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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

• The Commission should reject SCE’s1 proposal to recategorize almost half of its PCIA-
eligible capacity portfolio from System RA and Flexible RA to Local RA (RA 
Categorization Proposal) in its Alternate October Update because it violates the 
indifference principles embedded in State law, it leads to absurd results, and it is 
procedurally improper. 

• SCE’s RA Categorization Proposal is not necessary, and the Commission should reject it. 
There is no evidence in the record that the RA MPBs are inaccurate, and SCE’s own data 
demonstrates that SCE does not forecast actual rate volatility due to the 2024 Final and 
2025 Forecast RA MPBs. 

• The Commission should also reject SCE’s RA Categorization Proposal on its merits 
because the proposal ceases to value SCE’s PCIA portfolio according to how SCE’s 
customers actually benefit from it, in favor of an artificial construction of its portfolio. It 
fails to fulfill the Commission’s guiding principle that departed customers get full credit 
for the benefits they “impart to remaining bundled service customers” and, therefore, the 
rates proposed in the Alternate October Update would violate California law.  

• The Commission should reject SCE’s reliance on an SOD RA Effectiveness Factor to 
quantify its PCIA-eligible RA portfolio. SCE’s SOD RA Effectiveness Factor proposal 
violates the Commission’s policy against setting ratemaking policy in an ERRA Forecast 
case. The impacts of SOD are unknown, and SCE’s methodology should be vetted 
thoroughly before implementation. The Commission should refrain from rushing to adopt 
an SOD-specific approach and instead develop that approach in a separate rulemaking in 
which all IOUs and interested parties can participate.

 
1  Acronyms and defined terms used in the Summary of Recommendations are defined in the body of 
this Reply Brief and Comments. 
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CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S 

REPLY BRIEF AND COMMENTS ON THE OCTOBER UPDATE 

Pursuant to Rule 13.12 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the California Public 

Utilities Commission (Commission), the Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling 

(Scoping Ruling),2 Administrative Law Judge Regnier’s October 7, 2024 Email Ruling partially 

Granting Request for Extensions, and Administrative Law Judge Regnier’s October 8, 2024 Email 

Ruling Correcting Typographical Error, the California Community Choice Association (CalCCA)3 

submits this Reply Brief and Comments regarding the Application of Southern California Edison 

(SCE) Company (U 388-E) For Approval of Its 2025 ERRA Forecast Proceeding Revenue 

Requirement, submitted on May 15, 2024 (Application).4 Consistent with the Scoping Ruling and 

Judge Regnier’s October 18, 2024 Email Ruling Directing SCE to File a Revised October Update 

and Clarifying Parties’ Ability to Address Methodologies, CalCCA includes comments on SCE’s 

Alternate Updated Testimony Energy Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) 2025 Forecast of 

 
2  Application (A.) 24-05-007, Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling (Aug. 14, 2024). 
3  California Community Choice Association represents the interests of 24 community choice 
electricity providers in California: Apple Valley Choice Energy, Ava Community Energy, Central Coast 
Community Energy, Clean Energy Alliance, Clean Power Alliance of Southern California, CleanPowerSF, 
Desert Community Energy, Energy For Palmdale’s Independent Choice, Lancaster Energy, Marin Clean 
Energy, Orange County Power Authority, Peninsula Clean Energy, Pico Rivera Innovative Municipal 
Energy, Pioneer Community Energy, Pomona Choice Energy, Rancho Mirage Energy Authority, Redwood 
Coast Energy Authority, San Diego Community Power, San Jacinto Power, San José Clean Energy, Santa 
Barbara Clean Energy, Silicon Valley Clean Energy, Sonoma Clean Power, and Valley Clean Energy. 
4  A.24-05-007, Application of Southern California Edison Company (U 388-E) For Approval of Its 
2025 ERRA Forecast Proceeding Revenue Requirement (May 15, 2024). 
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Operations, Exhibit SCE-09 (Alternate October Update), submitted on October 21, 2024, and 

SCE’s Revised Updated Testimony Energy Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) 2025 Forecast of 

Operations, Exhibit SCE-11 (Revised October Update), submitted on October 23, 2024. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Two issues remain in dispute in this proceeding. First, whether the Commission should 

approve SCE’s proposal in its Alternate October Update to apply the Local Resource Adequacy 

(RA) Market Price Benchmarks (MPB) to all resources in SCE’s Power Charge Indifference 

Adjustment (PCIA) portfolio that are within a California Independent System Operator (CAISO) 

Local Capacity Area (RA Categorization Proposal). Second, whether the Commission should 

approve SCE’s proposal to apply a “SOD RA Effectiveness Factor” to determine the value of 

SCE’s PCIA-eligible capacity resources under the Commission’s unproven slice-of-day (SOD) 

RA compliance framework. The Commission should resolve these disputed issues in the same 

manner and reject both SCE’s RA Categorization Proposal and its SOD RA Effectiveness Factor. 

SCE’s Opening Brief admits that the central characteristic of the RA Categorization 

Proposal is that it will not (if approved) value SCE’s PCIA-eligible capacity portfolio according 

to how those resources are actually used. This admission is fatal to SCE’s proposal. Rather than 

follow its current methodology, which would value SCE’s portfolio according to how SCE actually 

uses that portfolio on behalf of its bundled customers, SCE would advance an artificial conception 

of its RA portfolio, valuing capacity as Local RA that all parties agree will be, or has been, used 

by SCE’s bundled customers as System RA. This fictionalization of SCE’s portfolio is a violation 

of California law requiring that unbundled customers receive the benefits for which they pay. It 

also violates the Commission’s guiding PCIA ratemaking principles because bundled customers 

would receive the benefits of System RA at a steep discount (the Local RA MPB) at the expense 
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of unbundled customers. That is not indifference. The Commission should reject the RA 

Categorization Proposal for this reason alone. 

But the context in which SCE provides its RA Categorization Proposal further supports its 

rejection. As was the case in SCE’s Alternate October Update, SCE provides no persuasive 

argument that its RA Categorization Proposal is justified by the impact of the recently released 

Final 2024 and Forecast 2025 RA MPBs. Instead, SCE bases its RA Categorization Proposal on 

conjecture, “suggest[ing]” that the RA MPBs “may” or “could” result in an over- or under-

collection of its ERRA balancing accounts. This conjecture falls far short of the evidence of RA 

market prices that gave rise to the Final 2024 and Forecast 2025 RA MPBs, and it ignores that the 

RA MPBs “may” or “could” result in an over- or under-collection of SCE’s balancing accounts in 

every ERRA Forecast Proceeding—indeed, such a possibility is inherent in the Commission’s 

accepted PCIA ratemaking procedure and is the reason for the Commission’s PCIA true-up 

mechanism. 

SCE also fails to explain why its RA Categorization Proposal is an appropriate proposal at 

this stage of the proceeding. While Judge Regnier’s October 8, 2024 Email Ruling (October 8 

Ruling) did invite party input on the potential impacts of the RA MPBs and mechanisms to address 

those impacts, it requested input on procedural options to do so, not significant, substantive policy 

changes like the RA Categorization Proposal. Nowhere has SCE explained why it waited until 

October to make its RA Categorization Proposal—SCE could have raised it in any of its four 

testimonies before the October updates, but it did not. That omission reveals SCE’s RA 

Categorization Proposal for what it is: an opportunistic attempt to capitalize on the Commission’s 

concerns regarding the RA MPBs and capture benefits for it and its bundled customers, at the 

expense of departed customers. The Commission should reject SCE’s eleventh-hour RA 
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Categorization Proposal because it will not ensure indifference between bundled and departed 

customers, as California law requires. 

The Commission should similarly reject SCE’s use of its so-called SOD RA Effectiveness 

Factor. SCE justifies this substantive policy proposal as necessary and reasonable because when 

SCE applies it to its portfolio, it impacts its 2025 RA forecasts. But that argument is circular, using 

the impacts of the SOD RA Effectiveness Factor to justify the use of that SOD RA Effectiveness 

Factor in the first place. This argument also fails to address the fact that while SOD is a known 

compliance requirement its impacts are decidedly unknown. LSEs submitted their first binding 

RA showings just days ago, and there is no record evidence establishing the impact of SOD on 

SCE’s (or any other LSE’s) RA portfolio or the broader RA market. The Commission can and 

should wait to alter its PCIA ratemaking methodology until the impacts of SOD are better 

understood. 

Fortunately, SCE’s own data show that it does not expect a significant impact on rates due 

to its SOD proposal (when isolated from its RA Categorization Proposal).5 As such, there is no 

urgent need for Commission action. Instead, the Commission should take a deliberate and 

measured approach to evaluating the impacts of SOD on SCE’s RA portfolio and the portfolio of 

the other Investor-Owned Utilities (IOUs). San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E), Pacific 

Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), and other key stakeholders should be involved in that 

deliberate approach to ensure that any response to SOD accurately accounts for the value of the 

IOUs’ portfolios and ensures indifference between bundled and unbundled customers. SCE has 

not fulfilled its burden to show that its SOD RA Effectiveness Factor meets those standards, and 

 
5  See A.24-05-007, Ex. SCE-11 at 158:8-10, 162, Table XI-59. 
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the Commission should prohibit SCE’s use of the SOD RA Effectiveness Factor in calculating its 

2025 PCIA rates. 

II. SCE’S UNNECESSARY AND OUTCOME-DRIVEN RA CATEGORIZATION 
PROPOSAL IMPROPERLY VALUES CAPACITY RESOURCES. 

A. SCE’s Opening Brief points to no evidence establishing the need for its RA 
Categorization Proposal and instead illustrates its outcome-driven nature. 

The Commission was justified in seeking party input on whether it should adopt 

extraordinary measures in this proceeding to address the RA MPBs. But the Commission should 

not adopt an extraordinary (and late-breaking) policy proposal like SCE’s RA Categorization 

Proposal without evidence of significant rate impacts from the RA MPBs or evidence that the RA 

MPBs are inaccurate and will undermine the indifference of bundled and unbundled customers. 

SCE provides no such evidence, and the Commission should reject the RA Categorization Proposal 

as unnecessary. 

At best, SCE supports its RA Categorization Proposal with gut feelings. SCE argues that 

because the 2024 Final and 2025 Forecast RA MPBs are elevated relative to past years, the RA 

MPBs “may cause over- and/or under-collections,”6 and that the low-transaction volume giving 

rise to the RA MPBs “suggests”7 that the RA MPBs are improperly elevated which “could lead to 

another dramatic swing in the Final RA MPBs for 2025.”8 None of these arguments are sufficient 

to justify SCE’s RA Categorization Proposal. SCE’s observation that the RA MPBs “may cause 

over- and/or under-collections” is entirely unremarkable (and uncontroversial) since that is a 

possibility in every ERRA Forecast proceeding. Indeed, since Decision (D.) 18-10-019, the 

Commission’s adopted ERRA methodology has specifically accounted for that possibility by 

 
6  A.24-05-007, SCE Opening Brief at 16 (emphasis added). 
7  Id. at 17-18 (emphasis added). 
8  Id. at 21 (emphasis added). 
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including a true-up “to ensure that any forecast-related errors in the annual PCIA are reconciled 

and cost-shifting is prevented.”9 And SCE’s unsupported “suggest[ions]” that the RA MPBs are 

inaccurate and “could” result in another swing in the Final RA MPBs in 2025 should not be enough 

to overcome this typical procedure. “May,” “suggest,” “could”—SCE’s own language reveals that 

there is no evidence in the record that establishes that the RA MPBs are inaccurate. In contrast, 

there is no dispute that the RA MPBs are founded on real, completed RA transactions, just as the 

Commission requires.10 The Commission should act based on that real data, not the possibility that 

the RA MPBs are inaccurate. 

Further, as CalCCA has explained,11 changes to SCE’s Indifference Amount, the PCIA 

true-up, or from one forecasted rate to another forecasted rate are not customer impacts that justify 

exceptional Commission action in this proceeding. If anything justified such action, it might be 

significant rate volatility. But SCE makes no argument that it expects any such outcome,12 which 

makes sense considering that SCE’s own Revised October Update forecasts that bundled customer 

generation rates will increase just 1.1 percent relative to rates that customers are paying today and 

 
9  R.17-6-026, D.18-10-019, Decision Modifying the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment 
Methodology at 98 (Oct. 11, 2018). 
10  R.17-06-026, Market Price Benchmark Calculations (Oct. 4, 2024) (explaining that the Final RA 
Adders for System and Flexible RA were calculated using the volume-weighted average of all IOU, CCA, 
and energy service provider RA-only market transactions executed from December of 2022 through August 
of 2024, for delivery in 2024 and that the Final RA Adder for Local RA was determined in a similar 
manner). 
11  See A.24-05-007, Response to October 15, 2024 ALJ Ruling of California Community Choice 
Association at 4-5 (Oct. 17, 2024); A.24-05-007, California Community Choice Association’s Opening 
Brief and Comments on the October Update at 16 (Oct. 28, 2024). 
12  See A.24-05-007, SCE Opening Brief at 18-21. 
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that generation rates will be seventeen percent lower than the rates in place at the time SCE filed 

its Application.13 

The lack of evidence that the RA MPBs are inaccurate, or that SCE expects any actual rate 

volatility, reveals that SCE’s RA Categorization Proposal is not a “mitigation measure” at all.14 It 

instead amounts to an opportunistic attempt to capitalize on the Commission’s understandable 

(though ultimately unnecessary) concern regarding the RA MPBs. The Commission should reject 

SCE’s opportunism and acknowledge that SCE has produced no record evidence justifying its 

eleventh-hour RA Categorization proposal. 

B. SCE’s Opening Brief again admits the RA Categorization Proposal will fail 
to impart the required benefits to unbundled customers. 

In its Opening Brief, SCE again admits its RA Categorization Proposal (if adopted) would 

no longer value SCE’s Actual Retained RA and Forecast Sold/Unsold RA according to how that 

RA is actually used.15 SCE thus admits its RA Categorization Proposal fails to reflect the real value 

of SCE’s PCIA-eligible portfolio, in violation of California law.16 

SCE does not argue otherwise. Instead, SCE argues that “[i]t is appropriate to align SCE’s 

method for valuing RA in its portfolio with rules Energy Division uses to calculate the RA 

MPBs.”17 But this argument—which SCE makes in conclusory fashion—assumes that aligning 

SCE’s method for valuing RA in its portfolio with Energy Division’s MPB methodology is a goal 

of PCIA ratemaking. It is not. The “guiding principle” of PCIA ratemaking is to ensure that PCIA 

 
13  A.24-05-007, Ex. SCE-11 at 158:8-10, 162, Table XI-59. The seventeen percent reduction accounts 
for the impact of the October 1, 2024 ERRA Trigger rate reduction that effectively adopted, three months 
early, the 2024 brown power true-up that would normally be implemented through this Application. 
14  A.24-05-007, SCE Opening Brief at 14-15. 
15  Id. at 22. 
16  See, e.g., Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 366.2(g); D.18-10-019 at 23. 
17  A.24-05-007, SCE Opening Brief at 22. 
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rates “reflect the value of the benefits that departing customers impart to remaining bundled service 

customers” and nothing in D.18-10-019 says otherwise.18 SCE’s RA Categorization Proposal does 

not fulfill that guiding principle since it results in applying the Local RA MPBs to all resources 

that could qualify as local resources even though SCE does not use those resources as local 

resources given the presence of the Central Procurement Entity (CPE) in SCE’s service territory.19 

To the extent SCE’s PCIA portfolio includes resources that could provide Local RA, the portfolio 

includes them because SCE uses those resources for other purposes (i.e., for System or Flexible 

RA compliance).20 SCE recognized this in 2021, before the creation of the CPE, when it explained 

that the only value to bundled customers of resources SCE could use for Local RA compliance, 

but did not use for Local RA Compliance, stemmed from those resources’ “ability to satisfy the 

bundled service customers’ system RA requirements.”21 This principle remains true today and the 

value of resources that could provide Local RA but do not, should track how SCE actually deploys 

them,22 not a fictionalized version of their use. Yet that is exactly what SCE’s RA Categorization 

Proposal does. It would categorize and value significantly more capacity as Retained Local RA 

(4,554 MW) in 2025 than the CPE needs to meet the entirety of its Local RA compliance 

 
18  D.18-10-019 at 23. 
19  A.24-05-007, Ex. SCE-09 at 6:20-7:7. 
20  A.24-05-007, Ex. CalCCA-02, SCE Response to CalCCA DR 9.18 (Oct. 25, 2024); see R.17-09-
020, D.20-06-002, Decision on Central Procurement of the Resource Adequacy Program at OP 4.a (June 
11, 2020) (explaining that LSEs served by a CPE can use their portfolio resources to meet their system and 
flexible RA needs unless the LSE bids those resources to the CPE into the CPE’s resource solicitation).  
21  A.21-06-003, Application of Southern California Edison Company (U 338-E) For Approval of Its 
2022 ERRA Forecast Proceeding Revenue Requirement, Ex. SCE-05-E2, Updated Testimony Energy 
Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) 2022 Forecast of Operations at 116-117 (Nov. 9, 2021). 
22  See A.24-05-007, SCE Opening Brief at 21 (explaining that “[w]hen SCE retains RA to meet 
compliance requirements, bundled service customers effectively purchase the RA from the PCIA portfolio 
at the applicable RA MPB”). 
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obligation (3,011 MW),23 would categorize a unit of RA as Local RA that SCE knows it used for 

System RA compliance purposes, and would count as Local RA  

 

These fictional (and absurd) results demonstrate that SCE’s RA Categorization Proposal 

does not comply with the Commission’s PCIA ratemaking methodology since it will not calculate 

the actual market value of SCE’s PCIA eligible portfolio.24 This is not a mere technicality. Because 

SCE’s RA Categorization Proposal will (if adopted) artificially reduce the value of SCE’s PCIA 

portfolio, SCE’s bundled customers will receive a significant discount on the benefits departing 

customers left behind by pretending those benefits accrue in the form of Local RA rather than in 

the form of the System RA SCE will use for its compliance obligations. California law does not 

permit this result. 

Unfortunately, this result is precisely what motivated SCE’s proposal. SCE’s claim that its 

RA Categorization Proposal is reasonable because it will apply the Local RA MPB in lieu of the 

System RA MPB to “avoid cost-shifting and mitigate the risk of over- and/or under-collection” 

makes this clear.25 Putting aside the fact this claim assumes a cost shift without evidence, SCE’s 

argument reveals how the only reason behind its proposal is that the Local RA MPB is lower than 

the System RA MPB. Because it does not actually use its PCIA portfolio for its Local RA 

attributes, the lower price is the only justification for its proposal. But by that logic, SCE could 

 
23  Ex. SCE-09, Appendix B at B-1, Row 43; Ex. CalCCA-04, SCE AL 5369-E, Southern California 
Edison Company’s 2025 Central Procurement Entity Annual Compliance Report, Public Attachment 4 at 
2 (Sep. 19, 2024) (explaining that SCE’s CPE has a Local RA procurement obligation of 3,011 MW, net of 
any Cost Allocation Mechanism Local RA resources and demand response allocation). 
24  See, e.g., R.17-06-026, D.21-05-030, Phase 2 Decision on Power Charge Indifference Adjustment 
Cap and Portfolio Optimization at 35 (May 20, 2021) (“Under the current PCIA ratemaking methodology, 
the final PCIA portfolio value is calculated as the value of the resources retained in the bundled utility 
portfolio plus the value obtained in the market for resources in excess of bundled requirements.”). 
25  A.24-05-007, Opening Brief at 23. 
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have simply selected any price at all to bring down the costs of its portfolio and avoid a supposed 

“cost shift.” Of course, such an approach would fall far short of the Commission’s PCIA 

ratemaking principles and the Commission’s overriding obligation to ensure just and reasonable 

rates. But so, too, does SCE’s RA Categorization Proposal. 

SCE also argues that its RA Categorization Proposal would shift SCE’s methodology back 

to how it was in past years, before the Commission created the CPE in its service territory, and 

that the RA Categorization Proposal will align SCE’s methodology with that of SDG&E and 

PG&E. But again, these arguments are unpersuasive. As SCE knows, nothing to do with the CPE 

has changed that would warrant adoption of SCE’s RA Categorization Proposal. If the creation of 

the CPE justified SCE valuing much of its PCIA portfolio at the System RA MPB when the CPE 

was created, it still does today. Nothing has changed. Indeed, a recent Proposed Decision in the 

RA proceeding reaffirms the Commission’s position that the CPE is necessary.26 

Moreover, SCE’s RA Categorization Proposal is not actually a return to SCE’s past 

practice since, prior to the adoption of the CPE, SCE categorized resources that could qualify as 

Local RA as System RA when those resources were in excess of SCE’s Local RA obligations.27 

Again, in 2021, SCE explained that this pre-CPE approach made sense because “the only value 

that this excess local RA provides to bundled service customers is its ability to satisfy the bundled 

service customers’ system RA requirements.”28 And in 2021, that approach made financial sense 

for SCE because the 2022 Forecast System RA MPB was lower than the 2022 Forecast Local RA 

MPB so shifting resources from the Local RA category to the System RA category decreased the 

 
26  R.23-10-011, Proposed Decision on Track 2 Issues at 26-27 (Oct. 29, 2024). 
27  A.21-06-003, Application of Southern California Edison Company (U 338-E) For Approval of Its 
2022 ERRA Forecast Proceeding Revenue Requirement, Ex. SCE-05-E2, Updated Testimony Energy 
Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) 2022 Forecast of Operations at 116-117 (Nov. 9, 2021). 
28  Id. 
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value of SCE’s PCIA portfolio.29 But now that the System RA MPB is higher than the Local RA 

MPB, it makes financial sense for SCE to do the opposite and to try and categorize as much of its 

PCIA capacity portfolio as Local RA as possible. It is thus no surprise that SCE’s RA 

Categorization proposal—under which SCE will categorize all resources as Local RA that could 

qualify as Local RA—is overbroad even compared to SCE’s pre-CPE approach. Once again, the 

results-oriented nature of SCE’s RA Categorization Proposal is made plain. 

Finally, as CalCCA explained in its Opening Brief, SCE’s argument regarding alignment 

with SDG&E and PG&E ignores that alignment with SDG&E is of little value because there is no 

CPE in SDG&E’s territory. Regardless, such alignment would not overcome the fact that SCE’s 

RA Categorization Proposal violates California law requiring the Commission value SCE’s RA 

portfolio according to its market value, not a fictionalized version of it. 

SCE’s RA Categorization Proposal is a results-oriented proposal that will separate the 

value of SCE’s RA portfolio from SCE’s actual use of that portfolio. The Commission should 

reject it as a violation of California law. 

III. THE COMMISSION SHOULD REJECT SCE’S SOD RA PROPOSAL BECAUSE 
IT IS A NEW POLICY PROPOSAL, CONTRARY TO EXISTING PCIA POLICY, 
AND BECAUSE THE IMPACTS OF SOD ARE UNKNOWN. 

SCE frames its SOD RA Effectiveness Factor as simply the implementation of a known 

compliance requirement.30 But while the SOD compliance requirement is known, the impacts of 

it on SCE’s PCIA-eligible capacity portfolio are unknown, and no Commission decision has 

addressed how SOD will or should impact SCE’s PCIA methodology (let alone adopted SCE’s 

SOD RA Effectiveness Factor). So, while SCE’s SOD proposal may be a reasonable starting place 

 
29  Id. at 114, Table IX-43 (summarizing 2021 and 2022 final and forecast MPBs). 
30  A.24-05-007, SCE Opening Brief at 29. 
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for future debates regarding the impact of SOD on the IOUs’ PCIA ratemaking, the Commission 

should reject it here as improper policymaking inappropriate for this single-IOU ERRA forecast 

proceeding. 

To overcome the fact that no LSE knows how SOD will impact the RA market—indeed, 

LSEs submitted their first binding SOD RA showings just a few days ago31—SCE argues that “the 

SOD compliance requirement materially affects how much capacity SCE needs to retain, sell, or 

procure on a forecast basis in 2025” because SCE’s RA position “  

32 But this argument is entirely circular: 

SCE created the SOD RA Effectiveness Factor, then used that factor to determine that SOD 

impacts SCE’s forecast RA position.33 SCE then uses that impact to justify the SOD RA 

Effectiveness Factor, which created the impact in the first place.34 The Commission should not 

make new policy on the back of such circular logic and should instead wait to evaluate the actual 

impacts of SOD on the RA market based on real-world LSE experience.  

And to be clear, SCE’s SOD RA Effectiveness is new policy. SCE’s SOD RA 

Effectiveness Factor is a wholesale revision to the method it has used for more than a decade to 

calculate the quantity of its PCIA-eligible capacity resources. While SCE is correct that the 

Commission adopted the SOD framework in the RA docket,35 nothing in that docket directed SCE 

to alter its PCIA valuation methodology, and SCE surely cannot claim that the Commission has 

already approved its SOD RA Effectiveness Factor. Had it done so, it would have been the product 

 
31  LSEs submitted their first binding SOD RA showings on October 31, 2024. 
32  A.24-05-007, SCE Opening Brief at 30. 
33  See Ex. SCE-05C at 5:7-9, Table II-1. 
34  A.24-05-007, SCE Opening Brief at 30. 
35  Id. at 32  
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of precisely the process CalCCA urges here: a typical Commission rulemaking to adopt a 

methodology that can then be implemented in future ERRA Forecast cases. 

Taking a measured approach to the impacts of SOD is also likely to encourage better policy. 

As the Commission has explained in past ERRA proceedings, policymaking is generally 

inappropriate in these narrow, fast-paced proceedings.36 By tackling this issue in a separate 

proceeding, the Commission will ensure full stakeholder engagement, with record evidence 

regarding the impacts of any policy shift statewide, not just for SCE. Merely calling this an 

“interim” approach is not sufficient; the reality is that a Commission decision approving SCE’s 

SOD RA Effectiveness Proposal will render it Commission precedent. 

SCE further argues that this measured (and typical) approach is unwarranted because SCE 

has used CalCCA’s input to “clarify and improve” SCE’s proposal and therefore that it is irrelevant 

that parties to this proceeding have had little time to test SCE’s proposal.37 But SCE has it 

backwards. The fact that CalCCA was able to identify and diagnose several issues with SCE’s 

proposal even under the constraints of this narrow, fast-paced proceeding, suggest that a broader 

review may uncover broader issues. CalCCA is one party, focused on a specific set of issues. No 

other consumer advocate has meaningfully participated in this proceeding. The impact of SOD on 

the value of SCE’s, SDG&E’s, and PG&E’s capacity portfolios deserves the Commission’s full 

consideration. 

Finally, SCE’s claim that its SOD RA Effectiveness proposal is necessary because SCE 

used the CAISO’s published NQC list for 2025 which incorporates exceedance values in 

accordance with the SOD framework is irrelevant. Standing Commission precedent requires use 

 
36  See, e.g., D.18-01-009 at 13 (explaining that changes in PCIA “policy or industry wide practices” 
are more appropriately considered in a separate rulemaking). 
37  A.24-05-007, SCE Opening Brief at 31. 
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of the NQC list; that the NQC list has changed to reflect SOD does not mandate that other portions 

of SCE’s ERRA Forecast should abandon the NQC list altogether. Plus, SCE is cherry-picking 

since the NQC list it claims supports its use of the SOD RA Effectiveness Factor  

 

. SCE cannot have it both ways and the fact that the NQC list now 

incorporates exceedance factors does not support the use of SCE’s SOD RA Effectiveness Factor. 

While SCE’s proposal may prove a good starting point for a broader discussion of how 

SOD will impact the value of its PCIA portfolio, SCE has not established: (1) a need for adopting 

this proposal now; (2) that its proposal appropriately accounts for SOD; or (3) that the Commission 

should abandon its general aversion to policy making in single-IOU ERRA Forecast cases. The 

Commission should reject SCE’s SOD proposal. 

IV. UNCONTESTED ISSUES 

As CalCCA noted in its Opening Brief, SCE and CalCCA have worked collaboratively 

throughout this proceeding and have successfully resolved and narrowed several disputed issues. 

CalCCA appreciates SCE’s willingness to work together. CalCCA agrees with SCE that the issues 

identified in Sections III, IV, and V.D. are not in dispute.38 

V. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, CalCCA respectfully requests that the Commission: (1) reject 

SCE’s Alternate October Update and RA Categorization Proposal as substantively and 

 
38  As CalCCA’s Opening Brief explains, CalCCA disagrees with SCE’s stated intention that if SCE 
exhausts its post-2018 banked RECs and is still short of its compliance obligation, “it will then use pre-
2019 banked RECs and value those pre-2019 banked RECs at zero.” A.24-05-007, Ex. SCE-11 at 139:20-
23. But CalCCA still agrees that this issue is not in dispute in this proceeding because  

 
A.24-05-

007, Ex. SCE-11C at 139:15-19. 
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procedurally improper; (2) reject SCE’s SOD RA Effectiveness Factor and order SCE to calculate 

its PCIA-eligible RA capacity according to NQC; and (3) ensure that SCE adopt all agreed-upon 

and/or uncontested modifications to its Application regardless of the Commission’s resolution of 

other elements of SCE’s Application. These steps will ensure that SCE’s 2025 PCIA rates are just 

and reasonable and that SCE is entitled to the relief it seeks in its Application. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Andrew J. Ball                  
Tim Lindl 
Andrew Ball 
Keyes & Fox LLP 
580 California Street, 12th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
Telephone: (408) 621-3256 
E-mail: tlindl@keyesfox.com 
 aball@keyesfox.com  
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