities is
premature and the Commission should reject SCE’s associated decommissioning cost
request.

Please summarize the issue and your recommendation regarding SCE’s testimony
on its proposed reinvestments in its generation assets.

SCE’s General Rate Case (GRC) is generally the venue in which SCE proposes any
significant reinvestments in and/or changes to its UOG assets. When SCE makes those

requests, as in this GRC, it does not currently have a practice of providing sufficiently

Exh. SCE-05 Vol. 01 at 270.
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detailed testimony on why it is undertaking these new investments and the separate
revenue requirements associated with these investments. The result is that intervenors
and the Commission are unable to rely on SCE’s testimony to assess the appropriate
Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA) vintaging treatment for the proposed
reinvestments and/or changes. Unless parties have the ability to analyze this information
in GRCs, SCE will be able to continue its default practice of funneling all the costs of
these reinvestments and changes into the asset’s original PCIA vintage assignment. The
inequitable result will be that unbundled customers will continue to remain on the hook
for all SCE’s UOG costs, even those they did not cause the utility to incur.

My testimony recommends the Commission order that, in future GRCs, SCE
provide more detailed testimony whenever it proposes certain kinds of reinvestments in
or changes to its existing UOG assets. This additional information would allow
intervenors and the Commission to identify the circumstances under which a UOG
revenue requirement—or a portion of the revenue requirement—should shift from a
historical vintage to a more recent vintage to ensure eventual cost recovery from the
appropriate customer set. My proposed testimony requirements have already been
adopted by the Commission in the context of Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s

(PG&E) most recent GRC.2

Decision (D.) 23-11-069, p. 511.
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INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY
A. Witness Background and Qualifications
Please state for the record your name, position, and business address.
My name is Anthony Georgis. I am the Managing Director of the Energy Practice and a
Partner at NewGen Strategies and Solutions, LLC (NewGen). My business address is
225 Union Boulevard, Suite 450, Lakewood, Colorado 80228.
Please describe your experience and qualifications.
I have more than 20 years of experience in engineering and economic analyses for the
energy, water, and waste resources industries. I have been extensively involved in the
development of unbundled cost of service (COS) and pricing models during my career. |
have provided testimony before the California Public Utilities Commission
(Commission), the Public Utility Commission of Texas, the Florida Public Service
Commission, and the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission. A summary of my
qualifications is provided within Attachment AMG-1 to this testimony.
On whose behalf are you testifying today?
I am testifying on behalf of the California Community Choice Association (CalCCA).
Many of the community choice aggregators (CCAs) that comprise the membership of
CalCCA operate and provide power supply services within Southern California Edison
Company’s (SCE or Company) service territory.

CCA customers receive generation services from their local CCA and receive
transmission, distribution, billing, and other services from the incumbent for-profit utility.
As such, CCA customers pay SCE’s distribution and transmission rates plus CCA-
specific generation rates. CCAs therefore have an interest in ensuring SCE’s distribution
and transmission rates are just and reasonable.

In addition, CCAs and other unbundled customers are subject to several non-
bypassable charges (NBCs), including the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment
(PCIA), which recovers the costs associated with the utility’s above-market generation

costs. While specific PCIA rates are determined annually in SCE’s Energy Resource
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Recovery Account (ERRA) forecast proceeding, a major input into that determination is
the generation-related revenue requirement approved in SCE’s general rate case (GRC).
What is the purpose of your testimony?
My testimony focuses on two issues:
1. The reasonableness of SCE’s decommissioning request for its Solar
Photovoltaic Program (SPVP) generation facilities; and
2. The need for additional testimony requirements in future GRCs to ensure that
intervenors and the Commission are able to sufficiently analyze SCE’s
proposed vintaging treatment for reinvestments in and/or changes to its

Utility-Owned Generation (UOGQG) assets.

B. SPVP Decommissioning Cost Request

Please summarize SCE’s SPVP assets and program.

SCE currently owns and operates 24 solar generating plants collectively known as SCE’s
SPVP. These assets have a combined total capacity of 67.5 megawatts (MWs)
alternating current (AC)! that entered service between 2008 and 2013.2 23 of the 24
SPVP facilities are rooftop solar plants on large commercial and industrial buildings, and
the final site is a ground mounted asset.’

What does SCE propose for the SPVP assets in this GRC?

SCE proposes to deenergize the assets in 2023 and decommission the SPVP sites at a
capital cost of $78 million for 2023-2028,* as the Company believes the continued
operation of these assets is not in the best interest of SCE customers.®

How does SCE justify this decommissioning proposal?

SCE conducted a Present Value of Revenue Requirements (PVRR) analysis that
compared the present value of costs over the asset’s operational lives related to the

options of repairing versus decommissioning the SPVP sites. This analysis suggested the

L Y S

Exh. SCE-05 Vol. 1 at 268.
1d.

Id. at 271.

Id. at 272.

Id. at 268.
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PVRR of deenergizing the sites in 2023 and decommissioning them in 2025 and 2026 is
$295 million, while the PVRR of maintaining the sites through the original end of life
date for each asset is $393 million.® SCE points to this higher cost PVRR associated with
maintaining the sites to support its proposal to decommission all 24 sites.” In this
analysis for the repair and ongoing operation option for SPVP, SCE estimated ongoing
operations and maintenance (O&M) costs of $164 million over the life of the assets and
estimated that the benefits of energy, capacity, and RECs would total $19 million over
the remaining life of the assets.® These benefits reduce the costs associated with
maintaining the sites including O&M, sunk, and other miscellaneous costs, and
eventually total $393 million in net costs. Note that all costs and revenues included in the
PVRR are represented as 2022 dollars.

Do recent energy, capacity, and REC forecasts support SCE’s position that these
services provided by the SPVP facilities are declining in value?

No. SCE’s value of $19 million (in 2022 dollars) for the energy, capacity, and REC
benefits associated with the SPVP facilities over their remaining lives is dramatically
undervalued and not representative of current California Independent System Operator
(CAISO) market conditions.” This $19 million of benefits amounts to approximately
$2.5 million per year in value for all those services for the remaining asset life. However,
SCE’s REC forecasts are out of date, and using 2023 historical, current, and forecasted
REC prices generates an estimated REC benefit of up to $8.4 million in 2024 alone and
up to $15.7 million per year in total REC, energy, and capacity value and benefits. This
updated REC forecast value alone is more than SCE’s projected value for RECs, energy,
and capacity for the SPVP over its remaining life. My analysis shows up to $86.9 million
(in 2022 real dollars) in benefits for the remaining life of the SPVP assets. This is more
than 4.5 times SCE’s estimated $19 million in benefits. This approximately $67.9

million increase in benefits reduces the costs of the repair and ongoing operations option

Nl )

Id. at 271 Table IV-49.
1d. at 270.

Id. at 271 Table IV-49.
1d.
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in the PVRR. Additional O&M expense reductions in the repair option discussed in my
testimony result in the ongoing operation option being less expensive than the
decommissioning option and the more cost effective choice for SCE.

As SCE initially recommended deenergizing the SPVP assets in 2023 in their PVRR
analysis and it is now 2024, has this affected the results of the PVRR?

Yes. As previously stated, SCE’s REC price forecast is out of date, and SCE likely
generated much more revenue and value from the SPVP assets in 2023 and will do the
same in 2024. As discussed later in my testimony, SCE will likely realize a value of at
least $7.9 to $8.7 million in 2024 for the RECs alone. That one year total for just RECs
is almost 50% of the $19 million SCE estimated for the SPVP total value, including
RECs, energy, and capacity, over the 7.5 years remaining on the expected life of the
program.

Did SCE sufficiently evaluate the alternative option of selling the assets?

No. SCE only discussed the potential sale of the assets at a high level with one entity.
Those discussions did not result in further detailed discussions or negotiations on the sale
of the assets.

Given the change in REC, energy, and capacity market conditions and SCE’s
failure to sufficiently consider repair and sale alternatives, do you agree with SCE’s
proposed decommissioning request?

No. The Commission should reject SCE’s proposed decommissioning request. Neither
current market conditions nor industry forecasts of REC, energy, or capacity values
justify SCE’s proposal, and SCE has not properly or thoroughly evaluated other
alternatives that may be more beneficial for ratepayers, such as an asset sale or targeted

reinvestment and repair.

C. Reinvestments in and Changes to Utility-Owned Generation Assets

Did SCE provide sufficient detail in its testimony in this case regarding its proposed
new investments in and/or changes to its generation assets?

No. SCE did not provide the information that intervenors and the Commission need to
evaluate the vintaging implications of these kinds of proposals.

4
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What testimony requirements do you recommend the Commission adopt to address
this issue in future GRCs and ensure that parties have the information they need to
assess vintaging issues for these kinds of new investments?

When SCE proposes any new asset life extension, incremental capacity addition, or
changed function for any of its UOG assets in GRCs, it should be required to submit
testimony on (1) the associated generation plant level revenue requirement and the
separate, marginal revenue requirement associated with the new investment/change; (2)
why SCE is undertaking this investment/change; (3) on whose behalf it is making this
new investment/change—i.e., all customers or only bundled customers; and (4) the
appropriate vintaging treatment for the asset in light of this testimony. This additional
information would allow intervenors and the Commission to identify the circumstances
under which a UOG revenue requirement—or a portion of the revenue requirement—
should shift from a historical vintage to a more recent vintage to ensure eventual cost
recovery from the appropriate customer set.

Why is it important that the Commission adopt these testimony requirements for
use in future GRCs?

If the Commission does not order SCE to provide this information in future GRCs when
it makes these kinds of proposals, SCE will be able to easily continue its practice of
allocating all the costs associated with these new investments in and changes to its UOG
assets to all customers—both bundled and unbundled—regardless of whether SCE is
actually incurring these costs on behalf of unbundled customers. This practice keeps
unbundled customers on the hook for all SCE’s new investments in UOG resources in

perpetuity, which is in violation of the indifference principle.
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SCE’S SPVP DECOMMISSIONING REQUEST IS UNREASONABLE AND
SHOULD BE REJECTED

Q: What does SCE propose for its SPVP assets in this GRC?

A: SCE proposes to decommission the SPVP sites at a capital cost of approximately $78
million for 2023-2028.1°

Q: How does SCE support its determination that decommissioning these assets is in the
best interest of its customers?

A: SCE primarily points to its PVRR analysis comparing the repair/maintenance option and
the decommissioning option, which finds that it would cost $393 million to maintain the
assets over their remaining life and only $295 million to deenergize the sites in 2023 and
decommission the sites by 2026.!! The PVRR analysis estimates the total costs and
benefits of the two options over the expected remaining operational life in each option to
calculate a value in year 2022 equivalent dollars. These two values are then compared to
identify the lower cost alternative.

This analysis estimated ongoing O&M costs of $164 million over the life of the
assets and estimated that the benefits of energy, capacity, and RECs would total $19
million over the remaining life of the assets for the repair/maintenance option.!? In
response to discovery, SCE also defended its decommissioning request by claiming that a
sale of these assets is not a viable alternative.!?

Q: Has SCE conducted a comprehensive analysis of the costs and benefits of
decommissioning the SPVP assets as compared to the other alternatives of
maintaining and selling these assets?

A: No. SCE’s PVRR results rely on significantly outdated inputs and limited analyses,
while SCE’s conclusions regarding the viability of pursuing an asset sale are
unsupported.

10 Id. at 272.

H 1d. at 271 Table IV-49.

2 1.

Attachment AMG-3, SCE Response to CalCCA Data Request 3.17 (supplemental).
6
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A. SCE’s Assessment of the Benefits of Retaining These Assets Is Out of Date
and Inaccurate

What are the primary inputs to the PVRR analysis that SCE used to determine the
relative costs and benefits of the maintenance versus decommissioning options?
The primary inputs used in the repair/maintenance option are benefits in the form of
energy, capacity, and REC revenues, and costs in the form of O&M, sunk plant lease, and
other miscellaneous expenses. These costs and benefits result in a total PVRR for the
repair/maintenance option of $393 million in terms of 2022 dollars. The primary inputs
and estimates used in the decommissioning option include only costs in the form of
decommissioning, lease, minor O&M, and sunk costs. These costs result in a total PVRR
for the decommissioning option of $295 million.!*

What is SCE’s estimate of the energy, capacity, and REC benefits associated with
option of retaining the SPVP assets for their remaining life?

SCE values the energy, capacity, and REC revenues at $19 million (in 2022 dollars)
through the remaining life of the SPVP facilities (7.5 years).!> This equates to less than
$2.5 million per year in revenues for the assets over the remaining life.

What is the basis for such a low estimate of revenues associated with energy,
capacity, and REC benefits?

SCE cites its forecasted REC prices as the primary reason for the drop in revenues
associated with the SPVP sites, in addition to low energy and capacity benefits and
revenues. !

Do REC forecasts support SCE’s position that these products are declining in
value?

No. REC prices in 2023 were more than $30 per megawatt-hour (MWh)!” and current
REC prices in CAISO are more than $70 per MWh for Product Content Category-1

Exh. SCE-05 Vol. 1 at 271 Table IV-49.

Id.; Exh. SCE-07 Vol. 3 at 91.

Exh. SCE-05 Vol. 1 at 272; WP SCE-05, CONFIDENTIAL at 40 (SCE Forecasted REC Prices).
See https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-
division/documents/community-choice-aggregation-and-direct-access/calculation-of-mpb-2023-

2024-final.pdf.
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(PCC-1) renewables.'® At these prices, SCE would have realized $3.2 to $3.5 million in
value for RECs in 2023 and should expect to realize $7.9 to $8.8 million for SPVP’s
production in 2024.'° After 2024, REC prices vary and are forecast by S&P to average
approximately $40 per MWh over the next 10 years, as shown in Figure 1. Given the
REC forecast in Figure 1, this equates to $2 to $7 million in annual REC revenues for
SCE in the years after 2024. These more current REC prices and forecast are
dramatically higher than SCE’s forecast, as discussed further in CalCCA witness Carlo

Bencomo-Jasso’s concurrently submitted testimony.

Figure 1 — CA PCC-1 REC Price Forecast?

The forecast provided in Figure 1 shows pricing for PCC1 REC:s in California.
Does SPVP qualify for PCC1 RECs?
Yes. PCC-1 RECs must be renewable energy generation that is located within the state

of California or a California balancing authority area.?! The SPVP assets all qualify.

S&P Capital IQ REC forecast for CA PCC1 Q4 2023.
Attachment AMG-2, WP 1 2024.
S&P Capital IQ REC forecast for CA PCC1 Q4 2023.
CPUC, California Renewables Portfolio Standard Program Compliance Reporting Portfolio
Content Category Classification Review Process Handbook, p. 2.
8
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How do you estimate the potential revenues or value for the SPVP RECs?

Given the 20% capacity factor and total capacity of 67.5 MW for the SPVP assets*? and
the historical and forecasted REC prices noted above, I estimate the SPVP facilities
should generate $3.2 to $8.8 million per year in 2023 and 2024 alone and average $3.9 to
$4.3 million per year from 2025 through mid-2031, which is the end of their original
useful life. This equates to a total of $38.4 to $42.6 million over the estimated remaining
life of the SPVP assets, as shown in Table 1. As the panels are approximately 10 years
old, T have also assumed a potential degradation in the panels and lower output.?* Thus,
the values vary from a low (assumed degradation) to a high amount (original nameplate)

of output, which results in the range of REC benefits in Table 1 below.

Table 1!
Estimated REC Values for SPVP
Year REC Price
¢ ($/MWh) Value ($000,000)
2023 $30.30 $3.2t0 $3.6
2024 $74 $7.9 to $8.8
2025-2031 $40 $27.3 to $30.3
Total $38.4 to $42.6
Notes:
1. See Attachment AMG-2 and WP-1 for detailed
calculations including actual and forecasted REC
prices.

How do your estimated REC values compare to the estimates used in SCE’s PVRR
for the SPVP facilities?

SCE estimated $19 million in total for energy, capacity, and REC value for the SPVP
facilities in 2022 dollars.>* Table 1 shows that, using current REC pricing and up-to-date

forecasts, the REC value alone jumps to at least $38.4 million in revenues over the

22
23
24

Exh. SCE-01 Vol. 5 at 268.
1d. at 3.
Exh. SCE-05 Vol. 1 at 271 Table IV-49.



O© o0 9 &N N B~ W N =

[\ I e e e e e e e e
S O o0 NN O U B WD = O

Z Rz R

?

remaining life of the SPVP (which, in 2022 real dollars, is an increase to $34.2 million).?
This REC value alone is almost 200% of SCE’s total estimated revenues for SPVP, in
terms of 2022 dollars, and importantly, this updated amount does not include any of the
energy or capacity revenues generated by the SPVP assets.

What explains the major discrepancy between SCE’s REC estimates and the
current REC values and forecasts presented in your testimony?

CalCCA witness Carlo Bencomo-Jasso’s testimony covers this issue, discussing the
discrepancy between the estimates and the reasons SCE’s estimates are not accurate or
reliable. Mr. Bencomo-Jasso’s testimony is presented separately due to confidentiality
restrictions associated with SCE’s REC values.

Are the REC revenues the only value stream from the SPVP facilities?

No. The SPVP assets also generate energy and capacity revenues.

What were the historical prices for energy and capacity in 2023?

On-peak energy prices in the CAISO for 2023 averaged more than $57 per MWh and had
multiple months above $70 per MWh.2¢ Capacity prices as documented and published by
the CAISO were $14.37 per kilowatt (kW) per month.?’

What are the near-term trends for energy and capacity prices in CAISO?

Figure 2 shows the forecasted energy and capacity prices in CAISO. It shows energy
prices during solar production times at approximately $30 to $70 per MWh and capacity
prices at $11 to $12 per kW-Month in 2024 and 2025.

25
26
27

Attachment AMG-2, WP-1.

Id.

See https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-
division/documents/community-choice-aggregation-and-direct-access/calculation-of-mpb-2023-

2024-final.pdf.

10
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Figure 2 — CAISO Energy and Capacity Price Forecast

Given these historical and forecasted energy and capacity prices, what additional
revenues could the SPVP facilities generate beyond the updated REC revenues of at
least $34.2 million (in 2022 dollars) that you calculated above?
Based on the historical prices and S&P Global CAISO on-peak forecasted energy prices
from 2024 through 2030, the average energy price is $40 per MWh.?° The system
capacity or system resource adequacy price forecast ranges from $9.20 per kW-Month to
$12.18 per kW-Month,?*® and 2023 actual system resource adequacy was $14.37 per kW-
Month !

Using the production assumptions included in Table 1, for 2023 through 2031, the
energy generated by the SPVP facilities would result in $2.4 million to $7.1 million

annually and the capacity would result in $1.3 million to $2.3 million annually depending

28

20
30
31

S&P Global CAISO Monthly Energy and Capacity Price Forecast Q4 2023 and
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/community-
choice-aggregation-and-direct-access/calculation-of-mpb-2023-2024-final .pdf.
Id
Id
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/community-
choice-aggregation-and-direct-access/calculation-of-mpb-2023-2024-final .pdf.

11
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on the individual year.’?> Adding these energy and capacity revenue estimates to the REC
revenue estimates calculated in Table 1 results in combined REC, capacity, and energy
revenues of approximately $87.6 to $96.2 million in total over the remaining life of the
SPVP assets. As SCE provides values in terms of 2022 dollars in their PVRR, my
analysis includes discounting the values to the same real dollar year; this initial total
revenue number of $87.6 to $96.2 million equates to $78.2 million to $86.9 million in
terms of 2022 dollars. This figure more than replaces SCE’s estimated decommissioning
costs of $57 million in 2022 dollars,** and is more than 400% higher than the revenues

SCE estimated in its cost/benefit PVRR calculation.

. SCE’s Estimates for the O&M Costs for Retaining These Assets Are Overstated and

Inaccurate

Are there other adjustments that should be evaluated regarding the costs associated
with continuing the SPVP operations?

Yes. The previous analysis only updated the potential revenue and value streams
associated with the SPVP assets and the repair/maintenance option. SCE’s cost estimates
for ongoing O&M of $164 million in terms of 2022 dollars are the second highest cost
associated with continued operations and another key driver to SCE’s proposal to
decommission the sites. This cost is driven by SCE’s cost estimate of removing and
reinstalling the rooftop solar assets when the building owners reroof the buildings.**
Limited information and construction estimates were provided regarding the removal and
reinstallation of the rooftop solar assets and limited to no analysis was completed.?>

Does the amount of $164 million in 2022 dollars in the PVRR for the option of
repairing and continued operation of the assets appear as a reasonable estimate for
the total O&M costs over the remaining lives of the solar rooftop assets?

No. The $164 million that SCE estimates for future O&M costs to repair and continue

operations for the SPVP assets is not reasonable. Historical O&M costs for labor-related

32
33
34
35

Attachment AMG-2, WP-1.
Exh. SCE-05 Vol. 1 at 271 Table IV-49.
Attachment AMG-3, SCE Response to CalCCA Data Request 3.17 (supplemental).
Exh. SCE-05 Vol. 1 at 270, Footnote 266
12
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O&M are approximately $500,000 per year.’® This labor cost is related to SCE
employees that perform work at the solar facilities and maintain the lease agreements.
This amounts to approximately $4 million in 2022 dollars over the remaining lives of the
SPVP assets.?” The remaining $160 million®® in estimated O&M costs by SCE is related
to the removal, refurbishment, minor upgrades, and reinstallation of the solar panels as
the building roofs are replaced over the next several years.*®

Would the labor costs you identified for the SPVP assets continue for the repair and
reinstall option for the solar facilities?

Yes. SCE would continue the labor-related portion of the O&M expenses in the repair,
refurbish, and reinstall option. These costs would continue until the end of the original
useful lives of the SPVP assets which is 7.5 more years.

Are the labor costs calculated above and included with the total O&M estimated by
SCE reasonable to include in ongoing operations?

Yes. It is reasonable to assume and estimate that historical levels of the labor costs to
support the SPVP assets would continue at a similar level in the future to maintain the
rooftop solar facilities.

Is the remaining $160 million for the removal, refurbishment, and replacement of
the rooftop solar assets reasonable?

No. The $160 million for removal, refurbishment, and replacement of the solar facilities
as the building owners replace the roofs is not reasonable and does not appear to be based
on current commercial rooftop solar material and installation benchmark costs.

What are the current total installed cost estimates for commercial rooftop solar in
California?

Based on the National Renewable Energy Labs (“NREL") ongoing solar market and

research and analysis, the total installed cost for commercial scale rooftop solar across the

36
37
38

39

Id. at 274 Figure [V-21.
Attachment AMG, WP-2.
The $164 million original SCE O&M estimate in 2022 dollars less the $4 million in estimated
ongoing labor included in the total O&M equals $160 million for removal, replacements, and
refurbishment.
Attachment AMG-3, SCE Response to CalCCA Data Request 3.17 (supplemental).
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country is $1,761 per kW direct current (DC).*° In addition, Lawrence Berkley Labs
publishes state-specific total installed costs for rooftop solar, and the mean cost for
commercial rooftop solar in California is $1,700 per kW DC.*!

If these estimates for total installed cost for commercial rooftop solar were applied
to the SPVP rooftop sites, what would be the total cost?

There is a total of 60.8 MW AC, or 84.2 MW DC of rooftop solar in the SPVP program.*?
Based on this amount and the above cost for commercial scale rooftop solar installation
in California, it would cost $143.1 million to install new facilities for the SPVP sites.*?
How does this cost compare to the SCE estimate of $160 million for the removal,
refurbishment, and replacement of the existing SPVP rooftop sites?

Based on the current market for installing commercial rooftop solar, the cost to install a
brand new SPVP system in California is $17 million /ess than SCE’s $160 million
estimate to remove and reinstall the existing solar facilities. Based on these current
estimates for solar installations, it is less expensive for SCE to install all new rooftop
solar facilities which provide 20 additional years of useful life than to accept the
Company’s estimate of $160 million to remove and reinstall the facilities for only 7.5
years of remaining life.

Within NREL’s total installed cost data for commercial solar facilities, is there a
breakdown or further detail of installation costs that could be applied to SCE’s
intended removal and reinstallation of the existing SPVP facilities?

Yes. The NREL U.S. Solar Photovoltaic System and Energy Storage Cost Benchmarks,
With Minimum Sustainable Price Analysis: Q1 2023 has a detailed breakdown of the
modules, inverters, soft (e.g., permitting, profit, overhead), electric balance of system,

and structural balance of system costs.**

NREL U.S. Solar Photovoltaic System and Energy Storage Cost Benchmarks, With Minimum
Sustainable Price Analysis: Q1 2023, p. vi.
Lawerence Berkley National Labs Tracking the Sun Tool, https://emp.lbl.gov/tracking-sun-tool.
Attachment AMG-2, WP-2.
60,760 kW x $2,300 per kW = $139.7 million.
NREL U.S. Solar Photovoltaic System and Energy Storage Cost Benchmarks, With Minimum
Sustainable Price Analysis: Q1 2023, p. vi.
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Can you apply specific components of the cost breakdown to SCE’s situation with
the removal and reinstallation of the existing SPVP assets to estimate the O&M
costs?

Yes. By applying the electric balance of system and structural balance of system
installation costs, one could estimate the labor and material costs to remove the physical
rooftop solar facilities and reinstall them. These two cost components represent the same
labor and activities as removing and installing rooftop solar panels. Applying these costs
and scaling them to the total size of the SPVP rooftop solar facilities provides an
estimated O&M cost to remove and reinstall the assets.

What is the result of your adjusted O&M cost analysis for the removal and
reinstallation of the SPVP rooftop solar facilities?

I estimate O&M costs to remove and reinstall the SPVP rooftop solar facilities at $58.9
million in 2023.% Adjusting this result to 2022 dollars to align with SCE’s PVRR equals
$57.6 million. This estimate is more than $100 million less than the $160 million SCE
estimate for removal and reinstallation in the PVRR. Even if all the inverters or other
components were replaced at all the SPVP rooftop facilities, the total costs would still be
approximately $100 million less than SCE’s estimates.

What are the results if the SCE PVRR is updated with the adjusted benefits and
O&M costs you have calculated?

Updating the revenues and O&M costs to remove and reinstall the SPVP sites would
change the PVRR results to show that Option 1, repairing and maintaining the facilities,
is the lower cost option as opposed to decommissioning. Updating the PVRR with the
adjusted benefits and O&M costs included in my testimony results in a total of $231
million which is $64 million less than SCE’s $295 million decommission estimate as

shown in Table 2.

45

Attachment AMG-2, WP-2.
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Table 2!
Updated PVRR Constant 2022 $ Millions
It Option 1 Option 2
em Refurbish/Reinstall | Decommissioning
Ongoing Capital $4 $0
Ongoing O&M $61 $12
Ongoing Lease $30 $30
Energy, Capacity & REC Benefits ($78) $0
Decommission & NBV/Rate Base $18 $57
Impact
Sunk Plant $196 $196
Total Cost (PVRR) $231 $295
Notes:
1. See Attachment AMG-2 and WP-2 for detailed calculations.

C. SCE Did Not Adequately Assess the Option of Selling the SPVP Assets

To what extent did SCE assess the option of selling these SPVP assets as another
alternative to decommissioning?

SCE’s preliminary mid-2022 PVRR analysis for the SPVP sites reflected that pursing a
sale was the least-cost option.* SCE initially explored the idea of selling the SPVP
assets in 2021 with a single entity—one of the lessors of the rooftop space for the solar
panels.*” The negotiations were high level and lasted through early 2023.43

Why did SCE ultimately end these discussions with the commercial building owner?
SCE deemed that this sale was “not a favorable alternative” because of the counterparty’s

position on the asset purchase price, which the counterparty communicated verbally

46
47
48

Attachment AMG-3, SCE Response to CalCCA Data Request 3.17 (supplemental).
Attachment AMG-3, SCE Response and Supplemental Response to CalCCA Data Request 3.17.
Attachment AMG-3, SCE Response to CalCCA Data Requests 3.17 and 5.07.
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during confidential negotiation discussions.*’ Specifically, the counterparty indicated to
SCE that a sale would requij‘e_ payment from SCE to the counterparty.®
Has SCE pursued any other discussions or evaluations regarding a potential sale of
these assets?

No. SCE confirmed via discovery that it has not further pursued any negotiations for the
sale of the SPVP assets with other counterparties.”! SCE also confirmed that while it
initially performed a PVRR analysis of the sale option to compare this option with the
repair and decommissioning alternatives, it did not update this PVRR analysis following
the conclusion of SCE’s one sale negotiation.’?

Have market conditions changed since SCE conducted its initial PVRR analysis and
pursued this one sale negotiation?

Yes. SCE’s mitial PVRR analysis and its one sale negotiation took place before REC
prices increased dramatically in 2023 and 2024. As discussed above, REC prices will
now result in dramatically higher revenues associated with SPVP.

As market conditions have changed, is it appropriate for SCE to compare the
estimated economics from a sale negotiation that concluded a year ago to its current
decommissioning cost estimate?

No. As REC prices and energy and capacity forecasts have likely changed substantially
since this initial sale discussion, these dated sale negotiations do not accurately reflect the
current market value of the SPVP assets. As included in my testimony, SCE’s PVRR
undervalued SPVP assets by more than 400%. An updated PVRR analysis that includes
a sale, repair, and decommissioning option and uses current market prices and updated

O&M estimates yields different conclusions about the best path forward for ratepayers.

40
50
51
52

Attachment AMG-3, SCE Response to CalCCA Data Request 3.17.

Attachment AMG-3, SCE Response to CalCCA Data Request 3.17 and 5.07.

Attachment AMG-3, SCE Response to CalCCA Data Request 3.17.

Attachment AMG-3, SCE Response to CalCCA Data Request 3.17 (supplemental) and 5.05.
17
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Has SCE’s position on the potential sale of the SPVP assets remained consistent
over the last 12 months?

No. SCE submitted testimony in this case that directly contradicted its testimony on the
SPVP assets in its most recent Energy Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) forecast
testimony and proceedings. As recently as October 2023, SCE’s testimony in the 2024
ERRA forecast proceeding noted that SCE was moving forward with selling the SPVP
assets.>> The final decision in that ERRA forecast case also reflected this sale as
underway, i.e., the revenue requirement in that case was set based on the assumption that
SCE would sell the assets.”* Meanwhile, SCE’s May 2023 testimony in this case
concluded decommissioning was the least-cost option.

Did you ask SCE to clarify the discrepancies regarding the SPVP asset sale and
decommissioning assumptions in the ERRA forecast and GRC proceedings? What
was SCE’s response?

Yes.” SCE’s responses have been inconsistent on this point. At first, SCE stated that the
ERRA filing was correct and the SPVP assets were scheduled to be sold.>® However,
through the discovery process and subsequent discussions, SCE eventually clarified the
ERRA filing was incorrect and the SPVP assets are now planned for decommissioning.>’
The PCIA rates will be adjusted to reflect these updated assumptions through the true-up
process.>®

What is your takeaway from SCE’s inconsistency on this issue of a potential sale?
SCE’s inconsistent testimony and discovery responses on the issue of a potential asset

sale further undermine the credibility of SCE’s claims that a sale is not a viable

53

54
55
56
57
58

A.23-06-001, Updated Testimony ERRA 2024 Forecast of Operations, p. 32 (Oct. 13, 2023).
(“Currently, there is a pending sale of a large portion of SCE’s SPVP resources. In 2024, all sites
except site 42 will be de-energized due to the pending sale, which is reflected in the energy
forecast.”)
See D.23-11-094, pp. 19-20.
Attachment AMG-3, SCE Response to CalCCA Data Request 3.17.
1d.
Attachment AMG-3, SCE Response to CalCCA Data Request 5.08.
Attachment AMG-3, SCE Response and Supplemental Response to CalCCA Data Requests 3.17
and 5.08.
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alternative. SCE’s testimony in this case from May 2023 states that these assets have no
market value, yet SCE’s ERRA testimony in October 2023 stated that these assets were
the subject of a pending sale. Clearly SCE’s perspective on the viability of a sale of these
assets has recently been in flux.

Has SCE sufficiently assessed the option of selling the SPVP assets?

No. The Commission should conclude that SCE’s outdated PVRR analysis on the sale
option and the outcome of its exploratory discussions with one potential buyer in 2021
through 2023 are insufficient to fully assess the sale option. SCE cannot meaningfully
compare the sale option with the repair and decommissioning options without performing
a PVRR analysis that assesses each of the major alternatives (sale, repair, and
decommissioning) with accurate inputs and assumptions. SCE therefore has not
supported its conclusion that moving forward with decommissioning is a better deal for

ratepayers.

. SCE’s Requested Decommissioning Costs for the SPVP Assets Are Unsupported

and Must Be Significantly Modified or Removed From the GRC Revenue
Requirement Altogether

Do you agree with SCE’s proposal and requested decommissioning costs for the
SPVP assets?

No. As discussed above, SCE has not adequately supported its contentions that
decommissioning of these assets at this time is a better deal for ratepayers than
repairing/retaining or selling these assets.

Should SCE’s PVRR estimating the cost/benefit of the decommissioning versus
maintenance option be acceptable to the Commission?

No. The assumptions underlying SCE’s PVRR analysis do not reflect market realities
and current forecasts for the benefits provided by the SPVP facilities. The analysis
results in an undervaluing of these assets by more than 400%.%° In addition, the O&M

estimates for the removal and reinstallation of the existing facilities appears to be $100

59

Updated value of REC, capacity, and energy to $66.7 million to $74 million divided by SCE’s

estimate of $19 million.
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million higher than adjusted estimates and more costly than actually building all new
rooftop solar assets at each site which would provide an additional 20 years of useful life
rather than just 7.5 years. When these items are updated in SCE’s PVRR, the economic
impact to SCE customers is reduced by selecting the remain and maintain the SPVP
assets and rejecting the decommissioning option.

What do you recommend regarding the SPVP assets?

The Commission should reject SCE’s decommissioning cost request for these assets.

SCE SHOULD BE REQUIRED TO PROVIDE DETAILED VINTAGING
TESTIMONY WHEN IT PROPOSES TO UNDERTAKE CERTAIN SIGNIFICANT
NEW INVESTMENTS IN UOG IN FUTURE GRCS

Please summarize this section of your testimony.
In this section of my testimony, I address certain deficiencies in SCE’s GRC testimony in
the context of SCE’s proposals to undertake new, significant investments in its UOG
plants. I recommend that in future GRCs, whenever SCE proposes to invest in asset life
extensions, incremental capacity additions, or changed functions for any of its UOG
assets, it should be required to provide testimony concerning (1) the details of the
proposal, including why SCE is undertaking the change as well as the associated
generation plant-level revenue requirement and separate, marginal revenue requirement
associated with the change; (2) on whose behalf it is making these new investments; and
(3) the appropriate vintaging treatment for each asset in light of this testimony.

Without this data, SCE will be able to easily revert to its default practice of
recovering all the costs associated with these new investments from al// its customers—
bundled and unbundled. Currently, this practice often results in unbundled customers

paying for new UOG investments that were incurred on behalf of bundled customers.

. Background on PCIA Vintaging and How This GRC Impacts Vintaging

Please explain what UOG cost vintaging is and how it relates to this GRC.
The above-market costs associated with each of SCE’s generation resources are
recovered from different subsets of customers via the PCIA depending on when SCE

made the commitment to invest in that resource and whether a customer was receiving
20
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bundled service from SCE at that time. The process of assigning resources and
customers to particular cost recovery tranches is called PCIA vintaging.

The Commission adopted the PCIA to ensure that when customers of investor-
owned utilities (IOUs) depart from bundled service and receive their electricity supply
from a non-10U provider, such as a CCA, “those customers remain responsible for costs

?60 Decision 08-

previously incurred on their behalf by the IOUs — but only those costs.
09-012 provides the basis for developing cost responsibility for departing load customers
and the associated vintaging of IOU generation costs. That decision limits departing load
cost responsibility to commitments made by the IOU up until the time of the customer’s
departure.®!

Each generation resource and departing customer is assigned a “vintage.” A
distinct portfolio of generation resources is identified for each vintage year based on the
year the generation resource commitment was made. The Commission’s current
approach to determining the year the generation resource commitment is made is set forth
in SCE Electric Preliminary Statement WW—for UOG resources, it is the date of
Commission approval for cost recovery.®> Customers are assigned to vintage years
according to the date they departed bundled IOU service.®> Those continuing to receive

bundled service from the IOU are included in the latest vintage (e.g., vintage 2025 at the
conclusion of this GRC).

60

61
62

63

See Rulemaking (R.) 17-06-026, Scoping Memo and Ruling of Assigned Commissioner, p. 2
(Sept. 25, 2017); D.18-10-019, p. 3.

D.08-09-012, p. 59.

SCE Electric Preliminary Statement WW, Sheet 1, available at
https://edisonintl.sharepoint.com/teams/Public/TM2/Shared%20Documents/Forms/Allltems.aspx
?oa=1&id=%2Fteams%2FPublic%2FTM2%2FShared%20Documents%2FPublic%2F Regulator
v2%2F Tariff%2DSCE%20Tariff%20Books %2 FElectric%2F Preliminary%20Statements %2 FELE

CTRIC%SFPRELIM%SFWW%2Epdf&parent=%2Fteams%2FPublic%2FTM2%2FShared%20D
ocuments%2FPublic%2FRegulatory%2F Tariff%2DSCE%20Tariff%20Books%2FElectric%2FPr
eliminary%20Statements.

Unlike portfolio resources, customers are assigned to vintages using a July to June calendar
period. For example, customers departing bundled service between July 2019 and June 2020 are
assigned to the 2019 vintage.
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PCIA rates are derived from the utility’s Indifference Adjustment, which is
updated annually in each IOU’s ERRA forecast proceeding. The Indifference
Adjustment is the difference in the target year between the cost of the IOU’s supply
portfolio and the market value of the IOU’s supply portfolio, as shown in the graphic

below.

TOTAL
PORTFOLIO

cosT

Figure 3 — Indifference Calculation

Total Portfolio Cost includes the variable power supply costs, which are also
determined in the IOU’s annual ERRA forecast proceedings,’* plus the UOG capital
investment recovery and fixed maintenance costs determined in a GRC.%

An Indifference Adjustment is calculated for each vintage and customers are
responsible for the cumulative costs included in all vintages prior to and including their
assigned vintage year.%® The total Indifference Adjustment is collected through PCIA
rates, ensuring that SCE receives full recovery of the generation-related revenue
requirement approved in the GRC.®” As the fixed costs of UOG resources are quantified
and approved in the GRC proceedings, it is critical to properly and equitably assign

vintage years to those resources in the GRC.

64

65
66
67

Variable power supply costs include purchased power such as that from power purchase
agreements (PPAs), fuel costs for UOG and PPAs with tolling agreements, and CAISO grid
charges and revenues, net of any sales.
D.11-12-018, pp. 8-9.
Id. at 9.
Prior to D.18-10-019, the PCIA rate was set only on a forecast basis with no after-the-fact true-up
for unbundled customers. D.18-10-019 approved a true-up for the PCIA using actual recorded
net costs for PCIA-eligible resources and billed revenues from both bundled and unbundled
customers. This true-up now occurs via the PABA, a rolling true-up between the forecasted
Indifference Adjustment and the actual costs and revenues SCE realizes during the year related to
its PCIA eligible resource portfolio.
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How is the UOG revenue requirement approved in a GRC then translated into
PCIA rates for purposes of cost recovery?

Within the GRC, UOG resource specific revenue requirements are developed within the
Electric Generation revenue requirement. These UOG resource revenue requirements are
then used in determining the total portfolio costs that SCE uses in the ERRA proceedings.
SCE summarizes this process and connection to the GRC and generation revenue
requirements in its 2024 ERRA forecast Application, where it states that the generation
portfolio costs and revenue requirement included in the proceeding were determined in

SCE’s GRC Phase 1 proceeding.®®

. The Problem: SCE’s Current Practice of Recovering the Costs of New Investments

in UOG Through the Asset’s Original Vintage Assignment Improperly Shifts Costs
to Unbundled Customers

What is SCE’s default practice for allocating the costs of its new investments in
UOG?

SCE’s current practice is to allocate all the costs associated with its new investments in
UOG to the asset’s original vintage assignment. That means that even if SCE decides in
2024 to expand the capacity of a facility, change a facility’s operations to achieve
different objectives for bundled customers, or extend a facility’s useful life, it will
allocate all associated costs to the asset’s original vintage. Generally, most UOG is
recovered via the Legacy UOG or pre-2012 vintage assignments, which is recovered
from all unbundled customers.®

Why is this practice unfair?

This approach to vintaging UOG results in a situation where customers who have
departed bundled service will continue to pay for SCE’s UOG costs in perpetuity. This
approach violates the Commission’s directives regarding departing load cost

responsibility by requiring unbundled customers to continue to pay costs associated with

68

69

A. 23-06-001 Energy Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) 2024 Forecast of Operations Exh.
SCE-01C, p. 124-125.
A. 23-06-001 Energy Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) 2024 Forecast of Operations Exh.
SCE-01C, Appendix B Indifference Calculation.
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significant changes to and new investments in UOG resources made after those
unbundled customers departed, i.e., investment decisions that were not made on departed
customers’ behalf. This violates the “indifference” principle because unbundled
customers continue to bear costs that are incurred solely on behalf of bundled
customers.”® Unbundled customers are thus not at all “indifferent;” they are subsidizing
bundled customers’ generation costs. These decisions to make significant new
investments in these generation assets are generally made for the benefit of the customers
receiving bundled service at the time of the decision, and requiring unbundled customers
to share cost responsibility for the decision unfairly shifts costs caused by bundled
customers to unbundled customers.
Are you stating that making CCA customers pay for any incremental new costs at a
UOG resource—such as normal or routine maintenance costs or ongoing capital
costs to maintain existing operations—would violate the indifference principle?
No. Only investments that increase output, alter functionality, or extend useful lives
beyond the asset’s original end of life date should trigger an evaluation of the asset’s
vintage assignment. Routine, expected, or preventative maintenance types of operating
and capital costs at a UOG resource should by default remain tied to the initial vintage, as
such costs were expected at the time SCE made the original generation resource
commitment.
Could you provide an example of how SCE’s current vintaging practice would
result in unbundled customers paying for costs they did not impose on SCE?
Yes. Currently, if SCE makes an operating or capital investment in 2025 to extend the
life, change the use, or increase the capacity of a UOG plant or unit assigned to the 2017
vintage, those new costs would be assigned to the 2017 vintage and eventually paid by
unbundled customers that departed in or after 2017. These unbundled customers would
pay for these costs even though:

e They did not impose those costs on the system;

¢ SCE committed to those costs and upgrades affer the customers departed; and

70

See D.18-10-019, pp. 60-61; D.08-09-012, p. 59.
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e Those upgrades are not needed to serve these departed customers.

C. The Solution: the Commission Should Adopt Additional Testimony Requirements

on Reinvestments in UOG for Use in Future GRC Proceedings

Is there a basis in Commission precedent for equitably limiting the cost recovery
responsibility of unbundled customers for SCE’s generation-related commitments
and costs in the GRC?

Yes. The Commission has recently noted concerns regarding the treatment of ongoing
generation-related costs. In D.18-10-019, the Commission recognized CCAs’ concerns
regarding ongoing costs of UOG and the need to develop a framework to ensure that such
costs are equitably allocated. Without such a framework, new spending commitments are
passed on to unbundled customers, including CCA customers, who have not caused the
utility to incur these costs, in violation of the indifference principle. Specifically, the
Commission found:

It is possible that new investments in an old power plant may represent such
a significant overhaul of the facility as to justify a “re vintaging” of the
facility. Likewise, it is possible that plant investments for certain upgrades
may justify a different vintage treatment for those investments than for the
underlying facility.”!

The Commission concluded that “any such analysis must be fact-specific to the
plants and spending in question and is better suited to a GRC evaluating such
spending.”’?

Has the Commission spoken on the issue of UOG vintaging since this 2018 case?
Yes. In the final decision coming out of PG&E’s most recent GRC, D.23-11-069, the
Commission again recognized the need to ensure that new investments in UOG are
categorized properly for purposes of PCIA vintaging and cost recovery. To ensure these

issues can be analyzed in future GRCs, the Commission directed PG&E

...to include in its future GRC filings its position and any supporting
evidence concerning (1) the details of any PG&E proposal for new asset life
extensions, incremental capacity additions, or changed functions for any of
its UOG assets and why it is undertaking these changes, (2) on whose behalf

71
72

D.18-10-019, p. 135.
1d.
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it is making these new investments, and (3) the appropriate vintaging
treatment for each asset in light of this testimony along with any future GRC
proposals.”?

Would a similar order from the Commission in this case be useful?

Yes. My testimony recommends that, consistent with this precedent, the Commission
should adopt a similar set of requirements for SCE for use in future GRCs. My specific
recommended testimony requirements are included in Section II1.D below.

Why is this kind of testimony requirement necessary?

Currently, SCE’s GRC testimony does not present proposed reinvestments in UOG in
sufficient detail such that they can be properly analyzed on the vintaging issue. For
example, SCE does not generally detail on which customers’ behalf it is making the new
investment, and it does not generally provide a separate revenue requirement associated
with the upgrade or change. Without this information, intervenors and the Commission
are unable to assess the proper cost responsibility for the new investment. Further,
without this information, intervenors and the Commission are unable to recommend what
portion of the asset revenue requirement should be shifted (if any).

Was this also the case in this GRC? Did SCE fail to provide sufficient information
in its initial testimony on its proposed reinvestments in UOG?

Yes. SCE proposed several capital investments at hydro, nuclear, and natural gas plants;
however, the utility did not provide the necessary information in the GRC to determine if
these investments could present situations for revintaging. Subsequent data requests were
required to gather information needed for further analysis.”

Why is it important that the Commission require SCE to provide testimony on the
plant-level revenue requirement and the separate revenue requirement associated
with the upgrade/new investment in its GRC testimony in the context of these
reinvestments?

The revenue requirements approved in a GRC are directly used in ERRA proceedings to

develop the UOG costs to recover through PCIA rates. However, typically in a GRC, the

73
74

D.23-11-069, p. 511.
Attachment AMG-3, SCE Response to CalCCA Data Request 1.09 — 1.14.
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revenue requirements that the Commission approves are delineated only at the functional
or sub-functional level. That means that once a GRC is finalized, the revenue
requirements for a specific UOG plant are not discernable in more specific sub-
increments. In other words, without breaking down UOG revenue requirements into
discrete components within a GRC, it is impossible to determine within an ERRA
forecast proceeding if a portion of a plant’s costs should be assigned to a different PCIA
rate vintage.

Thus, once the GRC revenue requirements are adopted, there is no opportunity in
the proceedings in which the actual generation rates for a particular year are established,
i.e., the ERRA forecast proceedings, to adjust the generator-specific revenue
requirements or to determine from the total approved GRC amount how much is
attributable to legacy costs versus newer investments. In order to be able to properly
assign incremental plant costs that “may justify a different vintage treatment . . . than for
the underlying facility,”” the revenue requirement approved in the GRC must include an
additional, more granular level of detail.

In the context of these reinvestment proposals, is it possible for the Commission to
approve more specific revenue requirements to facilitate the assignment of UOG
costs to the correct vintages?

Yes. In fact, this data is readily available in this GRC.’® One purpose of this proceeding
is to separate SCE’s total company revenue requirement into various subparts to facilitate
proper cost recovery. Total company costs are functionalized and each functional
revenue requirement is further divided into resource-specific costs as documented in the
most recent SCE ERRA forecast proceeding.”” The Commission could include these
plant-level revenue requirements (as well as any separate revenue requirements
associated with an upgrade/new investment) in its final orders in the GRC. Including this
level of detail would allow these costs to be separately vintaged, if necessary, in a

subsequent ERRA forecast proceeding.

75
76
77

D.18-10-019, p. 135.

Exh. SCE-07 Vol. 1 at 22 Table IV-9

A.23-06-001 SCE 2024 ERRA Forecast Proceeding.
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Is there an example of a proceeding in which a utility did include this level of detail
regarding its new investments in UOG in its testimony?

Yes. In PG&E’s recent Helms Uprate Project Application, A.23-12-014, PG&E provided
these details.”® This provision of additional information is in line with the Commission’s
orders on vintaging issues in its recent PG&E Phase I GRC decision, D.23-11-069.
What information and recommendations did PG&E include in its Helms Uprate
Project Application regarding vintaging?

The Helms Uprate Project includes reinvestment in the existing Helms Pumped Storage
facility to increase its capacity. The project is expected to be complete and in service by
2035. PG&E stated that it plans to include the costs related to the lifecycle replacement
work in its 2027 GRC while the costs associated with the uprate (or additional capacity)
will be included in the 2035 GRC.”

PG&E proposes to track the costs associated with the uprate and entire generating
facility and eventually split the costs between two vintages. Costs related to existing
capacity will remain in the Legacy UOG vintage, while costs related to new capacity will
be recovered through a future vintage (likely 2024 or 2025 when the Commission
approves the project for cost recovery). PG&E proposes that the costs within each
vintage be split based on the generation capacity within each vintage year.3°
What are the implications of PG&E’s production of this information in its recent
testimony in the Helms case?

PG&E’s production of this data and proposed revintaging of the Helms Pumped Storage
facility approximately one month after the Commission adopted the new GRC testimony
requirements in D.23-11-069 shows how readily available this information is and how

straightforward it is for a utility to provide it.

78

79
80

A.23-12-014, Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company and Pacific Generation LLC To
Recover Helms Uprate Costs (U 39 E) PG&E Prepared Testimony, p. 4-10 (Dec. 20, 2023).
Id. at 4-2.
Id. at 4-10.
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Why does this information need to be presented in GRC testimony (as opposed to
ERRA testimony)?

SCE’s generation revenue requirement is approved by the Commission in SCE’s GRC
proceeding and then utilized “as is” to determine PCIA rates in the ERRA forecast
proceeding. If detailed analysis is not undertaken in the GRC to determine on whose
behalf the investments are made and then to allocate generation revenue requirement into
appropriate buckets (i.e., vintages) based on customer cost responsibility, there will not
be sufficient detail available in the ERRA forecast proceeding to ensure UOG costs are
assigned the correct PCIA vintages.

Without this data in the GRC to evaluate customer responsibility, unbundled
customers will continue to subsidize bundled customers for new costs incurred to expand
and repurpose SCE’s existing generation facilities. Unbundled customers will also
remain responsible for UOG costs well beyond those associated with the original
commitment, as SCE makes capital additions that either extend the useful life of the
original facility or have their own, long useful lives. Thus, when determining the
generation revenue requirement in each GRC, the Commission should require SCE to
develop generation revenue requirements with sufficient detail (i.e., by resource and
incremental additions) to ensure that costs imposed by (and committed to by SCE to
serve) unbundled and bundled customers can be properly allocated to these two customer
types in the ERRA proceeding.

The Commission recognized in D.23-11-069 in the context of PG&E’s GRC that
the evaluation of new investments resulting in capacity additions, asset life extensions, or
changed functions at UOG facilities should be addressed in GRC proceedings. The

Commission should apply this same logic in SCE’s service territory.

. CalCCA’s Recommended Testimony Requirements

What do you recommend?
I recommend that the Commission adopt a new set of testimony requirements for SCE.
In future GRCs, whenever SCE proposes any new asset life extension, incremental

capacity addition, or changed function for any of its UOG assets, it should be required to
29
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submit testimony on (1) the associated generation plant level revenue requirement and the
separate, marginal revenue requirement associated with the new investment/change; (2)
why SCE is undertaking this investment/change; (3) on whose behalf it is making this
new investment/change; and (4) the appropriate vintaging treatment for the asset in light
of this testimony. This additional information would allow intervenors and the
Commission to identify the circumstances under which a UOG revenue requirement—or
a portion of the revenue requirement—should shift from a historical vintage to a more
recent vintage to ensure eventual cost recovery from the appropriate customer set.
Please clarify what would constitute an asset life extension for the purposes of this
new testimony requirement.

For the purposes of this testimony requirement, an asset life extension is a change in the
end of life date of the asset as reflected in SCE’s depreciation study or other official
filing.

Please clarify what would constitute a change in the underlying purpose or use of a
facility for the purposes of this new testimony requirement.

For the purposes of this testimony requirement, a change in the purpose or use of a plant
is a significant change in the facility’s operations in the market or in how it serves load,
as compared to when the facility was first approved. An example is if an existing UOG
plant was initially committed to serve baseload capacity needs on the system, and later
the entire plant was reconfigured, modified, and repurposed to serve more targeted
peaking or ramping needs on the system.

How will the provision of this information facilitate review of these costs in GRCs?
Providing this information will allow stakeholders to assess, based on a case-by-case
review of the proposed new investment in the asset, whether the Commission should
recognize that the investment constitutes a new resource “commitment,” triggering the
need for an updated vintage assignment. This additional information in SCE’s direct
testimony will aid parties’ and the Commission’s analysis of whether a change to a
facility constitutes such a significant overhaul of the facility that the resource’s entire

revenue requirement should be shifted from its original vintage, or whether the change is
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more discrete and therefore requires a new vintage assignment only for a portion of the
facility’s total revenue requirement.8!

Why is it important for the Commission to adopt these new testimony requirements
in this case?

The Commission must ensure that generation costs are not improperly shifted between
bundled and unbundled customers. SCE’s current vintaging practices for ongoing UOG
costs result in these kinds of improper cost shifts. If the Commission does not order SCE
to provide testimony in future GRCs when it makes these kinds of proposals, SCE will be
able to easily continue its practice of allocating all the costs associated with these new
investments in and changes to its UOG assets to a// customers—both bundled and
unbundled—regardless of whether SCE is actually incurring these costs on behalf of
unbundled customers. The status quo violates the indifference principle and the
Commission’s precedent on cost shifting, and the Commission should take steps to
address the issue in this GRC.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes.

81

See D.18-10-019, p. 135.
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225 Union Blvd., Ste 450
Lakewood, Colorado 80228
tgeorgis@newgenstrategies.net
www.newgenstrategies.net

EDUCATION

Master of Business Administration,
Finance Specialization, Texas A&M
University

Bachelor of Science in Mechanical
Engineering, Texas A&M University

PROFESSIONAL REGISTRATIONS/
CERTIFICATIONS/COMMITTEES

Registered Professional Engineer (PE)
Mechanical, Colorado

Registered Professional Engineer (PE)
Mechanical, Louisiana

KEY EXPERTISE

Cost of Service and Rate Design
Expert Witness and Litigation Support
Financial / Economic Analysis
Strategic Planning

Sustainability

NewGen .
NIETE& Solutions

Tony Georgis
Managing Director — Energy Practice

Mr. Tony Georgis has spent more than 20 years consulting in the energy and
public utility markets and was a founding partner of NewGen. Mr. Georgis is
currently the Managing Partner for NewGen's Energy Practice. His consulting
career has focused on developing utility organizational and financial strategies
with defensible, data-driven support. Tony's experience blends strategic
planning, stakeholder engagement, expert witness, sustainability, and analytical
expertise to deliver a unique, more integrated perspective of the market and
utility financial performance. Like other leaders at NewGen, Tony applies his
experience and expertise to generate insights and a roadmap to address the
utility market's most complex issues and opportunities. His work includes
leading strategic planning studies, expert witness testimony, financial and
economic analyses, cost of service and rate studies, and market research.

RELEVANT EXPERIENCE

Sustainability, Energy Strategy, and Strategic
Planning

Mr. Georgis leads and manages the development of strategic plans and
Roadmaps for utilities, energy agencies, and municipal governments to guide
decision-making in increasingly complex business environments. His strategic
planning experience includes energy, water, wastewater, solid waste utilities,
and local government entities. In support of strategic planning engagements, Mr.
Georgis often facilitates internal planning teams and external stakeholder
engagement activities to promote broad and/or targeted stakeholder input to
the plans. A strategic plan or Roadmap development typically includes
overarching strategic elements such as the organization’s vision/mission, tactical
components like projects and activities supporting and ensuring
implementation, and tracking/reporting tools for the organization's
measurement of progress to the plan.

Mr. Georgis has also led the development of clean energy and sustainability (or
CSR) plans for cities, counties, and utilities to improve the triple bottom line
(economic, environmental, and social) and energy performance. Mr. Georgis
utilizes an enterprise-wide approach to sustainability to manage regulatory,
customer, and financial demands while improving the triple bottom line. He has
facilitated the development of city-wide sustainability plans and served as a
sustainability subject matter expert. In his role, Mr. Georgis collaborated among
internal and external stakeholders, including city/utility staff, key department
managers, community representatives, utility customers, and non-profit or non-
governmental organizations (NGOs). To support sustainability planning efforts,
Mr. Georgis has developed optimization models to prioritize and identify the
“next best dollar spent” to pursue sustainability goals while estimating total costs
to implement. He has also implemented sustainability auditing/reporting tools
such as greenhouse gas (GHG) inventories/reporting and the development of a
utility-tailored version of the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI).

Economics | Strategy | Stakeholders | Sustainability
www.newgenstrategies.net
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Managing Director — Energy Practice

Sustainability, Energy Strategy, and Strategic Planning (cont.)

Mr. Georgis' clients for sustainability, energy strategy, and strategic planning include:

Alameda Municipal Power, CA
City of Colorado Springs, CO
City of El Paso, TX

City of Fort Collins, CO

City of Longmont, CO

City of Palo Alto Utilities, CA -
Fort Collins Utilities, CO

Lakeland Electric, FL

Loudoun County, VA

Tampa Bay Water, FL

Cost of Service and Rate Design

State of Vermont Department
of Public Service, VT

Western Area Power
Administration, CO

Mr. Georgis leads numerous utility financial planning, cost of service, and rate design projects. Specific tasks
typically include:

The development of the
revenue requirement.

Functionalization of costs.

Allocation of costs to
customer classes.

Review of existing customer "

class criteria. .

Evaluation of line extension
and facilities charges.

Rate design.

Transitioning of models for
the client's future use.

He has also led the development of financial forecasting models to support long-term capital, expense, revenue
budgeting, and decision-making. Mr. Georgis routinely facilitates workshops to develop utility rate strategies or
rate studies and presents the study and financial recommendations to governing bodies, boards, and city
councils. Mr. Georgis’ clients for cost of service and rate design include:

Alameda Municipal Power, CA

American Samoa Power
Authority

Anaheim Public Utilities, CA
Arizona Public Service, AZ
Austin Energy, TX

Benton Public Utility
District, WA

Burbank Water and Power, CA

Central Cost Community
Energy, CA

City of Cleveland Electric
Utility, OH

City of Garland, TX
City of Gonzales, CA

City of Weatherford, TX

City Utilities, Springfield, MO -
Clean Power Alliance, CA
Cleveland Public Power, OH
Colorado Springs Utilities, CO
Farmington Electric Utility, NM

Glendale Water and
Power, CA

Imperial Irrigation District, CA
Lafayette Utilities System, LA

La Plata Electric
Association, CO

Lincoln Electric System, NE
Lubbock Power and Light, TX
Merced Irrigation District, CA

New Braunfels Utilities, TX

Thoughtful Decision Making for Uncertain Times

Pasadena Water and
Power, CA

San Diego County Water
Authority, CA

San Jose Clean Energy, CA
U.S. Army; Huntsville, AL
Vernon Public Utilities, CA

Victorville Gas Utility, CA
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Managing Director — Energy Practice

Economic, Financial or Market Analyses

Mr. Georgis often provides technical, financial, and advisory support services for various energy and utility-related
projects. He is an expert in developing financial pro formas, bond financings, performing scenario analyses, and
evaluating market conditions to support project financing or feasibility decision-making. He has analyzed
technical assumptions, optimized project financing, performed scenario/sensitivity analyses, and assisted clients
in bidding processes. He has provided economic analyses of utility-scale renewable energy projects, power plant
fuel conversions, LNG terminals, conventional/renewable distributed energy resources, and DSM/demand
response program benefits. Mr. Georgis’ clients for economic, financial, or market analyses include:

®  Arizona Power Authority, AZ = Fort Collins Utilities, CO ®  Solid Waste Authority of
. ) Central Ohio, OH
®  Austin Energy, TX "  Freeport Container Port,
Grand Bahama = Terrebonne Parrish, LA
® CalRecycle, CA
®  Hawaii Gas Company, Hl = U.S. Army; Huntsville, AL
"  CPS Energy, TX
® |SO-New England, MA =  Water and Power Authority,

®  Ember Infrastructure, NY US Virgin Islands
®  Kings River Conservation

®  Fayetteville Public Works District. CA

Commission, NC
® Niobrara Energy

®  Florida Municipal Power Development, CO

Agency, FL
Expert Witness and Litigation Support

Mr. Georgis has provided expert testimony since 2014 regarding electric utility revenue requirements, cost of
service, rate design, and ratemaking issues before state and local regulatory bodies and courts. He has national
experience providing litigation support regarding ratemaking matters at wholesale and retail levels in California,
Florida, Indiana, and Texas.

Mr. Georgis' expert witness and litigation support experience include:

® Centerpoint Energy Houston Electric, LLC; SOAH City of Lubbock, Lubbock Power & Light; SOAH

Docket No. 473-14-3897 and PUC Docket Docket No. 473-21-0043 and PUC
No. 42560 Docket No. 51100

®  City of Lubbock, Lubbock Power & Light; PUC ® Oncor Electric Delivery Company; SOAH Docket
Docket No. 52390 No. 473-22-2695 and PUC Docket 53601

=  (City of Lubbock, Lubbock Power & Light; SOAH ®  Southwestern Electric Power Company
Docket No. 473-24-04313; PUC Docket No. 54657 (SWEPCO); SOAH Docket No. 473-21-0538 and
PUC Docket No. 51415

® Indiana Michigan Power Company, Cause No. Northern Indiana Public Service Company LLC
45993 (NIPSCO); Cause No. 45772

NewGen Strategies and Solutions, LLC 3
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® Northern Indiana Public Service Company LLC
(NIPSCO); Cause No. 45159

Florida Public Service Commission
®  Duke Energy, Florida; Docket No. 20210016-El "  Florida Power & Light Company;
Docket No. 20210015-El

Superior Court of the State of California for the County of Los Angeles

® (City of Pasadena - Pasadena Water and Power; No. BC 677632
California Public Utility Commission

® Pacific Gas and Electric Company " San Diego Gas and Electric Company
CPUC Application No. 21-06-021 CPUC Application No. 22-05-016

PRESENTATIONS AND PUBLICATIONS

Mr. Georgis has presented at numerous industry associations and conferences, provided training for utility staff,
and published several trade journal articles. These efforts have focused on utility finance, strategic planning,
market trends/opportunities, and sustainability. Mr. Georgis’ presentations and publications are detailed below.

Presentations

APPA Legislative Rally Preconference Seminar, 2020

= Demystifying Distributed Energy Resources

APPA Business and Finance Conference Preconference Seminar, 2019

= Distributed Energy Resources: Risks and Opportunities

APPA National Conference - Preconference Seminars, 2017/2018/2019

= Distributed Energy Resources: Risks and Opportunities

Washington PUD Association Finance Officers, 2016

®  Balancing Aging Infrastructure, Rates, and Residential Demand

Harvard University Zofnass Program for Sustainable Infrastructure, 2011
®  Tools and Frameworks to Drive the Business Case for Sustainability

Association of Climate Change Officers, 2010

®  SEC Climate Change Disclosure Guidance

Platts Energy Markets Webinar, 2010

®  SEC Guidance on Climate Change Disclosures

Global Commerce Conference, 2010

=  Leadership in Sustainability - Sustainability Decision Making, Implementation and Reporting

University of Colorado Denver Managing for Sustainability, 2012

Thoughtful Decision Making for Uncertain Times 4
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®  Regulatory Drivers for Sustainability
Inter-American Development Bank, 2010
®  Transportation Sustainability and Climate Change Seminar

Tire Industry Association Scrap to Profit, 2010

"  Evolution of the Carbon Markets and Opportunities for the Scrap Tire Industry

Energy Utility and Environmental Conference, 2010

®  Evolution and Optimization of Energy Efficiency and Smart Grid Measures

Tire Industry Association Recycling Conference, 2009

®  Carbon Credits and Recycling Products

Tire Industry Association Recycling Conference, 2008

= Selling Tire-derived Products to the Architectural and Construction Markets

Articles

®  Growing Role for Demand Response in ISO Operations. Utility Automation and Engineering T&D, November 2008
" Recycling and Climate Change: A Primer. Resource Recycling, August 2009

"  Recycling and Climate Change: Opportunities for Recycling as a Climate Change Strategy. Resource Recycling,
September 2009

NewGen Strategies and Solutions, LLC 5
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Company

Florida Power & Light Company

Commission

& Brew, PC; Florida Retail
Federation

UTILITY PROCEEDING SUBJECT BEFORE CLIENT YEAR
1. Indiana Michigan Cause No. 45993 Authority to Increase its Rates and | Indiana Utility Regulatory City of Fort Wayne, the City 2023
Power Company Charges for Electric Utility Service | Commission of Marion, and Marion
Through a Phase in Rate Municipal Utilities
Adjustment
2. San Diego Community | CPUC Application No. Application of San Diego Gas & California Public Utility Joint Community Choice 2023
Power and Clean 22-05-016 Electric Company (U 902 M) for Commission Aggregators
Energy Alliance Authority, Among Other Things, to
Update its Electric and Gas
Application 22-05-016 Revenue
Requirement and Base Rates
Effective on January 1, 2024
3. City of Lubbock, PUC Docket No. 54657 | Application of the City of Lubbock | State Office of Lloyd Gosselink Rochelle & 2023
Lubbock Power & Light for Authority to Change Rates for | Administrative Hearings, Townsend, P.C.
Wholesale Transmission Service Public Utility Commission of
Texas
4. Northern Indiana Cause No. 45772 Petition of Northern Indiana Indiana Utility Regulatory Bose McKinney & Evans 2023
Public Service Company Public Service Company LLC Commission LLP, United States Steel
LLC (NIPSCO) (NIPSCO) Authority to 1) Modify Corporation
Electric Utility Rates; 2) Approval
of New Schedules of Rates and
Changes, General Rules and
Regulations and Riders; 3)
Approval of a new Rider for VOM,
and other requests.
5. Pacific Gas and Electric | CPUC Application No. Application for 2023 General Rate | California Public Utility Joint Community Choice 2022
Company 21-06-021 Case Commission Aggregators
6. City of Lubbock, PUC Docket No. 52390 Application of the City of Lubbock | State Office of Lloyd Gosselink Rochelle & 2021
Lubbock Power & Light for Authority for Interim Update Administrative Hearings, Townsend, P.C.
of Wholesale Transmission Rates Public Utility Commission of
Texas
7. Florida Power & Light Docket No. 20210015-El | petition for Rate Increase by Florida Public Service Stone Mattheis Xenopoulos 2021
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UTILITY PROCEEDING SUBJECT BEFORE CLIENT YEAR
8. Southwestern Electric SOAH Docket No. 473- Application of Southwestern State Office of Office of Public Utility 2021
Power Company 21-0538 Electric Power Company for Administrative Hearings, Counsel
(SWEPCO) PUC Docket No. 51415 Authority to Change Rates Public Utility Commission of
Texas
9. City of Pasadena - BC 677632 Komesar vs. City of Pasadena; Superior Court of the State | Jarvis, Fay and Gibson, LLP; 2020
Pasadena Water and State of California Proposition of California for the County | City of Pasadena
Power 218, City General Fund Transfer of Los Angeles
from Utility
10. City of Lubbock, SOAH Docket No. 473- Application of the City of Lubbock | State Office of Lloyd Gosselink Rochelle & 2020
Lubbock Power & Light 21-0043 for Authority to Establish Initial Administrative Hearings, Townsend, P.C.
PUC Docket No. 51100 | wholesale Transmission Rates Public Utility Commission of
and Tariffs Texas
11. Northern Indiana Cause No. 45159 Petition of Northern Indiana Indiana Utility Regulatory Bose McKinney & Evans 2019
Public Service Company Public Service Company LLC Commission LLP, United States Steel
LLC (NIPSCO) (NIPSCO) Authority to 1) Modify Corporation
Electric Utility Rates; 2) Approval
of New Schedules of Rates and
Changes, General Rules and
Regulations and Riders; 3)
Approval of Revised Common and
Electric Depreciation Rates; 4)
Accounting Relief; and 5) Approval
of New Service Structure for
Industrial Rates
12. CenterPoint Energy SOAH Docket No. 473- Application of CenterPoint Energy | State Office of Lloyd Gosselink Rochelle & 2014

Houston Electric, LLC

14-3897
PUC Docket No. 42560

Houston Electric, LLC for Approval
of an Adjustment to its Energy
Efficiency Cost Recovery Factor

Administrative Hearings,
Public Utility Commission of
Texas

Townsend, P.C., Gulf Coast
Coalition of Cities
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Workpapers Including Estimated REC, Energy, and Capacity Values for SPVP, Adjusted O&M,
and PVRR
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14
15
16
17
18
19

30
31

32
33

Proceeding A.23-05-010

SCE Increase Its Authorized Revenues for Electric Service in 2025, Among Other Things, and to Reflect That Increase In Rates
WP - 1 SPVP Revenue Projections
CalCCA Witness Tony Georgis

(A)

(©

(F)

SPVP Remaining life as of the beginning of 2025 is 6.5 Years, thus 7.5 years including 2024. SCE-07 Vol 2 p 91

(6)

High Values Nominal Dollars

U]

Year REC Energy Capacity Total
2023 $ 3,583,278 $ 7,115,386 $ 2,327,940 $ 13,026,604
2024 $ 8,751,240 $ 5,939,150 $ 1,794,749 $ 16,485,140
2025 $ 2,081,610 $ 6,034,892 $ 1,975072 $ 10,091,573
2026 $ 2,779,323 $ 5,048,662 $ 1,758,461 $ 9,586,447
2027 $ 3,569,699 $ 4,247,665 $ 1,568,371 $ 9,385,735
2028 $ 4,769,943 $ 3,506,536 $ 1,490,270 $ 9,766,749
2029 $ 6,043,643 $ 3,018,756 $ 1,505,239 $ 10,567,638
2030 $ 7,192,411 $ 2,705,396 $ 1,528,146 $ 11,425,953
2031 ¢ 3851162 § 1,278,239 § 770,099 $ 5,899,500
$42,622,309 $ 38,894,682 $ 14,718,348 $ 96,235,339

Notes:

1. June 2031 is target retirement / average remaining life. 6 Months of Year used. Full
year would be twice the value.

Low Values Nominal Dollars

End of life: 2031 Actually June 2031 (6 months of 2031)
SPVP Likely Output @67.5MW AC, 20% Capacity Factor
Energy
High 118,260 MWh nameplate capacity
Low 106,434 MWh with 10% degradation
Capacity
High 67,500 kW nameplate
Low 60,750 kW with 10% degradation
Capacity Factor 20%
Avg. Energy Price
Year On Peak ($/MWh) RECs (5/MWh) RA ($/kW-Mo)
2023 $ 60.17 $ 3030 $ 14.37
20247 $ 5022 $ 7400 $ 11.08
2025 $ 5103 $ 17.60 S 12.19
2026 $ 4269 $ 2350 $ 10.85
2027 $ 3592 3019 $ 9.68
2028 $ 29.65 $ 4033 $ 9.20
2029 $ 2553 $ 5110 $ 9.29
2030 $ 22838 $ 60.82 $ 9.43
2031 $ 21.62 S 65.13 $ 9.51
Notes:

1. 2023 energy prices from historical SP15 CAISO on peak energy prices.
REC and RA values from Market Price Benchmarks published in 2024 ERRA

proceedings.

2. 2024 Energy, REC, and RA forecasted prices from S&P Capital Market
Intelligence forecasts

Year REC Energy Capacity Total
2023 $ 3,224,950 $ 6,403,848 S 2,095146 $ 11,723,944
2024 $ 7,876,116 $ 5,345,235 $ 1,615274 $ 14,836,626
2025 $ 1,873,449 $ 5,431,402 $ 1,777,564 $ 9,082,416
2026 $ 2,501,391 $ 4,543,796 $ 1,582,615 $ 8,627,802
2027 $ 3,212,729 $ 3,822,898 $ 1,411,534 $ 8,447,161
2028 $ 4,292,948 $ 3,155,883 $ 1,341,243 $ 8,790,074
2029 $ 5,439,279 $ 2,716,880 $ 1,354,715 $ 9,510,874
2030 $ 6,473,170 $ 2,434,856 $ 1375331 $ 10,283,357
2031 $ 3,466,046 $ 1,150,415 $ 693,089 $ 5,309,550
$ 38,360,078 $ 35005214 $ 13,246,513 $ 86,611,805

Notes:

1. June 2031 is target retirement / average remaining life. 6 Months of Year used. Full
year would be twice the value.

(L) (M) (N) (0) ()
High Values 2022 Dollars
Years
i REC Energy Capacity Total
18 3,502,716 $ 6,955,412 $ 2,275,601 $ 12,733,728
2s 8,362,157 $ 5,675,094 $ 1,714,954 $ 15,752,205
3 1,944,341 S 5,636,929 $ 1,844,828 S 9,426,099
43 2,537,678 S 4,609,712 $ 1,605,574 $ 8,752,964
5% 3,186,057 $ 3,791,159 $ 1,399,815 $ 8,377,031
6 S 4,161,591 $ 3,059,317 $ 1,300,203 $ 8,521,111
75 5,154,296 $ 2,574,534 S 1,283,737 $ 9,012,567
8 S 5,996,108 $ 2,255,411 $ 1,273,972 $ 9,525,491
9 $ 3138420 § 1,041,673 $ 627,576 _$ 4,807,669
$ 37,983,363 $ 35,599,241 $ 13,326,260 $ 86,908,864

Notes:

1. Blue Chip Economic Indicator Forecast GDP Chained 1Q 2024

Low Values 2022 Dollars

Years

i REC Energy Capacity Total
18 3,152,444 S 6,259,871 $ 2,048,041 $ 11,460,356
2s 7,525,941 S 5,107,584 $ 1,543,459 $ 14,176,985
35S 1,749,907 $ 5,073,236 $ 1,660,345 S 8,483,489
43 2,283,910 $ 4,148,741 $ 1,445,017 $ 7,877,667
5$ 2,867,451 $ 3,412,044 S 1,259,833 $ 7,539,328
6 S 3,745,432 $ 2,753,386 $ 1,170,183 $ 7,669,000
78 4,638,867 $ 2,317,080 $ 1,155,363 $ 8,111,310
8 S 5,396,497 $ 2,029,870 $ 1,146,575 $ 8,572,942
9 s 2,824,578 S 937,506 $ 564,818 $ 4,326,902
$ 34,185,026 $ 32,039,317 $ 11,993,634 $ 78,217,978
Notes:

1. Blue Chip Economic Indicator Forecast GDP Chained 1Q 2024

WP-1

Inflation Rate

Inflation Rate

[t
2.30%

[t
2.30%
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Proceeding A.23-05-010

SCE Increase Its Authorized Revenues for Electric Service in 2025, Among Other Things, and to Reflect That Increase In Rates

WP - 2 SPVP O&M Projections
CalCCA Witness Tony Georgis

(A) (8) @ (D) (E) (F) (G) (H) (1) )
SCE SPVP O&M Summary and Adjustments
Annual " inal" O&M for Leases and Labor
Recorded Forecast
| 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
Labor ($000) 561 425 494 502 483 280 - 72
Leases ($000) 3,882 3,992 3,303 4,011 4,033 3,237 3,476 4,275
Other ($000) 145 - - - - - - -
Total O&M ($000) 6,606 6,436 5,817 6,534 6,538 5,540 5,500 6,372
Source: Exh. SCE 05 Vol. 1, p. 274 Figure IV-21 SPVP Operations and Maintenance Expenses
Average Labor O&M Costs: ($000)
Historical 493
Forecast 117
Average Lease O&M Costs: ($000)
Historical 3,844
Forecast 3,663
Adjusted O&M Costs for Repair / Maintain Option 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Nominal Dollars 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031
Labor Estimate ($000) 493 493 493 493 493 493 493 493 247
Remove / Replace ($000) 61,622
Total 493 493 62,115 493 493 493 493 493 247
Present Value (PV) 2022:
Labor Costs (S5000) 482 471 460 450 440 430 420 411 201
Remove / Replace ($000) - - 57,559 - - - - - -
Total 2022 PV ($000) 61,325
2022 ($)
Original PVRR O&M Costs ($000,000) 164
Less Labor Estimate ($000,000) 4
Estimated Remove/Replace O&M Cost ($000,000) 160
Rooftop Solar Total Installed Costs and Cost Components
Commercial Solar PV Total Installed Costs
Applicable to
Option 1
Remove/Repl
Cost Component Al TIC (S/kW) B ($/kW)
Soft Costs $ 977
EBOS S 208 S 208 Elec balance of system
SBOS S 154 S 154 structural balance of system
Inverters $ 49
Module $ 372
Total $ 1,760 $ 362
Notes:
1. P. vi, Figure ES-1 MMP NREL data for community solar scale ~3MWdc
Source: NREL U.S. Solar Photovoltaic System and Energy Storage Cost Benchmarks, With Minimum Sustainable Price Analysis: Q1 2023
https://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy230sti/87303.pdf
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Proceeding A.23-05-010

SCE Increase Its Authorized Revenues for Electric Service in 2025, Among Other Things, and to Reflect That Increase In Rates
WP - 2 SPVP O&M Projections

CalCCA Witness Tony Georgis

(A) (8) (€ (D) (B) (F) (G) (H)

Total Installed Cost Estimates for Large Commercial Solar Rooftop Only in California
Source: LBNL Tracking the Sun Tool 2022 actual data; https://emp.lbl.gov/tracking-sun-tool
Median Price for TIC (all large commercial sizes) S 2,300 per kW DC
Median Price for TIC (LMW and greater) S 1,700 per kW DC
Scaled MMP NREL Detailed Costs to CA Specific TIC at Median of Commercial Solar Larger than 1MW
Cost Component All TIC ($/kW DC)
Soft Costs S 944 per kW
EBOS S 201 per kW
SBOS S 149 per kW
Inverters S 47 per kW
Module S 359 perkw
Total S 1,700 per kW

$ -
Remove / Reinstall Estimate
EBOS S 201 per kW
SBOS S 149 per kW
Total Remove or Reinstall applicable to SPVP S 350 per kW
Total SPVP 91 MW DC Source: Exh. SCE 05 Vol. 1 p 268
Less Porterville ground mount installation 6.8 MW DC Source: Exh. SCE 05 Vol. 1 p 268
Total Rooftop PV in SPVP 84.2 MW
TIC for all new SPVP rooftops S 143,140,000 based on CA specific data
Removal Cost Estimate S 29,441,295 Est. for removal (Elec. & Structural BOC costs proxy)
Remove and Replace Cost Estimate S 58,882,591 Est. for remove then reinstall (2X E and S BOC)
Estimate for replacing all inverters (if applicable) S 3,985,148
Adjusted Table IV-49 and PVRR of Repair and Decommissioning Options

Option 2

Option 1 Refurbish Decommission
Adjusted PVRR ($000,000) / Reinstall 2025-2026
Ongoing Capital 4 0
Ongoing O&M 61 12
Ongoing Lease 30 30
Energy, Capacity & REC Benefits (78) 0
Decommission & NBV/Rate Base Impact 18 57
Sunk Plant 196 196
Total Cost (PVRR) 231 295
Difference (64)
Source: Exh. SCE-05 Vol. 1, p 271 Table IV-49 2022 Present Value of Revenue Requirement (PVRR) Analysis of SPVP Repair and Decommissioning Options

U]



ATTACHMENT AMG-3
SCE Responses to CalCCA Data Requests



Southern California Edison
A.23-05-010 - SCE 2025 GRC

DATA REQUEST SET CalCCA-SCE-001

To: CalCCA
Prepared by: Timothy Condit
Job Title: Sr. Advisor
Received Date: 10/6/2023

Response Date: 10/16/2023

Question 1.9:

Referring to SCE — 05 Vol. 1, Table 11-31, please confirm if any of the prime mover capital projects
forecasted for 2023-2028 will impact the capacity or end of life date of the hydro resources affected
by these projects. If confirmed, please explain the expected change in capacity or end of life date for
each affected hydro resource.

Response to Question 1.9:

SCE interprets the phrase “end of life” to mean the anticipated cessation of the plant generating
electricity on the grid.

None of the projects presented in SCE-05, Vol. 1 are expected to increase rated plant capacity or
extend the current expected end of life date(s).

As explained in testimony, page 67-68, the capital investments presented in SCE-05, Vol. 2 are
being requested to address capital replacement or refurbishment, safety concerns or regulatory
compliance issues requiring plant additions or modifications (which includes Hydro relicensing),
and other site modifications or improvements needed to address operations or maintenance needs
that have affected (or are forecast to affect) plant performance relative to historical levels, or in very
limited cases, to capture cost-effective opportunities to improve plant performance relative to
historical levels.



Southern California Edison
A.23-05-010 - SCE 2025 GRC

DATA REQUEST SET CalCCA-SCE-001

To: CalCCA
Prepared by: Timothy Condit
Job Title: Modelg, Festg & Econ Anlys, Sr
Received Date: 10/6/2023

Response Date: 10/16/2023

Question 1.10:

Referring to SCE — 05 Vol. 1, Table 11-32, please confirm if any of the hydro resources listed in the
table will experience a change in capacity or end of life date because of the capital projects featured
in the table. If confirmed, please explain the expected change in capacity or end of life date for each
affected hydro resource.

Response to Question 1.10:

Please see the response to question 9 in this data request set.



Southern California Edison
A.23-05-010 - SCE 2025 GRC

DATA REQUEST SET CalCCA-SCE-001

To: CalCCA
Prepared by: Timothy Condit
Job Title: Modelg, Festg & Econ Anlys, Sr
Received Date: 10/6/2023

Response Date: 10/16/2023

Question 1.11:

Referring to SCE — 05 Vol. 1, Table 11-34, please confirm if any of the hydro resources listed in the
table will experience a change in capacity or end of life date because of the capital projects featured
in the table. If confirmed, please explain the expected change in capacity or end of life date for each
affected hydro resource.

Response to Question 1.11:

Please see the response to question 9 in this data request set.



Southern California Edison
A.23-05-010 - SCE 2025 GRC

DATA REQUEST SET CalCCA-SCE-001

To: CalCCA
Prepared by: Timothy Condit
Job Title: Modelg, Festg & Econ Anlys, Sr
Received Date: 10/6/2023

Response Date: 10/16/2023

Question 1.12:

Referring to SCE — 05 Vol. 1, Table 11-35, please confirm if any of the hydro resources listed in the
table will experience a change in capacity or end of life date because of the capital projects featured
in the table. If confirmed, please explain the expected change in capacity or end of life date for each
affected hydro resource.

Response to Question 1.12:

Please see the response to question 9 in this data request set.



Southern California Edison
A.23-05-010 - SCE 2025 GRC

DATA REQUEST SET CalCCA-SCE-001

To: CalCCA
Prepared by: Timothy Condit
Job Title: Modelg, Festg & Econ Anlys, Sr
Received Date: 10/6/2023

Response Date: 10/16/2023

Question 1.13:

Referring to SCE — 05 Vol. 1, Table I11-46, please confirm if any of the capital projects listed in the
table will impact the current CAISO rated capacity or end of life date of Mountainview Generation
Station. If confirmed, please explain the expected change in capacity or end of life date to
Mountainview by relevant capital project.

Response to Question 1.13:

Please see the response to question 9 in this data request set.



Southern California Edison
A.23-05-010 - SCE 2025 GRC

DATA REQUEST SET CalCCA-SCE-001

To: CalCCA
Prepared by: Timothy Condit
Job Title: Modelg, Festg & Econ Anlys, Sr
Received Date: 10/6/2023

Response Date: 10/16/2023

Question 1.14:

Referring to SCE — 05 Vol. 1, Table 111-47, please confirm if any of the Peaker resources listed in
the table will experience a change in current CAISO rated capacity or end of life date because of the
capital projects featured in the table. If confirmed, please explain the expected change in capacity or
end of life date for each affected Peaker resource.

Response to Question 1.14:

Please see the response to question 9 in this data request set.



Southern California Edison
A.23-05-010 - SCE 2025 GRC

DATA REQUEST SET CalCCA-SCE-003

To: CalCCA
Prepared by: Anita Shu
Job Title: Engy Mktg & Trdg Fncl Anlys, Sr Mgr
Received Date: 11/21/2023

Response Date: 11/29/2023

Question 3.17.a-c:
Referring to SCE’s Prepared Testimony at Exh. SCE-05 Vol. 1 at pp. 269-273:

a. Did SCE evaluate the total costs associated with the option of selling its SPVP assets (i.e., along
the lines of the analysis of the repair and decommissioning options presented in Table IV-49)? If so,
please provide all documents associated with that analysis.

b. Is a pending sale of the vast majority of these SPVP assets reflected in SCE’s 2024 ERRA
forecast testimony? Please explain the terms of any such sale, including the expected number of
assets to be sold and the expected date of execution.

c. If the answer to subpart (b) is in the affirmative, please explain (1) the extent to which this
pending sale is reflected in SCE’s decommissioning testimony (and any other testimony forecasting
expenses for these assets) in this general rate case proceeding, and (2) SCE’s justification for
requesting recovery of significant decommissioning costs/other expenses for these SPVP assets in
this case if a sale is anticipated.

Response to Question 3.17.a-c:

SCE objects to this request to the extent it is overly broad, unreasonable, not proportional to the
needs of this investigation, unduly burdensome, and/or calls for information or documents that are
otherwise outside the scope of discovery. SCE further objects to this request to the extent it seeks
information or documents that are protected by the attorney-client privilege, the work product
doctrine, or any other applicable privilege, immunity, or discovery protection, or that are otherwise
protected from disclosure under applicable law. Without waiving these objections, SCE provides
the following response.

a. Yes. In 2021, SCE began exploratory discussions with a third party on the potential sale of 19 of
the 24 SPVP sites. These discussions continued through early 2023 when SCE decided to end
discussions because the purchase price was not a favorable alternative to decommissioning (see
redacted email correspondence below).



CalCCA-SCE-003: 3.17.a-c
Page 2 of 2

RE: (External):RE:-/SCE Discussion - SPVP Follow Up

_ B e

Hi I thank vou for the information.

b. No. SCE’s 2024 ERRA forecast is limited to calendar year 2024 and assumed that all SPVP sites,
with the exception of site 42, would be de-energized. As explained in GRC testimony, SCE’s
intention is to decommission the SPVP assets in 2025 and 2026. SCE provided supporting analysis
in testimony and workpapers demonstrating this to be the least-cost alternative to SCE customers.

c. See response to b.



Southern California Edison
A.23-05-010 - SCE 2025 GRC

DATA REQUEST SET CalCCA-SCE-003

To: CalCCA
Prepared by: Anita Shu
Job Title: Senior Manager
Received Date: 1/12/2024

Response Date: 1/19/2024

Question 3.17.a-c Supplemental:
Question 3.17.a-c:
Referring to SCE’s Prepared Testimony at Exh. SCE-05 Vol. 1 at pp. 269-273:

a. Did SCE evaluate the total costs associated with the option of selling its SPVP assets (i.e., along
the lines of the analysis of the repair and decommissioning options presented in Table IV-49)? If so,
please provide all documents associated with that analysis.

b. Is a pending sale of the vast majority of these SPVP assets reflected in SCE’s 2024 ERRA
forecast testimony? Please explain the terms of any such sale, including the expected number of
assets to be sold and the expected date of execution.

c. If the answer to subpart (b) is in the affirmative, please explain (1) the extent to which this
pending sale is reflected in SCE’s decommissioning testimony (and any other testimony forecasting
expenses for these assets) in this general rate case proceeding, and (2) SCE’s justification for
requesting recovery of significant decommissioning costs/other expenses for these SPVP assets in
this case if a sale is anticipated.

CalCCA’s Supplemental Request:

Please let us know if SCE is amenable to supplementing the original response with (1) all
documents associated with the "preliminary analysis regarding the total costs associated with the
option of selling the SPVP assets," and (2) all documents associated with SCE's analysis of the
previously considered option of the "sale of the assets to the lessor.

Response to Question 3.17.a-c Supplemental:

As a supplement to SCE’s response to CalCCA-SCE-003 Question 3.17a-c, SCE provides the
following summary table of the preliminary mid-2022 Present Value of Revenue Requirement
(PVRR) analysis for the SPVP sites.



CalCCA-SCE-003: 3.17.a-c Supplemental

Page 2 of 3
Recommended - : Alt 2- Repair /
Sell Asset Alt1 - dRepalr‘/ upgrade now; Alt3 -
PVRR ($M) (assuming Upgracs Dow: Decommission | Decommission
donation| Operate till lease : : : .
onation in d during reroofing in 2023
2023)2 = years26

Ongoing Capital 0.1 151 2 0.1
Ongoing O&M 0.5 13 13 0.5
Ongoing Lease 2 18 7 4-18
Energy, Capacity & REC Benefits (3) (20) (8) (3)
Decommission & NBV/Rate Base Impact? 5 16 30 35
Sunk Plant? 44 214 141 124
Asset Sale Transaction® 96 : £ =
Total Cost (PVRR) 145 393 186 160-174

(]

Numbers in the table may not add up due to rounding

Reroofing year of each site is based on the Lease Agreements, For those unknown, reroofing years are assumed to be 2025. Roof conditions might have
changed since then, and rerocfing years might need to be adjusted

Recovery and return on decommissioning costs, and impact on property tax and flow-through tax and return on rate base

Recovery and return on initial capital investment (plant-in-service)

Revenue requirement of asset sale transaction, including gains and losses and tax impact. Assuming we will recover all the losses from ratepayers
Assuming cost recovery of remaining decommissioning cost and NBV similar.te that of Perris site — recovering the remaining amount in 6 years and not
earning a return

o bW

SCE notes that when the above preliminary analysis was performed, its objective was to explore a
sales price with a resulting PVRR less than that of early decommissioning in 2023. The inputs to the
analysis evolved over time, as more information about the assets became available.

As explained in SCE’s original response to this data request, the above analysis was based on what
is now a counter-factual assumption that the sale of the SPVP assets was a viable path forward. It
was not.

This is because the probable “sale” option required the sale of the assets to the lessor, due to the
restrictions under the lease agreements. At the conclusion of negotiation with one lessor, it was
apparent that any sale would require significant payment from SCE to the lessor for tens of millions
of dollars, who would then decommission the assets itself. More specifically, the above analysis
assumed a hypothetical asset sale transaction price of $0. As noted, though, this “sale” price
assumption was well above what the lessor was willing to consider (i.e., the lessor was requesting
SCE pay them to assume full ownership). Thus, the “Alt 3 — Decommission in 2023 option was the
least cost option of those considered in the above analysis.

In addition, the lessor performed roof inspections during the sale negotiations and found roof
deterioration following the heavy rain season. At some sites, the lessor decided to reroof, and
requested SCE to remove the solar panels from their roofs. As removing and reinstalling the solar
panels would be much more expensive than decommissioning, SCE proceeded to decommission
these sites immediately. SCE similarly expected that almost all remaining sites would need to be
decommissioned by 2026 due to roof conditions. This variability over the next couple of years



CalCCA-SCE-003: 3.17.a-c Supplemental
Page 3 of 3
would continue to make the asset sale price and evaluation a moving target. Further, even if a sales
price was finalized, the subsequent regulatory approval timeline would have almost certainly
extended into 2026, when most sites would need to be decommissioned.

It is also worth noting that several of the other assumptions and data in the above analysis were
similarly preliminary in nature or evolved by the time SCE submitted its 2025 GRC testimony. The
decommissioning scenario presented in the 2025 GRC assumed decommissioning in 2025-2026,
whereas the above analysis assumed it in 2023. Lastly, the above analysis assumed a recovery of,
but not a return on, the remaining investment after asset decommissioning, whereas SCE’s 2025
GRC decommissioning request includes both return of and on the remaining investment.



Southern California Edison
A.23-05-010 — SCE 2025 GRC

DATA REQUEST SET CalCCA-SCE-005

To: CalCCA
Prepared by: Anita Shu
Job Title: Engy Mktg & Trdg Fncl Anlys, Sr Mgr
Received Date: 1/24/2024

Response Date: 2/5/2024

Question 5.5.a:

Referring to SCE’s Response to CalCCA DR 3.17 Supplemental, and in particular, SCE’s statement
that: “At the conclusion of negotiation with one lessor, it was apparent that any sale would require
significant payment from SCE to the lessor for tens of millions of dollars, who would then
decommission the assets itself. More specifically, the above analysis assumed a hypothetical asset
sale transaction price of $0. As noted, though, this ‘sale’ price assumption was well above what the
lessor was willing to consider (i.e., the lessor was requesting SCE pay them to assume full
ownership)”:

a. Did SCE update its PVRR analysis for the SPVP sites following receipt of this new
information? If yes, please provide such updated analysis. If not, please explain why not.

Response to Question 5.5.a:

No. Because the proposed “sale” price (involving payment by SCE to the lessor of tens of millions
of dollars) far exceeded the initial contemplated transaction price, the sale option would not have
been a better alternative to decommissioning. Also see SCE’s response provided to question 5.7.a in
this data request set.



Southern California Edison
A.23-05-010 — SCE 2025 GRC

DATA REQUEST SET CalCCA-SCE-005

To: CalCCA
Prepared by: Anita Shu
Job Title: Engy Mktg & Trdg Fncl Anlys, Sr Mgr
Received Date: 1/24/2024

Response Date: 2/5/2024

Question 5.5.b:

Referring to SCE’s Response to CalCCA DR 3.17 Supplemental, and in particular, SCE’s statement
that: “At the conclusion of negotiation with one lessor, it was apparent that any sale would require
significant payment from SCE to the lessor for tens of millions of dollars, who would then
decommission the assets itself. More specifically, the above analysis assumed a hypothetical asset
sale transaction price of $0. As noted, though, this ‘sale’ price assumption was well above what the
lessor was willing to consider (i.e., the lessor was requesting SCE pay them to assume full
ownership)”:

b. Please provide all documentation in SCE’s possession of the requested payment of “tens of
millions of dollars.

Response to Question 5.5.b:

See SCE’s CONFIDENTIAL response to question 7a of this data request set.



Southern California Edison
A.23-05-010 — SCE 2025 GRC

DATA REQUEST SET CalCCA-SCE-005

To: CalCCA
Prepared by: Anita Shu
Job Title: Engy Mktg & Trdg Fncl Anlys, Sr Mgr
Received Date: 1/24/2024

Response Date: 2/5/2024

Question 5.5.c:

Referring to SCE’s Response to CalCCA DR 3.17 Supplemental, and in particular, SCE’s statement
that: “At the conclusion of negotiation with one lessor, it was apparent that any sale would require
significant payment from SCE to the lessor for tens of millions of dollars, who would then
decommission the assets itself. More specifically, the above analysis assumed a hypothetical asset
sale transaction price of $0. As noted, though, this ‘sale’ price assumption was well above what the
lessor was willing to consider (i.e., the lessor was requesting SCE pay them to assume full
ownership)”:

c. Please confirm the exact dollar amount (or range, if applicable) of the requested “tens of
millions of dollars.”

Response to Question 5.5.c:

See SCE’s CONFIDENTIAL response to question 7a of this data request set.



Southern California Edison
A.23-05-010 — SCE 2025 GRC

DATA REQUEST SET CalCCA-SCE-005

To: CalCCA
Prepared by: Anita Shu
Job Title: Engy Mktg & Trdg Fncl Anlys, Sr Mgr
Received Date: 1/24/2024

Response Date: 2/5/2024

Question 5.7.a:

Referring to SCE’s original Response to CalCCA DR 3.17.a, and in particular, SCE’s statement that:
“In 2021, SCE began exploratory discussions with a third party on the potential sale of 19 of the 24
SPVP sites. These discussions continued through early 2023 when SCE decided to end discussions
because the purchase price was not a favorable alternative to decommissioning”:

a. Please provide all documentation/analysis of the purchase price from this third-party
negotiation that SCE determined was “not a favorable alternative” in 2023.

Response to Question 5.7.a:

CONFIDENTIAL
This Response Is Marked Confidential In Accordance With Applicable Law and Regulation.
Basis for Confidentiality In Accompanying Confidentiality Declaration.
Public Disclosure Restricted.




Southern California Edison
A.23-05-010 — SCE 2025 GRC

DATA REQUEST SET CalCCA-SCE-005

To: CalCCA
Prepared by: Erin Pulgar
Job Title: Principal Manager
Received Date: 1/24/2024

Response Date: 2/5/2024

Question 5.8.a:
Referring to SCE’s original Response to CalCCA DR 3.17.b, and the meet and confer between
CalCCA and SCE that took place on December 11, 2023:

a. Please explain in writing SCE’s understanding of the error SCE made in its 2024 ERRA
forecast testimony concerning the sale of SPVP assets.

Response to Question 5.8.a:

SCE objects to this question to the extent it seeks information that is not relevant and out of scope
to this proceeding. Without waiving these objections, SCE responds as follows:

SCE’s 2024 ERRA Forecast sets forecast fuel and purchased power rates for 2024 only. In SCE’s
2024 ERRA Forecast testimony, the team preparing the section on SCE’s SPVP units used the
assumption that all units (except Site 42) would be deenergized in 2024. This resulted in a lower
overall energy production forecast for 2024 related to these units. Because SCE’s forecast fuel and
purchased power rates are trued up every year based on recorded data, to the extent that production
from these units differs from SCE’s forecast, the difference will be reflected and trued up in SCE’s
Portfolio Allocation Balancing Account (PABA) in 2024 and included in applicable customers’
2025 fuel and purchased power rates.



Southern California Edison
A.23-05-010 — SCE 2025 GRC

DATA REQUEST SET CalCCA-SCE-005

To: CalCCA
Prepared by: Erin Pulgar
Job Title: Principal Manager
Received Date: 1/24/2024

Response Date: 2/5/2024

Question 5.8.b:
Referring to SCE’s original Response to CalCCA DR 3.17.b, and the meet and confer between
CalCCA and SCE that took place on December 11, 2023:

b. How does SCE plan to correct this error in the implementation of PCIA rates?

Response to Question 5.8.b:

See SCE’s response to question 5.8.a. of this data request set.
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