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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

• The Proposed Decision should be revised to reject SCE’s1 RA Categorization Proposal or, 
at least, to apply it only for the purpose of valuing SCE’s PCIA-eligible capacity portfolio 
in 2025 and not in the true-up for 2024. As it stands, capacity that SCE forecasted as System 
RA is trued up as Local RA even though all parties agree every MW of that capacity was 
used as System RA during 2024. The Proposed Decision changes the rules for determining 
the value of SCE’s capacity portfolio at “halftime” of the PCIA ratesetting process, i.e., 
between the time PCIA rates were set in D.23-12-021 and the time they will be trued-up 
for 2024 via the year-end PABA balance in this proceeding. Fundamentally altering rates 
already in effect via D.23-12-021 sanctions retroactive ratemaking and constitutes legal 
error. 
 

• Short of rejecting SCE’s RA Categorization Proposal or applying it only to the forecasted 
indifference amount in 2025, the Proposed Decision should be revised to avoid the most 
absurd results of SCE’s RA Categorization Proposal. Left unrevised, the Proposed 
Decision will allow SCE to claim more capacity as retained Local RA than the entirety of 
the SCE CPE’s local procurement obligation. This result violates California law because it 
does not credit departed customers with the benefits they provide to bundled customers. 
While allowing any form of SCE’s RA Categorization Proposal to move forward is legally 
deficient, ordering SCE to value no more than 3,011 MW of its PCIA-eligible capacity as 
Local RA (the SCE CPE’s local procurement obligation) will mitigate the most absurd 
results of the Proposed Decision. 
 

• CalCCA does not oppose a holistic inquiry into the method by which SCE’s and the other 
IOUs’ capacity portfolios are valued to ensure indifference between bundled and departed 
customers. Any such inquiry should take place in a rulemaking where non-IOU parties 
have full discovery rights and a procedural schedule that enables them to develop their own 
proposals. The scope of that rulemaking should include consideration of changes to price 
(i.e., the RA MPBs) and quantity (i.e., the quantum and categorization of RA to which 
MPBs are applied). 
 

• The Proposed Decision should be revised to withhold judgment regarding SCE’s use of 
banked RECs because that issue was not contested in this proceeding, and remains 
unresolved, and because the Proposed Decision’s resolution of that issue relies on a 
misstatement of SCE’s position. 
 

• The Proposed Decision should be revised to order SCE to include the final RPS MPBs 
when implementing the decision and should be revised to correct an error in Table 7-4. 

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

COMMENTS ON PROPOSED DECISION 

Pursuant to Rule 14.3 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the California Public 

Utilities Commission (Commission) and Administrative Law Judge Regnier’s September 16, 2024 

Ruling reducing comment and reply comment periods,2 the California Community Choice 

Association (CalCCA)3 submits these Comments on Judge Regnier’s November 25, 2024, 

Proposed Decision (Proposed Decision) resolving 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 

Adoption of the Proposed Decision will significantly erode the Commission’s credibility 

as an impartial decision-maker with Southern California municipalities and their community 

choice aggregator (CCA) programs. The Proposed Decision takes extra-procedural steps to grant 

$335.8 million in benefits to SCE’s bundled customers on the backs of departed customers. This 

massive shift comes via a last-minute, substantive proposal in SCE’s Alternate October Update 

(AOU) offered in response to Judge Regnier’s ruling requesting “procedural mechanisms.” The 

Proposed Decision adopts SCE’s AOU in full, including SCE’s proposal to recategorize almost 

 
2  Application (A.) 24-05-007, Email Ruling (Sept. 16, 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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half of its PCIA-eligible capacity portfolio from System resource adequacy (RA) and Flexible RA 

to Local RA (RA Categorization Proposal). This applies for the 2024 true-up and for the 2025 

forecasted indifference amount. The Proposed Decision constitutes legal error, leads to absurd 

results, and is rooted in prejudicial process. 

Adoption of SCE’s RA Categorization Proposal is legally impermissible because it applies 

not only to how SCE will value its capacity portfolio in 2025, but also to how SCE trues up the 

value of its portfolio in 2024 through the year-end Portfolio Allocation Balancing Account 

(PABA) balance. Capacity that SCE forecasted as System RA is trued up as Local RA in the 

Proposed Decision even though all parties agree every megawatt (MW) of that capacity was used 

as System RA during 2024. This backwards-looking adjustment of previously settled values 

changes the rules at “halftime” in the PCIA ratesetting process, i.e., between the forecast and the 

true-up, fundamentally alters rates that are already in place, and amounts to retroactive ratemaking 

in violation of California law. If the Commission does not reject the AOU in favor of the Revised 

October Update (ROU) (which would remedy any retroactive ratemaking concerns), the Proposed 

Decision should be revised to at least eliminate this retroactive ratemaking and hold that SCE’s 

RA Categorization Proposal only determines the value of SCE’s capacity portfolio in the 

forecasted 2025 indifference amount, and not in the PABA true-up for 2024. 

SCE’s RA Categorization Proposal is also legally impermissible because it values a 

fictionalized version of SCE’s capacity portfolio and does not represent how SCE’s bundled 

customers actually benefit from that portfolio. The Proposed Decision reaches this conclusion 

based on a conclusory and flawed analysis of Decision (D.) 18-10-019, and without any 

consideration of the bedrock requirements of California law that require indifference between 

bundled and departed customers. It reaches this conclusion despite the absurd results inherent in 

SCE’s AOU, wherein the utility values 1,500 more MW of capacity as Retained Local RA than 

the entirety of the Central Procurement Entity (CPE’s) Local RA obligation.  

In addition, the Proposed Decision reaches this conclusion through a highly prejudicial 

process that: (1) went well beyond the boundaries of Judge Regnier’s request for procedural 

mechanisms, (2) allowed SCE to file two different versions of its October Update, and (3) required 

intervenors to address a $2.0 billion shift in revenue requirement in seven days. Endorsing SCE’s 

prejudicial approach to the October Update would significantly undermine future ERRA 
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proceedings, suggesting that the record developed prior to the October Update does not matter if 

the results favor the wrong group of customers. 

The Proposed Decision’s adoption of the AOU is thus the product of significant legal error 

and should be reversed in favor of the ROU. Short of that, the Commission should revise the 

Proposed Decision to—at the very least—order SCE to either: (1) only adopt SCE’s RA 

Categorization Proposal with regard to the forecasted 2025 indifference amount; and/or (2) value 

no more of its capacity portfolio as Local RA than the Local RA compliance obligation of the SCE 

CPE. While both options would still value SCE’s capacity portfolio in a fictionalized manner, it 

would at least avoid the most absurd result of SCE’s AOU. 

Beyond these significant errors, the Proposed Decision appropriately recognizes there are 

significant questions as to whether SCE’s method in its AOU for determining the value of its 

capacity portfolio satisfies California law.5 The Proposed Decision concludes that the following 

issues are ripe for consideration in a rulemaking proceeding: (1) whether hourly RA market price 

benchmark (MPB) prices are necessary and how to properly account for storage and hybrid 

resources under the slice-of-day (SOD) framework;6 (2) how SCE and the other investor-owned 

utilities (IOUs) assign RA capacity to RA subcategories for the purpose of valuing their capacity 

portfolios;7 and (3) whether the methodology for computing the RA MPBs is appropriate.8 

CalCCA does not oppose a Commission rulemaking to tackle these critical issues to ensure that 

bundled and departed customers remain indifferent to each other, as California law requires. If the 

Commission acts on the Proposed Decision’s observation that these issues are ripe for 

consideration, it should do so in a holistic manner and address all aspects impacting the value of 

SCE’s and the IOUs’ capacity portfolios, including RA categorization, RA price, and RA quantity. 

The Commission should initiate a new Order Instituting Rulemaking that will address these issues 

to allow for their full consideration with input from all three IOUs and non-IOU parties alike. 

Beyond issues tied to the value of SCE’s RA capacity portfolio, the Proposed Decision 

commits legal error by misstating SCE’s position regarding the use of banked Renewable Energy 

Credits (RECs). Contrary to the Proposed Decision, SCE did not claim that the issue of banked 

 
5  See, e.g., Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 366.2(a)(4). 
6  Proposed Decision at 76. 
7  Id. 
8  Id. at 77. 
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RECs was resolved by D.24-08-004.9 In fact, that decision itself states the opposite. Furthermore, 

it is unnecessary for the Proposed Decision to characterize the results of D.24-08-004 because no 

party contested SCE’s treatment of banked RECs in this proceeding. The Commission should 

revise the Proposed Decision to eliminate its characterization of D.24-08-004 because: (1) it 

misstates SCE’s position; (2) it misstates the fact that decision itself recognizes the issue is 

unresolved; and (3) it is unnecessary to the resolution of this proceeding. 

Finally, the Proposed Decision includes additional errors the Commission should correct. 

I. THE PROPOSED DECISION SHOULD BE REVISED TO REJECT SCE’S RA 
CATEGORIZATION PROPOSAL, TO APPLY THAT PROPOSAL ON A 
PROSPECTIVE BASIS ONLY, OR TO ENSURE THAT THE MOST ABSURD 
RESULTS OF SCE’S PROPOSAL ARE MINIMIZED 

A. The Proposed Decision commits legal error by engaging in retroactive 
ratemaking. 

California law empowers the Commission to modify rates on a prospective basis only; 

retroactive ratemaking is prohibited.10 ERRA proceedings are no exception to this general rule. 

The statutory basis for ERRA Forecast proceedings makes clear this proceeding is intended to 

ensure timely recovery of procurement costs based on forecasted and actual procurement costs.11 

California law does not allow for backward-looking revisions to settled rates. But by adopting 

SCE’s RA Categorization Proposal without limitation, the Proposed Decision departs from these 

familiar principles and allows SCE to alter not just how it values its PCIA-eligible capacity 

portfolio for 2025 and future years, but also for 2024, for which rates have already been set and 

issued.  

The Proposed Decision changes the rules of how SCE categorizes its RA portfolio during 

“halftime” of the PCIA ratesetting process, i.e., between the forecast and the true-up of 2024 PCIA 

rates. In last year’s ERRA Forecast case, SCE forecasted a large portion of its RA capacity 

portfolio as System RA in setting the indifference amount. The Commission adopted 2024 PCIA 

rates based on that methodology in D.23-12-021. Under the Proposed Decision, the Commission 

 
9  The Proposed Decision incorrectly references D.24-08-008. Proposed Decision at 68. The correct 
decision number is D.24-08-004. 
10  E.g., Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 728 (authorizing Commission to determine rates “to be thereafter 
observed and in force”). 
11  See Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 454.5(d)(3). 
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would transform what was System RA into Local RA, undoing the methodology used to set rates 

in D.23-12-021. System RA in the forecast would become Local RA in the true-up even though 

all parties to this proceeding agree that all of that RA capacity was used as System RA in 2024.12 

Because the RA Categorization Proposal impacts rates already settled in D.23-12-021, this results 

in retroactive ratemaking contrary to California law and should either be eliminated in favor of the 

categorization in SCE’s Revised October Update (ROU) or, at least, revised to apply only to 2025. 

SCE does not obscure that its RA Categorization Proposal impacts the past year’s rates. In 

fact, it readily explains that its proposal grafts a new categorization onto System RA in its 2024 

PCIA-eligible capacity portfolio that is different than the categorization it ascribed to that same 

portfolio in last year’s ERRA Forecast case. SCE explains that its AOU changes “how SCE applies 

System, Flexible, and Local RA MPBs to its PCIA portfolio for both its 2024 true-up and its 2025 

forecast[.]”13 That is, even SCE acknowledges its RA Categorization Proposal is retroactive.  

The proposed decision in Pacific Gas & Electric Company’s (PG&E) ERRA Forecast 

Proceeding conflicts with the Proposed Decision here by rejecting a similar proposal to change the 

rules of PCIA ratesetting at “halftime” in PG&E’s service territory.14 That proposed decision 

correctly notes that applying PG&E’s new common cost allocation methodology beginning with 

January 1, 2024 rates would alter rates already adopted and therefore declines to adopt PG&E’s 

proposal retroactively.15 The proposed decision prevents PG&E from changing the common cost 

allocation methodology between: (1) the time it set the forecasted indifference amount in its 2024 

ERRA Forecast case; and (2) the time of its true-up of that forecast in the PABA year-end balance 

in this year’s ERRA Forecast case. Instead, the PG&E proposed decision credits CalCCA’s 

argument in that proceeding and concludes that PG&E’s methodology will take effect only in 2025 

“since the rates in question have already been adopted.”16 

 
12  See Ex. SCE-09 at 7:1-7 (admitting SCE’s categorization proposal would not categorize its RA 
according to how it actually used the RA on behalf of its bundled customers). 
13  Ex. SCE-09 at 2:5-7. 
14  A.24-05-009, Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company for Adoption of Electric Revenue 
Requirements and Rates Associated with its 2025 Energy Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) and 
Generation Non-Bypassable Charges Forecast and Greenhouse Gas Forecast Revenue Return and 
Reconciliation. (U39E.), Proposed Decision at 35-37 (Nov. 25, 2024). 
15  Id. at 37. 
16  Id. at 37-38. 
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The same logic should govern SCE’s RA Categorization Proposal (to the extent it is 

adopted at all). If it does not, and SCE’s RA Categorization Proposal is allowed to go into effect 

without limitation, it will revise the method for valuing SCE’s portfolio in 2024, even though a 

previous method is already baked into existing rates which customers are paying now. That result 

is contrary to the proposed decision in PG&E’s case and to the fundamental prohibition against 

retroactive ratemaking and constitutes legal error the Commission should address. 

To resolve this issue, the Commission should either revise the Proposed Decision to reject 

SCE’s AOU in favor of its ROU or, at least, to establish that SCE is only authorized to apply its 

RA Categorization Proposal for its 2025 forecasted indifference amount not the final 2024 year-

end PABA balance. 

B. The Commission should reject the RA Categorization Proposal or, at the very 
least, revise the Proposed Decision to avoid the most absurd results of that 
proposal. 

SCE’s RA Categorization Proposal results in a fictionalized valuation of SCE’s PCIA-

eligible capacity portfolio and fails to ensure that departed customers receive credit for the full 

benefits departed customers left with bundled customers, as California Public Utility Code § 366.2 

requires.17 But in evaluating SCE’s RA Categorization Proposal, the Proposed Decision briefly 

discusses only D.18-10-019. According to the Proposed Decision, D.18-10-019 “clearly 

establishes the process for assigning RA capacity to RA subcategories” but is silent “on the 

assignment of RA capacity to these MPBs for the purpose of valuation.”18 Thus, according to the 

Proposed Decision, “[t]here is currently no policy or rule governing the methodology for assigning 

capacity to RA subcategories for the purpose of valuation.”19 The Proposed Decision therefore 

deems SCE’s RA Categorization Proposal reasonable.  

The Proposed Decision’s analysis and conclusion suffers from at least two legal defects 

and a defective process, and each of these three defects justifies revision of the Proposed Decision. 

The Commission should revise the Proposed Decision to either reject the RA Categorization 

Proposal—which would ensure that SCE values its portfolio according to how its bundled 

 
17  A.24-05-009, California Community Choice Association’s Opening Brief and Comments on the 
October Update at 17-19 (Oct. 28, 2024) (citing Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 366.2(g)). 
18  Proposed Decision at 73. 
19  Id. 
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customers actually benefit from that portfolio, as section 366.2 requires—or, at the very least, order 

SCE to value no more of its PCIA-eligible capacity as Local RA than 3,011 MW, the SCE CPE’s 

local procurement obligation. While that result would still violate the fundamental obligation of 

section 366.2(g), it would avoid the most absurd results of SCE’s RA Categorization Proposal. 

For the first defect, the Proposed Decision ignores that while D.18-10-019 may not provide 

a policy or rule governing how SCE (and the other IOUs) should assign the RA MPBs to resources 

within their PCIA-eligible capacity portfolios, and neither does any other Commission decision, 

Section 366.2 of the California Public Utility Code does. Yet in a staggering omission, the 

Proposed Decision does not even cite to that statutory provision, much less wrestle with the 

obligation to ensure that departed customers receive credit for the benefits they helped create for 

bundled customers. This obligation requires the Commission to look to the benefits bundled 

customers received from now-departed customers and provides the exact rule the Proposed 

Decision claims absent. Nowhere does the Proposed Decision conduct this analysis. By ignoring 

the fundamental statutory obligation of indifference in a situation where it simultaneously 

concludes the Commission has not provided guidance on how indifference is ensured (and by 

misinterpreting D.18-10-019, as discussed below), the Proposed Decision commits legal error. 

The RA Categorization Proposal the Proposed Decision adopts also directly violates the 

statutory obligation of indifference because, in the utility’s own words, SCE will cease 

“categoriz[ing] its Actual Retained RA and Forecast Sold/Unsold RA based on how the RA was 

used.”20 Instead, SCE will apply the Local RA MPBs to all resources that could qualify as local 

resources even though SCE does not use those resources as local resources because SCE does not 

have a Local RA compliance obligation.21 That obligation is held and met by the CPE.  

The fact the Local RA compliance obligation is met by the CPE—not SCE—begins to 

demonstrate the absurdity of the results to which the Proposed Decision leads. The cost of Local 

RA is entirely irrelevant to the value of SCE’s capacity portfolio, a key ingredient when setting 

PCIA rates. Indeed, when any money flows in SCE’s territory for the purpose of fulfilling a local 

compliance obligation, it flows from the CPE (not SCE), and those costs are then recovered via 

the Cost Allocation Mechanism (not the PCIA). 

 
20  A.24-05-007, Ex. SCE-09 at 6:20-7:7. 
21  Id. 
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Thus, 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).22 SCE concedes this point even for resources it shows to the CPE. 

SCE admits that, when it uses Local RA as System or Flex RA, it retains the System RA attribute 

and will either use that attribute for its bundled customers’ benefit, or will try and sell that attribute, 

also for its bundled customers’ benefit.23 It is therefore clear that SCE is retaining the capacity not 

for its Local RA value but for its System or Flex value. As such, the capacity should be valued as 

System or Flex RA and not as Local RA.  

Said another way, bundled customers benefit from the system and flex attributes of SCE’s 

PCIA-eligible capacity resources, not their local attributes. Under section 366.2, now-departed 

customers should receive credit for the actual benefit received by SCE’s bundled customers, not 

anything else. The Proposed Decision does not just fumble this analysis, it completely omits any 

discussion of section 366.2 or the broader obligation to ensure that departed customers receive 

credit for the benefits bundled customers received from those departed customers. By failing to 

acknowledge that California law provides this obligation—even if D.18-10-019 does not—the 

Proposed Decision sanctions an approach from SCE that will benefit bundled customers at the 

direct expense of departed customers. That is legal and reversible error. 

For the second defect, the Proposed Decision misinterprets D.18-10-019. The Proposed 

Decision correctly notes24 that D.18-10-019 says nothing about how SCE or the other IOUs should 

categorize their PCIA-eligible capacity resources. But the Proposed Decision gets D.18-10-019 

wrong when it implies that SCE’s RA Categorization Proposal is appropriate because it tracks with 

how Energy Division calculates the RA MPBs.25 D.18-10-019’s calculation methodology instructs 

Energy Division to count a resource as Local RA if the resource “provides” Local RA, not merely 

if it can provide Local RA. And this is apparently how Energy Division interprets D.18-10-019, 

since its own data request used for compiling information that gives rise to the RA MPBs directs 

 
22  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). 
23  A.24-05-007, Ex. CalCCA-02, SCE Response to CalCCA DR 9.18 (Oct. 25, 2024). 
24  Proposed Decision at 73. 
25  See id. at 76. 
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LSEs to identify a resource as “CAISO System” if the resource was transacted for a System RA 

product, even if the resource is also eligible to provide Local RA.26 No party disputed this fact, 

and no party objected to the admission of Exhibit CalCCA-05. Yet the Proposed Decision does 

nothing to account for the fact that SCE’s RA Categorization Proposal goes beyond what Energy 

Division itself instructs LSEs when calculating the RA MPBs. 

The Proposed Decision also fails to account for the fact the Commission already approved 

rates based on SCE’s prior categorization of RA post-D.18-10-019 and after the Commission 

established an RA framework where the CPE provides Local RA. As noted above, the Commission 

adopted 2024 PCIA rates based on SCE’s existing categorization methodology in D.23-12-021. 

And nothing has changed between the Commission’s establishment of the CPE, D.23-12-021, and 

today, that warrants adopting a new categorization proposal. Thus, where the Proposed Decision 

cites to Energy Division practice in calculating the MPBs as a kind of precedent,27 it ignores actual 

Commission precedent approving rates using the existing methodology. The Proposed Decision’s 

conclusory discussion of the issue does not explain this large hole in its reliance on Energy 

Division’s practice as definitive precedent. 

Under SCE’s RA Categorization Proposal, SCE will count resources as Local RA merely 

if they could provide Local RA, but do not. This departure from the methodology in D.18-10-019 

and D.23-12-021 is the source of the most absurd results of SCE’s RA Categorization Proposal. 

This includes the fact that under the Proposed Decision SCE will 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 obligation (3,011 MW).28 That is an absurd result that should not 

stand. 

These two legal defects—the complete omission of California’s requirement that the 

Commission ensure that now-departed customers receive credit for the benefits they contributed 

 
26  A.24-05-007, Ex. CalCCA-05, Energy Division RA Data Request Template, at Instructions, Cell 
21C (2024). 
27  See Proposed Decision at 76. 
28  A.24-05-007, Ex. SCE-09, Appendix B at B-1, Row 43; A.24-05-007, 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). 
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to bundled customers and the Commission’s misinterpretation of D.18-10-019—do not arise in a 

vacuum. Instead, they arise at the end of a highly irregular process—one that all but guaranteed a 

flawed result. This is the third defect in the Proposed Decision’s adoption of SCE’s RA 

Categorization Proposal.  

As CalCCA explained, SCE’s AOU goes far beyond an update to its 2025 ERRA Forecast 

revenue requirement with the latest forecast assumptions and balancing account balances SCE 

proposed in its Application that is typical of the October Update. And it goes far beyond the mere 

“procedural mechanisms” Judge Regnier suggested might be appropriate to address the RA MPBs. 

Instead, the AOU is a new and substantial policy proposal which is unreasonable for the October 

Update, and the Commission should reject it as procedurally improper. Instead, the Proposed 

Decision is silent on this issue, opting to pick bundled customers as the winners, and departed 

customers as the losers, by changing the rules of the game at the very end of the ratesetting process.  

While the Commission might be comfortable with this irregularity because of the outcome 

it delivers in this instance, the Proposed Decision’s blessing of SCE’s eleventh-hour proposal—

which allowed for only a cursory consideration of the impacts of SCE’s RA Categorization 

Proposal—will invite future similar proposals in future ERRA cases. That is a daunting specter 

that undermines the credibility of the Commission’s PCIA ratesetting processes going forward: 

suggesting that all process leading up to the October Update does not matter if the resulting rates 

favor the wrong customers. The Commission should revise the Proposed Decision to ensure that 

future October Updates do not become a forum for last-minute, one-sided policy proposals. 

II. CALCCA DOES NOT OPPOSE A FUTURE RULEMAKING TO HOLISTICALLY 
CONSIDER HOW TO VALUE THE IOUS’ CAPACITY PORTFOLIOS 

As this proceeding and the other IOUs’ pending ERRA Forecast proceedings have made 

evident, changes in the RA market (such as the implementation of SOD) and increases in the RA 

MPB have prompted IOUs and CCAs to raise a broad spectrum of possible changes to the PCIA 

framework that might be necessary to ensure indifference. These changes may also be necessary 

to ensure that the costs and benefits of the IOUs’ capacity portfolios are reasonably estimated and 

shared between bundled and departed customers. Critically, in any future rulemaking to tackle 

these issues, the Commission should consider not only changes to price (the MPB calculation), 

but also changes to the quantity to which the MPB is applied. That is because the product of price 
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and quantity is what ultimately produces the value of the IOUs’ capacity portfolio and getting that 

number right is the key to ensuring that the Commission maintains indifference. 

The Proposed Decision thus appropriately observes that several issues relating to how IOU 

capacity portfolios are valued are ripe for consideration within a rulemaking proceeding, including: 

(1) how to value IOU PCIA-eligible capacity under the SOD framework; (2) how to assign IOU 

RA capacity to RA subcategories for the purpose of valuation;, and (3) the methodology for 

computing the RA MPBs used in valuing IOU portfolios. CalCCA does not oppose consideration 

of these key issues in a separate proceeding and urges the Commission to act on the Proposed 

Decision’s call to initiate a future rulemaking to resolve these issues. A rulemaking will ensure 

that all three utilities are respondents, elicit the involvement of a broad set of parties, and ensure 

parties have a meaningful opportunity to compare and contrast utility practices, issue discovery, 

and develop proposals. The Commission should seek party input on the scope of that proceeding 

with the expectation that it will involve a holistic consideration of the proper method of valuing 

the IOUs’ PCIA-eligible portfolios to ensure that California’s indifference principles are satisfied. 

III. THE PROPOSED DECISION MISSTATES SCE’S POSITION REGARDING 
BANKED RECS AND IMPROPERLY ADDRESSES AN ISSUE THAT IS NOT IN 
DISPUTE 

As CalCCA explained in its Opening Brief, it does not contest SCE’s treatment of banked 

RECs in this proceeding. Nonetheless, the Proposed Decision wades into these uncontested waters 

and states that “SCE notes . . .that [the issue of banked RECs] was settled by [D.24-08-004].”29 

The Proposed Decision is wrong on both process and substance. 

On process, the Proposed Decision improperly resolves this uncontested issue even 

while—in another portion of the Proposed Decision—it disclaims any need to address SCE’s 

forecast of sold RA because that issue was similarly uncontested.30 The Commission should revise 

the Proposed Decision to refrain from addressing banked RECs for the same reason. It is an 

uncontested issue and addressing it is not necessary to resolve SCE’s Application. 

 
29  Proposed Decision at 68. Again, the Proposed Decision incorrectly references D.24-08-008. The 
correct and relevant decision is numbered D.24-08-004. 
30  Id. at 77 (“The need to review or modify SCE’s methodology for forecasting sold RA has been 
omitted from all parties’ reply brief listing of contested issues. As that is no longer a contested issue, we do 
not address it here.”). 
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The same revision is warranted on substance. Nowhere in SCE’s briefing does SCE note 

that D.24-08-004 does anything other than eliminate its obligation to follow the so-called “interim 

procedure” when it comes to its use of banked RECs contrary to the Proposed Decision’s claim.31 

Instead, SCE merely observes that CalCCA requested in testimony in this proceeding that SCE be 

required to continue following the interim process even though the interim process is no longer 

mandatory.32 Since that is what SCE agreed to follow, SCE notes that the issue is not in dispute.33 

And SCE is right that it is not in dispute in this matter. But as CalCCA’s Opening Brief explained, 

CalCCA does disagree with a portion of SCE’s proposed approach. That disagreement, however, 

does not have an impact on SCE’s forecasted revenue requirements.34 Even the Commission 

pointed out this issue remains unresolved in D.24-08-004, stating that parties disagree about the 

use and valuation of pre-2019 banked RECs and that the issue may be considered in a future 

rulemaking.35 

CalCCA thus refrained from fully litigating this issue to focus only on those issues 

necessary for the resolution of SCE’s Application. Unfortunately, the Proposed Decision’s 

decision to go beyond the undisputed nature of this issue seemingly takes advantage of CalCCA’s 

thoughtful approach and adopts a much broader ruling that could be construed as concluding that 

D.24-08-004 blesses SCE’s approach in full. The Commission should revise this portion of the 

Proposed Decision to make clear that it is not determining that SCE’s approach to banked RECs—

including that it will, if necessary, value pre-2019 banked RECs at zero—is permissible. This is 

an unlitigated issue that is not necessary to the resolution of SCE’s application. 

IV. THE COMMISSION SHOULD REVISE THE PROPOSED DECISION TO 
CORRECT OTHER ERRORS AND OMISSIONS. 

The Commission should revise the Proposed Decision to ensure that SCE’s Application is 

resolved in a manner that reflects the record and the MPBs in effect today. As the Proposed 

 
31  A.24-05-007, SCE Op. Br. At 10. 
32  Id. 
33  Id. 
34  A.24-05-007, CalCCA Conf. Op. Br. at 29, n.95. 
35  See D.24-08-004 at 3-5 (“While we recognize that parties have different perspectives about the 
direction in D.19-10-001 and its applicability to pre-2019 RECs, we do not have the record to fully evaluate 
them here. We may consider the issue in a future rulemaking.”); see also D.23-06-006, Section 8 (declining 
to consider the issue in R.17-06-026). 
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Decision notes, on November 5, 2024, Energy Division issued a further errata to the 2024 final 

and 2025 forecast MPBs.36 Those further revised figures are not included in SCE’s AOU. The 

Proposed Decision should be revised to instruct SCE to include in its rates the MPBs as set forth 

by Energy Division on November 5, 2024. 

The Proposed Decision also includes an error in Table 7-4. The amount for the System RA 

MPB under the 2025 ERRA Forecast May Submittal reads “782.76/kW-yr.”37 That amount is 

incorrect and should instead read as “$182.76/kW-yr.” 

V. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons described in these comments, CalCCA respectfully urges the Commission 

to adopt the change discussed herein and presented in Appendix A, and to grant any other relief 

the Commission deems just and reasonable. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Tim Lindl                  
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  

 
December 2, 2024                                                 On behalf of the California Community Choice 

Association

 
36  Proposed Decision at 11. 
37  Id. at 66. 
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Pursuant to Rule 14.3(b) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, CalCCA 
provides this Appendix setting forth proposed changes to the Proposed Decision’s findings of fact 
and conclusions of law. CalCCA also includes recommended changes to the Ordering Paragraphs. 
CalCCA’s proposed revisions appear in underline and strike-through. 
 

Findings of Fact 
[To reject SCE’s AOU in favor of its ROU] 

 
1. SCE’s 2024 total forecast ERRA is $4.637 billion $4.669 billion, which is a decrease of 
$442.537$410.815 million when compared to rates currently recovered from customers today. 
 
17. SCE’s 2024 forecast Generation Service revenue requirement is $4.663$4.694 billion, which 
will be allocated in balancing accounts as detailed in Table 7-1. 
 

-OR- 
 
[To require SCE to apply its RA Categorization Proposal only to 2025 or to require SCE to 
categorize no more than 3,011 MW of its PCIA-eligible capacity portfolio as Local RA] 

 
1. SCE’s 2024 total forecast ERRA isof $4.637 billion, which is a decrease of $442.537 million 
when compared to rates currently recovered from customers today, is based on the application of 
its RA Categorization Proposal on both a prospective and retrospective basis and results in SCE 
categorizing more than 3,011 MW of its PCIA-eligible capacity portfolio as Local RA. 
 
17. SCE’s 2024 forecast Generation Service revenue requirement is $4.663billion, is based on the 
application of its RA Categorization Proposal on both a prospective and retrospective basis and 
results in SCE categorizing more than 3,011 MW of its PCIA-eligible capacity portfolio as Local 
RA, which will be allocated in balancing accounts as detailed in Table 7-1. 
 

Conclusions of Law 
1. SCE’s 2025 forecast, as modified in this Decision, of F&PP prices; natural gas prices; electricity 
prices; GHG costs and proceeds; demand response costs; and bundled customer electric sales and 
year-end balancing account balances are unreasonable. 
 

[To reject SCE’s AOU in favor of its ROU] 
3. SCE should implement the revenue requirement in its Revised October Updateadopted in this 
proceeding, as updated to reflect October – November 2024 actuals and forecasts for November – 
December 2024, in its advice letter for rates to be effective starting January 1, 2025. 
 

-OR- 
 

[To require SCE to apply its RA Categorization Proposal only to 2025] 
3. SCE should implementrevise the revenue requirement adopted in this proceeding as updated to 
reflect October – November 2024 actuals and forecasts for November – December 2024 and to 
reflect the application of its RA Categorization Proposal to apply only to the determination of the 
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value of its PCIA-eligible capacity portfolio in 2025, not to the true-up of that in 2024, in its advice 
letter for rates to be effective starting January 1, 2025. 

 
-OR- 
 

[To require SCE to categorize no more than 3,011 MW of its PCIA-eligible capacity portfolio as 
Local RA] 

3. SCE should implementrevise the revenue requirement adopted in this proceeding as updated to 
reflect October – November 2024 actuals and forecasts for November – December 2024 to reflect 
that its PCIA-eligible capacity portfolio includes no more than 3,011 MW of Local RA, in its 
advice letter for rates to be effective starting January 1, 2025. 

 
Ordering Paragraphs 

[To reject SCE’s AOU in favor of its ROU] 
1. Southern California Edison Company is authorized to recover a total 2025 Energy Resource 
Recovery Account electric procurement cost revenue requirement forecast of 
$4,637.3294.669.051 million, consisting of both a generation service component and a delivery 
service component, and is authorized to implement its Revised October Update. 
 
Ordering Paragraphs 2. – 7. Stricken. 
 

-OR- 
 

[To require SCE to apply its RA Categorization Proposal only to 2025] 
1. Southern California Edison Company is authorized to recover a total 2025 Energy Resource 
Recovery Account electric procurement cost revenue requirement forecast of $4,637.329 million, 
consisting of both a generation service component and a delivery service componentordered to 
calculate and submit a revised 2025 Energy Resource Recovery Account revenue requirement 
that applies its RA Categorization Proposal for 2025 only, and does not apply that Proposal for 
the purposes of calculating the year-end 2024 PABA balance. 
 
Ordering Paragraphs 2. – 7. Stricken. 
 

-OR- 
 

[To require SCE to categorize no more than 3,011 MW of its PCIA-eligible capacity portfolio as 
Local RA] 

1. Southern California Edison Company is authorized to recover a total 2025 Energy Resource 
Recovery Account electric procurement cost revenue requirement forecast of $4,637.329 million, 
consisting of both a generation service component and a delivery service componentordered to 
calculate and submit a revised 2025 Energy Resource Recovery Account revenue requirement 
based on categorizing no more than 3,011 MW of SCE’s PCIA-eligible capacity portfolio as 
Local RA. 
 
Ordering Paragraphs 2. – 7. Stricken. 
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-AND- 
 

1. Southern California Edison Company is authorized to recover a total 2025 Energy Resource 
Recovery Account electric procurement cost revenue requirement forecast of $4,637.329 million, 
consisting of both a generation service component and a delivery service component, subject to 
the incorporation of the final RPS MPBs. 


