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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS1 

1. CalCCA Track One Scope Recommendations

CalCCA urges the Commission to retain the narrow scope for Track One and reject inserting 

the following Joint IOU and TURN new issues into Track One: 

 The Joint IOUs and TURN propose to include in Track One modifications to the RPS
MPB. Unlike the RA MPB, changes to the RPS MPB have not been previously debated
in the Staff Report, in this docket, or in the ERRA forecast proceedings leading up to this
docket. Consequently, this examination cannot be “expedited.”

 The Joint IOUs raise for consideration in Track One their perceived difference in their
ability to hedge relative to non-IOU LSEs; while the BPPs governing their hedging
ability merit consideration in Track Two’s broader exploration, these concerns are not
directly germane to the Track One issue of the volumes and accuracy of RA transactions
to include in the calculation of a robust RA MPB.

Instead, the Commission and parties should remain focused on the Track One purpose: potential 

modifications to the RA MPB in light of a purported lack of accurate data to ensure a robust 

benchmark.  

2. CalCCA Track One Staff Proposal Recommendations

Given the expedited scope of Track One, CalCCA provides the following recommendations 

for each of the Track One Staff proposals in response to party Opening Comments: 

 The Commission Should Proceed Cautiously Given Limited Information: Given the
limited information in the Staff Report that Energy Division admits is only “largely
correct,” along with the limited record in the proceeding, the Commission should
proceed cautiously and not adopt changes to the PCIA methodology until rate impacts
are transparently modeled for both bundled and unbundled customers, and parties have
an opportunity to review and comment on such rate impacts.

 Reject Proposal One: The Commission should reject the Joint IOUs’ and TURN’s
arguments to adopt Proposal One to incorporate all transactions available for a given
delivery year in the RA MPB given:

o Ensuring IOU long-term procurement is reflected in the RA MPB is not
consistent with the “mark to market” methodology adopted in D.18-10-019;

1 Acronyms used in this Summary of Recommendations are defined in the body of this document. 
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o TURN’s proposal to incorporate all-in contracts without RA prices individually
identified would reduce precision and accuracy and would be administratively
burdensome to implement.

 If the Commission Adopts Proposal One, it Should Limit the Transactions Incorporated:
If the Commission moves forward with Proposal One, it should limit the transactions
incorporated in the RA MPB calculation to the average of transactions made in the three
years prior to the delivery year, consistent with the proposal of DACC/AReM.

 Adopt Proposal Two: The Commission should adopt the recommendations of CalCCA,
Cal Advocates, the Joint IOUs, and DACC/AReM to adopt Proposal Two to exclude
swap and a portion of sleeve transactions given they may not represent genuine market
transactions and therefore may reduce the accuracy of the RA MPB.

 Adopt Proposal Three: The Commission should adopt the recommendations of CalCCA,
Cal Advocates, the Joint IOUs, and DACC/AReM to adopt Proposal Three to exclude
affiliate transactions given they may not represent genuine market transactions and
therefore may reduce the accuracy of the RA MPB.

 Adopt Proposal Four: The Commission should reject the Joint IOUs’ opposition to
monthly MPBs as the benefits of the increased accuracy outweigh any of the potential
disadvantages. The Commission should also reject the Joint IOUs’ recommendation that
if the Commission adopts Proposal Four it should include zero-dollar values for RA not
sold or used for compliance in each month given the prices LSEs pay for RA during
off-peak months already account for the decrease in market interest in those months.

 Adopt Proposal Five: The Commission should adopt CalCCA’s, the Joint IOUs’, and Cal
Advocates’ recommendations to adopt Proposal Five as combining the system, flex, and
local MPBs will result in increased volume and accuracy for the calculation of the RA
MPB.

 Apply Adopted Proposals Until Track Two Decision: To the extent the Commission
adopts any of the Staff proposals in Track One, it should consistently apply those interim
proposals until a Decision in Track Two to ensure transparency and consistency for
LSEs in their forecasting and planning.

3. CalCCA Track Two Scope Recommendations

 Finalize the Track Two scope only after resolution of the Track One issues.
 Reject the Joint IOUs’ request to reopen the issue of negative PCIA rates, given:

o Both statute and a significant line of Commission precedent allow PCIA rates to
be negative both on a forecast and true-up basis;

o This issue has already been the subject of considerable Commission
consideration and legal briefing; and

o No change in law or fact justifies its reconsideration as part of this proceeding.
 Reject the Joint IOUs’ request to move consideration of BPPs out of scope as:
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o The Joint IOUs have raised their inability to hedge relative to CCAs, and have 
noted that this inability is rooted in prohibitions in the BPPs which should be 
addressed in this proceeding; and 

o The BPPs have been a consistent problem in the ERRA compliance proceedings
for many years with no venue in which to address them.

 Reject the Joint IOUs’ request to resolve the “the standard for re-vintaging” through
legal briefing rather than a fulsome review of vintaging of UOG and contracted
resources in Track Two.



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Update and 
Reform Energy Resource Recovery Account 
and Power Charge Indifference Adjustment 
Policies and Processes. 

R.25-02-005

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S REPLY COMMENTS ON 
THE ORDER INSTITUTING RULEMAKING TO UPDATE AND REFORM ENERGY 

RESOURCE RECOVERY ACCOUNT AND POWER CHARGE INDIFFERENCE 
ADJUSTMENT POLICIES AND PROCESSES 

The California Community Choice Association2 (CalCCA) submits these reply 

comments in response to party opening comments on the Order Instituting Rulemaking to 

Update and Reform Energy Resource Recovery Account and Power Charge Indifference 

Adjustment Policies and Processes3 (OIR), and the Chief Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling 

Adding Energy Division Report to the Record and Setting the Schedule for Comments on the 

Report4 (ALJ Ruling) both dated February 26, 2025. The OIR was issued to consider changes to 

rules and processes applicable to the electric fuel and purchased power Energy Resource and 

Recovery Account (ERRA) annual forecast and compliance proceedings, as well as changes to 

the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA). 

2 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. 
3 Order Instituting Rulemaking to Update and Reform Energy Resource Recovery Account and Power 
Charge Indifference Adjustment Policies and Processes, Rulemaking (R.) 25-02-005 (Feb. 26, 2025). 
4 Chief Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Adding Energy Division Report to the Record and 
Setting the Schedule for Comments on the Report, R.25-02-005 (Feb. 26, 2025). 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The PCIA has been hotly contested since its inception, given the high stakes involved 

among investor-owned utilities (IOUs), community choice aggregators (CCAs), and electric 

service providers (ESPs), and the complexity of the calculation methodology. The current PCIA 

methodology, including the market-price benchmarks (MPBs), was crafted over many years with 

significant Commission and stakeholder participation. The Commission’s new PCIA rulemaking 

will undoubtably unearth questions regarding whether the current methodology is working to 

prevent cost shifts between unbundled and bundled customers, as required by the California 

Public Utilities Code. Given the high stakes and complexity, the Commission was rightfully 

careful in establishing two defined “tracks.”  

Track One includes an expedited and very narrow scope to address a single issue: 

considering whether to adopt one or more of the five proposals in an Energy Division Staff Report 

(Staff Report)5 addressing proposals to increase volumes and improve accuracy in the calculation 

of the resource adequacy (RA) MPB. The Staff Report details a significant drop in transaction 

volumes seen by Energy Division in calculating the 2025 Forecast RA MPB. The Commission 

intends to resolve Track One within three months, with a proposed decision by May 2025.6 The 

OIR states that it will consider in the expedited Track One “potential modifications to the [RA] 

MPB calculations which could be adopted in time for Energy Division to produce the annual [RA] 

MPBs released on or near October 1st each year.”7 Nothing in the Track One scope calls for 

immediate changes to the RPS benchmark and, indeed, Staff has provided no analysis in this 

proceeding on the RPS MPB.  

 
5  Energy Division Staff Report of the 2024-2025 Resource Adequacy Market Price Benchmark, 
Appendix A to the ALJ Ruling. 
6  OIR, at 26. 
7  Id. at 18-19. 
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Track Two, on the other hand, builds in a much broader umbrella to address “a more 

complete reexamination of the [PCIA] methodology . . .” and other ERRA related processes and 

issues.8 The OIR has scheduled three years for the Track Two issues to be resolved.9 Issues that go 

beyond the interim modifications to the RA MPB belong in this Track, which will allow more time 

for analysis and exploration. 

Despite the defined narrow Track One scope, Southern California Edison Company 

(SCE), Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), and San Diego Gas & Electric Company 

(SDG&E) (the Joint IOUs) and The Utility Reform Network’s (TURN’s) OIR Opening 

Comments seek to insert issues and recommendations that go beyond the Track One scope in at 

least two respects: 

 The Joint IOUs and TURN propose to include in Track One modifications to the RPS 
MPB. Unlike the RA MPB, changes to the RPS MPB have not been previously debated 
in the Staff Report, in this docket, or in the ERRA forecast proceedings leading up to this 
docket. Consequently, this examination cannot be “expedited.”  

 The Joint IOUs raise for consideration in Track One their perceived difference in their 
ability to hedge relative to non-IOU LSEs; while the Bundled Procurement Plans (BPPs) 
governing their hedging ability merit consideration in Track Two’s broader exploration, 
these concerns are not directly germane to the Track One issue of the volumes and 
accuracy of RA transactions to include in the calculation of a robust RA MPB. 

None of these issues is raised in the Staff Report and would require a full exploration that would 

take the Commission far beyond its intended Track One decision date of May 2025 and, 

consequently, its intent to implement any Track One changes in rates effective January 1, 2026. 

For these reasons, CalCCA urges the Commission to retain the narrow scope for Track One and 

reject the insertion of the Joint IOUs’ and TURN’s new issues. Instead, the Commission and 

 
8  Id. at 23. 
9  Id. at 26 (based on the complexity of issues identified and the need to coordinate with other 
proceedings, extending the deadline for the proceeding from 18 to 36 months). 
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parties should remain focused on the Track One purpose: potential modifications to the RA MPB 

in light of a purported lack of data to ensure a robust benchmark.  

As set forth below and in response to party Opening Comments on the OIR and Track One, 

CalCCA urges the Commission to adopt only the Staff Report proposals that increase accuracy and 

ensure consistent application of the mark to market methodology at the heart of the Commission’s 

RA MPB methodology. As a result, CalCCA provides the following recommendations for each of 

the Track One proposals in response to party Opening Comments: 

 The Commission Should Proceed Cautiously Given Limited Information: Given the 
limited information in the Staff Report that Energy Division admits is only “largely 
correct,”10 along with the limited record in the proceeding, the Commission should 
proceed cautiously and not adopt changes to the PCIA methodology until rate impacts 
are transparently modeled for both bundled and unbundled customers, and parties have 
an opportunity to review and comment on such rate impacts. 

 Reject Proposal One: The Commission should reject the Joint IOUs’ and TURN’s 
arguments to adopt Proposal One to incorporate all transactions available for a given 
delivery year in the RA MPB given: 

o Ensuring IOU long-term procurement is reflected in the RA MPB is not 
consistent with the “mark to market” methodology adopted in D.18-10-01911; 
and  

o TURN’s proposal to incorporate all-in contracts without RA prices individually 
identified would reduce precision and accuracy and would be administratively 
burdensome to implement. 

 If the Commission Adopts Proposal One, it Should Limit the Transactions Incorporated: 
If the Commission moves forward with Proposal One, it should limit the transactions 
incorporated in the RA MPB calculation to the weighted average of transactions made in 
the three years prior to the delivery year, consistent with the proposal of the Direct 
Access Customer Coalition and Alliance for Retail Energy Markets (DACC/AReM). 

 Adopt Proposal Two: The Commission should adopt the recommendations of CalCCA, 
the Public Advocates Office at the California Public Utilities Commission (Cal 
Advocates), the Joint IOUs, and DACC/AReM to adopt Proposal Two to exclude swap 

 
10  Staff Report, at 12. 
11  D.18-10-019, Decision Modifying the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment Methodology, 
R.17-06-026 (Oct. 19, 2018). 
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and a portion of sleeve transactions given they may not represent genuine market 
transactions and therefore may reduce the accuracy of the RA MPB. 

 Adopt Proposal Three: The Commission should adopt the recommendations of CalCCA, 
Cal Advocates, the Joint IOUs, and DACC/AReM to adopt Proposal Three to exclude 
affiliate transactions given they may not represent genuine market transactions and 
therefore may reduce the accuracy of the RA MPB. 

 Adopt Proposal Four: The Commission should reject the Joint IOUs’ opposition to 
monthly MPBs as the benefits of the increased accuracy outweigh any of the potential 
disadvantages. The Commission should also reject the Joint IOUs’ recommendation that 
if the Commission adopts Proposal Four it should include zero-dollar values for RA not 
sold or used for compliance in each month given the prices load-serving entities (LSEs) 
pay for RA during off-peak months already account for the decrease in market interest in 
those months. 

 Adopt Proposal Five: The Commission should adopt CalCCA’s, the Joint IOUs’, and Cal 
Advocates’ recommendations to adopt Proposal Five as combining the system, flex, and 
local MPBs will result in increased volume and accuracy for the calculation of the RA 
MPB. 

 Apply Adopted Proposals Until Track Two Decision: To the extent the Commission 
adopts any of the Staff proposals in Track One, it should consistently apply those interim 
proposals until a Decision in Track Two to ensure transparency and consistency for 
LSEs in their forecasting and planning. 

With respect to the Track Two scope, CalCCA recommends that the Commission: 

 Finalize the Track Two scope only after resolution of the Track One issues. 

 Reject the Joint IOUs’ request to reopen the issue of negative PCIA rates, given: 

o Both statute and a significant line of Commission precedent allow PCIA rates to 
be negative both on a forecast and true-up basis; 

o This issue has already been the subject of considerable Commission 
consideration and legal briefing; and  

o No change in law or fact justifies its reconsideration as part of this proceeding. 

 Reject the Joint IOUs’ request to move consideration of BPPs out of scope as: 

o The Joint IOUs have raised their inability to hedge relative to CCAs, and have 
noted that this inability is rooted in prohibitions in the BPPs which should be 
addressed in this proceeding; and 

o The BPPs have been a consistent problem in the ERRA compliance proceedings 
for many years with no venue in which to address them. 
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 Reject the Joint IOUs’ request to resolve the “the standard for re-vintaging” through 
legal briefing rather than a fulsome review of vintaging of utility-owned generation 
(UOG) and contracted resources in Track Two.  

CalCCA addresses each of these issues in turn below. 

II. THE JOINT IOUS’ AND TURN’S PROPOSALS REGARDING THE RPS MPB 
AND IOU HEDGING EXCEED THE TRACK ONE SCOPE AND SHOULD NOT 
BE CONSIDERED AT THIS TIME 

The Commission established clear boundaries in the OIR for Track One of fixing the 

alleged transaction volume and accuracy problems in calculating the RA MPB. Despite these 

boundaries, the Joint IOUs and TURN took the opportunity of an expedited Decision to insert 

additional requests for the Commission to also overhaul the RPS MPB, and to address Joint IOU 

concerns regarding their portfolio hedging problems. By veering outside of the OIR’s Track One 

boundaries, the Joint IOUs and TURN are requesting the Commission make decisions on complex 

and unvetted issues, based on an undeveloped record. While CalCCA briefly and initially responds 

to each of the Joint IOUs’ and TURN’s issues below, any Commission consideration of these 

issues should not occur within the limited scope and timeframe of Track One.  

A. The Joint IOUs’ and TURN’s Requests for Interim Modifications to the RPS 
MPB in Track One Should be Rejected 

The Joint IOUs’ and TURN’s requests for interim modifications to the RPS MPB in 

Track One should be rejected. Nowhere in the record, except for the Joint IOUs’ and TURN’s 

Opening Comments, are such issues addressed. The OIR allows for party comments for 

resolving Track One exclusively on the Staff proposals—not party proposals outside the 

boundaries of the Staff Report.12  

 
12  See OIR, at 25 (“[t]his OIR will proceed in two phases, Track One and Track Two. Section 3.1.1 
identifies staff proposals for resolving Track One. Interested parties are directed to address these 
proposals in their opening and reply comments on the OIR”). 
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In addition, as recognized by the Joint IOUs, the Staff Report focuses solely on potential 

modifications to the RA MPB and data associated with such modifications, and includes no 

analysis of the RPS MPBs.13 However, the Joint IOUs urge the Commission to change the RPS 

MPB in Track One in two ways: (1) expand the dataset for calculation of the RPS MPB to 

incorporate all RPS transactions available for a given delivery year, instead of utilizing the 

current methodology of current market transactions;14 and (2) limit the total RPS MPB to the 

penalty price for RPS non-compliance, currently set at $50/MWh.15 TURN also requests that the 

Commission reconsider its proposal to revise the RPS MPB to incorporate long-term fixed price 

agreements in the RPS MPB. While TURN does not necessarily request consideration of the 

RPS MPB in Track One, it requests the issue be in scope and notes that the omission of the RPS 

MPB issues in the OIR and Staff Report is “problematic” given the “recent run-up in RPS 

MPBs.”16 For the reasons set forth below, the Joint IOUs’ and TURN’s requests to consider the 

RPS MPBs in Track One should be rejected. 

First, the Joint IOUs recognize that no analysis or record has been established in Track 

One for such interim RPS MPB modifications, as has been done for the RA MPB modifications.17 

Therefore, any Commission action on the RPS MPB in Track One would be issued without the 

ability for parties to meaningfully respond or present counterproposals. As acknowledged by the 

Joint IOUs, if any such analysis of the RPS MPBs occurs, it should be delayed until after Energy 

 
13  See Joint IOU Opening Comments, at 8 (“While Energy Division has provided data on the 
volumes used to calculate the RA MPBs in its Staff Report, it has not done so for the RPS MPB”). 
14  The Forecast RA MPB is calculated using the volume-weighted average of all LSE market 
transactions executed from Q4 of year (n-2) and Q1-3 of year (n-1), while the Final RPS MPB is 
calculated using the volume-weighted average of all eligible LSE market transactions executed from Q1-4 
of year (n-1) and Q1-3 of year n, for delivery in year n. D.19-10-001, Decision Refining the Method to 
Develop and True Up Market Price Benchmarks, R.17-06-026 (Oct. 17, 2019). 
15  Joint IOU Opening Comments, at 11-15. 
16  TURN Opening Comments, at 3-5. 
17  Joint IOU Opening Comments, at 8. 
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Division can provide data similar to that in the Staff Report with regard to inputs to the RPS 

MPB, and stakeholders have the ability to review and comment on that data.18  

In addition, Joint IOU suspicions regarding CCAs driving up RPS prices by setting 

renewables goals beyond compliance requirements do not support an emergency “fix.”19 As an 

initial matter, the CCAs’ procurement of clean energy above compliance obligations should not 

be disincentivized given the state’s climate goals. The Joint IOUs’ allegation that “this leads to 

an MPB that does not reflect the market value of an IOU’s entire RPS compliance portfolio and 

can increase costs for bundled service customers in violation of statutory indifference 

requirements”20 is also wholly unsupported. The relationship of CCA procurement practices and 

“indifference” – the focus of the PCIA calculation – is at best extremely attenuated. Indeed, there 

are non-energy related companies that also participate in the RPS market for their own corporate 

goals. This participation also affects the market price, yet the IOUs do not point to those 

transactions as needing to be excluded or driving up prices. Plainly stated, the price in the market 

is established by all market participants’ actions. Using current RPS-only transactions to 

calculate the RPS MPB, like using the current market for RA transactions, aligns most closely 

with the mark-to-market methodology adopted in D.18-10-019.  

In addition, the Joint IOUs’ request to cap the RPS MPB at the penalty price for RPS non-

compliance, with no record established, should be rejected. Setting such a cap makes no sense 

when there is no limit on the price LSEs are required to pay for compliance. A penalty price is not 

 
18  Id. at 25 (stating that “[w]hile the Joint IOUs have proposed interim solutions herein, it is crucial 
for the Commission to conduct a more thorough analysis of RPS data and release similar proposals [to the 
RA MPB analysis] from Energy Division Staff). 
19  See id. at 8 (“some CCAs have stated goals to go beyond RPS requirements” and “[t]he increases 
in the RPS MPB may be a symptom of, or exacerbated by, some CCAs’ practice of procuring voluntary 
targets about what is needed for compliance”). 
20  Id. at 12. 
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necessarily a cap on market prices. For example, the Commission has communicated in the RA 

program that it expects strict compliance. The Commission’s website states that “[t]he CPUC 

strictly enforces non-compliance with RA obligations via penalties and expects all LSEs to 

maintain full compliance with the RA program.”21 Indeed, in discussing the importance of meeting 

RA requirements, a former Commission President stated, “I made a firm request that we not issue 

waivers to [LSEs] who cannot meet the [RA] requirement this summer so that they know that 

there’s a consequence. We need hard time for RA crime!”22 Clearly based upon this history, the 

Commission has an expectation that entities continue to make efforts to comply with regulatory 

requirements and not stop at the point that the cost of compliance outweighs the cost of penalties. 

Finally, TURN’s proposal to incorporate fixed-price contracts in the RPS MPB has been 

rejected in past PCIA proceedings due to the inability to accurately quantify the RPS value within 

a bundled contract, and the administrative burdens associated with implementing such a 

methodology. As noted by CalCCA in 2022, “unless a “[long-term fixed price contract] specifies 

separate prices for energy, RA, and RPS attributes, . . . it is difficult if not impossible to accurately 

assess the value of each component.”23 The Commission agreed, citing the potential “inaccuracy” 

in calculating the RPS MPB through this proposal and the administrative burden for Energy 

 
21  See Commission RA Waivers website: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/industries-and-topics/electrical-
energy/electric-power-procurement/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-waivers (emphasis 
added). 
22  See Michael Picker Twitter post on RA compliance and waivers (Feb. 22, 2019): 
https://x.com/picker2020/status/1099083833922674689.  
23  California Community Choice Association’s Comments on Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling 
Requesting Comments on Long-Term Renewables Portfolio Standard Transactions, R.17-06-026 (Aug. 
26, 2022), at 5. 

https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/industries-and-topics/electrical-energy/electric-power-procurement/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-waivers
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/industries-and-topics/electrical-energy/electric-power-procurement/resource-adequacy-homepage/resource-adequacy-waivers
https://x.com/picker2020/status/1099083833922674689
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Division in implementation.24 Nothing has changed regarding the complication of extracting an 

accurate RPS value from a bundled contract. 

The Joint IOUs’ and TURN’s requests for interim modifications to the RPS MPB in Track 

One are out of scope and should not be considered by the Commission in Track One. To the extent 

the Commission decides to address these complex issues, that consideration should only take place 

in Track Two given the lack of any record in Track One. 

B. The Joint IOUs’ Hedging and Portfolio Management Concerns are Not 
Directly Germane to the Track One Scope and Should be Deferred to 
Track Two  

The Joint IOUs spend considerable time in their Opening Comments describing hedging 

and portfolio management obstacles as justification to immediately reform the PCIA 

methodology. These obstacles, however, are not directly germane to the narrow Track One issue 

of currently fixing the limited volumes and purported accuracy concerns for the RA transactions 

to be included in the RA MPB calculation. The IOUs describe an inability to hedge due to the 

valuation of retained RA based on short-term weighted average RA prices – an issue that goes to 

the heart of the mark-to-market methodology adopted in D.18-10-019. The relationship of 

hedging to the PCIA methodology, IOU portfolio management, and the BPPs goes well beyond 

the scope of, and is not directly germane to, the Track One inquiry. Therefore, to the extent the 

Commission entertains these arguments they should be deferred to Track Two.   

In Opening Comments, the Joint IOUs describe how the PCIA ratemaking methodology 

results in “high levels of bundled service customer exposure to the MPBs” because the IOUs 

have no ability to “hedge” against the RA MPB price, based on short-term transactions, used to 

 
24  D.23-06-006, Decision Addressing Greenhouse Gas-Free Resources, Long-Term Renewable 
Transactions, Energy Index Calculations, and Energy Service Providers’ Data Access, R.17-06-026 (June 
13, 2023), at 11. 
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value the RA volumes retained and paid for by bundled customers. The Joint IOUs state that 

such hedging, or portfolio management, is not part of their Commission-approved strategies: 

There is no financial mechanism for the Joint IOUs to hedge against 
the RA MPBs used to “value” the retained RA volumes from the 
PCIA portfolio. To do so, the Joint IOUs would need to sell the 
resources that are needed for bundled service customers’ RA 
compliance from the portfolio, which is not a Commission-approved 
strategy and may be considered speculative or otherwise 
imprudent.25 

Therefore, the Joint IOUs maintain that because of the restrictions in their BPPs (for which the 

IOUs sought and received Commission approval) they are prevented from managing their 

portfolios effectively. As an alternative to seeking changes to their portfolio management tools, 

the Joint IOUs instead seek to “fix” their hedging issues by changing the PCIA methodology to 

value the retained RA volumes based on IOU long-term procurement. 

The Commission must not immediately change the PCIA methodology to fix the IOUs’ 

problems without a complete examination of the statutory construct for indifference for all 

customers and alternatives to address the identified problems. The statutory indifference formula 

is clear and focuses on the value of the attributes in the PCIA portfolio.26 Nowhere in the Public 

Utilities Code, nor in Commission precedent, does the state equate hedging ability and 

indifference; nor is the Commission required to ensure an IOU can hedge the same as other LSEs 

through its directive to ensure indifference. CalCCA supports exploring how to improve the 

 
25  Joint IOUs’ Opening Comments, at 5 (emphasis added). 
26  See Cal. Pub. Utils. Code §§ 365.2, 366.1(d)(1), 366.2(a)(4) and (d)(1), 366.2(f) (“A retail end-
use customer purchasing electricity from a [CCA] pursuant to this section shall reimburse the [IOU] that 
previously served the customer for all of the following: (1) The [IOU’s] unrecovered past under-
collections for electricity purchases . . . .; (2) Any additional costs of the [IOU] . . . equal to the share of 
the [IOU’s] estimated net unavoidable electricity purchase contract costs attributable to the customer, . . . 
for the period commencing with the customer’s purchases of electricity from the [CCA], through the 
expiration of all then existing electricity purchase contracts entered into by the [IOU]”), 366.3(g) 
(“Estimated net unavoidable electricity costs paid by the customers of a [CCA] shall be reduced by the 
value of any benefits that remain with bundled service customers, unless the customers of the [CCA] are 
allocated a fair and equitable share of those benefits”), and 366.3. 



 

12 

IOUs’ ability to hedge. Hedging practices, however, are a portfolio management and BPP 

problem, and not a PCIA problem.  

Moreover, the origin and nature of these obstacles—and the degree to which the IOUs 

have sought to address them—is unclear and requires investigation. For example, when asked in 

discovery by CalCCA in this proceeding to identify the sections of their BPPs that prohibit the 

actions the IOUs have described as necessary to hedge, only PG&E provided a specific citation 

to its BPP, Appendix S, that contained such a prohibition.27 SCE was unable to cite to specific 

language, instead referencing two large sections of its BPP that contain no express 

prohibitions.28 SDG&E stated there was no express prohibition on it selling RA from its PCIA-

eligible portfolio, but that it was only authorized to sell excess RA29 (i.e., SDG&E appears to 

have not yet asked the Commission for the ability to take the actions it believes it needs to 

hedge). In addition, when asked in the discovery to cite to specific Commission decisions 

prohibiting the necessary hedging activities, all three IOUs objected and refused to do so, with 

only PG&E providing a vague reference to D.21-05-030 with no pin cite.30 Thus, it is unclear if 

the IOUs have taken any action to address their portfolio management problem other than 

seeking to avoid having to apply the RA MPB in the 2025 ERRA Forecast case (PG&E), or 

seeking to lower the RA MPB in this case (all three IOUs). Instead, it appears the IOUs are 

seeking results-oriented changes to the RA MPB methodology that make hedging against high 

RA values unnecessary because they result in a lower RA MPB. 

 
27  The Joint IOU discovery responses dated March 28, 2025, to CalCCA are attached hereto as 
Attachment A. See Attachment A, PG&E Response to CalCCA-PG&E DR 2.09. 
28  See Attachment A, SCE Response to CalCCA-SCE DR 2.09. 
29  See Attachment A, SDG&E Response to CalCCA-SDG&E DR 2.09 (citing to SDG&E AL 
3738-E). 
30  See Attachment A, PG&E Response to CalCCA-PG&E DR 2.10, SCE Response to CalCCA-SCE 
DR 2.10, and SDG&E Response to CalCCA-SDG&E DR 2.10. 
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Despite their statement that their hedging issues have only recently become 

“magnified,”31 the Joint IOUs understand market dynamics and the impact they have on rates. 

Market prices, and the resulting MPBs, change over time. As the MPBs move, customers are 

exposed to either higher or lower prices. When MPBs increase, bundled customers’ rates 

increase. When MPBs decrease, unbundled customers’ rates increase. In fact, CCAs have long 

had to hedge against the PCIA, albeit in different ways than the IOUs. CCA customers pay PCIA 

rates that are subject to the same volatility driven by changes in the MPBs, just in the opposite 

direction as bundled customers. In addition, while CCAs can utilize hedging mechanisms, the 

lack of timely data to accurately forecast the impact of the PCIA also creates challenges for 

CCAs. Given the IOUs own and manage the PCIA resources, the PCIA positions are currently a 

black box for CCAs. While each CCA has their own philosophy to manage their portfolios, the 

lack of data to accurately forecast the PCIA impacts CCAs’ ability to optimally manage their 

energy portfolios. In Track Two, the Commission should also address this issue of withholding 

of timely data for the CCAs to manage their portfolios to the extent the Commission engages in 

the question of IOUs’ ability to hedge.  

Instead of seeking immediate changes to the RA MPB methodology to protect bundled 

customers from alleged overexposure to market dynamics through the PCIA, the IOUs should 

seek the modifications to their portfolio management tools necessary to allow adequate hedging 

in relation to the PCIA methodology. If these issues merit consideration, they should be placed in 

Track Two. 

 
31  Joint IOUs’ Opening Comments, at 17 (“When RA prices were relatively stable, the difference 
between long-run and short-run weighted-average RA prices was less apparent. However, recent spikes in 
RA prices procured in the year-ahead and month-ahead timeframe have magnified this discrepancy.”) 
(citing to Staff Report, at 9). 
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III. CALCCA RESPONSES TO PARTY OPENING COMMENTS ON TRACK ONE 
STAFF REPORT PROPOSALS 

As noted above, the scope of Track One is narrowly focused on increasing the volume of 

RA transactions, and the accuracy of such transactions, under the current PCIA methodology to 

ensure a robust RA MPB. The OIR invited Opening Comments specifically on whether one, or a 

combination, of the Staff Report’s five proposals will accomplish Energy Division’s goal of 

increasing volumes within the current RA MPB methodology (given a broader examination of 

the methodology will occur in Track Two). As set forth below, the Commission should:  

(1) Tread carefully in modifying the RA MPB methodology given the limited and 
obscure analysis presented in the Staff Report;  

(2) Reject party arguments to adopt Proposal One to incorporate all contracts for a 
given delivery year in the RA MPB;  

(3) If the Commission moves forward with adopting Proposal One, limit the 
transactions to the average of transactions made in the three years prior to the 
delivery year, consistent with the DACC/AReM proposal;  

(4) Adopt Staff proposals Two and Three to exclude swap, portions of sleeve, and 
affiliate transactions based on widespread party support because these 
transactions may not reflect genuine market transactions and therefore may reduce 
the accuracy of the RA MPB;  

(5) Reject the Joint IOUs’ arguments against Proposal Four, to formulate monthly 
values for the MPBs, as they fail to consider the benefits of increased accuracy;  

(6) Adopt Proposal Five as recommended by the Joint IOUs’ and Cal Advocates’ 
given the increased volumes and accuracy in calculating the RA MPB; and  

(7) To the extent the Commission adopts any of the Staff proposals, it should 
consistently apply such proposals for the later of three years or until its Track 
Two Decision. 

A. The Commission Must Tread Carefully in Modifying the RA MPB 
Methodology Given the Limited and Obscure Analysis Presented in  
the Staff Report 

Crucial for all LSEs is transparency and consistency in the Commission’s and Energy 

Division’s application of the PCIA methodology. As noted in CalCCA’s Opening Comments, 

impacts from the Staff proposals are difficult to measure given the lack of demonstration of the 
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relative rate impacts to bundled and unbundled customers.32 The Commission must provide such 

analysis to ensure transparency. In addition, the Staff Report fails to provide any modeling of the 

impacts to the MPBs for Proposals Two and Three.33 Upon further review of the Staff Report, it 

is also clear that there are several errors present that prevent a clear picture of the rate impacts of 

Proposals One, Two, and Five. For example, while Figures 8 and 9 claim to provide analysis of 

Proposal Two in the “Proposed Final RA MPB Using Combined System, Flex, and Local RA 

Data from 2020-2024 (Proposal 2),” that analysis should be labeled (Proposal One and Two) 

given it provides a proposed Forecast MPB based on multiple years of combining the MPBs 

(although that is not even accurate because Proposal One would include all years and not just 

2020-2024).34 In addition, even the Staff Report admits that the analysis is “solely for illustrative 

purposes and largely correct but would be subject to further data cleaning and verification if 

these proposals were to be adopted for future years.”35 Given the limited information and 

substantial impacts adopting the Staff proposals would have on all customers (unbundled and 

bundled), the Commission should proceed carefully to prevent hastily moving to adopt changes 

in order to benefit one set of customers at the expense of others. 

B. The Commission Should Reject Party Arguments to Adopt Proposal One to 
Incorporate All Contracts Available for the Delivery Year in the RA MPB, 
or in the Alternative, Limit the Included Contracts to the Most Recent Three 
Years as Suggested by DACC/AReM 

The Commission should reject party arguments to adopt Proposal One to incorporate all 

contracts for a given delivery year in the RA MPB, given historical contracts do not reflect the 

 
32  CalCCA Opening Comments, at 25. 
33  Staff Report, at 12 (“ED does not currently have the necessary data to exclude swap, sleeve, or 
affiliate transactions, and therefore the potential impacts from Proposals 2 and 3 are not modeled” in the 
Staff Report). 
34  See id. at 15. 
35  Id. at 12. 
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RA MPB mark to market methodology. First, the Joint IOUs’ and TURN’s support for Proposal 

One based on ensuring IOU long-term procurement is reflected in the RA MPB is not consistent 

with the statutory requirement to credit the value of benefits remaining with bundled customers. 

That value is equal to what the resources can be bought and sold for today. Second, TURN’s 

proposal to incorporate all-in bundled contracts into the RA MPB, with an “imputed” RA price, 

should be rejected as it will introduce inaccuracy and imprecision into the calculation and will be 

administratively burdensome to implement. Finally, if the Commission decides to move ahead 

with incorporating Proposal One into the RA MPB calculation, it should limit the transactions to 

the average of transactions made in the three years prior to the delivery year, consistent with 

DACC/AReM’s proposal, to ensure current market prices continue to be incorporated. 

1. The Joint IOUs’ and TURN’s Support for Proposal One Based on 
Ensuring IOU Long-Term Procurement is Reflected in the RA MPB 
Is Not Consistent with the Mark to Market Methodology and Should 
be Dismissed 

The Joint IOU and TURN arguments supporting Proposal One based on ensuring all 

procurement for a given delivery year is represented in the RA MPB value is not consistent with 

the RA MPB mark to market methodology and should be dismissed. Section 366.2(g) requires 

unbundled customers be credited with the value of any benefits that remain with bundled 

customers. As set forth in CalCCA’s Opening Comments, this value is equal to what the 

resources can be bought and sold for today and not intended to reflect IOU long-term 

procurement practices or the IOU portfolio. Proposal One, which will incorporate the cost paid 

for RA in years past, does not reflect current market value. 

Both the Joint IOUs and TURN ignore the statutory basis for the current methodology to 

incorporate current RA transactions in the RA MPB. The Joint IOUs seek to justify their 

arguments to incorporate historical transactions to ensure the RA MPB is set at a value equal to 
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their preferred hedge value, rather than current market value, against current market prices. In 

other words, the IOUs do not want to credit unbundled customers the price at which RA could 

currently be bought or sold currently, but rather the price the IOUs believe is reflected by their 

“long-term procurement activities.”36 While that approach will likely benefit the IOUs currently 

given the high RA market prices,37 section 366.2(g) explicitly requires that the “[e]stimated net 

unavoidable electricity costs paid by the customers of a [CCA] shall be reduced by the value of 

any benefits that remain with bundled service customers.”38 The yearly RA MPB was 

established to, during each year, value the benefits remaining during that year with bundled 

service customers. The mark to market RA MPB methodology was established to ensure that 

current market value is captured to give back the value of the benefits embedded in the costs paid 

by unbundled customers. Indeed, the Commission specifically noted in D.18-10-019 that “for the 

output and attributes of IOU resources for which there is not a transparent market price [such as 

RA], the Commission should develop measures that reflect as best as possible the actual prices 

that face entities seeking to buy or sell such output or attributes.”39 The prices faced by entities 

seeking to buy or sell such output or attributes are the current market prices, and not the prices 

which the entities have paid in the past. Despite the Joint IOUs characterizing the purpose of the 

RA MPB as “reflect[ing] long-term procurement activities” or TURN stating that the MPB 

 
36  See Joint IOU Opening Comments, at 16. 
37  The IOUs, of course, will seek to incorporate higher or lower market values into the PCIA 
methodology depending on whether it benefits them. For example, SCE values RA capacity it sells to 
CCAs at the higher of the flex or system MPB. SCE Alternate Updated Testimony Energy Resource 
Recovery Account 2025 Forecast of Operations, A.24-05-007 (Oct. 21, 2024), at 6-7 (“In the Initial 
October Update, SCE had categorized its Actual Retained RA and Forecast Sold/Unsold RA based on 
how the RA was used (i.e., no Local RA due to SCE being the CPE), which resulted in the vast majority 
of the RA being categorized as System RA, with a small amount of RA being accounted for as Flexible 
RA. In this Alternate October Update, SCE applies the RA categorization based on the type of RA 
provided by the underlying resource, which aligns with how the RA MPBs are calculated by Energy 
Division using reported purchase and sale prices of transactions made by LSEs”). 
38  Pub. Util. Code § 366.2(g) (emphasis added). 
39  D.18-10-019, at 23. 
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should “reflect a portfolio of resources procured ratably over time,” these characterizations are 

simply inconsistent with section 366.2(g) and the Commission-established methodology for the 

RA MPB and should be rejected. Therefore, the Commission should reject the Joint IOUs’ and 

TURN’s recommendations to adopt Proposal One. 

2. TURN’s Proposal to Incorporate All-In Contracts Without RA Prices 
Identified Should be Rejected as it Will Result in RA MPB Inaccuracy 
and Will be Administratively Burdensome to Implement 

In addition to its support for Proposal One, TURN also proposes to incorporate contracts 

using an all-in pricing metric (i.e., not just RA-only contracts). TURN states that the 

Commission should “incorporate long-term ownership or procurement arrangements involving 

long-term fixed prices into the calculation of the RA MPBs” to “allow the RA MPB to include 

all IOU-owned generation assets (none of which have separately identified RA costs) and long-

term contracts with renewable energy resources that include RA value.”40 Despite TURN’s 

proposal, it acknowledges the difficulty of determining the RA price in such contracts, and 

admits that the Commission would need to develop “imputed RA values” for these contracts that 

do not separately identify the RA price.41 Such an imputed price would incorporate several 

“adjustments” to the all-in price, which TURN states “should be identified as a topic for further 

comments in this proceeding.”42 

TURN’s proposal faces the same obstacles as its past proposals in PCIA proceedings 

regarding incorporating such “all-in” contracts into the RPS MPB. As noted by CalCCA in 2022, 

“unless a “[long-term fixed price contract] specifies separate prices for energy, RA, and RPS 

attributes, . . . , it is difficult if not impossible to accurately assess the value of each 

 
40  TURN Opening Comments, at 2-3. 
41  Id. at 3. 
42  Ibid. 
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component.”43 The Commission previously denied TURN’s request, citing the potential 

“inaccuracy” in calculating the RPS MPB through this proposal.44 Nothing has changed 

regarding this impossibility to extract the value of RPS, RA, or any other individual product in a 

bundled contract.  

TURN’s recommendation to include non-RA only contracts in the RA MPB calculation 

through an “imputed price” will result in further inaccuracy. The RA MPB itself is already an 

imputed price – it is the imputed value of retained RA as derived from market transactions LSEs 

report to Energy Division. TURN’s proposal will add an additional layer of imputation: imputing 

the price of UOG and all-in contracts to determine the imputed price that is the RA MPB. TURN 

downplays the effort and investigation that will be required to arrive at such a price by 

suggesting an imputed RA price can be derived by comparing the cost of a resource to the value 

of energy and renewable attributes using the Energy Index and RPS Adder. This methodology is 

already flawed in principle: it will tie the value of RA to historical cost using the 

contemporaneous value of energy and RPS attributes to do so.  

Not only is TURN’s proposal flawed, it is laborious. TURN’s proposal inserts significant 

administrative burden into the RA MPB calculation process. For example, adopting both TURN’s 

proposal and Proposal One in the Staff Report for 2025 would have required the Commission to 

develop imputed prices for 361 different PG&E resources,45 236 different SCE resources,46 and 66 

 
43  California Community Choice Association’s Comments on Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling 
Requesting Comments on Long-Term Renewables Portfolio Standard Transactions, R.17-06-026 (Aug. 
26, 2022), at 5. 
44  D.23-06-006, Decision Addressing Greenhouse Gas-Free Resources, Long-Term Renewable 
Transactions, Energy Index Calculations, and Energy Service Providers’ Data Access, R.17-06-026 (June 
13, 2023), at 11. 
45  See Attachment A, PG&E Response to CalCCA-PG&E DR 2.01 (stating PG&E has 283 contracts 
with all-in pricing and 78 UOG resources that are expected to provide RA to PG&E during 2025). 
46  See Attachment A, SCE Response to CalCCA-SCE DR 2.01 (stating SCE has 213 contracts with 
all-in pricing and 23 UOG resources that are expected to provide RA to SCE during 2025). 
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SDG&E resources,47 totaling 663 different resources. Even under DACC/AReM’s more modest 

version of Proposal One (including three years of data), the Commission would have needed to 

impute prices for 88 resources for 2025 if it includes as many resources as TURN requests in the 

MPB calculation.48 That is, each year the Commission would need to determine the RA value of 

hundreds of resources by taking the cost of each resource for that year and backing out the value of 

energy and renewable attributes using that year’s Energy Index and RPS Adder. As a result of the 

potential inaccuracy and administrative burden of calculating the RA MPB in this way, TURN’s 

proposal should be rejected. 

3. In the Alternative, if the Commission Adopts Proposal One It Should 
Incorporate Only the Most Recent Three Years of Data in the RA 
MPB Calculation Consistent with DACC/AReM’s Proposal 

CalCCA firmly supports the principle that providing unbundled customers with the 

benefit of the value for which they are paying through the PCIA means providing value equal to 

what the RA can be sold at today. However, in the event the Commission decides to move 

forward with any form of Proposal One, extending the timeframe for averaging transactions from 

one to three years (with delivery in the fourth year), consistent with DACC/AReM’s compromise 

position, better reflects market reality.49 Like DACC/AReM, CalCCA appreciates the 

implications on the System RA MPB of lower-than-normal volumes to calculate the RA MPB, as 

noted in the Staff Report, Figures 3-4. The Commission should also note the reservations of Cal 

Advocates regarding Proposal One of incorporating all transactions at the expense of an accurate 

 
47  See Attachment A, SDG&E Response to CalCCA-SDG&E DR 2.01 (stating SDG&E has 42 
contracts with all-in pricing and 24 UOG resources that are expected to provide RA to SDG&E during 
2025). 
48  See Attachment A, PG&E Response to CalCCA-PG&E DR 2.02; SCE Response to CalCCA-SCE 
DR 2.02; SDG&E Response to CalCCA-SDG&E DR 2.02. 
49  DACC/AReM Opening Comments, at 5. 
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representation of the most current RA market value.50 Limiting the timeframe is a reasonable 

compromise without increasing the timeframe farther away from current value.  

If the Commission implements Proposal One with the three-year timeframe, this 

methodology must stay in place permanently, or at least until a new methodology is established 

in Track Two. In all events, the methodology should stay in place for a minimum of three years 

so that all the current market prices are fully averaged into the MPB over that period of time. 

Consistency in the methodology to calculate components of the PCIA, including the RA MPB, is 

crucial for LSE rate forecasting and planning, as well as fair treatment of bundled and unbundled 

customers as markets fluctuate from year to year. 

C. The Commission Should Adopt Proposals Two and Three to Exclude 
Affiliate, Swap, and Portions of Sleeve Transactions Because They Do Not 
Reflect Genuine Market Transactions 

The Commission should adopt ED Staff proposals Two and Three to exclude swap, 

portions of sleeve, and affiliate transactions because these transactions may not reflect genuine 

market transactions and therefore may reduce the accuracy of the RA MPB.51 CalCCA, Cal 

Advocates, the Joint IOUs, and DACC/AREM all agree that swap and portions of sleeve 

transactions should be excluded from the RA MPB calculation.52 These parties, with the exception 

 
50  See Cal Advocates Opening Comments, at 2-3 (supporting Proposal One to allow a threshold of 
transactions to be met, but noting that it “if there is sufficiently large enough volume of transaction data in 
the final year, it is also possible that the final year data is an accurate representation of the most current 
market value of RA, reflecting the most recent market conditions and supply constraints”); see also 
Coalition of California Utility Employees (CUE) Opening Comments, at 3 (expressing interest in 
Proposal One and requesting further evaluation, but noting that Proposal One does not mention how far 
back the transactions would go and that the Commission should consider the length of the proposal if it is 
reconsidered in Track Two). 
51  To provide clarity, the concern with including a sleeve is a double counting of the transaction 
(once when the RA is sold to an intermediary and a second when sold by the intermediary to the final 
party). Excluding sleeves should not exclude both legs of the sleeve as the price the final entity was 
willing to pay is a market transaction. The Commission should therefore only exclude the transaction to 
an intermediary where such a transaction can be identified. 
52  See Cal Advocates Opening Comments, at 3-5; Joint IOU Opening Comments, at 18-21; CalCCA 
Opening Comments, at 32-34; DACC/AREM Opening Comments, at 6. 
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of DACC/AREM, also agree that Proposal Two excluding affiliate transactions should be 

adopted.53 Though CUE does not explicitly support adoption of these two Staff proposals – stating 

that without further information on swap, sleeve, and affiliate transactions, the two ED Staff 

proposals are difficult to evaluate – CUE does support the general concept that these transactions 

can contribute to skewing of the RA MPBs.54 As CalCCA recommended in Opening Comments, 

these exclusions should be dependent on Energy Division staff being able to objectively and 

transparently identify swap, sleeve, and affiliate transactions.55 Given an objective and transparent 

process for identification, the Commission should adopt Proposals Two and Three. 

D. The Joint IOUs’ Arguments Against Proposal Four Fail to Consider the 
Benefits of Increased Accuracy by Formulating Monthly Values for the 
MPBs and Should be Rejected 

The Joint IOUs’ arguments against Proposal Four, to formulate monthly values for the 

MPBs, fail to consider the benefits of increased accuracy and should be rejected. The Joint IOUs 

oppose the monthly MPBs over concerns that they could lead to overstated MPBs for most 

months, because the underlying data includes transactions that do not differentiate monthly value 

and exclude significant volumes of unsold capacity.56 In addition, the Joint IOUs state that 

monthly MPBs could magnify issues with the limited datasets.57 This interpretation is flawed for 

several reasons. First, monthly MPBs can provide better granularity and therefore better accuracy 

in reflecting the price an LSE can sell RA for in each month. In the current RA MPB calculation, 

a weighted average price is applied to all months. This overstates lower price months and 

understates higher price months; that is part of the mathematical effect of an average when 

 
53  DACC/AREM had no comment on Proposal Two. 
54  See CUE Opening Comments, at 4-5. 
55  CalCCA Opening Comments, at 32-34. 
56  Joint IOU Opening Comments, at 21. 
57  See id. at 22. 
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identifying general trends. By taking 12 monthly averages, each month’s spread of prices is 

reduced, meaning the average in that month more accurately reflects seasonal variation compared 

to an average calculated with an entire year’s RA price distribution. In addition, incorporating 

monthly prices from annual strips over all months should help with volumes in all months.  

If the Commission adopts Proposal Four, the Joint IOUs’ recommendation to include zero-

dollar values for RA not sold or used for compliance in each month should be rejected because it 

would double-count the same market dynamic for both RA purchased in the market and the IOUs’ 

unsold RA. For RA purchased in the market, the prices LSEs pay for RA during off-peak months 

already account for the decrease in market interest in RA during those months. In other words, 

prices are low in those months because there is excess RA in the market. Including a zero-dollar 

value effectively double-counts the same market dynamic. This is also the case for 12-month 

strips, which many LSEs procure to avoid high-priced capacity for just the summer months, 

where off-peak value reduces on-peak cost. Therefore, the price paid for capacity in off-peak 

months and in 12-month strips already accounts for the decreased value in non-summer months 

and serves to lower the MPB in the summer. Having unused RA not count toward the MPB would 

thus serve to decrease its value twice: once in the price of capacity purchased in the market and 

again in the calculation of the MPB.  

In addition, the IOUs already account for unsold RA (RA that was offered for sale but 

remains unsold) in the PCIA by assigning it a zero-dollar value. Assigning a zero-dollar value for 

unsold RA in the RA MPB would be effectively double-counting the lack of a sale. After all, the 

RA MPB is not used to value the entire PCIA portfolio, or excess RA, it is used to value retained 

RA used for bundled customer use and compliance.  
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E. The Joint IOUs’ and Cal Advocates’ Recommendations to Adopt  
Proposal Five Based on the Expansion of Volume and Increased  
Accuracy Should be Adopted 

CalCCA agrees with the Joint IOUs’ and Cal Advocates’ recommendations to adopt 

Proposal Five.58 The ED Staff Report states that the issue of low transaction volume for the 2025 

Forecast RA MPBs were for system and flex RA, but does not identify reduced transaction 

volumes for local RA.59With the exception of the SDG&E area, LSEs no longer have a local area 

obligation, and therefore the transactions for local RA are more representative of the system RA 

value since this is what the buyer is likely purchasing to meet as all local counts toward system 

obligations. This indicates that combining the three RA MPBs together will resolve issues related 

to reduced transaction volumes that come from low system and flex RA transaction sample sizes. 

The volume increase will improve accuracy as well as avoid the result of the system RA being at 

a premium over local and flex RA, as noted in CalCCA’s Opening Comments.60 

F. To the Extent the Commission Adopts Any of the Staff Proposals Regarding 
the RA MPB, it Should Consistently Apply Such Proposals for the Later of 
Three Years, or Until its Track 2 Decision 

Crucial for CCAs is transparency and consistency in the Commission’s and Energy 

Division’s application of the PCIA methodology. As stated in CalCCA’s Opening Comments 

and Section III.A., above, any of the proposals should not be implemented until relative rate 

impacts to unbundled and bundled customers are provided.61 In addition, to the extent the 

Commission adopts any of the proposals, the Commission should require those interim solutions 

to be consistently applied for the later of at least three years, or until a Track Two Decision is 

 
58  See id. at 23-24; Cal Advocates Opening Comments, at 6-7. 
59  See ED Staff Report, at 6 (describing Figures 3 and 4 showing a sharp reduction in transaction 
volumes for system and flex RA for 2025). 
60  See CalCCA Opening Comments, at 32 (describing how the second benefit of combining RA 
MPBs into one prevents unrealistic depictions of the RA market). 
61  See CalCCA Opening Comments, at 25. 
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adopted, to allow for adequate rate forecasting and planning. Failing to do so would increase rate 

volatility for all customers and could create a perception that policy changes are being made with 

an end goal of subsidizing one group of customers at the expense of another. 

IV. TRACK TWO SCOPING AND SCHEDULE ISSUES 

A. The Commission Should Set the Scope for Track Two after the Resolution of 
Track One Issues 

A number of issues raised in party Opening Comments caution against immediately setting 

a detailed scope for Track Two in this proceeding. For example, the Joint IOUs suggest they again 

will use their 2026 ERRA Forecast applications as a venue for policymaking, i.e., to create interim 

policy incorporating slice of day (SOD) into the existing PCIA ratesetting framework.62 To the 

extent the Commission allows such policymaking, inconsistencies among the different approaches 

could arise that may benefit from further examination in Track Two. Moreover, implementation 

issues from revised RA MPBs may arise that could require resolution in Track Two. Consideration 

of such issues may be foreclosed if the Track Two scope is set too early. Waiting to finalize a 

detailed scope for Track Two until after Track One issues have been resolved and implemented 

will provide the Commission with flexibility to address these and any other issues that may arise in 

Track One. It will also help elucidate whether two separate sub-tracks for Track Two need to be 

created, as the Joint IOUs suggest,63 to prioritize certain issues over others. 

However, and as set forth in detail below, to the extent the Commission opts to set a 

detailed scope for Track Two of the proceeding, it should: (1) decline to reopen the well-settled 

issue of negative PCIA rates; (2) keep modifications to the IOUs’ BPPs in scope to address the 

portfolio management issues the IOUs address in their comments; and (3) address unresolved 

 
62  See Joint IOU Opening Comments, at 27. 
63  Id. at 29. 
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vintaging questions—for all types of IOU resources—in a robust and comprehensive manner 

such that parties do not need to repeatedly litigate policy and scope in individual ERRA and 

General Rate Case (GRC) proceedings. 

B. The Commission Should Not Reopen the Issue of Negative PCIA Rates as 
Requested by the Joint IOUs 

The Joint IOUs request legal briefing on the circumstances under which a negative PCIA 

rate is and is not permissible under existing law and request that this be included as a specific 

Scoping Item in Track Two.64 However, this issue has been the subject of considerable 

Commission consideration and legal briefing previously, and no change in law or fact justifies its 

reconsideration as part of this proceeding. 

Both statute and a significant line of Commission precedent require PCIA rates to be 

negative—on both a forecast and true-up basis—when the value of the IOUs’ PCIA-eligible 

portfolios outweighs the cost. Sections 365.2 and 366.2 require departed customers be credited 

the value of any benefits that remain with bundled service customers.65 Failing to allow for 

negative PCIA rates when the value of an IOU portfolio is greater than the costs of the IOU 

portfolio will deny departed customers the value they have imparted to bundled customers. 

Recognizing as much, D.18-10-019 applied the mandates in sections 365.2 and 366.2 and 

eliminated any rate floor associated with PCIA rates,66 stating “the PCIA rate should be able to 

go negative and should credit departing customers when IOU portfolio value exceeds costs.”67 

 
64  See Joint IOU Opening Comments, at 25-26. 
65  See Pub. Util. Code §§ 365.2, 366.2(f)(2), (g). 
66  D.18-10-019, at 88, Finding of Fact (FOF) 20 at 155, Conclusion of Law (COL) 21 at 158 (FOF 
20 stating “The PCIA rate can produce a credit to departing load if a utility portfolio provides positive net 
market value as demonstrated through actual recorded market transactions and realized revenues”).  
67  Id. at 88.  
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The Commission has built on that foundational precedent substantially in recent years, 

adopting negative PCIA rates—for both bundled and unbundled customers—nine times across 

all three service territories, including in the PG&E 2023, 2024, and 2025 ERRA Forecast cases,68 

SCE’s 2023, 2024, and 2025 ERRA Forecast cases,69 and in SDG&E’s 2023, 2024 and 2025 

ERRA Forecast cases.70 The issue has rarely been in dispute: it was adopted as a matter of course 

in eight of those nine proceedings. 

The only time the issue was in dispute was in PG&E’s 2023 ERRA Forecast case. There, 

PG&E acknowledged PCIA rates can be negative on a true-up basis but sought to implement a 

PCIA rate floor for the forecasted portion of the PCIA revenue requirement: the indifference 

amount.71 PG&E stated it would refuse to apply a rate credit reflecting forecasted indifference 

amounts to those customers’ bills. Instead, PG&E requested to subject those customers to a rate 

floor that no statute or Commission decision had authorized.72 The floor would only be removed 

if a negative indifference amount actually accrued to the Portfolio Allocation Balancing Account 

(PABA) by the end of 2023, i.e., in the following year’s true-up of forecasted PCIA rates.73 In 

other words, customers were to pay PG&E’s PCIA charges now but wait a year or longer for 

PG&E’s PCIA credits.  

PG&E, CalCCA, and DACC briefed the question thoroughly, dedicating 35 pages of 

legal and policy argument to it between opening and reply briefs.74 After five pages of discussion 

 
68  See D.22-12-044, D.23-12-022, and D.24-12-038. 
69  See D.22-12-012, D.23-11-094, and D.24-12-039. 
70  See D.22-12-042, D.23-12-021, and D.24-12-040. 
71  A.22-05-029, California Community Choice Association’s Opening Brief (Oct. 14, 2022), at 8-20. 
72  Id. at 11-12. 
73  Ibid.  
74  Id. at 8-20; A.22-05-029, Opening Brief of Pacific Gas and Electric Company (U 39 E) (Oct. 14, 
2022), at 32-36; A.22-05-029, Opening Brief of the Direct Access Customer Coalition, (Oct. 14, 2022), at 1-
3; A.22-05-029, Reply Brief of California Community Choice Association (Oct. 21, 2022), at 4-5; A.22-05-
029, Reply Brief of Pacific Gas and Electric Company (U 39 E) (Oct. 21, 2022), at 2-10. 
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in D.22-12-044, the Commission agreed with CalCCA and DACC/AReM, stating: “We find no 

persuasive argument for [PG&E’s] proposal. PG&E must continue the current practice and flow 

through the PCIA adjustment whether positive or negative to all bundled and departed 

customers.”75 Neither PG&E in that case, nor any IOU in any of the other eight cases, disputed 

the Commission’s final decisions via an Application for Rehearing suggesting the law does not 

allow for negative PCIA rates.  

The Joint IOUs’ Opening Comments here do not allege a recent change in law or 

circumstance that would justify the Commission revisiting the issue. They instead aver that 

negative PCIA rates are “in clear tension with bundled service customer statutory protections 

including the Commission’s indifference mandate.”76 This one-sided argument, of course, 

chooses to ignore the two sides of indifference, where departed customers are entitled to the 

value of the benefits of the resources that remain with bundled customers. Indeed, by the IOUs’ 

logic, positive PCIA rates are “in clear tension” with statutory protections for departed 

customers, which all parties would agree makes little sense. 

Beyond that logical shortcoming, the IOUs’ argument that negative PCIA rates conflict 

with the notion of indifference fails to reflect how vintaged ratesetting works. Within the 

Commission’s PCIA framework, customers are assigned a vintage based on when they depart 

bundled service. Bundled customers that remain with the IOU are in the last vintage(s) and pay 

PCIA rates just like unbundled customers. As CalCCA’s Opening Comments demonstrate, both 

bundled and unbundled customers have enjoyed negative PCIA rates in recent years.77 Figure 7 

in those comments demonstrates how departed load still paid above-market costs and positive 

 
75  D.22-12-044, at 3, COLS 7-9 at 14-19. 
76  Joint IOU Opening Comments, at 25. 
77  CalCCA Opening Comments, at 19-21. 
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PCIA rates in 2024 and 2025 even though the overall Indifference Amount was negative. As 

explained in CalCCA’s Opening Comments, this is because older vintages contained above-

market costs, while newer vintages, including the most recent vintages that include bundled 

customers, enjoyed the net benefits of resources with lower costs.78 Despite the IOUs’ 

suggestion, the issue of negative PCIA rates does not pit bundled customer against unbundled 

customer or create “clear tension” with either side of the indifference question.  

The IOUs also argue, without explanation or citation, that negative PCIA rates are 

“inconsistent with the generation cost pass-through ERRA Ratemaking framework that has been 

in place since the California energy crisis.”79 This argument fails in light of the fact that the same 

“ERRA Ratemaking framework” has resulted in negative PCIA rates in nine different cases since 

D.18-10-019. In all nine, the IOUs have been required to, as the Commission put it in its 2022 

decision, “flow through the PCIA adjustment whether positive or negative to all bundled and 

departed customers.”80 The IOUs do not explain how a legal requirement to “flow through” 

negative indifference amounts is inconsistent with “pass-through” ratemaking: they are the same 

thing. Nothing has changed in the law or circumstances that justify reopening this well-settled 

issue. Addressing it (again) would only waste Commission and party resources. 

C. The Joint IOUs’ Request to Move Consideration of Bundled Procurement 
Plans Out of Scope Should be Rejected  

The OIR preliminarily includes in the scope of Track Two “[c]onsideration of whether 

changes to Bundled Procurement Plan directions, processes, and rules are necessary and 

justified” since the IOUs’ BPPs are at the root of many issues litigated in the ERRA Compliance 

 
78  Ibid. 
79  Joint IOU Opening Comments, at 25. 
80  D.22-12-044, at 3 (emphasis added). 
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proceedings. 81 The Joint IOUs argue for removing this item from scope, or clarifying its reach, 

noting the potential for conflict with the IRP proceeding.82 While CalCCA supports the IOUs’ 

suggestion to clarify the extent of the BPP review that will take place in this proceeding, the 

IOUs’ argument to exclude the issue should be rejected because it ignores the long-term history 

of the matter.  

The IOUs’ BPPs have not had a wholesale revamp since the current versions were 

adopted nine years ago in 2015.83 Since that last revamp, the BPPs have instead evolved in an ad 

hoc manner, with each IOU seeking BPP revisions via advice letters when the IOU deems a 

revision necessary or the Commission requires a revision to address a specific issue.84 This 

scattershot approach to the content of BPPs is a direct cause of the challenges the CCAs face in 

the ERRA compliance cases each year: changes that would make sense in light of D.18-10-019 

and support portfolio optimization--or even changes to clarify issues on which all parties agree--

are deemed out of scope. 

The IOUs suggest the IRP proceeding as an alternative venue, but changes to the BPP for 

PCIA-related issues are not currently in scope. The initial OIR issued in the current IRP docket 

stated explicitly that that docket was the place for BPP revisions, noting that the docket “is also the 

venue for considering the [BPPs] and procurement rules applicable to the [IOUs],”85 and that 

 
81  OIR, at 24. 
82  Joint IOU Opening Comments, at 27-28. 
83  See D.15-10-031, Decision Approving 2014 Bundled Procurement Plans, R.13-12-010 (Oct. 23, 
2015). 
84  See D.04-12-048 (directing IOUs to update BPPs via advice letter between the then-biennial BPP 
revisions); see also Resolution E-4828 (Oct. 12, 2017) (approving advice letter request to allow PG&E to 
submit BPP revisions by advice letter "with the appropriate tier classification"). This process is what 
PG&E used to add Appendix S to its BPP in 2019. Resolution E-4998 (May 30, 2019). 
85  R.20-05-003, Order Instituting Rulemaking to Continue Electric Integrated Resource Planning 
and Related Procurement Processes (May 14, 2020), at 2. 
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notion was reaffirmed in the Preliminary Scoping memo included in the OIR.86 However, the first 

Scoping Ruling in that case, issued September 24, 2020, does not make the same explicit reference 

to BPPs.87 Nor does the first Amended Scoping Memo (issued August 21, 2023).88 Nor does the 

latest Amended Scoping Memo that now controls the IRP docket (issued April 18, 2024).89 Thus, 

it appears the only manner in which the BPPs can currently be revised for PCIA-related issues is if 

the IOUs voluntarily file an advice letter requesting such changes; that means this venue is the 

only venue in which non-IOU parties can suggest changes to the BPPs tied to the PCIA. 

There are two places where BPP modifications are necessary that can and should be 

addressed in this case: (1) improving the IOUs’ ability to hedge; and (2) improving and 

clarifying the process through which the IOUs determine attributes are available for sale. First, as 

described above, the IOUs’ complaints about differences in hedging ability are anchored in 

prohibitions to market actions they can take due to the content of their BPPs and prior 

Commission decisions.90 Keeping the BPP issue in scope provides an opportunity for the 

Commission and parties to consider the provisions that must change in or be added to the BPPs 

to give the IOUs the ability to hedge against increases in the RA MPB. 

Second, as the OIR notes, the BPPs have been a consistent problem in the ERRA 

compliance proceedings for years with no venue in which to address them.91 In PG&E’s 2019 

ERRA Compliance proceeding, A.20-02-009, parties disputed whether PG&E’s BPP and its 

 
86  Ibid. 
87  R.20-05-003, Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling (Sept. 24, 2020). 
88  R.20-05-003, Assigned Commissioner’s Amended Scoping Memo and Ruling (Aug. 21, 2023). 
89  R.20-05-003, Assigned Commissioner’s Amended Scoping Memo and Ruling Extending Statutory 
Deadline (Apr. 18, 2024). 
90  Joint IOU Comments at 4-5; see also Attachment A, PG&E Response to CalCCA-PG&E DR 
2.09, SCE Response to CalCCA-SCE DR 2.09, and SDG&E Response to CalCCA-SDG&E DR 2.09. 
91  OIR, at 24 (stating that “[i]ssues regarding sufficiency of BPPs have been repeatedly raised in 
individual ERRA proceedings, focusing on questions about whether IOU management of procurement 
activities is reasonable and compliant with Commission rules.”). 
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testimony in the ERRA Compliance proceeding were insufficiently transparent to demonstrate 

how PG&E determined its RA positions, what those positions were at the time of PG&E’s 

solicitations, and whether the operational constraints in the BPP had been updated between 

solicitations.92 In PG&E’s 2022 still on-going ERRA Compliance proceeding, A.23-02-018, 

CalCCA has argued PG&E did not make reasonable attempts to sell nearly one gigawatt of 

excess RA capacity to other LSEs before counting that capacity towards its own system 

reliability incremental procurement targets. 93 In SDG&E’s 2022 ERRA Compliance proceeding, 

A.23-06-002, the CCA Parties have argued how SDG&E’s BPP is too vague regarding sales of 

Excess RA, and contains no real requirements or guidelines for maximizing RA sales to benefit 

customers,94 providing SDG&E with too much leeway to sell or withhold RA from the market 

based on its discretion.95 In all three cases, the CCAs have argued part of the remedy to these 

short-comings is changes to the BPPs. 

 
92  See A.20-02-009, Ex. CCA-01, Prepared Direct Testimony of Brian Dickman on behalf of the Joint 
Community Choice Aggregators, at 45-55 (July 10, 2020). D.21-07-013 adopted a settlement agreement 
resolving that dispute in which PG&E and the Joint CCAs would “engage in discussions about Resource 
Adequacy solicitations” and “PG&E also agrees to propose revisions to Appendix S in the future if it is 
appropriate.” D.21-07-013, Decision Resolving Phase One of Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s ERRA 
Compliance Application for the 2019 Record Year (July 16, 2021), at 7-8, 11, and COLs 2-7. 
93  A.23-02-018, California Community Choice Association’s Opening Brief (Oct. 4, 2024), at 10-23. 
The remedy sought in that case is for the Commission to revisit PG&E’s BPP in the IRP proceeding to 
ensure PG&E is making excess RA available to the market in a timely and comprehensive manner, 
including through scheduled solicitations and market offers outside the scheduled solicitation process. 
CalCCA sought the IRP as the right venue because this OIR had not yet been opened. 
94  A.23-06-002, Exh. CCA-01 at 15:16-17, Attachment D, and Exh. CCA-02 at SDG&E Response 
to SDCP/CEA DR 3.10.  
95  A.23-06-002, Ex. CCA-02 at SDG&E Response to SDCP/CEA DR 3.01 (stating SDG&E 
withholds RA from solicitations for far more reasons than those identified in the BPP, including 
unidentified “other considerations.”). Here again, the CCAs ask for the Commission to consider changes 
to the BPP in the IRP. See A.23-06-002, Opening Brief of San Diego Community Power and Clean 
Energy Alliance (Apr. 12, 2024), at 13-15. The CCAs sought the IRP as the right venue because this OIR 
had not yet been opened. 
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These disputes make clear a venue is needed to consider changes to the existing BPPs as 

the RA market has evolved. Thus, the OIR’s suggestion to review the sufficiency of the BPPs in 

Track Two is timely and appropriate.96  

D. Vintaging Questions Are Much Broader Than the “Standard for 
Re-vintaging” as the Joint IOUs Suggest and Should be Considered in  
Track Two 

The OIR preliminarily includes in the Track Two scope the broad issue of “[c]onsideration 

of additional guidance for vintaging resources, especially with respect to changes to or investments 

in utility owned resources.” 97 CalCCA supported this issue in its Opening Comments since 

significant questions tied to vintaging of UOG and contracted resources have arisen in both the 

ERRA Compliance proceedings and in the IOUs’ recent GRCs. The Joint IOUs’ Opening 

Comments minimize this issue as simply a question of “the standard for re-vintaging of UOG” and 

suggest it can be resolved via legal briefing.98 As noted below, that position gives these complex 

issues short shrift and fails to enact clear direction in prior Commission decisions to fulsomely 

address them in a rulemaking proceeding. As part of Track Two, the Commission should enable 

the comprehensive consideration it mandated elsewhere.  

1. Prior Commission Decisions Dictate Consideration of Robust UOG 
Vintaging Frameworks in a Rulemaking 

Recognizing the Commission’s request in D.18-10-019 to address vintaging in the 

GRCs,99 CalCCA put forward the same comprehensive re-vintaging framework in all three of the 

IOUs’ most recent GRCs to efficiently and effectively assess cost responsibility questions for 

existing and new investments in UOG--only to have the Commission punt the issue back to a 

 
96  OIR, at 24. 
97  Ibid. 
98  Joint IOU Opening Comments, at 29. 
99  D.18-10-019, at 135. 
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rulemaking. The framework follows three steps. First, since there are no “Forever PCIA” assets, 

the framework requires the IOU to define the end of life for all UOG assets to appropriately limit 

cost recovery from each asset’s original vintage assignment. Building off the requirements 

adopted in PG&E’s GRC,100 it establishes testimony requirements whenever an IOU proposes 

any new asset life extension, incremental capacity addition, or changed function for any of its 

UOG assets in its GRC. Second, it requires the IOUs to identify whether any new commitments 

made in the GRC trigger full asset revintaging, i.e., when new commitments that constitute a 

“significant overhaul” of the facility. Third, it requires the utility to identify whether any new 

commitments made in the GRC trigger a new vintage assignment for the portion of costs 

associated with that commitment.  

While the SCE Phase I GRC remains outstanding, the Commission made clear in the PG&E 

GRC Decision101 and the SDG&E GRC Decision102 that questions on vintaging resources in the 

IOUs’ portfolios merit robust consideration outside of the GRCs and in a rulemaking proceeding.103 

In D.23-11-069 specifically, the Commission stated that the Joint CCAs’ revintaging framework 

proposal “would require a thorough examination of the complexities involving the current vintaging 

framework and how costs are allocated as part of the PCIA. This review would best take place in a 

broader proceeding in which other utilities and stakeholder positions may be considered.”104 

Examination of these “complexities” should happen in Track Two, includes more than just the 

standard for revintaging, and requires more than legal briefing. 

 
100  D.23-11-069, Decision on Test Year 2023 General Rate Case for Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company, A.21-06-021 (Nov. 17, 2023), at 511. 
101  D.23-11-069. 
102  D.24-12-074, Decision Adopting the 2024 Test Year General Rate Cases of Southern California 
Gas Company and San Diego Gas & Electric Company, A.22-05-015 (Dec. 23, 2024). 
103  See D.23-11-069; D.24-12-074, at 399-400 (concluding the GRC’s scope is too narrow to 
consider a broader vintaging framework that is not tied to specific resource additions). 
104  D.23-11-069, at 511. 
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2. The Commission Should Consider in Track Two Whether Parties Can 
Address the Revintaging of Amended Contracts in the IOU’s ERRA 
Compliance Proceedings 

The “vintaging” of a PCIA-eligible contract for cost recovery purposes turns on when the 

IOU made the contractual commitment and how such date relates to the date of the customers’ 

departure from bundled service. The Commission has determined that a resource is “committed” 

by a power purchase agreement based on the date the contract is executed or effective.105 But 

when contracts are amended, renewed, or extended, the commitment is modified, and the 

ongoing costs may no longer be attributable to the original contract’s vintage. In these cases, the 

Commission determines whether a new vintage “associated with the new effective date for the 

contract”106 should be applied. 

At present, departed customers lack an appropriate forum to determine whether a 

contract’s attribution should be changed and the contract “re-vintaged” when the contract is 

amended, renewed, or extended. The only venue currently available for review of IOU contract 

amendments, renewals, and extensions for the purposes of proper cost recovery is the advice 

letter process, unless the IOUs ask for amended contracts to be approved in their ERRA 

Compliance proceedings (which is a small percentage of contracts). However, the advice letter 

review period is circumscribed—parties have 20 days to protest—making it exceedingly difficult 

for stakeholders to comment on the vintaging treatment of a resource. Material contract terms, 

such as price, are typically redacted from advice letter filings. Advice letter protests also do not 

have a formal discovery process, and do not include an exchange of testimony or evidentiary 

 
105  D.08-09-012, Decision on Non-Bypassable Charges for New World Generation and Related 
Issues, R.06-02-013 (Feb. 16, 2006), at 66 (“We will also adopt SCE’s related proposal that ‘the time a 
commitment is made’ is when the IOU executes a contract….”). 
106  Resolution E-5095 (Aug. 27, 2020) (approving SCE’s re-vintaging of renewed contracts as 
described in SCE’s response to California Choice Energy Authority, dated May 14, 2020). 
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hearing. Therefore, unless there is an underlying docket under which a market participant like a 

CCA would have already signed a Commission-standard non-disclosure agreement (NDA), part 

of the 20-day protest period is frequently eaten up by the process to sign the NDA to obtain 

access to the relevant information. In Opening Comments on the 2019 ERRA Compliance Case, 

the Joint CCAs cited to an actual example in which resolving whether a reviewing representative 

could sign the IOU’s NDA alone took over 20 days.107  

Since protesting individual advice letters is an inadequate method for reviewing 

vintaging, CCAs have sought to do so in the ERRA Compliance cases. However, the 

Commission has rejected those efforts as out of scope. The clearest example of this recurring 

problem is when the Joint CCAs requested the issue of re-vintaging be addressed in PG&E’s 

2019 ERRA Compliance case. In response, the Commission recognized the need to take a closer 

look at where vintaging is best addressed:  

[T]he Commission’s currently open proceeding, Order Instituting 
Rulemaking to Review, Revise, and Consider Alternatives to the 
Power Charge Indifference Adjustment, R.17-06-026, is more 
appropriate for considering how the Commission should address 
contract vintages for the utilities in the future, and we intend to 
explore these matters in that proceeding.108  

However, the issue was never addressed before R.17-06-026 closed.109 

 
107  A.20-02-009, Opening Comments of Joint Community Choice Aggregators on Proposed Decision 
Resolving Phase One of Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s Energy Resources Recovery Account 
(ERRA) Compliance Application for the 2019 Record Year (June 30, 2021), at 11. 
108  D.21-07-013, Decision Resolving Phase One of Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s ERRA 
Compliance Application for the 2019 Record Year, A.20-02-009 (July 15, 2021), at 21 (emphasis added). 
109  See D.23-06-006, Decision Addressing Greenhouse Gas-Free Resources, Long-Term Renewable 
Transactions, Energy Index Calculations, and Energy Service Providers’ Data Access, R.17-06-026 (June 13, 
2023) at 45 (misinterpreting the CCAs’ request to consider the appropriate venue for reviewing modified 
PCIA-eligible contracts as a request to “to set permanent rules for when and how to establish a new vintage 
for IOU contracts when they are amended, renewed, or extended”; and then denying the request). 
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The instant proceeding is appropriate for statewide determinations regarding revintaging 

due to contract amendment, renewals, and extensions, as the Commission concluded in 

D.21-07-013. Determination of whether the ERRA Compliance proceedings are the appropriate 

venue for the consideration of the correct vintage or vintages for cost recovery purposes when an 

IOU contract is amended, renewed, or extended go beyond the standard for revintaging should be 

considered in the Phase Two scope.  

V. CONCLUSION 

CalCCA appreciates the opportunity to submit these reply comments and requests 

adoption of the recommendations proposed herein. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
ERRA and PCIA Policies – Update and Reform OIR 

Rulemaking 25-02-005 
Data Response 

PG&E Data Request No.: CalCCA_002-Q001 
PG&E File Name: ERRAandPCIA-Policies-UpdateReformOIR_DR_CalCCA_002-Q001 
Request Date: March 21, 2025 
Requester DR No.: 002 
Requesting Party: California Community Choice Association 
Requester: Tim Lindl 
Date Sent: March 28, 2025 
PG&E Witness(es): Various – Energy Policy & Procurement, and Contract Management 

QUESTION 001 

Referring to the Staff Report on MPBs attached to the OIR at pages 13-14, Joint IOU 
OIR Opening Comments at pages 15-18, and TURN’s OIR Opening Comments at 2-3:  
Please quantify the number of resources (contracts or IOU-owned) that are expected to 
provide RA to PG&E during 2025.  For the resources identified, quantify how many are 
1) contracts with a specified RA price, 2) contracts using an ‘all-in’ pricing metric, or 3)
utility owned generation.

ANSWER 001 

PG&E clarifies that the category of “contracts with a specified RA price” includes only 
contracts for which only RA is being delivered at that price. With that clarification, PG&E 
responds: 

RA Price All-in Pricing 
Metric UOG 

19 283 78 
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
ERRA and PCIA Policies – Update and Reform OIR 

Rulemaking 25-02-005 
Data Response 

PG&E Data Request No.: CalCCA_002-Q002 
PG&E File Name: ERRAandPCIA-Policies-UpdateReformOIR_DR_CalCCA_002-Q002 
Request Date: March 21, 2025 
Requester DR No.: 002 
Requesting Party: California Community Choice Association 
Requester: Tim Lindl 
Date Sent: March 28, 2025 
PG&E Witness(es): Various – Energy Policy and Procurement 

QUESTION 002 

Referring to CalCCA Data Request 2.01, and the Opening Comments of DACC/AReM 
and pages 3-6, please quantify the number of resources (contracts or IOU-owned) that 
are expected to provide RA to PG&E during 2025, and that were procured (contracts 
executed or Commission approval of UOG) within the last three years (2022-2024).  For 
the resources identified, quantify how many are 1) contracts with a specified RA price, 
2) contracts using an ‘all-in’ pricing metric, or 3) utility owned generation.

ANSWER 002 

PG&E clarifies that the category of “contracts with a specified RA price” includes only 
contracts for which only RA is being delivered at that price. With that clarification, PG&E 
responds: 

RA Price All-in Pricing 
Metric UOG 

2 16  0 
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
ERRA and PCIA Policies – Update and Reform OIR 

Rulemaking 25-02-005 
Data Response 

PG&E Data Request No.: CalCCA_002-Q009 
PG&E File Name: ERRAandPCIA-Policies-UpdateReformOIR_DR_CalCCA_002-Q009 
Request Date: March 21, 2025 
Requester DR No.: 002 
Requesting Party: California Community Choice Association 
Requester: Tim Lindl 
Date Sent: March 28, 2025 
PG&E Witness(es): Amol Patel – Energy Policy and Procurement 

QUESTION 009 

Referring to the Joint IOU OIR Opening Comments at pages 4-5:  Please provide a 
specific citation to language in PG&E’s approved bundled procurement plan that 
prohibits PG&E from selling RA from its PCIA portfolio and then buying RA in order to 
meet bundled customer RA compliance needs. 

ANSWER 009 

Appendix S of PG&E’s Commission-approved bundled procurement plan governs the 
sale of RA products from PG&E’s generation portfolio, provided as a confidential 
attachment to PG&E’s response to CalCCA_002-Q008. Specific language that disallows 
selling itself “short” can be found on Sheet(s) No. 260-261 of Appendix S.   
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
ERRA and PCIA Policies – Update and Reform OIR 

Rulemaking 25-02-005 
Data Response 

PG&E Data Request No.: CalCCA_002-Q010 
PG&E File Name: ERRAandPCIA-Policies-UpdateReformOIR_DR_CalCCA_002-Q010 
Request Date: March 21, 2025 
Requester DR No.: 002 
Requesting Party: California Community Choice Association 
Requester: Tim Lindl 
Date Sent: March 28, 2025 
PG&E Witness(es): Amol Patel – Energy Policy and Procurement 

QUESTION 010 

Referring to the Joint IOU OIR Opening Comments at pages 4-5:  Please provide a 
specific citation to language in Commission decisions or other ruling that prohibits 
PG&E from selling RA from its PCIA portfolio and then buying RA in order to meet 
bundled customer RA compliance needs. 

ANSWER 010 

PG&E objects to this question on the grounds that the question calls for a legal 
conclusion and/or documents exempt from production by the attorney-client privilege, 
work-product doctrine or any other applicable privilege or legal obligation to not produce 
such documents (Privileged Documents).  PG&E will not produce Privileged 
Documents.  Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objection, PG&E refers 
CalCCA to D.21-05-030. 



Southern California Edison 
R.25-02-005  – OIR to Consider ERRA and PCIA Rules and Processes

DATA REQUEST SET C a l C C A - S C E - 0 0 2

To: CalCCA 
Prepared by: Tasha Salisbury 

Job Title: Advisor 
Received Date: 3/21/2025 

Response Date: 3/28/2025 

Question 2.1:  
Referring to the Staff Report on MPBs attached to the OIR at pages 13-14, Joint IOU OIR Opening 
Comments at pages 15-18, and TURN’s OIR Opening Comments at 2-3: 
Please quantify the number of resources (contracts or IOU-owned) that are expected to provide RA 
to SCE during 2025.  For the resources identified, quantify how many are 1) contracts with a 
specified RA price, 2) contracts using an ‘all-in’ pricing metric, or 3) utility owned generation.  

Response to Question 2.1:   
SCE made the following assumptions for the following contract types: 

• Imports are marked as “all in” because they are physical energy tied to import allocation
rights (IARs).

• Put options are marked as “specified RA price” but in the event a put is exercised, the
pricing structure would change to “all-in.”

• Financial Tolling contracts are marked as “specified RA price.”
• Utility Owned generation includes SCE Hydro and Utility Owned Storage projects, listed by

individual resource IDs.

Pricing Type Number of Contracts 

All-In 213 

Specified RA Price 75 

Utility Owned Generation 23 

Total 311 
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Southern California Edison 
R.25-02-005  – OIR to Consider ERRA and PCIA Rules and Processes

DATA REQUEST SET C a l C C A - S C E - 0 0 2

To: CalCCA 
Prepared by: Tasha Salisbury 

Job Title: Advisor 
Received Date: 3/21/2025 

Response Date: 3/28/2025 

Question 2.2:  
Referring to CalCCA Data Request 2.01, please quantify the number of resources (contracts or IOU-
owned) that are expected to provide RA to SCE during 2025, and that were procured (contracts 
executed or Commission approval of UOG) within the last three years (2022 - 2024). For the 
resources identified, quantify how many are 1) contracts with a specified RA price, 2) contracts 
using an ‘all-in’ pricing metric, or 3) utility owned generation.  

Response to Question 2.2:  

Please see SCE’s response to Question 2.1 for assumptions regarding specific contract types. 

Pricing Type Number of Contracts 

All-In 52 

Specified RA Price 44 

Utility Owned Generation 0 

Total 96 
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Southern California Edison 

R.25-02-005  – OIR to Consider ERRA and PCIA Rules and Processes

DATA REQUEST SET C a l C C A - S C E - 0 0 2

To: CalCCA 
Prepared by: Eric Lee 
Job Title: Sr. Advisor 

Received Date: 3/21/2025 

Response Date: 3/28/2025 

Question 2.9: 
Referring to the Joint IOU OIR Opening Comments at pages 4-5: Please provide a specific citation 
to language in SCE’s approved bundled procurement plan that prohibits SCE from selling RA from 
its PCIA portfolio and then buying RA in order to meet bundled customer RA compliance needs. 

Response to Question 2.9: 
SCE objects to this request on the grounds that it seeks a legal conclusion rather than requesting 
factual information. Without waiving the foregoing objection, SCE responds as follows: Please 
refer, for example, to sections IV.A and IV.B of SCE’s Bundled Procurement Plan. 
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Southern California Edison 
R.25-02-005  – OIR to Consider ERRA and PCIA Rules and Processes

DATA REQUEST SET C a l C C A - S C E - 0 0 2

To: CalCCA 
Prepared by: Eric Lee 
Job Title: Sr. Advisor 

Received Date: 3/21/2025 

Response Date: 3/28/2025 

Question 2.10:  
Referring to the Joint IOU OIR Opening Comments at pages 4-5: Please provide a specific citation 
to language in Commission decisions or other ruling that prohibits SCE from selling RA from its 
PCIA portfolio and then buying RA in order to meet bundled customer RA compliance needs. 

Response to Question 2.10:   
SCE objects to this request on the grounds that it seeks a legal conclusion rather than requesting 
factual information, seeks access to legal research, analyses or privileged materials, and/or that it 
would require SCE to perform legal research or additional analysis to respond to the request. 
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ERRA/PCIA Reform (R.25-02-005) Data Request   
California Community Choice Association (CalCCA)  

CalCCA-SDGE-DR-002 (Updated) 
DATE RECEIVED:  March 21, 2025 

DATE DUE:  March 28, 2025 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

2 

CalCCA to SDG&E 2.01. Referring to the Staff Report on MPBs attached to the OIR 
at pages 13-14, Joint IOU OIR Opening Comments at 
pages 15-18, and TURN’s OIR Opening Comments at 2-3: 
Please quantify the number of resources (contracts or IOU-
owned) that are expected to provide RA to SDG&E during 
2025.  For the resources identified, quantify how many are 
1) contracts with a specified RA price, 2) contracts using an
‘all-in’ pricing metric, or 3) utility owned generation.

SDG&E Response to Q1 (updated March 31, 2025) 

SDG&E expects a total of 93 resources in its portfolio to provide RA in 2025, broken down as 
follows:   

Specified RA Prices
All-In RA Prices
UOG

Total
27
42
24
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ERRA/PCIA Reform (R.25-02-005) Data Request   
California Community Choice Association (CalCCA)  

CalCCA-SDGE-DR-002 (Updated) 
DATE RECEIVED:  March 21, 2025 

DATE DUE:  March 28, 2025 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

CalCCA to SDG&E 2.02. Referring to CalCCA Data Request 2.01, and the Opening 
Comments of DACC/AReM and pages 3-6, please quantify 
the number of resources (contracts or IOU-owned) that are 
expected to provide RA to SDG&E during 2025, and that 
were procured (contracts executed or Commission approval 
of UOG) within the last three years (2022 - 2024). For the 
resources identified, quantify how many are 1) contracts 
with a specified RA price, 2) contracts using an ‘all-in’ 
pricing metric, or 3) utility owned generation.  

SDG&E Response to Q2 (updated March 31, 2025): 

Of the resources in SDG&E’s portfolio expected to provide RA in 2025, 28 were procured during 
the 2022-2024 period, broken down as follows:   

Specified RA Prices
All-In RA Prices
UOG

(2022-2024)
8
9

11
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ERRA/PCIA Reform (R.25-02-005) Data Request   
California Community Choice Association (CalCCA)  

CalCCA-SDGE-DR-002 (Updated) 
DATE RECEIVED:  March 21, 2025 

DATE DUE:  March 28, 2025 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
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CalCCA to SDG&E 2.09. Referring to the Joint IOU OIR Opening Comments at 
pages 4-5: Please provide a specific citation to language in 
SDG&E’s approved bundled procurement plan that 
prohibits SDG&E from selling RA from its PCIA portfolio 
and then buying RA in order to meet bundled customer RA 
compliance needs. 

SDG&E Response to Q9: 

SDG&E objects to this data request on the grounds that it: (1) seeks access to counsel’s legal 
research, analysis and/or privileged materials;  (2) violates the principle underlying discovery by 
requesting a legal conclusion rather than seeking to elicit factual information; (3) is unduly 
burdensome as it would require SDG&E to perform legal research and/or perform additional 
analysis to respond to the request; and (4) is unreasonably duplicative or cumulative of Question 
2.08.  Without waiving these objections and subject thereto, SDG&E responds as follows: 

While there is no explicit language directly prohibiting SDG&E from selling RA from its PCIA-
eligible resource portfolio, SDG&E’s sales authority is limited to selling “excess” RA.  See AL 
3738-E, Attachment B, Sheet 32; AL 3836-E, AL 3836-E-A. 
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https://tariffsprd.sdge.com/sdge/filings/?utilId=SDGE&bookId=ELEC&flngStatusCd=Approved
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ERRA/PCIA Reform (R.25-02-005) Data Request   
California Community Choice Association (CalCCA)  

CalCCA-SDGE-DR-002 (Updated) 
DATE RECEIVED:  March 21, 2025 

DATE DUE:  March 28, 2025 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
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CalCCA to SDG&E 2.10. Referring to the Joint IOU OIR Opening Comments at 
pages 4-5: Please provide a specific citation to language in 
Commission decisions or other ruling that prohibits 
SDG&E from selling RA from its PCIA portfolio and then 
buying RA in order to meet bundled customer RA 
compliance needs. 

SDG&E Response to Q10: 

SDG&E objects to this data request on the grounds that it: (1) seeks access to counsel’s legal 
research, analysis and/or privileged materials;  (2) violates the principle underlying discovery by 
requesting a legal conclusion rather than seeking to elicit factual information; (3) is unduly 
burdensome as it would require SDG&E to perform legal research and/or perform additional 
analysis to respond to the request; and (4) would require SDG&E to search its files for matters of 
public record such as filings, testimony, transcripts, decisions, orders, reports or other information 
available in the public domain.  Without waiving these objections and subject thereto, SDG&E 
responds as follows: 

See SDG&E’s response to Question 2.09. 

END OF RESPONSE 
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