ADVANCING LOCAL ENERGY CHOICE

May 14, 2025
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL

Ms. Leuwam Tesfai

Deputy Executive Director, Energy and Climate Policy
California Public Utilities Commission

505 Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94102

Re:  California Community Choice Association’s Protest of Pacific Gas and Electric
Company’s Tier 3 Advice Letter 7578-E: Request for Approval to Revise Pacific Gas
and Electric Company’s Bundled Procurement Plan — Appendix S Sales Framework

Dear Ms. Tesfai,

Pursuant to the California Public Utilities Commission’s (Commission’s) General Order
(GO) 96-B General Rule 7.4,! California Community Choice Association? (CalCCA) submits this
protest of Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (PG&E’s) Tier 2 Advice Letter 7578-E,> Request
for Approval to Revise Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s Bundled Procurement Plan — Appendix
S Sales Framework (Advice Letter). The Commission should reject the Advice Letter and should
address PG&E’s proposed modifications to Appendix S along with other critical modifications to
the investor-owned utilities’ (IOUs’) respective Bundled Procurement Plans (BPPs) in Track Two
of Rulemaking (R.) 25-02-005.

! General Order 96-B, Rule 7.4. References to the “General Rules” hereafter are to the General Rules

set forth in General Order 96-B.

2 California Community Choice Association represents the interests of 24 community choice
electricity providers in California: Apple Valley Choice Energy, Ava Community Energy, Baldwin Park
Resident Owned Utility District, 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, 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 PG&E’s Tier 3 Advice Letter 7578-E: Request for Approval to Revise Pacific Gas and Electric
Company’s Bundled Procurement Plan — Appendix S Sales Framework (Apr. 24, 2025).

4 R.25-02-005, Order Instituting Rulemaking to Update and Reform Energy Resource Recovery
Account and Power Charge Indifference Adjustment Policies and Processes (Feb. 20, 2025) (PCIA OIR).
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BACKGROUND

The Advice Letter requests Commission approval to modify several items in the Appendix
S — Sales Framework of PG&E’s Bundled Procurement Plan (BPP).

Fmally, PG&E seeks to allow future modification:
through a Tier 2 advice
letter, claiming “may require
PG&E to be more responsive in the future[.].” PG&E contends this series of modifications to its
Sales Framework are necessary because its current sales methodology

PROTEST

CalCCA protests the Advice Letter pursuant to General Rules 7.4.2(4) and 7.4.2(5).
General Rule 7.4.2(4) permits protests where the relief requested in the advice letter is pending
before the Commission in a formal proceeding. Modifications to PG&E’s Sales Framework are at
1ssue in Application (A.) 23-02-018 (PG&E’s 2022 ERRA Compliance proceeding) and within the
preliminary scope of Track Two of the PCIA OIR, and therefore should not be addressed piece-
meal through the advice letter process. General Rule 7.4.2(5) permits protests where the relief
requested in the advice letter requires consideration in a formal hearing or is otherwise
mappropriate for the advice letter process. Here, PG&E’s request includes

. Those modifications merit further examination in a formal hearing.
1. Modifications to Appendix S are at Issue in Pending Formal Proceedings

The Commission is considering modifications to PG&E’s Appendix S in at least two pending
formal proceedings.

First, PG&E’s excess resource adequacy (RA) sales—including its calculation of monthly
resource availability—are a disputed issue in A.23-02-018, PG&E’s 2022 ERRA Compliance
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proceeding. In that proceeding, CalCCA contests the reasonableness of PG&E’s efforts to sell
nearly one gigawatt of excess RA capacity to other load-serving entities (LSE) before counting
that capacity towards its own system reliability incremental procurement targets. CalCCA
discusses PG&E’s methodology for calculating its System RA position in the context of the 2022
record period and demonstrates significant swings in that calculation.® CalCCA suggests “[o]ne
potential explanation for PG&E identifying significant excess RA . . . is that certain line items in
PG&E’s RA position are impacted by resource availability and other adjustments to available
capacity.”® CalCCA further notes “[tJo the extent PG&E has discretion with regard to its
assumptions of resource availability, outage schedules, or operational constraints, it is likely to
make conservative assumptions to ensure resources are used to meet PG&E’s own compliance
obligations rather than making those resources available to the market.”” To address that risk,
CalCCA recommends the Commission scrutinize adjustments PG&E makes to its RA position in
future ERRA Compliance proceedings to ensure any reductions to the capacity PG&E makes
available to the market through scheduled solicitations are justified.® CalCCA also addresses
PG&E’s attempts to sell its excess RA during the summer of 2022 using the commercial processes
prescribed and permitted by Appendix S, and recommends the Commission revisit PG&E’s BPP
in a separate proceeding to ensure PG&E makes excess RA capacity available to the market in a
timely and comprehensive manner.’ The Administrative Law Judge issued a Proposed Decision in
PG&E’s 2022 ERRA Compliance proceeding on April 23, 2025, but the Commission has yet to
issue a Final Decision addressing the disputed Appendix S-related issues CalCCA has raised in
that case.

Second, the preliminary scope of Track Two of the PCIA OIR includes the following issue:

Consideration of whether changes to Bundled Procurement Plan
directions, processes, and rules are necessary and justified, or
whether complementary or replacement guidance for procurement
activity review in ERRA compliance cases is necessary. Issues
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.

A holistic review of the IOUs’ respective BPPs, including PG&E’s Appendix S, is both timely and
necessary. The IOUs’ BPPs have not had a wholesale revamp since the current versions were
adopted more than nine years ago in 2015.'° 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

See A.23-02-018, CalCCA Opening Brief, at 17.

1d.

1d. (citations omitted).

Id. at 17-18.

Id. at 21-23.

10 See Decision (D.) 15-10-031, Decision Approving 2014 Bundled Procurement Plans, R.13-12-010
(Oct. 23, 2015).

O e 9 N W



Ms. Leuwam Tesfai

CalCCA Protest of PG&E Advice Letter 7578-E
Page 4

May 14, 2025

a revision necessary or the Commission requires a revision to address a specific issue.!' This
scattershot approach to the content of BPPs is a direct cause of the challenges the CCAs face in
the Energy Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) compliance cases each year. Changes to the BPPs
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--have been deemed out of scope.

In addition to the Appendix S modifications PG&E proposes in the Advice Letter, at least
two separate sets of modifications to the IOUs’ BPPs are necessary and should be considered in
the PCIA OIR: (1) changes that address the IOUs’ ability to hedge bundled customer exposure to
RA market prices; and (2) changes that clarify the process through which the IOUs determine
attributes are available for sale.

The IOUs’ ability to hedge is tied to limitations on market actions they can take due to the
contents of their BPPs and prior Commission decisions.!? In the PCIA OIR, the Commission may
and should address the BPP provisions that should be modified to address the IOUs’ ability to
hedge against the RA MPB.!3

Second, as the PCIA OIR notes, the BPPs have been a consistent problem in the ERRA
compliance proceedings for years with no venue in which to address them.!* In PG&E’s 2019
ERRA Compliance proceeding, A.20-02-009, parties disputed whether PG&E’s BPP and its
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.!> And as discussed above, in PG&E’s 2022 still on-going ERRA Compliance
proceeding, 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

H See, e.g., 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).

12 R.25-02-005, Joint IOU Comments, at 4-5.

13 See R.25-02-005, Joint IOU OIR Opening Comments at 4 (Mar. 18, 2025) (Joint IOUs’ discussion
of their inability “to hedge against the RA MPBs used to “value” the retained RA volumes from the PCIA
portfolio”).

1 See R.25-02-005, Order Instituting Rulemaking 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”).

15 See A.20-02-009, Exh. 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, A.20-02-009 (July 16, 2021), at 7-8, 11, and
Conclusions of Law (COLs) 2-7.
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reliability incremental procurement targets.!® Finally, in SDG&E’s 2022 ERRA Compliance
proceeding, A.23-06-002, the community choice aggregator (CCA) parties have argued how
SDG&E’s BPP i1s too vague regarding sales of excess RA, and contains no real requirements or
guidelines for maximizing RA sales to benefit customers,!” providing SDG&E with too much
leeway to sell or withhold RA from the market based on its discretion.!® In all three cases, the
CCAs have argued part of the remedy to these short-comings is changes to the BPPs.

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.!® The Commission should address those BPPs holistically,
including the modifications PG&E proposes in the Advice Letter, rather than addressing revisions
piece-meal via the advice letter process, where the Commission lacks the benefit of comparison to
other utilities’ practices.

2. The Relief Requested in the Advice Letter Requires Consideration in a Formal
Hearing

Through the Advice Letter, PG&E proposes to make several changes related to its
, intended to reflect and complement its proposed changes to

Among those changes, PG&E proposes to

. Those proposals will in effect

PGAE does not justity s proposal 1o [
PG&E’s proposal therefore merits further scrutiny and record development in a formal hearing.
For the reasons discussed above, PG&E’s proposal, including _

16 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 the PCIA OIR had not yet been opened.

! 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.

18 A.23-06-002, Exh. CCA-02, 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
proceeding. 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 the PCIA OIR had not yet
been opened.

19 R.25-02-005, Order Instituting Rulemaking at 24.
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, should be evaluated alongside other necessary
modifications to the IOUs’ BPPs in the PCIA OIR.

CONCLUSION

CalCCA thanks the Energy Division for its review of this protest, and respectfully
recommends it deny PG&E’s request and take up PG&E’s proposed modifications to Appendix S
in the PCIA OIR.

Respectfully submitted,

Yeaundolic

Leanne Bober,

Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy
General Counsel

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE
ASSOCIATION

cc via email:
Energy Division Tariff Unit (EDTariffUnit@cpuc.ca.gov)
Sidney Bob Dietz II (PGETariffs@pge.com)
Service List: R.20-05-003






