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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Continue 
Implementation and Administration of California 
Renewables Portfolio Standard Program. 
 

)
) 
) 
) 

Rulemaking 08-08-009 
(Filed August 21, 2008) 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY’S (U 338-E) AMENDED 2011 
RENEWABLES PORTFOLIO STANDARD PROCUREMENT PLAN 

Pursuant to the May 11, 2011 letter from Julie Fitch, Director of the California Public 

Utilities Commission’s (“Commission’s” or “CPUC’s”) Energy Division, Southern California 

Edison Company (“SCE”) respectfully submits its Amended 2011 Renewables Portfolio 

Standard (“RPS”) Procurement Plan.1 

I. 

BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY OF AMENDED 2011 RPS PROCUREMENT PLAN 

SCE’s Amended 2011 RPS Procurement Plan was originally filed as its 2010 RPS 

Procurement Plan.2  In accordance with the November 2, 2009 Amended Scoping Memo and 

Ruling of Assigned Commissioner Regarding 2010 RPS Procurement Plans (“Scoping Memo”), 

SCE submitted its 2010 RPS Procurement Plan on December 18, 2009. 

In D.10-03-021, the Commission authorized the procurement and use of unbundled and 

tradable renewable energy credits (“RECs” or “TRECs”) for compliance with the California RPS 

                                                 

1  SCE is concurrently filing a Motion for Leave to File its Confidential Amended 2011 Renewables Portfolio 
Standard Procurement Plan Under Seal, which requests a Commission order granting leave to file the 
confidential version of Volume 1 of SCE’s Amended 2011 RPS Procurement Plan under seal. 

2  In Decision (“D.”) 11-04-030, the Commission refers to the Plans as the 2011 Plans since its decision was 
reached in 2011, and the next RPS solicitation will be in 2011.  D.11-04-030 at 6 n.3.  Accordingly, SCE refers 
to its current plan as its 2011 Plan.   
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program.  The Commission also ordered the investor-owned utilities (“IOUs”) to file and serve 

amendments to their 2010 RPS Procurement Plans, on a schedule set by the assigned 

Administrative Law Judge, to address their plans for the use of RECs to meet their RPS 

procurement obligations.3  In a March 19, 2010 Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling, 

Administrative Law Judge Mattson ruled that such amendments should be filed by April 9, 2010. 

On April 9, 2010, SCE filed a Motion to Amend its 2010 RPS Procurement Plan, which 

included a courtesy copy of the public version of its Amended 2010 RPS Procurement Plan.  In 

accordance with D.10-03-021, SCE amended its 2010 RPS Procurement Plan to address its plans 

for the use of RECs.  SCE also made other amendments to its 2010 RPS Procurement Plan.4   

On June 17, 2010, SCE filed a Motion to Further Amend its 2010 RPS Procurement Plan, 

which included a courtesy copy of the public version of its Second Amended 2010 RPS 

Procurement Plan.  Based on input from the Commission and stakeholders at the Commission’s 

May 6, 2010 All-Party Meeting on RPS Curtailment Provisions and subsequent discussions and 

meetings with market participants, SCE amended the curtailment provisions in its 2010 Pro 

Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement and made modifications to its other 2010 

solicitation materials related to curtailment.5 

In the February 9, 2011 Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Regarding Motions to 

Amend Plans and File Materials Under Seal, Administrative Law Judge Mattson granted both 

SCE’s Motion to Amend its 2010 RPS Procurement Plan and SCE’s Motion to Further Amend 

its 2010 RPS Procurement Plan. 

In D.11-04-030, the Commission conditionally accepted SCE’s Second Amended 2010 

RPS Procurement Plan submitted on June 17, 2010, including SCE’s solicitation materials.6  

Additionally, the Commission ordered SCE to make certain changes to its Second Amended 
                                                 

3  D.10-03-021 at 106-107 (OP 33). 
4  These amendments were described in SCE’s Motion to Amend its 2010 RPS Procurement Plan.  
5  SCE also made other changes to its Amended 2010 RPS Procurement Plan as explained in SCE’s Motion to 

Further Amend its 2010 RPS Procurement Plan. 
6  D.11-04-030 at 64-65 (OP 1).  The decision refers to SCE’s Plan being amended on June 12, 2010; however, it 

was last amended on June 17, 2010. 
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2010 RPS Procurement and to file and serve a final 2011 RPS Procurement Plan within 14 days 

of the mailing of the decision, or May 4, 2011.7 

On May 4, 2011, SCE filed its 2011 RPS Procurement Plan.  On May 11, 2011, Julie 

Fitch, Director of the Commission’s Energy Division, sent SCE a letter suspending SCE’s 2011 

RPS Procurement Plan until it is re-filed to remove the time-of-delivery (“TOD”) payment 

allocation factors for Energy-Only Deliverability Status projects from SCE’s 2011 Pro Forma 

Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement and any other documents.  

Accordingly, SCE is filing this Amended 2011 RPS Procurement Plan, which removes 

such TOD payment allocation factors and makes certain other minor corrections and updates 

based on discussions with Energy Division.  The only documents that have changed in SCE’s 

Amended 2011 RPS Procurement Plan from SCE’s 2011 RPS Procurement Plan filed on May 4, 

2011 are:  (1) SCE’s 2011 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement and 

associated redline, (2) SCE’s 2011 Written Description of Renewables Portfolio Standard 

Proposal Evaluation and Selection Process Criteria and associated redline, (3) SCE’s 2011 

Procurement Protocol and associated redline, and (4) SCE’s 2011 Seller’s Proposal Template 

and Calculator. 

SCE’s Amended 2011 RPS Procurement Plan, including its 2011 solicitation materials, is 

attached to this pleading.  SCE’s 2011 Amended RPS Procurement Plan consists of the same two 

parts as SCE’s 2011 RPS Procurement Plan filing:  (1) Attachment 1 - the 2011 Written Plan and 

Appendices, which is set forth in accordance with the “Complete 2010 Plan” outline provided in 

the Scoping Memo, and (2) Attachment 2 - SCE’s 2011 solicitation materials.  Attachment 1 is 

included in Volume 1 of SCE’s Amended 2011 RPS Procurement Plan.8  Attachment 2 is 

included in Volumes 2 through 4 of SCE’s Amended 2011 RPS Procurement Plan.9  For those 

documents changed from SCE’s 2011 RPS Procurement Plan filed on May 4, 2011, SCE has 

                                                 

7  D.11-04-030 at 65 (OP 2). 
8  SCE is filing a confidential and a public version of Volume 1 of its Amended 2011 RPS Procurement Plan. 
9  Volumes 2 through 4 of SCE’s Amended 2011 RPS Procurement Plan are all public. 
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included redlines against those documents included in SCE’s 2011 RPS Procurement Plan, as 

appropriate.  For those documents not changed from SCE’s 2011 RPS Procurement Plan, SCE 

has included redlines against those documents included in SCE’s Second Amended 2010 RPS 

Procurement Plan, as appropriate. 

Attachment 1 includes: 

• Attachment 1:  2011 Written Plan (“Written Plan”); 

• Attachment 1, Appendix A:  SCE’s 2011 Written Description of Renewables 

Portfolio Standard Proposal Evaluation and Selection Process Criteria (“LCBF 

Written Report”);   

• Attachment 1, Appendix B:  SCE’s RPS-Eligible Energy Forecast (Base Case);10 

• Attachment 1, Appendix C:  SCE’s RPS-Eligible Energy Forecast (High Need Case); 

• Attachment 1, Appendix D:  Redline of 2011 Written Plan; and 

• Attachment 1, Appendix E:  Redline of SCE’s 2011 Written Description of 

Renewables Portfolio Standard Proposal Evaluation and Selection Process Criteria. 

Attachment 2 includes:   

• Attachment 2-1:  2011 Procurement Protocol (“Protocol”) and Redline Version; 

• Attachment 2-2:  2011 Proposal Structure Letter and Redline Version;  

• Attachment 2-3:  2011 Seller’s Proposal Template and Calculator (“Seller’s Proposal 

Template”);11 

• Attachment 2-4:  2011 Outline of Contract Terms and Conditions;12 

                                                 

10  SCE has not included a redline of SCE’s RPS-Eligible Energy Forecast (Base Case) or SCE’s RPS-Eligible 
Energy Forecast (High Need Case) against the version of these documents included in its Second Amended 
2010 RPS Procurement Plan since the documents are power point files.  SCE has included a description of the 
changes in these documents in Section II below. 

11  SCE has not included a redline of the Seller’s Proposal Template against the version of this document included 
in its 2011 RPS Procurement Plan because the document is an excel spreadsheet.  SCE has included a 
description of the changes in this document below.   

12  SCE has not included a redline of the 2011 Outline of Contract Terms and Conditions against the version of this 
document included in its Second Amended 2010 RPS Procurement Plan because the document is an excel 
spreadsheet.  SCE only made minor clean-up changes to this document. 
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• Attachment 2-5:  2011 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement 

(“Pro Forma”) and Redline Version; 

• Attachment 2-6:  2011 Pro Forma EEI Confirmation for Firm Product (“EEI Confirm 

for Firm Product”) and Redline Version; 

• Attachment 2-7:  2011 Pro Forma EEI Confirmation for As-Available Product (“EEI 

Confirm for As-Available Product”) and Redline Version; 

• Attachment 2-8:  2011 Pro Forma WSPP Confirmation for Firm Product (“WSPP 

Confirm for Firm Product”) and Redline Version; 

• Attachment 2-9:  2011 Pro Forma WSPP Confirmation for As-Available Product 

(“WSPP Confirm for As-Available Product”) and Redline Version; 

• Attachment 2-10:  2011 Form of Seller’s Proposal (“Form of Seller’s Proposal”) and 

Redline Version; and 

• Attachment 2-11:  2011 Pro Forma WSPP Confirmation for REC Product (“WSPP 

Confirm for REC Product”) and Redline Version. 

As noted above, SCE made changes to four documents in its Amended 2011 RPS 

Procurement Plan.  Those changes are summarized below and shown in the redlines of these 

documents included in SCE’s Amended 2011 RPS Procurement Plan.13 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 

13  As explained above, SCE has not included a redline of the Seller’s Proposal Template since it is an excel 
spreadsheet. 
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Document Amendment Sections and/or Pages 

Attachment 2-5 Pro Forma Deleted separate TOD 
payment allocation factors for 
Energy-Only Deliverability 
Status projects 

List of Exhibits and Exhibit J 

Attachment 1, Appendix A 
LCBF Written Report (also 
shown in Attachment 1, 
Appendix E Redline of LCBF 
Written Report) 

Deleted reference to separate 
set of TOD payment allocation 
factors for Energy-Only 
Deliverability Status projects 

Section 2.A.1 Contract 
Payments (old pages 4-5) 

Deleted reference to separate 
set of TOD payment allocation 
factors for Energy-Only 
Deliverability Status projects 

Section 5.01(b) 

Deleted reference to Lugo 
Area Master Transmission 
Project as approved 
transmission infrastructure 

Section 1.04 

Updated schedule to fill in 
additional dates 

Section 3.01 

Attachment 2-1 Protocol 

Added missing California 
woman, minority or disabled 
veteran business enterprise 
(“WMDVBE”) web page 
address 

Section 5.02 

Deleted separate Energy-Only 
TOD payment allocation 
factors from calculation for 
Energy-Only projects in 
revenue calculator tabs 

Project Revenues tabs Attachment 2-3 Seller’s 
Proposal Template 

Deleted Lugo Area Master 
Transmission Project as a 
preferred transmission area 

Form tab, Section G 

In Section II below, SCE has included a summary of the changes that were included in its 

2011 RPS Procurement Plan from its Second Amended 2010 RPS Procurement Plan, excluding 

those changes that were subsequently modified in SCE’s Amended 2011 RPS Procurement Plan. 
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II. 

SUMMARY OF CHANGES THAT WERE MADE IN SCE’S 2011 RPS PROCUREMENT 

PLAN 

A. Changes Required or Suggested By D.11-04-030 or Other Commission Decisions 

In D.11-04-030, the Commission required or suggested that SCE include certain changes 

to its Second Amended 2010 RPS Procurement Plan in its 2011 RPS Procurement Plan.14  

Certain other changes to the standard terms and conditions in SCE’s pro forma contracts were 

also required by D.10-03-021, as modified by D.11-01-025.  The following table lists the 

significant amendments required or suggested by D.11-04-030 or other Commission decisions, 

what portions of the various documents were amended, and the rationale. 

Amendments Sections and/or Pages Rationale  

Incorporated congestion costs 
into least-cost/best-fit 
(“LCBF”) evaluation and 
modified LCBF methodology 
to explain economic 
curtailment provisions and use 
of congestion costs.  

Protocol, Sections 5.01(a) and 
(b), 5.02, Appendix B Section 3 
 
LCBF Written Report, pages 2, 
5, 7-8, 12-13 
 
 

Required by D.11-04-030. 

Deleted requirement that 
Seller apply for Full Capacity 
Deliverability Status in 
connection with their 
interconnection application, 
and made the condition 
precedent that Seller obtain 
Full Capacity Deliverability 
Status prior to Commercial 
Operation applicable only if 
the project was bid with Full 
Capacity Deliverability. 

Written Plan, Section 6.6 
 
Pro Forma, Section 
2.03(b)(ii)(3), Exhibit A 
Definition 114 
 
Protocol, Section 6.01(a) 
 
Seller’s Proposal Template, 
Form tab Section F 
 

Required by D.11-04-030. 

Clarified treatment of 
Resource Adequacy (“RA”) in 
LCBF methodology, 
including that Energy-Only 

Protocol, Section 5.01(b) 
 
LCBF Written Report, page 3 

Required by D.11-04-030. 

                                                 

14  D.11-04-030 at 65 (OP 2). 
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projects will not receive any 
capacity benefit. 
Removed proposal for non-
zero integration cost adder, 
and stated that SCE will use a 
zero integration adder unless 
another adder is authorized by 
the Commission. 

Written Plan, Section 6.10 
 
Protocol, Section 5.01(b) 
 
LCBF Written Report, page 5 

Required by D.11-04-030. 

Discussed SCE’s intended use 
of RECs and updated 
discussion of Commission’s 
authorization of RECs to 
include D.11-01-025. 

Written Plan, Sections 2.1, 2.2, 
6.7 
 
Protocol, Sections 2.03, 2.06, 
2.13, Appendix B Section 1 

Required by D.11-04-030. 

Removed proposal for pre-
approval of a limited amount 
of short-term RPS-eligible 
transactions. 

Written Plan, Deleted Old 
Section 6.3, Revised Sections 
2.1, 2.2 

Required by D.11-04-030. 

Modified Non-Disclosure 
Agreement and confidentiality 
provisions as directed by the 
Commission.  
 

Pro Forma, Section 10.10(a) 
  
EEI Confirms for Firm Product 
and As-Available Product, 
Article 11 
 
WSPP Confirms for Firm 
Product and As-Available, 
Section 10.1 
 
WSPP Confirm for REC 
Product, Section 8.7(d) 
 
Form of Seller’s Proposal, 
Exhibit D 

Required by D.11-04-030. 

Removed proposed changes to 
Project Viability Calculator. 

Written Plan, Deleted Old 
Section 6.7, Appendix D 

Proposed changes were 
rejected by D.11-04-030. 

Revised solicitation schedule 
pursuant to Commission’s 
adopted schedule. 

Protocol, Section 3.01 Required by D.11-04-030. 

Updated plan to include 
Renewable Auction 
Mechanism program 
(“RAM”), independent power 
producer portion of SCE’s 
Solar Photovoltaic Program 
(“SPVP”) and results of 2010 
SPVP Request for Offers 
(“RFO”), and Qualifying 

Written Plan, Sections 1, 2, 2.2, 
3, 6.2, 6.4, 6.5 

Required by D.11-04-030. 
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Facility Settlement.  
Updated discussion of SCE’s 
2009 RPS solicitation, SCE’s 
2010 Renewables Standard 
Contract (“RSC”) Program 
RFO and RAM replacing 
SCE’s RSC Program, the 
utility-owned generation 
portion of SCE’s SPVP and 
SCE’s activities related to 
utility-owned generation, the 
California Renewable Energy 
Small Tariff program, and 
other procurement activities. 

Written Plan, Sections 1, 2, 2.2, 
3, 6.1, 6.3 

D.11-04-030 stated that 
IOUs should include items 
in their 2011 RPS 
Procurement Plans to 
ensure the filed plans are 
complete, comprehensive 
and up-to-date. 

Updated plan to address the 
enactment of Senate Bill 1X 2 
(“SB 2”). 

Written Plan, Sections 1, 1.2, 2, 
2.1, 6.7 

D.11-04-030 stated that 
IOUs should include items 
in their 2011 RPS 
Procurement Plans to 
ensure the filed plans are 
complete, comprehensive 
and up-to-date. 

Updated SCE’s Base Case and 
High Need Case procurement 
scenarios and related RPS-
eligible energy forecasts to 
reflect SB 2 goals, updated 
bundled sales forecast, 
additional contracts, and 
updated success rate for 
executed contracts not yet on-
line in High Need Case. 

Written Plan, Sections 1, 2, 
Appendices B, C 

D.11-04-030 stated that 
IOUs should include items 
in their 2011 RPS 
Procurement Plans to 
ensure the filed plans are 
complete, comprehensive 
and up-to-date. 

Removed recommendations 
not adopted in D.11-04-030. 

Written Plan, Deleted Old 
Sections 5.C, 6.4   

D.11-04-030 stated that 
IOUs should include items 
in their 2011 RPS 
Procurement Plans to 
ensure the filed plans are 
complete, comprehensive 
and up-to-date. 

Other updates to ensure plan 
is up-to-date. 

Throughout Written Plan D.11-04-030 stated that 
IOUs should include items 
in their 2011 RPS 
Procurement Plans to 
ensure the filed plans are 
complete, comprehensive 
and up-to-date. 

Included new standard terms Pro Forma, Sections 10.02(c), Required by D.10-03-021, 
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and conditions. 10.02(e), 10.07, Exhibit A 
Definition 56 
 
EEI Confirms for Firm Product 
and As-Available Product, 
Article 2, Sections 6.1(b) and 
(c), 9.5 
 
WSPP Confirms for Firm 
Product and As-Available 
Product, Article 2, Sections 
6.1(b) and (c), 8.2 
 
WSPP Confirm for REC 
Product, Article 2, Sections 3.4, 
6.1(b), 8.6 

as modified by D.11-01-
025. 

 

B. Additional Material Changes 

SCE has also made certain amendments in its 2011 RPS Procurement Plan that were not 

specifically required by D.11-04-030 or other Commission decisions.  Most of these changes 

affect SCE’s solicitation materials.  It has been approximately 16 months since the IOUs first 

filed their 2010 RPS Procurement Plans and 10 months since SCE filed its Second Amended 

2010 RPS Procurement Plan.  With the long delay in approval of the IOUs’ RPS Procurement 

Plans, changes in SCE’s solicitation materials are required to reflect lessons learned from 

negotiating contracts resulting from SCE’s 2009 RPS solicitation and other procurement 

mechanisms, changes circumstances in the market, and updates in laws and regulations affecting 

electrical generating facilities and utilities, among other things.  This is consistent with the 

Commission’s statement in D.11-04-030 that the IOUs’ final 2011 Plans should be “complete, 

comprehensive and up-to-date.”15  SCE also made certain changes to its solicitation materials 

that, while not directly required by D.11-04-030, reflect logical modifications needed to 

implement D.11-04-030’s requirements.  These changes should reduce future drafting and 

negotiation time.  It does not benefit any party to require the IOUs to issue solicitations with stale 

                                                 

15  D.11-04-030 at 35. 
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commercial documents that require substantial modifications before they can be executed.  

Accordingly, SCE’s amendments to its solicitation materials are reasonable and should be 

accepted.  

The table below includes a description of the additional material changes included in 

SCE’s 2011 RPS Procurement Plan, what portions of the various documents were amended, and 

the rationale. 

Amendments Sections and/or Pages Rationale 

Removed provisions with 
respect to posting 
Performance Assurance in the 
form of a Guaranty. 
 

Pro Forma, Deleted Old Sections 
1.09, 3.10(b) and (c), 6.01(b), 
8.02(c), Exhibit A Definitions 
133, 134, Exhibit I, Revised 
Sections 8.01, 8.02(a), Exhibit A 
Definitions 191, 218 (Old 214) 

Virtually all Sellers post 
collateral in the form of 
cash or Letter of Credit.  
Accordingly, SCE deleted 
all Guaranty and Guarantor-
related provisions.  SCE is 
willing to consider allowing 
a Guaranty on a case-by-
case basis. 

Added provision for solar 
technologies that the Annual 
Energy Yield Factor will be 
adjusted to equal the 
Independent Engineer 
Report’s Annual Energy Yield 
Factor, but will be no less than 
an agreed upon Annual 
Energy Yield Factor. 

Pro Forma, Section 1.01(j) This change mirrors SCE’s 
existing provisions for wind 
technology, where the  
Capacity Factor is adjusted 
upon receipt of the Final 
Wind Report.  

Added provision for solar 
technologies that contract 
price will be reduced by an 
amount specified in Exhibit S 
of the agreement if the 
Independent Engineer’s 
Report indicates a greater 
Annual Energy Yield Factor.  
 

Pro Forma, Section 1.06(a), 
Exhibit S 

This change mirrors SCE’s 
existing provisions for wind 
technology, where the  
price is adjusted based upon 
modification of the 
Capacity Factor upon 
receipt of the Final Wind 
Report.  Because a higher 
Annual Energy Yield 
Factor will result in greater 
revenues to Seller, without 
necessarily causing any 
additional cost to Seller, 
this amounts to a windfall 
to Seller.  SCE believes 
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SCE customers should 
share in the benefits of a 
better final Annual Energy 
Yield Factor by having a 
lower price. 

Modified solar technology 
performance obligations to 
require delivery of 170% over 
two years of Seller’s Expected 
Annual Net Energy 
Production amount. 

Pro Forma, Section 3.07(a)(i) Adopts concept used for 
wind technology delivery 
obligation provisions and 
gives solar technologies, 
also an intermittent 
resource, the benefit of 
measuring production over 
a two-year period, but sets 
the percentage higher 
(170% for solar, 140% for 
wind) because solar 
technologies are expected 
to have a higher production 
rate certainty than wind 
technology. 

Included a REC component 
for payment during Start-up 
Period. 
 

Pro Forma, Exhibit E Section 
1.01(a) 

Inclusion of a REC 
component for payment 
during start-up along with 
the California Independent 
System Operator 
(“CAISO”) Costs and 
Revenues passed on to 
Seller. 

Clarified that SCE is seeking 
the following Products in its 
2011 Request for Proposals 
(“RFP”):  (i) resources 
interconnected to a California 
Balancing Authority that 
deliver to the CAISO or 
CAISO intertie; (ii) out-of-
state resources that are 
dynamically scheduled into 
the CAISO; (iii) out-of-state 
resources that are firmed and 
shaped and delivered to a 
CAISO intertie or acceptable 
Delivery Point; (iv) baseload 
out-of-state resources 
delivered to a CAISO intertie 
or acceptable Delivery Point; 

Protocol, Sections 2.03, 2.05, 
2.06, Appendix B Section 1 

Provide more clarity to 
Sellers as to the Products 
SCE is soliciting, including 
SCE’s preferences for 
Delivery Points and 
delivery methods.   
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and (v) REC-only Products.   
Clarification for Seller to 
include, as applicable, firming 
and shaping costs and firm 
transmission costs for out of 
CAISO and out-of-state 
projects, in the contract price. 

Protocol, Sections 2.06, 2.10(d) 
and (e), Appendix B Section 
2(i)(c)(2) 

Clarification to Sellers that 
their contract price must 
include all costs to get 
energy to the Delivery 
Point. 

Added Energy-only 
concentration as a qualitative 
metric in the LCBF evaluation 
process. 

Protocol, Section 5.02 
 
LCBF Written Report, page 7 
 
 

Because Energy-Only 
projects do not fund the 
network upgrades needed to 
ensure deliverability, these 
projects contribute to 
localized congestion.  SCE 
added this qualitative factor 
in order to avoid a large 
concentration of projects 
that would contribute to 
congestion. 

C. Clarification or Clean-Up Changes 

In addition to the material changes discussed in Section II.B above, SCE has also made 

clarification and clean-up changes throughout its 2011 RPS Procurement Plan.  Most of these 

changes affect SCE’s solicitation materials.  The table below includes a description of the more 

significant clarification and clean-up changes included in SCE’s 2011 RPS Procurement Plan, 

what portions of the various documents were amended, and the rationale.  SCE has not included 

minor corrections, clarifications, or updates.  Those amendments are shown in the redlines 

included as part of SCE’s 2011 RPS Procurement Plan. 

Amendments Sections and/or Pages Rationale 

Added obligations surviving 
termination of agreement with 
respect to posting and 
maintaining Development 
Security, dispute resolution, 
and transfer of RECs. 

Pro Forma, Sections 2.05(a)(x), 
(a)(xii), (a)(xiii), and (a)(xiv) 

These reflect Seller 
obligations which might not 
be fully satisfied until 
sometime after termination 
of the agreement. 

Added provision that the right 
of first refusal applies if SCE 
terminates agreement prior to 
Commercial Operation 
Deadline due to a Seller Event 

Pro Forma, Section 2.05(b) Limits Seller’s incentive to 
economically breach the 
agreement, and ensures that 
SCE customers have the 
benefit of having a right of 
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of Default. first refusal on the project 
for two years following 
termination due to a Seller 
breach of the agreement. 

Added California woman, 
minority, or disabled veteran 
business enterprise 
(“WMDVBE”) reporting 
requirement.  
 

Pro Forma, Section 3.17(k) Improves SCE’s ability to 
more fully track and report 
on its level of achievement 
of SCE’s and the 
Commission’s diversity 
goals. 

Clarified the Capacity Factor 
will equal the P-50 Value of 
the Final Wind Report, but be 
no less than an agreed upon 
capacity number. 

Pro Forma, Section 1.01(i) Clarification. 

Deleted Firm Operation Date. 
 

Pro Forma, Deleted Old Sections 
1.05, 5.04, Exhibit A Definition 
105, Revised Sections 
3.06(b)(ii), (e), (f), and (g), 
Exhibit H 

Firm Operation Date (30-
180 days following 
commercial operation) is no 
longer necessary because 
the construction and 
commissioning 
considerations have all been 
incorporated into the 
Startup Period.  Also, 
eliminates inconsistencies 
around Term 
commencement, Term 
Years, and other 
obligations. 

Deleted Above Market Price 
Referent Cost Limit provision. 
 

Pro Forma, Deleted Old Section 
2.05, Exhibit A Definitions 1, 2 

This provision is no longer 
applicable. 

Added CAISO Tariff 
requirement of Appendix H to 
the Large Generator 
Interconnection Agreement 
(“LGIA”). 

Pro Forma, Section 3.05(e) Appendix H of the LGIA 
has certain technological 
requirements (e.g., voltage 
ride-through) that are not 
currently contained in other 
interconnection agreements, 
but are beneficial to the 
transmission system.  This 
provision requires Sellers to 
comply with the same 
technological requirements 
regardless of the type of 
interconnection agreement 
they have. 
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Changed Seller Event of 
Default for intermittent 
technologies with respect to 
sale of excess energy to 
installation of excess 
generating capacity. 
 

Pro Forma, Section 6.01(b)(ix) If Seller installed 
generation capacity in 
excess of the amount 
specified in the agreement, 
it would be very difficult or 
impossible for SCE to 
determine if Seller was 
making energy deliveries 
from such excess capacity.  
Therefore, this provision 
has been modified to 
simply prohibit the 
installation of excess 
capacity. 

Clarified that conveyance of 
RA benefits, Green Attributes 
or Capacity Attributes is 
subject to the Compliance 
Expenditure Cap after a 
change in law has occurred. 

Pro Forma, Section 6.01(b)(xv) Clarification. 

Defines period that the Non-
Defaulting Party can terminate 
agreement from the date that 
the default is no longer 
continuing.  

Pro Forma, Section 6.02 Responds to Sellers’ 
concerns that the Non-
Defaulting Party’s right to 
terminate was indefinite.  

Incorporated provisions from 
draw certificate into the 
contract referring to SCE’s 
right to draw on the Letter of 
Credit.  

Pro Forma, Section 8.02(b)(iv) Provisions existed in draw 
certificate and are now 
incorporated into contract. 

Changed requirements of 
purchasing entity to be based 
upon tangible net worth and 
experience operating 
generating plant. 

Pro Forma, Section 10.05(g) Clarification.  

Clarified provision on 
abandonment of Generating 
Facility. 

Pro Forma, Section 10.06 Clarification. 

Added permitted disclosure of 
confidential information to 
upstream parent company.  

Pro Forma, Section 10.10(a)(i) Allows for necessary 
disclosures. 

Reworded language referring 
to obtaining from the Federal 
Energy Regulatory 
Commission any changes to 
the rates or economic terms 

Pro Forma, Section 10.13 Updated to match industry 
standard.  
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and conditions of the contract.  
Included Business Practice 
Manuals and Operating 
Procedures in definition of 
“CAISO Tariff.” 

Pro Forma, Exhibit A Definition 
32 

Captured more specifically 
all manuals and procedures 
included in the CAISO 
Tariff definition. 

Added that delay in, or 
cancellation of, transmission 
service is not to be included 
under “Force Majeure.” 

Pro Forma, Exhibit A Definition 
107(g) 

Clarification of qualifier. 

Removed contact information. Pro Forma, Exhibit C Information to be updated 
during negotiations. 

Added requirement for 
forecasted MWh information 
to be provided. 

Pro Forma, Exhibit D Section 
2(h)(iv) 

SCE needs the flexibility to 
have either or both Seller’s 
forecasted available 
capacity or forecasted 
energy. 

Removed provision that 
eliminated Seller’s obligation 
to pay Product Replacement 
Damage Amount if 
calculation is negative. 

Pro Forma, Exhibit F-1 Damages are kept within a 
specified range of not less 
than $.02/kWh and not 
more than $.05/kWh. 

Removed old Variable F and 
modified statement regarding 
SCE’s obligation to pay 
Product Replacement Damage 
Amount. 

Pro Forma, Exhibit F-2 More appropriately 
calculates the damage 
amount owed over a two-
year period.  

Added requirements for 
installation and maintenance 
of meteorological equipment; 
added/replaced eligible 
sensors; added requirement 
for satellite communication.  

Pro Forma, Exhibits P-1, P-2a, 
P-2b 

Requirements have been 
updated based on current 
industry practices and 
SCE’s requirements for 
managing its generation 
portfolio under market 
conditions. 

Reverted to previous 
Compliance Expenditure Cap 
provision.  

Pro Forma, Section 1.11 SCE concerns were 
addressed in D.10-06-004, 
and addresses market input 
requesting greater clarity. 

Clarified that if SCE 
terminates the agreement 
based on Seller’s failure to 
achieve Commercial 
Operation by the Commercial 
Operation Deadline, SCE has 
the right to receive all 
Development Security, and 
any amount of Development 

Pro Forma, Section 3.06(d) Clarification. 
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Security that has not yet been 
posted will be due 
immediately to SCE.  
Clarified that the failure to 
post and maintain 
Performance Assurance is an 
Event of Default under the 
terms of the agreement.  

Pro Forma, Section 6.01(b)(ii) Clarification. 
 

Reinforced requirement for 
LORS. 

EEI Confirms for Firm Product 
and As-Available Product, 
Article 1  
 
WSPP Confirms for Firm 
Product and As-Available 
Product, Article 1 

Clarifies the requirement 
that the project be certified 
by the California Energy 
Commission as an RPS-
eligible resource and that 
Seller shall have obtained 
LORS certification, if 
applicable.   

Added “operate” in addition 
to inspect, maintain, and 
repair to representations, 
warranties, and covenants. 

EEI Confirms for Firm Product 
and As-Available Product, 
Section 6.2  
 
WSPP Confirms for Firm 
Product, As-Available Product, 
and REC Product, Section 6.2(a) 

Seller must operate the 
plant in accordance with 
applicable industry 
standards, the project’s 
permit requirements, and 
Accepted Electrical 
Practices. 

Added definition for 
“Resource Contingent.” 

WSPP Confirms for As-
Available Product and REC 
Product, Article 2 

Clarifies meaning of 
“Resource Contingent” 
designation for Product. 

Added Contract Quantity 
Chart. 

WSPP Confirm for REC 
Product, Article 1 

Specifies the amount of 
RECs to be conveyed 
during each month for each 
vintage. 

Deleted “provided that Seller 
shall not transfer any Green 
Attributes or WREGIS 
Certificates to Buyer before 
CPUC Approval is obtained 
or waived, and Buyer shall not 
be required to pay subsection 
(b) of the Monthly Cash 
Settlement Amount for any 
Green Attributes transferred 
before CPUC Approval is 
obtained or waived.” 

EEI Confirms for Firm Product 
and As-Available Product, 
Section 3.3(b) 
 
WSPP Confirms for Firm 
Product and As-Available 
Product, Section 3.3(b) 

CPUC approval is a 
condition precedent to 
delivery of Product; SCE 
will not make payment for 
WREGIS certificates prior 
to receipt in SCE’s 
WREGIS account; thus, 
provision is unnecessary.   

Deleted obligation to deliver 
WREGIS certificates that 
Buyer has already paid for but 
not yet received. 

EEI Confirms for Firm Product 
and As-Available Product, 
Deleted Old Section 9.6 
 

SCE will not make payment 
for WREGIS certificates 
prior to receipt of such 
certificates in SCE’s 
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WSPP Confirms for Firm and 
As-Available Product, Deleted 
Old Section 7.6 
 
WSPP Confirm for REC 
Product, Deleted Old Section 3.4 

WREGIS account; thus, 
provision is unnecessary.   

If SCE is not the Scheduling 
Coordinator (“SC”), added 
requirement that Seller cause 
their SC to take action to 
allow SCE to receive RA 
benefits.   

EEI Confirms for Firm Product 
and As-Available Product, 
Section 3.4 
 
WSPP Confirms for Firm 
Product and As-Available 
Product, Section 3.4 

Requires Seller to cause its 
SC to identify SCE as the 
RA beneficiary on its 
supply plan.   

Eliminated references to Unit 
Specific and Unit Contingent 
obligations.  

WSPP Confirm for REC 
Product, Article 1 

Duplicative of existing 
obligations already 
identified in contract.   

Clarified that capacity value 
may be determined by a 
method other than a 
combustion turbine proxy. 

Protocol, Section 5.01(b) 
 
LCBF Written Report, page 3 

An alternative method may 
better reflect the value of 
capacity, particularly in the 
short-term.  

Clarified that SCE will no 
longer use energy blocks to 
determine energy value, but 
will instead use forecast 
market prices. 

Protocol, Section 5.01(b) 
 
LCBF Written Report, pages 3-4 

SCE believes that on a sub-
annual basis, energy values 
determined by market 
prices, as compared to 
avoided costs of thermal 
production, will more 
accurately reflect the value 
of proposed facilities to 
SCE. 

Deleted discussion of 
potential use of Negative 
Pricing Risk Adder in LCBF 
evaluation process. 

Protocol, Section 5.01(b) 
 
LCBF Written Report, Deleted 
Negative Pricing Risk Adder 
Section 

Although SCE previously 
stated it may use a Negative 
Pricing Risk Adder in its 
evaluation process, SCE 
has now determined that it 
will not be using such an 
adder in its 2011 RPS RFP. 

Added WMDVBE as a 
qualitative metric in the LCBF 
evaluation process. 

Protocol, Section 5.02 
 
LCBF Written Report, page 7 
 
 

Improves SCE’s ability to 
more fully track and report 
on its level of achievement 
of SCE’s and the 
Commission’s diversity 
goals. 

Added portfolio fit in 
reference to D.10-03-021, as 
modified by D.11-01-025, 
authorizing RECs as a 

Protocol, Section 5.02 
 
LCBF Written Report, page 7 

REC-only proposals may 
fill SCE’s portfolio need. 
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qualitative metric in the LCBF 
evaluation process. 
Clarified that SCE will not 
manage any energy from out-
of-state projects to the 
delivery point. 

LCBF Written Report, page 8 SCE’s preference is to 
begin managing out-of-state 
energy at the delivery point. 

Expanded on preference for 
projects located near approved 
transmission infrastructure, 
including Sunrise Powerlink 
Transmission Project, Devers-
Colorado River, and El 
Dorado-Ivanpah   
 

Protocol, Sections 1.04 
 
Seller’s Proposal Template, 
Form tab, Section G 

Identifies current and future 
transmission projects. 

Combined the two separate 
submittal dates into one, the 
“Proposal Due Date 
Submittal.” 
 

Protocol, Sections 3.01, 3.04 
 
Form of Seller’s Proposal, 
Article 2, Exhibit A 

In previous years, separate 
dates were needed to allow 
time for initial preparation, 
such as proposal 
numbering.  SCE is using 
automated application to 
assign numbering in its 
2011 RPS RFP; thus, the 
two separate dates are 
unnecessary.  

Defined “California Balancing 
Authority.” 
 

Protocol, Section 1.04 Clarification. 

Added summary of Products 
being solicited by SCE. 
 

Protocol, Section 2.13 Clarification. 

Added checklist to submit 
proposal. 
 

Protocol, Section 3.02 Reference guide. 

Added footnotes to include 
that the Product types reflect 
the most recent decisions by 
the Commission, and do not 
reflect any changes provided 
in SB 2.  

Protocol, Footnotes 3, 11 Clarification.  

Clarified the Delivery Points 
for dynamically scheduled 
resources. 

Protocol, Section 2.05(b) SCE preference for 
dynamically scheduled 
resources is to deliver from 
a CAISO intertie point to 
SCE. 

Added requirement for Seller 
to have firm transmission 

Protocol, Sections 2.05(b), 2.10 Clarification.  
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rights to the Delivery Point for 
the entire delivery period. 
Added requirement for 
intermittent resources to firm 
and shape the Product to the 
Delivery Point if outside of 
CAISO.  

Protocol, Sections 2.06, 2.10 Clarification. 

Added clarification that Seller 
may submit an indexed 
pricing proposal. 

Protocol, Section 2.10, Appendix 
B Section 2(v) 

Flexibility in pricing 
options 

Added clarification from 
Form of Seller’s Proposal on 
the e-Binder. 

Protocol, Section 3.03 Clarification. 

Clarified submittal of the 
Seller’s Proposal Template 
and the Outline of Contract 
Terms and Conditions 

Protocol, Section 3.03 Clarification. 

Extended time to accurately 
identify, account for, and 
return the correct Letter of 
Credit to the proper issuing 
bank (if the Short-List Deposit 
is posted as a Letter of Credit) 
or refund the correct amount 
of cash to the proper account 
of the right party (if the Short-
List Deposit is posted as cash) 
from 7 business days and 5 
business days to 10 business 
days. 

Protocol, Section 4.03(c) Provides additional time to 
avoid errors. 

Added clarification on the 
different contract price 
options that may be submitted 
as applicable.  

Protocol, Appendix B Section 
2(i)(c) 

Clarification. 

Added WMDVBE data field. Seller’s Proposal Template, 
Form tab, Section J 

Improves SCE’s ability to 
more fully track and report 
on its level of achievement 
of SCE’s and the 
Commission’s diversity 
goals. 

Included request for additional 
technology-specific data. 

Seller’s Proposal Template, 
Form tab, Section D 

Additional information 
requested. 

Included Contract Capacity on 
the Form tab to populate 
through to the Project 
Revenues tabs.  

Seller’s Proposal Template, 
Form tab, Section D 

Additional information 
requested. 
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Separated Delivery Point into 
three separate data fields, to 
address in CAISO, CAISO 
intertie points, and liquid 
power trading hubs.   

Seller’s Proposal Template, 
Form tab, Section E 

SCE updated its Delivery 
Point preferences. 

Included data field for 
resource types located outside 
of California, but delivering 
energy to one of the Delivery 
Points specified.   

Seller’s Proposal Template, 
Form tab, Section E 

Clarification on type of 
resources being bid.  

Added data fields requesting 
Competitive Renewable 
Energy Zones for both in-state 
and out-of-state, Node, and 
Capacity Deliverability Status. 

Seller’s Proposal Template, 
Form tab, Section F 

Clarification.  

Added data fields requesting 
dynamic scheduling and 
firming and shaping costs to 
the Delivery Point. 

Seller’s Proposal Template, 
Form tab, Section I 

Clarification.  

Added data fields requesting 
information on the amount of 
the Interconnection Capacity 
bid in as Contract Capacity 

Seller’s Proposal Template, 
Form tab, Section J 

Clarification.  

Added data field request for 
mutual exclusivity. 

Seller’s Proposal Template, 
Form tab, Section J 

Flags for SCE which offers 
are mutually exclusive. 

Added new Section O, 
requesting additional 
information on index pricing 
proposal structure, if one 
proposed. 

Seller’s Proposal Template, 
Form tab, Section O 

Flexibility in pricing 
options. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
 
MICHAEL D. MONTOYA 
CATHY A. KARLSTAD 

     /s/ Cathy A. Karlstad 
By: Cathy A. Karlstad 

Attorneys for 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue 
Post Office Box 800 
Rosemead, California  91770 
Telephone: (626) 302-1096 
Facsimile: (626) 302-1935 
E-mail: Cathy.Karlstad@sce.com 
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2011 Written Plan 

1. Overview: An assessment and discussion of: 

1.1. Supplies and demand to determine the optimal mix of RPS resources 

Southern California Edison Company (“SCE”) has completed its 2008 Renewables 

Portfolio Standard (“RPS”) solicitation, executing fifteen contracts resulting from that 

solicitation.  SCE also received a robust response to its 2009 RPS solicitation, executing eight 

contracts with a maximum capacity of approximately 850 MW.   

Additionally, in 2009, 2010, and 2011, SCE executed 35 contracts resulting from its 

Renewables Standard Contract (“RSC”) Program, 36 contracts resulting from its Solar 

Photovoltaic Program (“SPVP”), and eight contracts resulting from bilateral negotiations.1  

Moreover, SCE executed two contracts pursuant to the California Renewable Energy Small 

Tariff (“CREST”) program.  For purposes of SCE’s 2011 RPS Procurement Plan, SCE assumes 

that all of the contracts executed at this time will be approved by the California Public Utilities 

Commission (“Commission” or “CPUC”). 

On April 12, 2011, a bill significantly modifying California’s existing RPS program, 

Senate Bill (“SB”) 1X 2, was signed into statute.2  Upon implementation of SB 2, SCE expects 

the RPS program to depart from the current structure of annual RPS goals and move toward a 

multi-year RPS program where goals are established for the end of a number of years.3  As a 

percentage of retail sales, SB 2 establishes the following renewable procurement goals for retail 

sellers: 20% for 2011 through 2013, 25% by 2016, and 33% by 2020 and annually thereafter.4  

SB 2 also removes deficits associated with any previous RPS for retail sellers procuring at least 

14% of retail sales from eligible renewable energy resources in 2010,5 permits banking of excess 

                                                 

1  Four of the RSC Program contracts, seven of the SPVP contracts, and one of the contracts resulting from 
bilateral negotiations have since been terminated. 

2  For ease of reference, SCE refers to the bill as “SB 2” in this 2011 Written Plan. 
3  See SB 2, Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 399.15(b)(1)-(3). 
4  See id. 
5  See SB 2, Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 399.15(a). 
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procurement,6 grants a waiver of compliance under certain circumstances,7 and establishes a 

prospective procurement structure and grandfathers contracts signed prior to June 1, 2010.8  

Additionally, SB 2 directs the Commission to establish a cost limitation for investor-owned 

utilities (“IOUs”).9  At the time of the filing of SCE’s 2011 RPS Procurement Plan, these 

provisions are pending Commission implementation.  Accordingly, SCE may need to modify its 

RPS Procurement Plan once the Commission has established the implementation details of SB 2. 

Generally, SCE’s planned procurement activities for 2011 will include seeking resources 

to augment those already under contract to the extent necessary to ensure that SCE continues to 

meets the State’s overall renewable energy goals.  As discussed in more detail below, SCE 

considers “Base Case” and “High Need Case” procurement scenarios.  SCE’s Base Case and 

High Need Case both assume a 33% renewable energy goal.  SCE intends to procure renewable 

resources based on the High Need Case.   

SCE’s plan is intended to permit SCE to procure enough renewable energy to reach the 

State’s renewable energy goals; however, there are significant barriers to achievement of these 

goals.  Based on SCE’s experience in RPS solicitations to date, transmission will continue to be a 

serious impediment to bringing new renewable resources on-line.10  Increased procurement 

activity (i.e., execution of more contracts) will not accelerate the planning, permitting, and 

construction processes for new transmission and transmission upgrades.  While SCE will 

continue to seek and contract with resources that can provide near-term deliveries, most 

proposals are expected to be limited by transmission.  Additionally, the long and complicated 

process for siting and permitting of renewable generation projects, integrating intermittent 

renewable resources, the continued uncertainty surrounding the federal production and 
                                                 

6  See SB 2, Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 399.13(a)(4)(B).  
7  See SB 2, Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 399.15(b)(5). 
8  See SB 2, Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 399.16. 
9  See SB 2, Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 399.15(c)-(d). 
10   The Commission has repeatedly recognized this in its Quarterly Reports to the Legislature.  See, e.g., 

Renewables Portfolio Standard Quarterly Report at 7 (Q4 2009); Renewables Portfolio Standard Quarterly 
Report at 7 (July 2009); Renewables Portfolio Standard Quarterly Report at 7 (July 2008); Renewables 
Portfolio Standard Quarterly Report at 5 (April 2008). 
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investment tax credits, a heavily subscribed interconnection queue, developer performance 

issues, and lack of flexibility in established regulatory processes related to procurement are all 

major challenges to meeting California’s renewable energy goals. 

The magnitude of a 33% renewable energy goal increases the challenges to reaching the 

State’s goals.  The Commission has stated that a 33% renewable energy goal is “highly 

ambitious, given the magnitude of the infrastructure buildout required.”11  Indeed, the 

Commission found that reaching the 33% goal will require $115 billion in new infrastructure 

investment in an uncertain financial environment, including seven major new transmission lines 

(in addition to the four major new transmission lines needed to reach 20% renewables).12  The 

“highly ambitious” 33% renewable energy goal will not be achieved without addressing 

significant challenges including, among other things, the challenges discussed above.  SCE 

addresses the impediments to reaching the State’s renewable energy goals in more detail in 

Section 2 below. 

Finally, SCE enters into contract discussions with renewable developers based on 

evaluation of project proposals relative to other proposals received in the solicitation.  Generally, 

this process results in a diverse portfolio of technologies.  After evaluating proposals based on 

quantitative factors, SCE evaluates proposals based on qualitative factors.  This process is 

described in SCE’s 2011 Written Description of Renewables Portfolio Standard Proposal 

Evaluation and Selection Process and Criteria (“2011 LCBF Written Report”), which is attached 

as Appendix A.  For example, SCE considers proposals’ delivery start dates, term lengths, and 

resource types in conjunction with SCE’s current portfolio of renewable contracts and renewable 

energy needs.  With respect to resource type, if the quantitative evaluation results in a suboptimal 

mix (e.g., all wind projects ranked as the best proposals), SCE will apply its qualitative 

methodology to balance the mix of resources.  By taking many quantitative and qualitative 

                                                 

11  33% Renewables Portfolio Standard Implementation Analysis Preliminary Results at 1 (June 2009). 
12  Id. at 1-4. 
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factors into consideration, SCE ensures that it will select projects best suited for its portfolio in 

order to meet customer needs and attain the State’s renewable energy goals. 

1.2. The use of compliance flexibility mechanisms 

Under the current RPS program structure, SCE has utilized its surplus procurement bank 

balance and earmarking of future deliveries from RPS contracts to satisfy part of its RPS goals.13  

Flexible compliance under SB 2 will be an implementation item to be addressed by the 

Commission.  Although the outcome of SB 2’s implementation is unclear at this time, SCE 

intends to utilize flexible compliance mechanisms as permitted under the Commission’s 

implementation of SB 2.  

1.3. A bid solicitation setting forth relevant need, online dates, and locational 
preferences, if any 

SCE’s 2011 solicitation materials are provided as Attachments 2-1 through 2-11 to SCE’s 

2011 RPS Procurement Plan.  SCE’s 2011 Procurement Protocol includes, among other things, 

information related to relevant need, on-line dates, and locational preferences.14   

2. Workplan to Reach 20% By 2010 and 33% by 2020: A showing on each IOU’s workplan 
to reach 20% by 2010, and 33% by 2020, including but not limited to: 

In its 2011 RPS solicitation, SCE intends to contract for the balance of renewable energy 

necessary to achieve the State’s renewable energy goals, taking into account the renewable 

energy procured through SCE’s 2009 RPS solicitation and other procurement mechanisms and 

success rate assumptions for executed contracts that are not yet on-line.  To this end, SCE has 

developed a Base Case and a High Need Case of its renewable procurement needs.  Both the 

Base Case and the High Need Case assume a 33% renewable energy goal as set forth in SB 2.  

Under both scenarios, SCE assumes a 20% goal for 2011 through 2013, a straight-line to a 25% 

                                                 

13  See Southern California Edison Company’s (U 338-E) March 2011 Compliance Report Pursuant to California 
Renewables Portfolio Standard (March 1, 2011). 

14  The 2011 Procurement Protocol is Attachment 2-1 to SCE’s 2011 RPS Procurement Plan. 
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goal in 2016, and a straight-line to a 33% goal in 2020 and beyond.15  The Base Case and High 

Need Case also assume that deficits from the past RPS program do not carry over and the use of 

banking.  The Base Case uses the current expected on-line dates for all projects and assumes 

100% delivered energy from contracts that are executed but not yet on-line.  The High Need 

Case uses the current expected on-line dates for all projects and assumes 60% delivered energy 

from contracts that are executed and not yet on-line.  This 60% success rate is modeled to 

represent project development success rates as well as any contingency that would make meeting 

the State’s renewable energy goals less likely (e.g., delays due to transmission, material 

shortages, load growth beyond that which is forecasted, or less than expected output from 

resources).  Appendix B shows SCE’s current RPS-eligible energy forecast in the Base Case 

scenario and Appendix C shows SCE’s current RPS-eligible energy forecast in the High Need 

Case scenario.16  

Both the Base Case and High Need Case project a need for additional renewable energy 

deliveries in the future.  In order to procure to meet the State’s 33% renewable energy goal, SCE 

intends to use the High Need Case to inform its procurement activities for the 2011 solicitation.  

SCE believes it is prudent to do so given its experience in meeting the 20% renewable energy 

goal and the need to contract with projects early on in the process to support the development of 

needed transmission.  

Along with its 2011 RPS solicitation, SCE plans to utilize other procurement options to 

help meet the State’s renewable energy goals including SCE’s SPVP, the Renewable Auction 

Mechanism (“RAM”) program adopted by the Commission, which will replace SCE’s RSC 

Program, the CREST program, qualifying facility (“QF”) standard contracts, bilateral 

                                                 

15  As noted above, SB 2 sets renewable procurement goals of an average of 20% for 2011 through 2013, 25% by 
2016, and 33% by 2020 and annually thereafter.  See SB 2, Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 399.15(b)(1)-(3).  A straight-
line progression to 25% in 2016 and 33% in 2020 is not required by the statute. 

16  Although both forecasts show an annual procurement target, SB 2 changes the structure of the RPS program 
from annual goals to multi-year goals.  See SB 2, Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 399.15(b)(1). 
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negotiations with competitive renewable energy projects, and any new processes approved by the 

Commission.     

Since 2002, SCE has secured contracts for over 9,500 MW of renewable generation, as 

shown in the following table:17 

Procurement 
Mechanism 

Maximum 
Contract 

MW
Large RPS 
Solicitations 7,840
Bilateral Negotiations 1,212
RSC 405
SPVP 43
CREST 2
QF 34
Total 9,536

While SCE’s intentions are to procure to a 33% renewable energy goal, there are 

significant barriers preventing SCE from achieving that goal. 

2.1. Identification of any impediments that remain to reaching 20% by 2010, and 
33% by 202018 

Six primary factors will challenge achievement of a 33% renewable energy goal: (1) 

permitting, siting, approval, and construction of transmission and renewable generation projects; 

(2) integrating intermittent renewable resources; (3) the uncertainty surrounding the federal 

production and investment tax credits; (4) a heavily subscribed interconnection queue; (5) 

developer performance; and (6) lack of flexibility in the regulatory process to pursue all 

procurement options.19   

The lack of sufficient transmission infrastructure and the prolonged process for 

permitting and approval of new transmission lines continues to be the most significant 
                                                 

17  Data are current as of April 26, 2011.  This table excludes terminated contracts. 
18  Given the enactment of SB 2, the discussion in this section focuses on impediments to reaching 33% by 2020. 
19  Notably, the Commission has identified several of these factors as impediments to reaching the State’s 

renewable energy goals.  See e.g., Renewables Portfolio Standard Quarterly Report at 7 (Q4 2009); Renewables 
Portfolio Standard Quarterly Report at 7 (July 2009); Renewables Portfolio Standard Quarterly Report at 7 
(July 2008); Renewables Portfolio Standard Quarterly Report at 5 (April 2008). 
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impediment to reaching the State’s renewable energy goals.  SCE has received relatively few 

proposals from renewable generators that do not require significant transmission upgrades or 

new transmission development for the renewable energy to be deliverable.  Based on the market 

responses in SCE’s RPS solicitations, transmission and the lengthy process of siting, permitting, 

and building new transmission continues to be the single greatest issue to bringing new 

renewable resources on-line.   

The challenges surrounding transmission are only compounded as the State’s renewable 

energy goal increases from 20% to 33%, a 65% increase in renewable energy.  The Commission 

has stated that “[s]erving 33% of California’s energy needs with renewable sources will require 

an infrastructure build-out on a scale and timeline perhaps unparalleled anywhere in the 

world.”20  The Commission’s 33% Renewables Portfolio Standard Implementation Analysis 

Preliminary Results report also called a 33% renewable energy goal “highly ambitious, given the 

magnitude of the infrastructure buildout required.”21  Indeed, the Commission noted that the 

“magnitude of the infrastructure that California will have to plan, permit, procure, develop, and 

integrate in the next ten years is immense and unprecedented,” including approximately $115 

billion in new infrastructure investment in an uncertain financial environment and seven major 

new transmission lines (in addition to the four major new transmission lines needed to reach 20% 

renewables).22  

The long and complicated permitting process for renewable generation facilities is also a 

barrier to meeting the State’s renewable energy goals.  The Commission has observed that most 

RPS project delays “are due to lack of transmission or generation permitting at the county, state, 

or federal level.”23  Moreover, the Commission’s 33% Renewables Portfolio Standard 

Implementation Analysis Preliminary Results report also noted that environmental concerns, 

                                                 

20  Renewables Portfolio Standard Quarterly Report at 3 (October 2008). 
21  33% Renewables Portfolio Standard Implementation Analysis Preliminary Results at 1 (June 2009). 
22  Id. at 1-4. 
23  Renewables Portfolio Standard Quarterly Report at 7 (Q4 2009). 
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legal challenges, and public opposition can impact the timeline for bringing renewable 

generation projects on-line.24 

Even with investment in new infrastructure, an increase in California’s renewable energy 

goal will also increase the grid reliability and integration issues associated with intermittent 

renewable resources.  The California Independent System Operator’s (“CAISO’s”) recent 20% 

RPS study showed that the integration of variable energy resources will require increased 

operational flexibility, an effect expected to be exacerbated by a 33% RPS.25  The California Air 

Resources Board has also recognized these barriers to reaching the State’s goals, stating that “[a] 

key prerequisite to reaching a target of 33 percent renewables will be to provide sufficient 

electric transmission lines to renewable resource zones and system changes to allow integration 

of large quantities of intermittent wind and solar generation,” and that California will need to 

quickly address transmission and integration issues and permitting difficulties to reach a 33% 

renewable energy goal.26 

Another factor that has affected the abilities of SCE and other load-serving entities 

(“LSEs”) to reach the State’s renewable energy goals is the uncertainty surrounding the federal 

production and investment tax credits.  Many renewable generation projects rely on these tax 

credits, prompting the Commission to call this factor “the number one source of risk to new RPS 

generation expected to come online by 2010” in July 2008.27  RPS contracts often have no fault 

termination rights if the tax credits are not extended.  Sending signals to the renewables market 

that these credits will be available over the long-term will stimulate sustained investment in 

renewable resources rather than the “boom and bust” cycle induced by the uncertainty regarding 

whether the federal tax credits will be available. 

                                                 

24  33% Renewables Portfolio Standard Implementation Analysis Preliminary Results at 4 (June 2009). 
25  See Integration of Renewable Resources - Operational Requirements and Generation Fleet Capability at 20% 

RPS (August 31, 2010) (available at http://www.caiso.com/2804/2804d036401f0.pdf). 
26  Climate Change Scoping Plan at 45, Appendices, Volume I at C-127-C-128 (December 2008) (available at 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/document/scopingplandocument.htm). 
27   Renewables Portfolio Standard Quarterly Report at 7 (July 2008). 
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The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (“ARRA 2009”) extended the 

production tax credit for wind until the end of 2012, and for other technologies until the end of 

2013.28  The investment tax credit for solar was also extended until the end of 2016.  In Section 

1603 of the ARRA 2009, the U.S. Treasury Department launched a new program whereby 

eligible energy property can receive a cash grant in lieu of the production tax credit.  This cash 

grant program has been well received by renewable generation developers.  To qualify for the 

Section 1603 cash grant program, the “beginning of construction” for eligible property must have 

occurred by December 31, 2010, and the property must be placed “in service” based on a 

schedule dependent on the type of generation (by January 1, 2013 for large wind and January 1, 

2017 for solar).29  These aggressive construction and in-service requirements have led the 

generation community to place increasing political pressure on regulatory bodies such as the 

Commission, the California Energy Commission (“CEC”), the Bureau of Land Management, 

along with SCE, to expedite the regulatory process to enable generators to come on-line sooner 

to take advantage of this stimulus program.    

While the ARRA 2009’s extension of the tax credits relieved some uncertainty for near-

term projects, the “on again, off again” nature of these tax credits continues to be a barrier to 

renewable development.  In particular, the expiration of the production tax credit for wind at the 

end of 2012 currently impacts proposed wind generating facilities given the time needed for 

Commission approval of contracts, siting, permitting, construction, and development of needed 

transmission.  Additionally, the uncertain future of the federal production and investment tax 

credits will likely continue to be a long-term barrier to meeting a 33% renewables goal. 

Heavy subscription to the CAISO interconnection queue is also a major barrier to 

achieving the State’s renewable energy goals.  In its recent requested tariff amendment, CAISO 

estimated that it would take “as long as six to eight years from October 1, 2010 to complete the 
                                                 

28  See American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, Pub. L. No. 111-5 (2009). 
29  See Payments for Specified Energy Property in Lieu of Tax Credits under the American Recovery and 

Reinvestment Act of 2009, U.S. Treasury Department Guidance Document (July 2009) (available at 
 http://www.treasury.gov/recovery/docs/guidance.pdf). 
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studies for all small generators currently in the ISO’s queue under the ISO’s current SGIP 

process.”30  As of February 3, 2011, SCE had over 500 interconnection requests, comprising 

more than 32,000 MW, inclusive of CAISO and WDAT requests.  Although the CAISO’s 

interconnection reform effort is currently being implemented, whether or not the reforms will 

meet the expectations and goals of all stakeholders remains to be seen. 

Achieving the State’s renewable energy goals is also dependent on the performance of 

renewable developers.  SCE has executed contracts with a large number of developers.  To 

qualify for California’s RPS program, these developers must plan for, permit, construct, and 

operate their facilities according to milestones set in the contracts.  Hurdles encountered during 

these activities require developers to alter their milestone schedules.  To the extent delays occur, 

the amount of delivered energy on which SCE can rely to reach the State’s goals may be 

affected. 

Furthermore, in view of these major challenges to achieving the State’s renewable energy 

goals, it is crucial that California expand the supply of renewable resources by allowing the 

broadest possible market of eligible renewable products.  However, lack of flexibility in the 

regulatory process surrounding two procurement options – unbundled and tradable renewable 

energy credits (“RECs” or “TRECs”) and short-term renewable energy transactions – has 

impeded progress toward California’s goals.  

SCE has supported the use of RECs to help protect electricity customers from limitations 

in supply.  Additionally, RECs provide renewable project owners and LSEs much needed 

flexibility and options in contracting for renewable energy.  Contracting flexibility leads to lower 

transaction costs in obtaining renewable attributes from renewable resources that have limited 

access to transmission or are located far from buyers.  Ultimately, increased flexibility and lower 

transaction costs also promote more liquid and price-competitive renewable energy markets and 

a better and more efficient RPS program in general, which in turn will help lead to more 
                                                 

30  Tariff Amendment to Revise Generator Interconnection Procedures at 5 (October 19, 2010) (available at 
http://www.caiso.com/2834/2834c11a4c2f0.html). 
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investment in renewable development.  Given the importance of the State’s renewable energy 

goals and the challenges facing renewable developers (in developing projects) and LSEs (with 

regard to RPS compliance), broad markets, including the use of RECs, are important.   

Despite the fact that the Commission has been authorized to allow the use of RECs for 

California’s RPS program since SB 107 took effect in 2007,31 the Commission did not authorize 

the use of RECs for compliance with the RPS until it adopted D.10-03-021 in March 2010.  The 

Commission’s authorization of RECs in D.10-03-021 was subsequently stayed on May 6, 2010 

pending resolution of two petitions for modification of that decision.32  On January 13, 2011, the 

Commission adopted D.11-01-025, which resolved the petitions for modification of D.10-03-021 

and lifted the stay on the Commission’s authorization of RECs.33 

Although RECs may now be used to comply with the RPS, their use is limited.  Under 

the definition of REC-only transactions set forth in D.10-03-021, as modified by D.11-01-025, 

most out-of-state bundled renewable contracts (including existing contracts) were reclassified as 

REC-only.34  The Commission also limited the use of such REC-only contracts by IOUs and 

electric service providers to 25% of their annual procurement targets and imposed a $50/REC 

price cap for the IOUs.35  The restrictions on the use of RECs and out-of-state renewable 

resources imposed by the Commission are significant limitations on the renewable energy 

market.   

With the enactment of SB 2, which establishes a prospective procurement structure and 

grandfathers contracts signed prior to June 1, 2010,36 SCE expects that there will be changes to 

the rules surrounding the use of RECs and out-of-state renewable resources.  The effect of such 

rules on SCE’s procurement will be dependent on the Commission’s implementation of SB 2. 
                                                 

31  See Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 399.16. 
32  D.10-05-018 at 8 (OP 1).  The Commission also placed a temporary moratorium on Commission approval of 

any contracts signed after the issuance of D.10-05-018 that would be defined under D.10-03-021 as REC-only 
transactions.  Id. at 8 (OP 2).   

33  D.11-01-025 at 48 (OP 6-7). 
34  Id., Appendix A at 11 (OP 6-7). 
35  Id., Appendix A at 14 (OP 17), 16 (OP 20); D.11-01-026 at 28 (OP 3). 
36  See SB 2, Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 399.16. 
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Finally, although IOUs may enter into short-term renewable energy transactions, the 

current process for Commission approval of the IOUs’ short-term renewable contracts limits the 

IOUs’ ability to utilize short-term renewable transactions.  In particular, the current process 

requiring each RPS contract to be submitted for approval via advice letter or application and 

reviewed and approved on a contract-by-contract basis does not allow sufficient time to obtain 

Commission approval of short-term transactions that may begin deliveries shortly after 

execution.  As a result, IOUs are at a competitive disadvantage for short-term contracts with 

other LSEs whose contracts do not require Commission approval, and IOU customers are 

unfairly prejudiced, as they will likely end up paying higher prices for renewable energy as a 

result of this restriction.  SCE’s customers have already lost out on numerous short-term 

contracting opportunities due to the length of time needed to obtain Commission approval or 

because counterparties have withdrawn their offers in favor of contracts with other LSEs who do 

not have Commission approval requirements for their contracts.   

2.2. What the IOU is doing, or plans to do, to address each impediment, if anything 

Over the past few years, SCE has taken several actions to address the impediment of 

transmission to achieving California’s renewable energy goals.  For example, SCE has attempted 

to expedite the permitting and construction of renewable transmission facilities by: (1) 

proactively providing the upfront financing for needed transmission network upgrades, (2) 

seeking authorization to record costs associated with interconnection and environmental studies 

for renewable projects, (3) providing leadership to the CAISO’s reform of the Large Generator 

Interconnection Procedures, and (4) requesting authority to study the feasibility of developing 

transmission capacity to deliver output from potential renewable resources.  Despite these 

efforts, SCE still expects that transmission will continue to be a significant impediment to 

achieving the State’s renewable energy goals. 

While the uncertainty associated with production tax credits and investment tax credits 

was outside the control of California state agencies, SCE’s policy advisors in Washington, D.C. 

worked with senators and legislators advocating for the extension of these tax credits.  
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Additionally, SCE supported California Assembly Joint Resolution 50 that urged the U.S. Senate 

and President to extend the credits.  As explained above, the ARRA 2009 extended the 

production tax credit for wind until the end of 2012, and for other technologies until the end of 

2013.  The investment tax credit for solar was also extended until the end of 2016.  SCE will 

continue to support extension of these tax credits in the future. 

To address the interconnection queue impediment, SCE played a leadership role among 

California Participating Transmission Owners in the stakeholder process that lead to reforms of 

the CAISO Large Generator Interconnection Procedures, which were approved by the Federal 

Energy Regulatory Commission in 2008 and are currently being implemented. 

Furthermore, to proactively address development performance issues, SCE continues to 

reach out and communicate with project developers on a regular basis, discuss options and the 

status of project development, and provide guidance and direction as often as needed.  SCE has 

also made several modifications to its solicitation materials in response to lessons learned from 

developers in previous solicitations.  To overcome some of the development barriers, SCE has 

created an option to have SCE act as schedule coordinator, allowed for delivery points at the 

point of interconnection with the transmission provider’s electric grid, and tailored certain terms 

and conditions to address market changes in equipment availability and supply.   

SCE has also worked with developers to overcome local opposition to renewable projects 

through active education with city governments regarding the State’s goals and the importance of 

renewable energy in California.  Furthermore, SCE continually educates the renewable 

development community on its procurement opportunities.  In order to explain SCE’s various 

renewable contracting opportunities, SCE speaks to developers at industry-wide symposiums 

(e.g., American Wind Energy Association, the U.S. military’s Enhanced-Use-Lease, Geothermal 

Resources Council, Solar One), hosts Bidders’ Conferences in connection with each RPS 

solicitation, fields countless inquiries, and participates in CEC developer forums.  

Finally, in order to gain increased regulatory flexibility to pursue additional procurement 

options, SCE plans to use RECs as part of its procurement authority as discussed in Section 6.7.  
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To further facilitate the use of RECs in the future, SCE led a stakeholder process, consisting of a 

wide range of industry participants, to develop a standardized unbundled REC contract for use in 

the Western Electricity Coordinating Council (“WECC”).  The contract is built to be adaptable to 

meet various state RPS requirements and will hopefully lead to increased liquidity and a robust 

REC market. 

Additionally, to maximize contracting opportunities, SCE implemented its RSC Program, 

and in 2009 and 2010, executed 35 contracts resulting from that program for approximately 459 

MW of renewable energy.37  However, this program has been replaced by the Commission’s 

implementation of the RAM program as discussed in Section 6.1.  SCE also implemented a 

competitive solicitation offering 250 MW of long-term power contracts to independent solar 

photovoltaic (“PV”) power providers in conjunction with 250 MW of utility-owned generation as 

part of SCE’s SPVP, as discussed in more detail in Sections 3 and 6.4.  This brings the total 

generating capacity of the SPVP to 500 MW, the largest solar PV program ever undertaken.  In 

2010, SCE executed 36 SPVP contracts with the independent power producers for a total of 

approximately 50 MW AC.38 

  Finally, in order to address problems with the approval process for short-term renewable 

contracts, SCE proposed pre-approval for a limited amount of short-term renewable transactions 

in both its 2009 and 2010 RPS Procurement Plans.39  The Commission rejected both of SCE’s 

proposals.40  

 

 

 

                                                 

37  Four of those contracts for about 65 MW were subsequently terminated. 
38  Seven of those contracts for about 8 MW AC were subsequently terminated. 
39  Southern California Edison Company’s (U 338-E) 2009 RPS Procurement Plan, Attachment 1 at 29-30 

(September 15, 2008); Southern California Edison Company’s (U 338-E) Second Amended 2010 RPS 
Procurement Plan, Attachment 1 at 30-36 (June 17, 2010). 

40  D.09-06-050 at 43 (OP 9); D.11-04-030 at 28-33. 
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3. Build Own Resources: A showing on the IOU’s current consideration of whether or not 
to build its own renewable generation to reach 20% by 2010, and 33% by 2020 

While the RPS program permits renewable utility-owned generation (“UOG”), it does not 

require such UOG.41  As explained below, SCE is pursuing renewable UOG through its SPVP.  

Consistent with the direction provided in the last two General Rate Case decisions (D.06-05-016 

and D.09-03-025) described below, SCE’s Generation Project Development Division (“PDD”) 

also evaluates the possibility of building other renewable generation resources.   

On March 27, 2008, SCE submitted Application (“A.”) 08-03-015, seeking authority to 

spend up to $962.5 million (in 2008 dollars) in customer funds to install 250 MW of UOG solar 

PV projects on rooftops (and a small percentage of ground mounted projects) at the distribution 

level of SCE’s service territory.42  The primary purpose of this program is to transform the solar 

PV market to substantially lower costs through creating demand.   

On June 18, 2009, the Commission adopted a 500 MW SPVP in D.09-06-049.  The 

Commission doubled the size of the SPVP to 500 MW by adding 250 MW of solar PV projects 

owned by independent power producers (“IPPs”).43  Under its SPVP, SCE completed 21 MW of 

utility-owned solar PV generation by the end of 2010, with an additional 22 MW of projects 

under construction and nearing completion.  In addition to these projects, SCE plans to complete 

an additional 25 MW of utility-owned solar PV generation in 2011. 

On February 11, 2011, SCE filed a petition for modification of D.09-06-049 with the 

Commission.  SCE witnessed evidence of a transformed solar PV market through a substantially 

increased volume of solar PV bids in renewable solicitations outside of the SPVP.  In order to 

                                                 

41  In D.09-06-018, the Commission reiterated that utility-owned generation is not an RPS program requirement.  
D.09-06-018 at 49. 

42  On March 27, 2008, SCE also submitted Advice Letter 2226-E seeking authority to record in a memorandum 
account invoiced costs for outside services, insurance expenses, and any capital-related revenue requirement 
associated with the first $25 million of direct capital expenditures incurred in the SPVP.  SCE expected that this 
capital expenditure would provide 5 MW of rooftop solar PV electric energy connected at the distribution level 
in Southern California.  On September 18, 2008, the Commission issued Resolution E-4182 approving the 
establishment of a memorandum account to record the revenue requirement for this first 5 MW of rooftop solar 
PV facilities. 

43  See Section 6.4 for a discussion of the IPP portion of SCE’s SPVP. 
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afford its customers the benefit of the lower renewable prices associated with these recent solar 

PV offers, SCE’s petition requests that both the UOG and IPP portions of the SPVP be decreased 

to no more than 125 MW each, and that an IPP revised solicitation be created to solicit 250 MW 

of solar PV projects not subject to the constraints of the original SPVP.  This proposed 

modification is expected to provide a ratepayer benefit of $300 million present value revenue 

requirement.  SCE has requested a final decision on its petition for modification by June 9, 2011.  

Until such time as the Commission acts on its petition, SCE is operating the SPVP as required by 

D.09-06-049. 

In addition to the SPVP, SCE continues to evaluate the possibility of building renewable 

and other UOG resources in its PDD.  In SCE’s Test Year 2006 and 2009 General Rate Case 

decisions, D.06-05-016 and D.09-03-025, the Commission approved SCE’s request for cost 

recovery for certain so-called “support” functions associated with SCE’s PDD.44  These 

“support” functions include the following: “(1) analyze generation technologies and costs; (2) 

locate appropriate sites for potential generation development; (3) monitor and participate in 

generation-related regulatory and legislative activity; and (4) develop and maintain the best 

option outside negotiation (BOON) for relevant generation technologies.”45  SCE has requested a 

continuation of PDD funding in the Test Year 2012 General Rate Case application. 

Thus, base-rate funding was authorized for studying future generation needs, including 

renewable generation needs.  Since the authorization of funding in SCE’s Test Year 2006 

General Rate Case decision, PDD continues to study various technologies, including renewables, 

and identify potential generation sites.  PDD studied the initial feasibility of solar PV panels to 

be installed on third party roofs in SCE’s service territory.  Those studies resulted in the 

application and Commission approval of the SPVP described above.  PDD also evaluated clean 

fossil fueled distributed generation in the form of fuel cells.  Fuel cell generating units have not 

progressed commercially in California energy markets.  The California Governor’s Office 
                                                 

44  D.09-03-025 at 40-42. 
45  Id. at 40. 



 

  - 17 -

encouraged PDD to identify several potential fuel cell installation sites on California University 

campuses, and other state-owned facilities.  Once interested University partners were identified, 

PDD submitted its Fuel Cell Program Application,46 which was approved by the Commission on 

April 8, 2010.47   

The Commission, however, twice rejected SCE’s request to include in rates efforts by  

PDD to engage in activities such as “develop[ing] and implement[ing] plans to advance projects 

from the development phase to the construction and operations phase” at specific sites.48  

Therefore, PDD is not currently authorized to use PDD funding to develop renewable generation 

resources.  The costs for any specific proposed projects are only recoverable when those projects 

have been approved for recovery by the Commission through individual applications. 

4. Imperial Valley Issues: 

4.1. Bidders’ Conference 

In 2009, SCE was required by the Commission to host an Imperial Valley Bidders’ 

Conference in addition to its annual Request for Proposals (“RFP”) Bidders’ Conference.49  On 

July 9, 2009, SCE hosted its Imperial Valley Bidders’ Conference in Los Angeles.  Despite 

publicizing this event, attendance was not high.  Prior to the Imperial Valley Bidders’ 

Conference, SCE received numerous questions from confused sellers about the purpose and goal 

of a separate conference for the Imperial Valley, which provides evidence to justify earlier 

concern that “a special conference might give the impression that a preference will be given to 

Imperial Valley developers, and that projects in other areas need not apply.”50 

4.2. Remedial Measures for 2011 

 In its 2009 RFP, SCE noted that its evaluation criteria would consider the benefit of 

projects locating near approved transmission infrastructure, such as the Sunrise Powerlink 

                                                 

46 See A.09-04-018. 
47  See D.10-04-028. 
48  D.09-03-025 at 40-42. 
49  D.09-06-018 at 78 (COL 6). 
50  Id. at 11. 
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Transmission Project (“Sunrise”) and the Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project.  SCE 

received numerous proposals indicating an interconnection point to Sunrise in its 2009 

solicitation.  xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx                            

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx  SCE’s experience shows 

that Imperial Valley sellers are well aware of the solicitation process.  SCE will continue to give 

a preference to projects located near approved transmission projects, including Sunrise, in its 

2011 RPS solicitation. 

 In D.11-04-030, the Commission held that remedial measures related to Sunrise are not 

needed in the 2011 RPS Procurement Plans.51  

5. Contract Amendments: 

SCE appreciates the Commission’s intent to streamline the renewable contract 

amendment review process.52  However, the approach that SCE currently uses to determine 

whether a contract amendment should go into the Energy Resource Recovery Account 

(“ERRA”) reasonableness filing as opposed to an advice letter or application is functional, 

streamlined, and efficient.  In its 2009 RPS Procurement Plan, SCE explained the ERRA process 

and proposed guidelines for the treatment of renewable contract amendments should the 

Commission determine further guidelines are necessary.53  The proposal in the Scoping Memo is 

similar in some ways to the guidelines SCE proposed in 2009.  Unfortunately, some aspects of 

the Scoping Memo proposal are directly contrary to the goal of streamlining the contract 

amendment review process.  In fact, the Scoping Memo proposal would likely make the review 

process for renewable contract amendments more complicated, burdensome, and time 

consuming.  If read broadly, the Scoping Memo proposal could significantly increase the number 

of amendments that must be filed by advice letter, burdening the IOUs, their counterparties, and 

                                                 

51  D.11-04-030 at 25. 
52  Amended Scoping Memo and Ruling of Assigned Commissioner Regarding 2010 RPS Procurement Plans 

(“Scoping Memo”), Attachment A at 5 (November 2, 2009). 
53  Southern California Edison Company’s (U 338-E) 2009 RPS Procurement Plan, Attachment 1 at 21-22 

(September 15, 2008). 
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Commission staff, and delaying the approval of amendments that are required to allow renewable 

projects to come on-line.  

SCE believes the current process for review of renewable contract amendments is 

working effectively.  There is no evidence that a change in that process is required or desirable.   

A. SCE’s Current Contract Amendment Process 

Since the early 1980s, all actions taken by the IOUs after contract execution have been 

within the scope of contract administration.  All contract administration activities for RPS 

contracts, including contract amendments, are subject to review by the Commission.  The 

Commission reviews these matters either through the annual ERRA Reasonableness of 

Operations review process, advice letters, and/or applications filed by the IOUs.  The same 

general process is used for QF contracts and other contracts for non-renewable resources. 

  RPS contracts are complex and typically involve the development of new projects, often 

requiring hundreds of millions of dollars of capital investment and a lengthy development 

planning horizon.  Any number and type of changes may occur over this horizon as well as the 

terms of the agreements.  Many of the contract changes experienced with new generation 

projects involve revised on-line dates brought about by transmission interconnection issues, site 

permitting issues, or other unanticipated development hurdles.  Contract changes have also been 

made to address changes in the market or regulatory environment.  Most of these amendments 

are included in the annual ERRA reasonableness filing.  SCE utilizes ERRA for contract 

amendments when it can provide clear evidence that in agreeing to an amendment requested by a 

seller, SCE has secured a commensurate ratepayer benefit.54  The function of the ERRA 

reasonableness proceeding is to ensure that contract administration actions are reasonable, 

consistent with Commission directives, administered equally, and consistent with utility and/or 

industry practice.  It is the IOU’s burden to demonstrate that its actions are reasonable through 

clear and convincing evidence.55   
                                                 

54  See D.88-10-032. 
55  D.87-07-026 at 19-20; D.88-03-036 at 5.  
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For amendments that substantially alter the contract, SCE would likely deem it necessary 

to submit an advice letter for approval of the contract amendment.  Such contract amendments 

could be something unique to the contract, an increase in the contract price, or other material 

changes to the terms and conditions of the contract.  In some less frequent cases, SCE may 

determine that an application for approval of a contract amendment is necessary.   

Ultimately, SCE believes that the decision on how to bring an amendment to the 

Commission for approval should be left to the IOU to evaluate on a case-by-case basis at the 

time that the amendment arises.  This decision is guided by the perceived reasonableness and risk 

to customers of the contemplated amendment and varies depending upon the time and 

circumstances.  The Commission has established that IOUs must administer their contracts in a 

prudent manner.  In other words, IOUs are expected to engage in those practices, methods, and 

acts which, in the exercise of reasonable judgment in light of the facts known at the time the 

decision was made, could have been expected to accomplish the desired result at a reasonable 

cost consistent with good business practices, reliability, safety, and expedition.56  The prudence 

standard is intended to include a range of acceptable practices, methods, or acts.57  To the extent 

Commission direction on the acceptability of the contemplated action is clear, the IOU will 

likely feel comfortable with the reasonableness risk and include such an amendment in the 

annual ERRA reasonableness filing.  However, mandating that IOUs assume reasonableness risk 

absent upfront achievable standards places an unacceptable risk on the utility.58  

Once SCE determines a specific contract amendment should go into ERRA, the 

information necessary to demonstrate the action is reasonable is assembled and included in the 

annual ERRA reasonableness filing.  The filing is generally submitted on April 1 of each year. 

The Division of Ratepayer Advocates (“DRA”) is an active party in the review process and SCE 

receives and responds to multiple data requests from DRA.  SCE submits specific information 

                                                 

56  D.87-06-021 at 19. 
57  See, e.g., D.90-09-088 at 14-16. 
58  See Cal. Pub. Util. Code §§ 454.5(b)(7), (c)(3). 
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related to each request and prepares responses to fully address all questions or concerns.  Once 

all of their data requests are addressed, DRA then submits a recommendation to the Commission.  

The Commission subsequently issues a decision on SCE’s ERRA reasonableness filing.  

In this way, the entire filing is scrutinized for reasonable action and judgment on the part 

of the IOU.  This process has been in place since Decision 85731, April 27, 1976, implementing 

the Energy Cost Adjustment Clause (which morphed into ERRA in 2003) and is sufficient for 

most contract amendments.  Moreover, the ERRA reasonableness filing is transparent and 

includes a description of all contract amendments included in the filing.  SCE is including a 

sample of RPS contract amendments from its April 2009 ERRA filing below:59  

                                                 

59  ERRA Reasonableness of Operations, 2008, Chapters IX-XIV Public Testimony, A.09-04-002, at 41 (April 1, 
2009). 
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The current process for review of contract amendments is streamlined and flexible, and 

allows the IOUs to use their business judgment to apply Commission guidelines to specific 

amendments on a case-by-case basis.  The current process also allows for robust public review of 

contract amendments.  Accordingly, SCE does not believe there is any evidence that a change in 

the current process is required. 

B. Concerns with Scoping Memo Proposal 

SCE has three major concerns with the Scoping Memo proposal.  First, the proposal to 

require contract amendments that result in “(a)ny increase in ratepayer cost that has not been pre-

approved” to be submitted via Tier 3 advice letters could require a large percentage of renewable 
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contract amendments (many of which make only minor changes to the contracts) to be approved 

through the Tier 3 advice letter process.60   

For example, SCE has entered into contract amendments with certain sellers in order to 

address issues related to the implementation of the CAISO’s Market Redesign and Technology 

Upgrade (“MRTU”).  In some cases, MRTU will require delivery point changes that may impact 

line losses and such changes may result in some increased costs to ratepayers.  This is a normal 

cost of doing business and does not increase the energy price paid to the generator, although the 

generator may receive an overall benefit from lower line losses.  Under the current process, this 

type of contract amendment can be reviewed through the ERRA reasonableness filing.  The 

benefits of a specific contract amendment to ratepayers must be evaluated on an overall basis, 

and as discussed above, SCE includes a demonstration of the commensurate ratepayer benefit of 

amendments in its ERRA filing.     

However, under the Scoping Memo proposal, an amendment that may include any 

increase in ratepayer costs would require a Tier 3 advice letter, even if the amendment provides 

overall benefits to ratepayers.  Given that many more contract amendments are likely to be 

needed to address MRTU-related issues, the Scoping Memo proposal could lead to a substantial 

increase in the number of amendments that must be filed through Tier 3 advice letters.    

Another example of a contract amendment that may result in some increased costs to 

ratepayers, but also commensurate ratepayer benefits, is SCE agreeing to become the scheduling 

coordinator for a renewable generation project.  In its recent Pro Forma Renewable Power 

Purchase and Sale Agreements, SCE has agreed to take on the activities of scheduling 

coordinator.  There are some additional costs to ratepayers when SCE is the scheduling 

coordinator.  However, there are also commensurate ratepayer benefits such as SCE’s ability to 

manage bidding/scheduling risk, the fact that confidential bidding data does not need to be 

shared with the seller, and eliminating gaps in the scheduling requirements for the CAISO 

                                                 

60  Scoping Memo at 6. 
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Participating Intermittent Resource Program.  If SCE amends a contract and agrees to become 

scheduling coordinator it should be able to demonstrate the reasonableness of such amendment 

in its ERRA reasonableness filing.  However, under the Scoping Memo proposal, such 

amendments would have to be reviewed through a Tier 3 advice letter. 

These types of contract amendments are made in the normal course of contract 

administration and receive appropriate review in the ERRA process.  The IOU has the burden to 

show reasonableness and commensurate ratepayer benefit through ERRA, and whether the IOU 

met such standards is subject to public and Commission review.  Virtually all types of 

amendments including the specific ones mentioned here, certain changes in project on-line dates, 

or amendments to require seller participation in the Western Renewable Energy Generation 

Information System may broadly be interpreted to result in an “increase in ratepayer cost.”  

While SCE agrees that any increases in contract energy prices should be reviewed through the 

Tier 3 advice letter process, SCE strongly disagrees that any amendment that could possibly 

increase ratepayer costs should be filed through a Tier 3 advice letter.61  This interpretation of the 

Scoping Memo proposal could lead to virtually all of SCE’s contract amendments being 

reviewed through the Tier 3 advice letter process.  This is directly contrary to the goal of 

streamlining the review process for contract amendments.  It also undermines the usefulness of 

the ERRA reasonableness review process – a process that has been working well for many years.  

Second, SCE is concerned with the Scoping Memo proposal’s distinction between “major 

modification to project milestones,” which must be filed via Tier 3 advice letters, and “minor 

modification of project milestones,” which can be submitted in the ERRA reasonableness 

filing.62  There are no examples or direction for what would constitute major versus minor 

modification to project milestones.  Without any direction on how to differentiate between these 

two types of amendments, it is likely that IOUs will submit most contract amendments that 
                                                 

61  For contracts that were allocated above-market funds (“AMFs”), SCE supports submitting any amendments that 
would increase the amount of AMFs allocated via a Tier 1 advice letter.  This will allow Commission staff 
involved in AMF allocations to more quickly track AMF allocations. 

62  Scoping Memo at 6. 
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change contract milestones through the advice letter process in an attempt to comply with these 

guidelines.  It would be more useful and practical for the Commission to provide a non-

exhaustive list of what it views as routine contract administration to be included in the ERRA 

reasonableness filing versus what must be filed through the advice letter process.  This will give 

more direction to the IOUs while leaving enough flexibility for IOUs to review specific contract 

amendments on a case-by-case basis. 

Finally, the Scoping Memo proposal that amendments for additional procurement at a 

Commission-approved price be filed through Tier 1 advice letters is somewhat vague.  Some 

Commission-approved contracts already include a range of possible capacities.  If a contract 

amendment sets a specific capacity within that range, a Tier 1 advice letter should not be 

required since the Commission already approved the range of possible capacities.  The 

amendment should be reviewed in the ERRA reasonableness filing.   

SCE interprets additional procurement at a Commission-approved price to include 

increases in contract capacity beyond the range originally set forth in the contract at the same 

price already approved by the Commission.  Additionally, in the case of contracts for a specific 

amount of renewable energy (e.g., 500 GWh per year from a specific facility rather than all of 

the energy from a facility of a specific capacity), additional procurement at a Commission-

approved price would include a contract amendment for additional energy at the same price 

already approved by the Commission.  SCE believes that it would be helpful to clarify this 

category. 

6. Other: Anything else necessary for a full and complete presentation to the Commission 
of the IOU’s 2011 RPS Procurement Plan, as recommended by the IOU for Commission 
acceptance   

6.1. SCE’s RSC Program  

In order to help small renewable energy projects contribute to the State’s renewable 

energy goals, SCE voluntarily initiated its RSC Program to offer standardized contracts to 

eligible renewable energy facilities with capacities of 20 MW or less.  SCE recognized that 

smaller projects have had difficulties in participating in SCE’s annual solicitations.  By 
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eliminating the complex negotiation process that is needed for larger projects, these smaller 

projects are given the opportunity to execute contracts with SCE and contribute to the State’s 

renewable energy goals.   

In 2009, SCE offered two different contracts for facilities with capacities not greater than 

5 MW and capacities not greater than 20 MW.63  The contracts were offered to RPS-eligible 

resources for terms of 10, 15, and 20 years, and at an energy price set at the applicable Market 

Price Referent (“MPR”), multiplied by energy allocation factors for SCE’s time-of-delivery 

periods.  The contracts were based on a simplified version of the Pro Forma Renewable Power 

Purchase and Sale Agreement for SCE’s RPS solicitation.64 

SCE filed an advice letter on July 1, 2009 seeking approval of one RSC Program 

contract.65  Late in 2009, SCE received a large number of applications to its RSC Program, 

representing nearly double the program’s goal of 250 MW.  SCE completed negotiations and 

executed contracts with 13 of these projects in late December 2009 and early January 2010.66 

Given that applications had greatly exceeded the program cap, SCE initially suspended 

its RSC Program after executing those contracts and conducted an analysis to review options for 

restarting the program in 2010.  Based on that analysis, and after consultation with its PRG, SCE 

initiated a revised RSC Program for 2010 with a new goal of 250 MW.  The 2010 program did 

not offer an energy price at the applicable MPR, but instead awarded contracts based on a 

Request for Offers (“RFO”). 

SCE launched the 2010 RSC RFO on August 2, 2010 with a goal of procuring 250 MW 

of renewable resources, each project not greater than 20 MW.  The RFO Instructions asked 

prospective offerors to submit offers for projects not greater than 5 MW (“RSC5”), or projects 

                                                 

63  As noted below, the CREST program is available for facilities with capacities up to 1.5 MW.   
64  SCE’s 2009 Renewables Standard Contract materials were filed with the Commission on May 8, 2009.  

Southern California Edison Company’s (U 338-E) Renewables Standard Contract Materials (May 8, 2009).   
65  The Commission approved the contract in Resolution E-4263.  The Commission had previously approved four 

contracts from SCE’s Biomass Standard Contract Program (the predecessor to the RSC Program).   
66  The Commission subsequently approved 12 of these contracts in Resolution E-4359.  One of the contracts was 

terminated before approval.  Two additional contracts have been terminated since approval. 



 

  - 27 -

not greater than 20 MW (“RSC20”).  The RSC5 and RSC20 standard contracts contained similar 

terms and conditions, except that RSC5 had a lower development security deposit than RSC20, 

and there was no requirement to post performance assurance under RSC5.  The RFO Instructions 

required generating facilities to be certified as eligible renewable energy resources, to be located 

within the electric power system of the CAISO, and to be scheduled to commence operation 

within three years from Commission approval of the contract.  The standard contracts were not 

subject to negotiation, except for changes unique to an offeror’s particular project.  Offerors 

could propose contract durations for RSC5 and RSC20 for 10, 15 or 20 years. 

SCE received an extremely robust and competitive response, and decided to create both a 

short list and a provisional short list.  SCE notified each offeror as to its status with respect to the 

short list or the provisional short list on September 30, 2010, and executed final contracts with 

the short-listed offerors on November 15, 2010. 

Between the time that the RSC RFO was launched and offers were submitted to SCE, the 

Commission issued a proposed decision on August 24, 2010 adopting the RAM.  As discussed in 

Section 6.2 below, the RAM is a mandatory competitive procurement process for renewable 

resources up to 20 MW.  The proposed RAM created a duplicative procurement program and 

directly competed with SCE’s RSC Program for the less than 20 MW market segment, creating 

uncertainty around whether or not SCE should continue to procure renewable resources via its 

RSC Program.  Ultimately, SCE short-listed the 2010 RSC offerors’ bids and executed 21 

contracts for 258 MW on November 15, 2010.  One 20 MW wind contract was subsequently 

terminated; the remaining 20 contracts were solar PV.67  Now that the RAM has been approved 

by the Commission,68 it will replace SCE’s RSC Program.   

6.2. RAM Program 

In D.10-12-048, issued on December 17, 2010, the Commission adopted a new 

procurement process called the RAM to procure renewable energy from projects 20 MW or less 
                                                 

67  The 20 contracts were submitted for Commission approval in Advice 2547-E. 
68  See D.10-12-048. 
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that are eligible under the California RPS.  The decision ordered SCE, Pacific Gas and Electric 

Company, and San Diego Gas & Electric Company to implement the RAM, procuring a total of 

1,000 MW, allocated across the utilities over a two year period through competitive auctions 

using standard non-negotiable contracts.69  On February 25, 2011, SCE submitted Advice 2557-

E, which provides RAM procedures and draft standard Power Purchase Agreements in 

compliance with D.10-12-048.  SCE filed a supplement to Advice 2557-E on March 14, 2011 to 

include a Memorandum from Independent Evaluator Accion Group (“Accion”) providing 

Accion’s observations and suggestions regarding Advice 2557-E. 

6.3. CREST Program 

In D.07-07-027, the Commission directed the IOUs to offer a feed-in tariff to eligible 

renewable energy resources sized 1.5 MW and less.  SCE offers this tariff under the CREST 

contract, which purchases all energy delivered for a 10, 15, or 20-year term at the applicable 

MPR.  The statewide program limit is 500 MW with SCE’s portion being 247 MW.  SCE has 

executed two contracts under this tariff for approximately 2 MW.    

On October 11, 2009, SB 32 expanded this tariff up to 3 MW, to be effective January 

2010.  SCE will continue to offer the existing CREST contract until the Commission has 

completed the implementation of the legislation.   

6.4. IPP Portion of SPVP 

SCE launched its first SPVP RFO for IPPs on March 18, 2010.  In the RFO Participant 

Instructions, SCE listed the following requirements for competing in the procurement process: 

• The generating facility must be a solar PV electric energy generating facility; 

• The site on which the offeror’s generating facility is located must be within SCE’s 

service territory; 

• The generating facility must be interconnected to SCE’s electric system.  The 

delivery point for a generating facility will be the PNode for the generating 
                                                 

69  D.10-12-048 at 29-30.  The decision orders SCE to procure 498.4 MW and allows for contracts already 
executed under SCE’s 2010 RSC Program to count towards this target. 
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facility.  In no instance will SCE accept any offer that proposes a generating 

facility whose interconnection would require any network upgrades; 

• A single offer may be comprised of the aggregation of multiple generating 

facilities delivering the products to the same PNode provided that each generating 

facility has a gross power rating of at least 500 kW DC; 

• The generating facility may not participate in the California Solar Initiative 

program or the net energy metering tariff; and 

• The levelized product price must not be greater than $192.50/MWh. 

On April 19, 2010, SCE received a robust submittal of non-binding offers for both 

rooftop and ground mount options.  SCE evaluated each offer against a set of screening criteria.  

In addition, to be eligible to submit a binding offer, offerors must either have completed 

interconnection studies signifying that no transmission level upgrades are necessary, or pass the 

first nine screens of the WDAT Fast Track process.  SCE received binding offers on July 19, 

2010 from eligible offerors, which resulted in the execution of 36 contracts for 50 MW AC of 

solar PV projects in SCE’s service territory.  Seven of these contracts were subsequently 

terminated, and the Commission ultimately approved 29 contracts for 43 MW AC. 

SCE held a Program Forum on December 2, 2010 and received input from participants on 

the SPVP.  Based on this input and lessons learned in the 2010 RFO, SCE submitted an advice 

letter to the Commission on April 5, 2011 requesting approval of the Participant Instructions and 

standard Power Purchase Agreements for use in the 2011 RFO.70 

6.5. QF Settlement 

On December 16, 2010, the Commission approved the Qualifying Facility and Combined 

Heat and Power Program Settlement Agreement (“Settlement”) in D.10-12-035.  The terms of 

the Settlement will become effective upon final, non-appealable approval of the Settlement by 

the Commission and final, non-appealable approval of the joint IOUs’ 210(m) application filed 

                                                 

70  See Advice 2571-E. 
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March 18, 2011.  Pursuant to the Settlement and the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 

1978, standard offer contracts will be offered to renewable QFs less than or equal to 20 MW.  In 

addition, the Settlement makes a pricing amendment available to renewable QFs currently under 

contract.  A renewable QF currently holding an SCE standard offer contract will have the 

opportunity to execute a pricing amendment effective for the remainder of its existing contract 

term. 

6.6. Interconnection Process – Operating Priority for Fully Deliverable Resources 

Over Energy-Only Resources 

As part of the interconnection process, sellers select between being “fully deliverable” 

and “energy-only.”  By selecting fully deliverable, sellers must pay their network upgrade costs 

and share in the cost of any deliverability upgrades.  The utilities are also able to count fully 

deliverable sellers toward their resource adequacy requirements.  Sellers who select energy-only 

are unable to provide resource adequacy.  These resources pay for their network upgrade costs, 

but are not obligated to pay any portion of the deliverability upgrades.   

Despite having to pay for deliverability upgrades, fully deliverable sellers receive no 

operating priority or transmission rights beyond what an energy-only seller would receive.  For 

example, rather than curtail an energy only seller first when downstream congestion requires 

curtailment, the CAISO makes no distinction between an energy-only and fully deliverable 

seller.  Additionally, the energy-only seller receives the benefit of the additional downstream 

transmission availability, paid for by the fully deliverable sellers, without sharing any of the 

downstream transmission upgrade costs.   

Another LSE’s energy-only resource located in the same area as an SCE fully deliverable 

resource should not be allowed to take advantage of the SCE resource having paid for 

deliverability upgrades when the other LSE’s resource has not shared those costs.  That would be 

unfair to the fully deliverable sellers, who should be given operating priority in the CAISO 

system since they paid the cost of deliverability upgrades.   
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In its 2010 RPS Procurement Plan, SCE requested to amend its 2010 Pro Forma 

Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement to include the requirement that sellers’ 

interconnection applications provide for full deliverability so that they receive resource adequacy 

benefits and are obligated to pay their portion of any deliverability upgrades.71  However, the 

Commission denied SCE’s request.72  While SCE will not be including this requirement in its 

2011 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement, SCE urges the Commission to 

address this issue either in this proceeding or in the SB 2 implementation proceeding, so that 

SCE and the other IOUs be required to include this requirement in their 2012 RPS Procurement 

Plans.  This is an issue that needs to be addressed system-wide.   

6.7. SCE’s Planned Use of RECs 

Pursuant to D.10-03-021, as modified by D.11-01-025, the Commission has authorized 

the use of RECs for compliance with the California RPS program.  Along with allowing for the 

use of REC-only transactions where the LSE only purchases RECs, and not energy, the 

Commission reclassified most out-of-state bundled renewable transactions as REC-only.  The 

Commission also limited the IOUs’ use of such REC-only transactions to 25% of their annual 

procurement targets and imposed a price cap of $50/REC. 

SCE intends to use RECs to help meet its RPS targets in accordance with the 

Commission’s decisions on RECs.73  SCE will solicit proposals for RECs through the 2011 

solicitation and has amended its 2011 solicitation materials to allow for the procurement of 

RECs.  SCE may also explore additional compelling REC opportunities through the broader 

market with requests for information, proposals, or offers.  SCE’s REC procurement efforts will 

help SCE meet the State’s renewables goals.   

                                                 

71   Southern California Edison Company’s (U 338-E) Second Amended 2010 RPS Procurement Plan, Attachment 
2-5 at § 2.02(b) (June 17, 2010). 

72  D.11-04-030 at 20-22. 
73  SCE and several other parties have filed applications for rehearing of D.10-03-021 and D.11-01-025 that are 

still pending before the Commission.  SCE’s current intentions with regard to RECs may need to be revisited if 
those decisions are materially altered.  
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With the passage of SB 2, SCE expects that there will be some changes to the rules 

surrounding the use of RECs.  SCE may need to modify its plan for the use of RECs once the 

Commission implements SB 2. 

 6.8. Process for Modifications to RPS Procurement Plans 

The existing process for Commission approval of the IOUs’ RPS Procurement Plans, 

including solicitation materials, makes it difficult for the solicitation materials to take into 

account market trends and the lessons learned from the IOUs’ contracting experience because the 

solicitation materials must be filed with the Commission several months before the solicitation is 

to be issued.  As a result of this time lag, the solicitation materials are inevitably out-of-date by 

the time they are approved by the Commission.     

For example, SCE filed its 2010 RPS Procurement Plan just as it was beginning 

negotiations with the sellers short-listed in its 2009 RPS solicitation.  Therefore, SCE’s 2010 

solicitation materials could not fully take into account the lessons SCE learned in its 2009 

solicitation.  Such lessons learned may show SCE that a provision in its solicitation materials 

requires modification or that a new provision is required.  SCE may also learn that one of the 

changes introduced for a solicitation is not working and should not be included in the next 

solicitation.   

Additionally, the renewable energy market moves quickly and the IOUs need the ability 

to make changes to their commercial documents to reflect current market and regulatory realities.  

The credit and financing markets can undergo significant changes in the time between the filing 

and approval of the RPS Procurement Plans that necessitate changes to the IOUs’ solicitation 

materials.  Changes can also be required because of new regulatory developments.  It does not 

benefit any party to require the IOUs to issue solicitations with stale commercial documents that 

require substantial modifications before they can be executed. 

Going forward, SCE suggests that the Commission create a forum for discussing changes 

to the schedule for the RPS Procurement Plans to make the process more effective.   
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6.9. Discussion of Improvements to the Transmission Ranking Cost Report Process 

For the 2009 RPS solicitation, SCE sent a letter on August 6, 2008 to renewable energy 

developers requesting that they provide information regarding transmission to be used in SCE’s 

2009 Transmission Ranking Cost Report (“TRCR”).  The deadline for interested parties to 

respond to this solicitation for information was August 20, 2008.  Fifteen developers responded 

to SCE’s information request.  These developers identified up to 48 potential renewable resource 

projects, including 29 in SCE’s service territory, for a total of 15,424 MW.  There were five 

developers representing seven projects which provided incomplete or insufficient information.  

The majority of projects identified in the request for supplemental information were in fact 

already active projects in the CAISO interconnection queue. 

Based on the revisions to previous conceptual transmission plans to accommodate new 

interconnection requests of renewable resources made since the last TRCR and additional 

information obtained in response to SCE’s request for information, SCE developed its 2009 

TRCR. 

Of those parties which provided information to SCE for its TRCR, xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx.  SCE believes that the current TRCR process provides an 

extremely rough approximation of transmission cost impacts for proposed generating facilities 

within SCE’s service territory.  However, it does not provide sufficient accuracy to make fine 

distinctions between projects in the proposal evaluation process.  Furthermore, SCE has found 

that estimates in the TRCR are even more speculative for network upgrade costs for generating 

facilities that will be located at sites within or beyond the service territories of other CAISO 

transmission providers. 

SCE proposes that the Commission undertake workshops to consider how to make the 

TRCR process more relevant and useful to the assessment of proposals actually received by the 

utilities. 
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6.10. Consideration of Integration Cost in the Evaluation Process 

Integration costs are indirect costs that result from integrating and operating eligible 

renewable energy resources.  They include the additional system costs required to provide 

sufficient ancillary service capability including load following and frequency regulation to 

integrate renewable resources.  In D.04-07-029, the Commission required that integration cost 

adders be zero for the first year of RPS solicitations (i.e., 2004) due to the results from the CEC-

commissioned “California Renewables Portfolio Standard Renewable Generation Integration 

Cost Analysis” (“RGICA”) study, published in 2004.74  The Commission stated that “at present 

levels of penetration, renewable generation causes no noticeable increase in the cost of these 

ancillary services, beyond those costs imposed by normal system variability.”75   However, the 

Commission specifically stated that this was its ruling for the first year of RPS solicitations and 

that “further addition of intermittent renewables to the system may, in future years, cause us to 

change this determination.”76  The Commission reiterated the direction to apply a zero adder for 

integration costs in D.07-02-011 without any analysis of developments since D.04-07-029.77 

The CEC RGICA results do not support continuing to use a zero adder for integration 

costs in the least-cost, best-fit (“LCBF”) evaluation process.  The RGICA was a multi-year study 

that analyzed 2002 to 2004 to determine the impact of renewable resources on integration costs 

over that timeframe.  The RGICA results do not take into account any renewable projects that 

have been completed since 2004, the renewable projects that currently have purchase power 

contracts but are not yet on-line, or any future procurement needed to comply with the State’s 

renewable energy goals.   

As California continues to procure additional intermittent renewable resources, SCE 

believes that current levels of intermittent renewables require an increase in the provision of the 

                                                 

74  D.04-07-029 at 12-14. 
75  Id. at 13. 
76  Id. 
77  D.07-02-011 at 56. 
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ancillary services mentioned above, and that an integration study that reflects updated regulatory 

and procurement expectations should be used as a basis for integration costs.  However, in D.11-

04-030, the Commission declined to allow the use of non-zero integration cost adders for the 

2011 RPS solicitation.78  The Commission stated that if an adder is developed in Rulemaking 10-

05-006, each IOU may file an advice letter seeking to amend its 2011 RPS Procurement Plan for 

the purpose of using that adder in its LCBF evaluation.79  In accordance with D.11-04-030, SCE 

will use a zero integration cost adder in its 2011 RPS solicitation unless the Commission 

authorizes the use of another adder. 

7. Important Changes: A statement identifying and summarizing the important changes 
between the 2009 and 2010 Plans.  

 This Section addresses the important changes between SCE’s 2009 RPS 

Procurement Plan and SCE’s 2010 RPS Procurement Plan, as filed on December 18, 2009, 

and amended on April 9, 2010 and June 17, 2010.  SCE has made additional changes in this 

2011 RPS Procurement Plan from its Second Amended 2010 RPS Procurement Plan 

submitted on June 17, 2010.  Those changes are discussed in the Summary of Changes 

Made in SCE’s 2011 RPS Procurement Plan section included in the pleading at the 

beginning of Volume 1 of SCE’s 2011 RPS Procurement Plan and are also shown in the 

redlines included in SCE’s 2011 RPS Procurement Plan.  They are not reflected in this 

Section and may supersede provisions discussed in this Section. 

A. Second Amended 2010 Written Plan and Second Amended LCBF Written 

Report 

As discussed and explained in Section 2, SCE is now procuring based on a High Need 

Case assuming a 33% renewable energy goal.  As explained in Section 6.1, given the 

overwhelming response to SCE’s RSC Program, SCE re-launched the program in 2010 using 

RFOs to procure renewable resources from generating facilities not greater than 20 MW.  

                                                 

78  D.11-04-030 at 23. 
79  Id. 
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Further, as explained in Section 6.6, all Commission-jurisdictional entities should be allowed to 

require their contracted resources be connected via fully deliverable arrangements.  As discussed 

in Section 6.7, SCE intends to use RECs toward meeting its RPS targets.  SCE also proposes 

more flexibility to update the RPS Procurement Plans and a workshop to discuss improvements 

to the TRCR process as discussed in Sections 6.8 and 6.9.  Finally, Section 6.10 discusses 

consideration of integration costs in the evaluation process. 

In addition to the changes discussed above, since SCE filed its LCBF Report as part of its 

Second Amended 2009 RPS Procurement Plan, SCE made some changes to its LCBF Written 

Report to clarify the description of its evaluation and selection process and criteria.  Some of 

these changes were included in the LCBF Written Report for SCE’s 2009 RPS solicitation 

submitted to the Commission on December 4, 2009.  In particular, proposals’ capacity benefits 

are calculated in accordance with the Commission’s updated resource adequacy accounting rules 

and energy benefits are calculated based on the estimated market value of energy.80  SCE also 

made some minor modifications in its Amended LCBF Written Report.  For example, the 

modifications clarify that the same evaluation and selection process will be used for bundled and 

REC-only contracts, that proposals deemed clear outliers in the evaluation process will not be 

further reviewed, that the capacity benefits calculated assume a generating facility has full 

capacity deliverability status, and the treatment of transmission costs.  Finally, SCE has made an 

addition in its Second Amended LCBF Written Report to include information on the evaluation 

process for negative pricing risk.  SCE also made a minor modification to indicate that 

interconnection process progress will be considered as an additional qualitative attribute. 

B. 2010 Solicitation Materials 

1. General Changes 

The changes below affect more than one of the solicitation documents. 

                                                 

80  These changes were also made in SCE’s 2010 Procurement Protocol. 
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a) Credit and Collateral Provisions 

SCE is making important changes to the credit and collateral provisions of its solicitation 

materials.  First, SCE is increasing its development security requirements from $60.00 per kW to 

$90.00 per kW for baseload facilities, and from $30.00 per kW to $60.00 per kW for intermittent 

facilities.  SCE believes this increased development period collateral requirement provides a 

reasonable (albeit not complete) security for SCE customers during the development phase of a 

generating facility.  The proposed development security levels are consistent with the overall 

industry position on allocating project failure risks between project developers and utility 

customers. 

Second, as a result of SCE’s experience with the renewable energy and financial 

industries and SCE’s previous negotiation experience, SCE is restructuring its performance 

assurance requirement.  SCE has modified its solicitation materials to require that sellers’ 

proposals be based upon a tiered performance assurance requirement.  This structure begins with 

a lower performance assurance posting in the early term years (3% of total revenues seller 

expects to receive), and steps up (to 5% and 6%) for the mid-contract years.  Then, the 

performance assurance level steps down (to 5% and 3%) for the remaining term years.  Over the 

full term of the contract, the performance assurance amount averages 5% of the total revenues, 

the same as the performance assurance requirement in SCE’s 2009 RPS Procurement Plan.  

However, the modified performance assurance structure reflects the risks related to different 

delivery terms and is responsive both to changes in SCE’s estimated exposure during the contract 

term and to changes in the renewable energy and financing markets. 

The proposed tiered mechanism for performance assurance is beneficial to both SCE’s 

customers and sellers.  SCE customers benefit in that the proposed structure of performance 

assurance better reflects SCE’s estimated exposure during the contract term and brings down the 

maximum exposure that customers face.  Sellers benefit from a lesser total capital requirement in 

the early years of the delivery term when their access to capital is constrained. 
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Third, based upon experience in prior solicitations and document negotiations, SCE is 

eliminating the seller’s debt to equity ratio requirement and the associated definitions.  This 

credit provision often required a significant amount of negotiation and modification of SCE’s 

Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement language without a commensurate 

benefit to SCE.  Additionally, ensuring compliance with this provision required follow-up 

documentation and verification, which complicates contract administration and management.  

SCE believes that the financial markets impose discipline on this issue which, combined with 

SCE’s provision prohibiting additional debt other than debt for the development, construction 

and operation of the facility, provides adequate protection for SCE and its customers.  

b) Changes to Non-Disclosure Agreement Procedure 

SCE is modifying the procedure for executing non-disclosure agreements (“NDAs”) in 

the 2010 RPS solicitation.  In prior years, all sellers were required to submit a redlined version of 

SCE’s pro forma NDA with their initial proposal documents.  Because SCE must have an 

executed NDA before a seller can be informed of its short list status, SCE was required to 

potentially negotiate NDAs with all sellers – even those which were not going to be placed on 

SCE’s short list – before those who made the short list could be notified.  This was a 

cumbersome and time-intensive process with little benefit to anyone involved in it.   

For the 2010 solicitation, SCE is requiring all sellers to agree to a “Short-term NDA,” by 

checking a box on the 2010 Seller’s Proposal Template and Calculator.81  The Short-term NDA 

lasts until the latest of three dates: (1) if the proposal is placed on SCE’s short list, seller’s 

submission to SCE of its short list deposit, exclusivity agreement, copy of interconnection 

application, and a long-term NDA; (2) if the proposal is placed on SCE’s short list, seller’s 

notification to SCE that seller declines to pursue further negotiations; and (3) SCE’s notification 

to seller that the proposal has not been placed on SCE’s short list and SCE does not wish to 

negotiate the proposal.  However, the obligation to keep confidential information submitted 
                                                 

81  The Amended 2010 Seller’s Proposal Template and Calculator is Attachment 2-3 to SCE’s Second Amended 
2010 RPS Procurement Plan. 



 

  - 39 -

under the Short-term NDA survives for five years, so sellers need not fear that SCE will 

immediately disclose confidential information in their proposals.   

A seller which is chosen for the short list will then submit SCE’s “Long-term NDA.”  

The Long-term NDA covers the negotiations related to a seller’s proposal and, if the negotiations 

are successful, is incorporated into the final contract.  It is hoped that this procedure will 

streamline the NDA negotiation process. 

c) Deletion of Alternate Wind Performance Standard 

In the last several RPS solicitations, SCE made available an “alternate wind performance 

standard” that sellers can consider in making their proposals.  SCE discovered, however, that 

sellers generally do not review, or even consider, the alternate wind performance standard when 

compiling their proposal packages.  Because SCE still recognizes that the alternate wind 

performance standard may be an appropriate option for a seller pursuing a wind-based renewable 

power purchase and sale agreement with SCE, SCE decided to take a different approach: instead 

of posting the alternate wind performance standard language on its website at the time of RFP 

launch and framing this option in its Procurement Protocol (and other solicitation materials), 

SCE will thoroughly present and explain this option to the short-listed developers of wind 

projects during the negotiation phase of the solicitation process.  At that point, if a developer 

decides to pursue this option, SCE will then work with it throughout the negotiations to revise 

the renewable power purchase and sale agreement appropriately. 

d) RECs 

SCE has amended its solicitation materials to allow for the procurement of RECs.   

In particular, SCE’s 2010 Procurement Protocol enables sellers to offer RECs to SCE.   

A complicating feature of D.10-03-021 is that it created two different types of RECs, 

which must be treated differently in the Amended 2010 Procurement Protocol:  (1) RECs that 

provide only Green Attributes; and (2) RECs that consist of Green Attributes and bundled energy 

from an out-of-state facility that neither connects into a California balancing authority nor is 

dynamically scheduled to a California balancing authority.  The former are called “REC 
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Products,” while the latter are now referenced in the 2010 Procurement Protocol as “REC-Only 

Bundled Energy Products.”  In general, the REC-Only Bundled Energy Products must be treated 

more like bundled energy transactions than real REC Products.  SCE has added various versions 

of these products (based on the contract terms) to the products already solicited in SCE’s 2010 

Procurement Protocol and has also made conforming changes in other solicitation materials. 

Additionally, SCE has added the new non-modifiable standard terms and conditions 

adopted in D.10-03-021 for bundled and REC-only contracts to its 2010 Pro Forma Renewable 

Power Purchase and Sale Agreement and its 2010 Pro Forma WSPP Confirmations for Firm and 

As-Available Product and its 2010 Pro Forma EEI Confirmations for Firm and As-Available 

Product, as applicable.  Finally, SCE has added a new 2010 Pro Forma WSPP Confirmation for 

REC Product. 

e) Curtailment 

On May 6, 2010, the Commission held an All-Party Meeting on RPS Curtailment 

Provisions.  At that meeting, the Large-Scale Solar Association (“LSA”), the California Wind 

Energy Association (“CalWEA”), and other market participants stated that, in their view, a cap 

on the number of hours a generator could be curtailed without compensation was necessary in 

order for renewable projects to be financeable.82   SCE took into consideration the comments 

made at that meeting, as well as comments made to SCE by generators after the meeting, and 

modified its previous curtailment proposal to provide sellers with financial certainty during the 

financing period, and to allow SCE to evaluate market participants’ costs for various levels of 

uncompensated curtailment. 

On May 20, 2010, SCE presented separately to The Utility Reform Network (“TURN”), 

the Independent Energy Producers Association (“IEP”), and CalWEA/LSA a modified 

                                                 

82  Curtailments discussed in this section refer only to those that may be directed by SCE as the buyer under the 
power purchase and sale agreement.  A reduction or curtailment ordered by the CAISO or pursuant to the terms 
of an agreement with a Transmission Provider must be followed and is not covered within the curtailment 
quantity limits described in this section and/or compensated by SCE under its Pro Forma Renewable Power 
Purchase and Sale Agreement. 



 

  - 41 -

curtailment position whereby SCE capped the seller’s uncompensated curtailment based on 

negative pricing in the CAISO market for each contract year.  Specifically, the cap for 

uncompensated curtailment for each contract year (i.e., the curtailment cap) would be in MWh 

measured as contract capacity multiplied by a specific number of hours.  If the total curtailment 

based on negative pricing in any contract year exceeded the annual curtailment cap, the seller 

would be paid for the energy it could have delivered but for the curtailments.  At the end of the 

contract term (typically 20 years), if SCE provided prior notice, the seller would then “pay back” 

the energy SCE paid for, but was not delivered over the term of the contract.  The feedback from 

those meetings was generally positive with three suggested changes: (1) placing a cap on the 

optional “extended” term where sellers are paying back the energy to SCE’s customers; (2) 

curtailing only at a negative price in the CAISO market, instead of curtailing at zero or a 

negative price; and (3) compensation to sellers for lost production tax credit (“PTC”) revenue.   

SCE evaluated these suggestions and modified its proposal to implement each of these 

suggested changes.  SCE presented its modified proposal to its PRG on May 26, 2010. 

In this Second Amended 2010 RPS Procurement Plan, SCE has included a Second 

Amended 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power and Sale Agreement with revised curtailment 

provisions.  The revisions include changes based upon the suggestions discussed above.  

Additionally, SCE has added a right for SCE to curtail seller’s production of energy to the 

quantity awarded in a day-ahead or real-time schedule, subject to various payment provisions to 

compensate the seller for the lost production.   

Section 4.02 of the 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement 

provides that if a schedule is awarded in the CAISO day-ahead market for energy from the 

seller’s facility, the seller receives the contract price for energy delivered.  If SCE curtails 

seller’s production of energy in real-time to the quantity awarded in the day-ahead schedule, the 

seller still receives the contract price for the energy that could have been delivered but for that 

curtailment, and the undelivered energy is not included in the curtailment cap discussed below. 



 

  - 42 -

If SCE bids the resource into the CAISO markets and no day-ahead schedule is awarded 

for the seller’s power then, if the day-ahead price is zero dollars or greater, the seller receives the 

contract price for the energy that could have been delivered.  However, if the day-ahead price is 

less than zero, there is no payment to the seller up to the curtailment cap for the contract year.   

SCE intends to allow sellers to offer three energy prices for their products, each of which 

is based on a different annual curtailment cap for uncompensated curtailment.  The three 

curtailment cap choices will be the contract capacity multiplied by 50, 100, and 200 hours per 

year.  SCE and the seller would then agree to an annual curtailment cap in the contract.  If that 

cap is exceeded in any year, the seller would receive payment for the amount of energy above the 

cap that could have been delivered but for the curtailment.  The amount of curtailment in excess 

of the curtailment cap for each year will be tracked over the contract term and, at the end of the 

contract term, SCE will have the option to require the seller to “repay” SCE’s customers for that 

excess curtailed energy by delivering twice the amount of curtailed energy and receiving one-

half the contract price for such energy until the earlier of when the total amount of energy is 

repaid or the seller has delivered energy for two years past the end of the original contract term.         

If no schedule is awarded in the day-ahead market, a seller may request that SCE, as the 

scheduling coordinator, bid the resource into the real-time market, and may specify a price at 

which SCE is to bid the energy.  If a schedule is awarded as a result, SCE will receive the energy 

and pay the seller the full contract price for the energy delivered.  If the real-time market price is 

negative, the seller will pay the CAISO charges and costs.  If the real-time market price is 

positive, SCE will receive the CAISO revenue. 

If no award is made in the day-ahead market and the seller does not request that SCE 

submit a bid into the real-time market, SCE may elect to bid the energy into the real-time market 

based on the generator’s availability schedule.  SCE will pay the contract price for the energy 

delivered if a schedule is awarded.  If the seller generates in excess of its awarded real-time 

schedule, and SCE exercises its right to curtail seller’s energy production in excess of the 
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schedule, the excess quantity will be deemed curtailed product subject to the curtailment cap and 

banking.   

If seller delivers energy after it receives a curtailment instruction from SCE, the CAISO, 

or another authority, SCE is not obligated to pay the seller for that amount of energy, and the 

seller will pay all CAISO costs and sanctions, and SCE will keep all CAISO revenues, associated 

with that delivered energy. 

SCE also modified its 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement 

to compensate sellers for lost federal PTCs for curtailment due to negative pricing in excess of 

the curtailment cap in any contract year, if the seller was entitled to receive PTCs and was not 

eligible for investment tax credits and the reimbursement for lost PTCs was selected in the 

procurement process.83  Sellers have the ability to offer contract pricing with and without lost 

PTCs for curtailment due to negative pricing in excess of the curtailment cap for any contract 

year.   

These changes from SCE’s prior curtailment provisions not only restrict the opportunity 

for SCE-determined curtailments, but they also “bound” the financial risk to sellers as directed 

by the Commission at the May 6, 2010 All-Party Meeting.      

In addition to Section 4.02 of the 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale 

Agreement, SCE modified Sections 1.06, 1.07, 1.08, 1.10, 1.12, and 3.12(f), added definitions 

for “Actual Availability,” “Additional Energy,” “Banked Curtailed Energy,” “Bid,” “Curtailed 

Product,” “Curtailed Return Term,” “Curtailed Return Term Notice,” “Curtailment Cap,” 

“Dispatch Instruction,” “Original Term,” “Over-Schedule Generation Curtailment Order,” 

“Over-Schedule Generation Curtailment Amount,” “Price Taker,” “Real-Time Available 

Energy,” “Real-Time Over-Schedule Generation Curtailment Order,” “Real-Time Over-

Schedule Generation Curtailment Quantity,” “Real-Time Price,” and “Unawarded Energy,” and 

                                                 

83  Second Amended 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement § 4.02(b)(iii). 



 

  - 44 -

modified the definitions of “Lost Output,” “Metered Amounts,” and “Schedule” to correspond to 

the new curtailment language. 

Furthermore, SCE has modified its 2010 Procurement Protocol, 2010 Seller’s Proposal 

Template and Calculator, and 2010 Form of Seller’s Proposal to explain SCE’s modified 

curtailment provisions and request information from sellers related to curtailment and contract 

prices for annual curtailment caps of contract capacity multiplied by 50, 100, and 200 hours, as 

discussed above.  

2. Additional Changes in 2010 Procurement Protocol84 

a) Additional Condition for the Forfeiture of a Short List Deposit 

SCE has added one additional condition under which a seller will forfeit its short list 

deposit: seller’s breach of its exclusivity agreement.85  This change was made to serve as a 

reasonable, serious, and adequate deterrence to simultaneously negotiating the same proposal 

with multiple utilities (and other buyers of power).  Breaches of exclusivity agreements can be 

costly to SCE’s customers, who pay for the negotiating resources. 

b) Term of Agreement 

SCE’s 2010 Procurement Protocol complies with the Commission’s requirement that 

SCE accept proposals for contracts with terms exceeding 20 years.  While SCE does not 

discourage proposals with terms longer than 20 years, SCE does require a seller who submits a 

proposal with a term longer than 20 years to also submit a proposal (for the same generating 

facility) with a 20-year term.86  This change was made so that SCE may compare proposals (e.g., 

expected costs, qualitative factors such as expectation of technology innovation, and portfolio 

risk tolerances) for contracts of longer than 20 years with the standard term length of 20 years. 

                                                 

84  The Second Amended 2010 Procurement Protocol is Attachment 2-1 to SCE’s Second Amended 2010 RPS 
Procurement Plan. 

85  Second Amended 2010 Procurement Protocol § 3.04(c)(a). 
86  Id. § 2.06(a). 
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c) Integration Costs 

SCE has modified the quantitative assessment subsection of the Evaluation of Proposals 

section of the 2010 Procurement Protocol to include a detailed discussion of integration costs.87  

d) Locational Preference 

Although SCE will consider and evaluate proposals with out-of-state generating facilities, 

SCE prefers proposals from facilities whose first point of interconnection within WECC is with a 

California balancing authority. 

3. Additional Changes in 2010 Form of Seller’s Proposal88 

a) E-Binder 

SCE will now require sellers to send their proposals electronically, in an e-binder, rather 

than sending printed copies.89  This should reduce the enormous amount of paper associated with 

the RFP process. 

b) Delivery Point and Manner of Delivery 

SCE is requiring each seller to set forth the delivery point of its proposal with greater 

specificity.90  SCE is also requiring a seller to detail its plan for transmitting energy to the 

delivery point and explain whether the costs of such delivery are included in the energy price.  

Obtaining this information from prospective sellers will better enable SCE to assess and compare 

different proposals. 

c) Generating Facility Description 

The Form of Seller’s Proposal has been revised to require sellers to disclose any possible 

or anticipated manufacturing supply chain constraints or issues associated with producing any 

                                                 

87  Id. § 5.01(b). 
88  The Second Amended 2010 Form of Seller’s Proposal is Attachment 2-10 to SCE’s Second Amended 2010 

RPS Procurement Plan. 
89  Second Amended 2010 Form of Seller’s Proposal § 3.01. 
90  Id. § 4.05. 



 

  - 46 -

major and auxiliary equipment.91  This change was recommended by SCE’s IE to enable better 

assessment of the PVC component that addresses manufacturing supply chain.   

4. Changes in 2010 Seller’s Acknowledgments 

  SCE made the changes discussed below in the 2010 Seller’s Acknowledgments, a 

document that each seller must submit as part of its proposal package.92   

a) Obtaining Necessary Approvals of a Renewable Power 

Purchase and Sale Agreement 

The prior language in Seller’s Acknowledgments could have been read to require a seller 

to have obtained all necessary approvals of a renewable power purchase and sale agreement with 

SCE by the time that seller first submitted its proposal, which always occurs before the 

commencement of negotiations.  SCE modified the language to clarify that seller will obtain all 

necessary approvals at the conclusion of negotiations.93   

b) Requirement that Seller be Bound by its Proposal 

The prior language in Seller’s Acknowledgements required that a seller agree to be bound 

by the redlined Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement submitted as part of 

its proposal.  This requirement served to discourage frivolous proposals.  The redlined Pro Forma 

Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreements, however, did not meaningfully advance 

negotiations because the redlines were generally incomplete.  SCE now requires a seller to 

submit an Outline of Contract Terms and Conditions94 setting forth the key changes that seller 

seeks to the Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement.  Accordingly, SCE’s 

modified language discourages frivolous proposals by requiring seller to make a commitment to 

negotiate with SCE in good faith.95   

                                                 

91  Id. § 4.03(a)(ii)(4). 
92  The 2010 Seller’s Acknowledgments is Exhibit C to the Second Amended 2010 Form of Seller’s Proposal.       
93  2010 Seller’s Acknowledgements ¶ 3. 
94  The 2010 Outline of Contract Terms and Conditions is Attachment 2-4 to SCE’s Second Amended 2010 RPS 

Procurement Plan. 
95  2010 Seller’s Acknowledgements ¶ 7. 
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c) Elimination of Requirement that Seller Submit CEC Audits 

SCE eliminated a requirement that seller submit CEC audits to establish that seller’s 

proposed project is an eligible renewable energy resource.96  In SCE’s experience, these audits 

occur only once agreement is reached so the audits are better addressed in the renewable power 

purchase and sale agreement itself.  

5.  Additional Changes in 2010 Seller’s Proposal Template and 

Calculator97 

SCE has integrated the revenue calculator that sellers provide as part of their proposals 

into the 2010 Seller’s Proposal Template and Calculator.98  Additionally, SCE has modified the 

2010 Seller’s Proposal Template and Calculator to require each proposal to provide contract 

prices based on the curtailment caps discussed in Section 7.B.1.e.  SCE has also requested that 

information solicited elsewhere in SCE’s 2010 solicitation materials (generally in the 2010 Form 

of Seller’s Proposal) be inputted into the 2010 Seller’s Proposal Template and Calculator 

spreadsheets, and has eliminated some information that is no longer needed.  Including 

additional information in the Seller’s Proposal Template and Calculator will reduce manual 

errors, require validation of information from sellers, and increase efficiency in the review of 

proposals.  

6. Additional Changes in 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase 

and Sale Agreement99 

a) Seller Responsibility for Invoicing 

Beginning with the 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement,  

                                                 

96  Id. ¶ 8. 
97  The Amended 2010 Seller’s Proposal Template and Calculator is Attachment 2-3 to SCE’s Second Amended 

2010 RPS Procurement Plan. 
98  SCE has also created a standard 2010 Seller’s Proposal Template and Calculator and a non-standard 2010 

Seller’s Proposal Template and Calculator for projects that are firmed and shaped. 
99  The Second Amended 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement is Attachment 2-5 to 

SCE’s Second Amended 2010 RPS Procurement Plan. 
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SCE will require sellers to produce a monthly payment invoice in order to receive payment.100  

There are several reasons for this change.  First, requiring sellers to invoice SCE creates a check 

and balance between SCE’s payment calculations and the seller’s calculations for the desired 

payment.  When sellers invoice SCE, SCE can compare sellers’ computations with SCE’s, 

validate the invoices, and pay or dispute accordingly.  This modified procedure creates an 

independent validation for the calculation of payments.  

Second, paying based on an invoice generated by an independent party (seller) conforms 

to SCE’s standard process for generating, validating, and approving payments.  To support 

appropriate internal controls and the segregation of duties, no payment is made without an 

invoice and no payments are made for greater than the invoiced amount.  Modifying the Pro 

Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement brings the practice for renewable 

contracts in line with that used for conventional generation and other SCE payments.   

Third, the procedure is also consistent with industry standards for financial internal 

control frameworks, COSO (Committee of Sponsoring Organizations also referred to as the 

Treadway Commission), and GAAP (Generally Accepted Accounting Practices).  

Finally, invoices act as third party documentation that SCE provides to its auditors 

(internal, external, regulatory, etc.) to support charges recorded on financial statements and 

financial and operations records.   

b) Compliance Expenditure Cap 

The 2009 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement contained a 

“Compliance Expenditure Cap,” which was a dollar limit on the costs a seller would be required 

to expend to ensure that the facility maintained its green attributes, capacity attributes, and 

resource adequacy benefits.  The 2009 Compliance Expenditure Cap applied regardless of 

whether, over the term of the renewable power purchase and sale agreement, there was a change 

in law governing those requirements.   

                                                 

100  Second Amended 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement, Exhibit E. 



 

  - 49 -

The 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement substantially 

narrows the circumstances in which the cap applies.  It will now apply only to situations where 

there is both (1) a change in law after the execution of the renewable power purchase agreement 

that causes the project to be disqualified as an eligible renewable energy resource (or causes its 

output to fail to meet RPS requirements), and (2) seller has expended “commercially reasonable 

efforts” to comply with such change in law.  The change ensures that the Compliance 

Expenditure Cap is in line with the Commission’s non-modifiable standard term and condition 

on “Eligibility,”101 as it defines, by a dollar amount, the term “commercially reasonable costs” 

used in that term.102   

c) Calculation of Energy Replacement Damage Amount 

The Energy Replacement Damage Amount is a penalty paid by seller when it fails to 

meet its annual (or two-year) energy delivery obligation.103  In the 2009 Pro Forma Renewable 

Power Purchase and Sale Agreement (as well as prior Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and 

Sale Agreements), the formula for calculating the Energy Replacement Damage Amount 

required the parties to compare the contract energy price with the “Market Price” – a price that is 

skewed by the predominance of conventional, rather than renewable, generation.  The formula in 

the 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement will require parties to 

compare the contract energy price with the “Green Market Price,” or the price for renewable 

energy projects.  SCE believes that the prices for renewable energy – not the market price – more 

accurately represent SCE’s damages when a seller fails to deliver renewable energy. 

d) NERC Requirements 

In the 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement section relating 

to NERC Electric System Reliability Requirements,104 SCE has added language designed to 

specify the proper allocation of the roles and responsibilities of SCE as scheduling coordinator 
                                                 

101  Id. § 10.02(b). 
102  Id. § 10.02(c). 
103  Id., Exhibit F.  
104  Id. § 3.29. 



 

  - 50 -

for purposes of NERC compliance, and, on the other hand, seller as the generator operator.  The 

language arises from SCE’s and the market’s experience with the NERC requirements gained in 

the approximately two and a half years since the requirements went into effect. 

e) Termination for Failure to Meet Commercial Operation 

Deadline  

The Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement has been revised to 

provide that SCE may terminate the renewable power purchase and sale agreement and retain the 

development security under any one of six specific circumstances, the occurrence of any of 

which makes it unlikely that seller will be able to meet its commercial operation deadline.105  

The revisions eliminate a termination right which the market indicated was strongly disfavored 

by lenders, while ensuring that SCE can terminate projects in circumstances which indicate they 

will never be timely built. 

f) Election of Federal Tax Credit 

In the 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement, SCE is 

requiring seller to inform SCE, before execution of the agreement, whether seller will seek an 

investment tax credit or a production tax credit (or no tax credit at all).106  There are three 

reasons for this change, which will affect only those sellers who are able to use either type of tax 

credit.   

First, commitment to a particular tax credit prevents a seller from using its termination 

right improperly.  The 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement allows a 

seller to terminate the agreement if the federal tax credit legislation applicable to seller is not 

enacted.107  Requiring a seller to specify which federal tax credit it plans to use prevents seller 

from terminating its agreement when the other tax credit (the one seller is not using) is not 

enacted. 

                                                 

105  Id. § 3.06(d). 
106  Id. § 1.12. 
107  Id. § 2.04(a)(ii). 



 

  - 51 -

Second, commitment to a particular tax credit prevents a seller from claiming excess 

direct damages, should there be a dispute between seller and SCE.  Under Article 7 of the 2010 

Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement, direct damages include the value of 

any federal tax credits that are lost by seller as a result of SCE’s default.108  Requiring a seller to 

specify which tax credit it plans to use prevents a seller from claiming, after the fact, that it 

would have used the tax credit that enabled seller to show the greater loss (and concomitantly, 

the greater amount of direct damages).     

Third, under certain conditions, SCE is accommodating the request from market 

participants to be compensated for lost federal production tax credits in the event of curtailments 

due to negative pricing, as discussed in more detail above.  SCE will solicit proposals both with 

and without reimbursement of lost production tax credits due to negative pricing in excess of the 

curtailment cap for any contract year. 

g) Termination Rights of Both Parties 

In its 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement, SCE has divided 

into two sections the right of either party to terminate where seller failed to obtain permits.  Each 

section addresses a different type of permit(s): (1) the CEC pre-certification, and (2) the 

construction permits.109  The notice of termination by either party due to a seller’s failure to 

obtain CEC pre-certification is to be provided on or before 13 months after the effective date of 

the agreement.  The right to terminate by either party if seller does not obtain its construction 

permit has been modified to be open-ended, and agreed to by and between SCE and seller during 

negotiations, depending on a seller’s individual needs.  SCE has found through its experience in 

prior solicitations and document negotiations that the market requires more individually-tailored 

time periods for terminating contracts where there is a failure to obtain construction permits. 

                                                 

108  Id., Article 7. 
109  Id. §§ 2.04(a)(i)(2) and (3).  
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h) Allocation of Standard Capacity Product Payments and 

Charges 

SCE has added this new section to address the responsibility of the Standard Capacity 

Product incentive payments and charges as defined in the CAISO tariff, if applicable.110 

i) Delivery Loss Factor  

SCE has further modified the energy payment calculation formula to take into account 

delivery losses up to and at the delivery point as calculated by CAISO.111  SCE’s deletion of the 

delivery loss factor calculation beyond the delivery point and the associated definitions mirrors 

the current CAISO MRTU market. 

j) Wind and Solar Performance Requirements 

Based upon experience in prior solicitations and document negotiations, SCE is changing 

its Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement to accommodate the wind 

industry and provide for an equitable performance obligation.  The performance obligation will 

be measured over a two-year period (instead of a one-year period) and requires a seller to equal 

or exceed 140% of the P-50 value in the final wind report.112  Wind developers had expressed 

that the 2009 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement, which had a standard 

of P-95, was not equitable because the use of a P-95 value disadvantaged those projects that had 

been collecting data for a longer time, and because studies have shown that California has high 

wind variability from year-to-year. 

By contrast, SCE’s additional experience with solar projects has led SCE to determine 

that solar variability from year-to-year is minimal.  SCE has changed the performance 

requirement accordingly, to reflect an obligation of 90% of the expected annual energy 

production.113   

                                                 

110  Id. § 3.04. 
111  Id., Exhibit A § 150, Exhibit E § 2.02. 
112  Id. § 3.07(a)(i). 
113  Id. 
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k) Indemnification 

SCE modified Section 10.03 of the 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale 

Agreement, which addresses indemnification obligations, to more clearly reflect the very 

different duties, responsibilities, and risks of SCE and sellers under the agreement.  Instead of 

discussing both parties’ indemnification obligations in the same paragraph, such obligations are 

now discussed in separate paragraphs within the same section.  Moreover, the respective 

indemnification obligations between seller and SCE are not identical: there are more 

circumstances under which the seller indemnifies SCE than under which SCE indemnifies the 

seller, reflecting the fact that the seller has more duties under the agreement and the nature of 

those duties in comparison to the duties of SCE.  SCE also added sections addressing the 

procedure by which indemnification is claimed and provided.    

l) Elimination of Requirement for Seller to Provide Financial 

Information for Consolidation 

In June 2009, the Financial Accounting Standards Board (“FASB”) issued SFAS 167 

Amendments to FASB Interpretation No. 46(R).  The pronouncement is effective starting in 

2010.  The amendment changes the conditions associated with consolidation, and SCE has 

determined that the contractual arrangement associated with renewable facilities will not result in 

consolidation.  Therefore, SCE has removed the requirement in Section 3.25, Section 

6.01(c)(xviii), and Exhibit P of its 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale 

Agreement that seller provide its financial information for purposes of consolidating seller’s 

financial information into SCE’s financial statements. 

m) Seller’s Estimate of Lost Output 

SCE modified Exhibit M of the 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale 

Agreement, which addresses the collection of measurement data and performance of engineering 

calculations, to set out in separate Exhibits the requirements for different solar technologies.  

SCE also added the right for SCE to verify all data by inspecting the measurement instruments 

and reviewing the generating facility operating records. 
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8. Redlined Copies: A version of the 2011 Plan that is “redlined” to identify the changes 
from the 2010 Plan, with a copy for Energy Division, the Administrative Law Judge and 
any party who requests a copy 

 SCE has included redlines of its 2011 Written Plan and 2011 LCBF Written Report 

against the versions of those documents included in SCE’s Second Amended 2010 RPS 

Procurement Plan as Appendices D and E.114 

Additionally, as part of Attachment 2, SCE has included a redline of all of its solicitation 

materials with the exception of the 2011 Seller’s Proposal Template and Calculator and 2011 

Outline of Contract Terms and Conditions, which cannot be redlined since they are excel files. 
 

                                                 

114  SCE updated Appendices B and C to this 2011 Written Plan to include an updated bundled sales forecast, 
updated contract and project-specific information, and different assumptions for the Base Case and High Need 
Case as discussed in Section 2 above.  SCE has not redlined these documents since they are power point files. 



APPENDIX A 
 

SCE’s 2011 Written 
Description of Renewables 

Portfolio Standard 
Proposal Evaluation and 

Selection Process Criteria



1 

Southern California Edison Company’s (“SCE’s”) 2011 Written Description of Renewables 
Portfolio Standard Proposal Evaluation and Selection Process and Criteria (“2011 LCBF 

Written Report”) 
 
I.  Introduction 

A.  Note relevant language in statute and CPUC decisions approving LCBF 
process and requiring LCBF Reports 

Under the direction of the California Public Utilities Commission (the “Commission” or 
“CPUC”), SCE conducts annual solicitations for the purpose of procuring power from eligible 
renewable energy resources to meet California’s Renewables Portfolio Standard (“RPS”).  SCE 
evaluates and ranks proposals based on least-cost/best-fit (“LCBF”) principles that comply with 
criteria set forth by the Commission in Decision (“D.”) 03-06-071 and D.04-07-029 (“LCBF 
Decisions”).  See also Cal. Pub. Util. Code Section 399.14(a)(2)(B).   

B.  Goals of proposal evaluation and selection criteria and processes 

The LCBF analysis evaluates both quantitative and qualitative aspects of each proposal to 
estimate its value to SCE’s customers and its relative value in comparison to other proposals. 

II. Proposal Evaluation and Selection Criteria 

While assumptions and methodologies have evolved slightly over time, the basic 
components of SCE’s evaluation and selection criteria and process for RPS contracts were 
established by the Commission’s LCBF Decisions.  Consistent with those LCBF Decisions, the 
three main steps undertaken by SCE are: (i) initial data gathering and validation, (ii) a 
quantitative assessment of proposals, and (iii) adjustments to selection based on proposals’ 
qualitative attributes.  The same evaluation and selection process will be used for both bundled 
and renewable energy credit contracts.   

Prior to receiving proposals, SCE finalizes criteria with the Independent Evaluator (“IE”) 
to determine which attributes could make proposals clear outliers.  SCE then finalizes major 
assumptions and methodologies that drive valuation, including power and gas prices forecasts, 
existing and forecast resource portfolio, and firm capacity value forecast.  Other assumptions, 
such as the Transmission Ranking Cost Report (“TRCR”), are filed with the Commission for 
approval prior to the release of solicitation materials.   

Once proposals are received, SCE begins an initial review for completeness and 
conformity with the solicitation protocol.  The review includes an initial screen for required 
submission criteria such as a conforming delivery point, minimum project size, and the 
submission of particular proposal package elements.  Sellers lacking any of these items are 
allowed a reasonable cure period to remedy any deficiencies.  Following this check for 
conformity, SCE will determine which proposals are clear outliers.  For proposals deemed clear 
outliers, SCE will conclude any further review.  For the remaining proposals, SCE conducts an 
additional review to determine the reasonableness of proposal parameters such as generation 
profiles and capacity factors.  SCE works directly with sellers to resolve any issues and ensure 
data is ready for evaluation. 
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After these reviews, SCE performs a quantitative assessment of each proposal 
individually and subsequently ranks them based on the proposal’s benefit and cost relationship.  
Specifically, the total benefits and total costs are used to calculate the net levelized cost or 
“Renewable Premium” per each complete and conforming proposal.  Benefits are comprised of 
separate capacity and energy components, while costs include the contract payments, debt 
equivalence, congestion cost, and transmission cost.  SCE discounts the annual benefit and cost 
streams to a common base year.  The result of the quantitative analysis is a merit-order ranking 
of all complete and conforming proposals’ Renewable Premiums that helps define the 
preliminary short list. 

In parallel with the quantitative analysis, SCE conducts an in-depth assessment of each 
proposal’s qualitative attributes.  This analysis utilizes the Project Viability Calculator to assess 
certain factors including the company/development team, technology, and development 
milestones.  Additional attributes such as transmission area/cluster, generating facility location, 
seller concentration, portfolio fit of commercial on-line date, project size, and dispatchability are 
also considered in the qualitative analysis.  These qualitative attributes are then considered to 
either eliminate non-viable proposals or add projects with high viability to the final short list of 
proposals, or to determine tie-breakers, if any. 

Following its analysis, SCE consults with its Procurement Review Group (“PRG”) 
regarding the final short list and specific evaluation criteria.  Whether a proposal selected 
through this process results in an executed contract depends on the outcome of negotiations 
between SCE and sellers.  Periodically, SCE updates the PRG regarding the progress of 
negotiations.  SCE also consults with its PRG prior to the execution of any successfully 
negotiated contracts.  Subsequently, SCE executes contracts and submits them to the 
Commission for approval via advice letter filings. 

A.  Description of Criteria1 

1.  List and discuss the quantitative and qualitative criteria used to 
evaluate and select proposals.  This section should include a full 
discussion of the following:  

QUANTITATIVE ASSESSMENT 

SCE evaluates the quantifiable attributes of each proposal individually and subsequently 
ranks them based on the proposal’s benefit and cost relationship, specifically the net levelized 
cost of the project or Renewable Premium.  These individual quantitative components include 
capacity benefits, energy benefits, contract payments, debt equivalence mitigation cost, 
transmission cost, and congestion cost.  In developing its relative merit order ranking of 
proposals, SCE’s evaluation methodology incorporates information provided by sellers and 
assumptions prescribed and set by the Commission with its internal methodologies and forecasts 
of market conditions.  The objective of the quantitative assessment and relative Renewable 
Premium ranking is to develop a preliminary short list that is further refined based on the non-
                                                 
1  This 2011 LCBF Written Report discusses SCE’s proposal evaluation and selection criteria in a different order 

than in the Energy Division’s LCBF Template in order to more accurately explain SCE’s evaluation and 
selection process; however, all elements in the LCBF Template are addressed. 
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quantifiable attributes discussed below.  Each of the elements for the RPS quantitative analysis is 
described briefly below.   

Benefits 

• Capacity Benefit 

Each proposal is assigned capacity benefits, if applicable, based on SCE’s forecast of net 
capacity value and a peak capacity contribution factor.   

Peak capacity contribution factors are calculated in a manner consistent with the 
Commission’s Resource Adequacy accounting rules (D.09-06-028) utilizing a 70% exceedance 
factor methodology.  Peak capacity contribution factors will be both technology and location-
specific.  Technological differentiation does not refer to the fuel source, but rather the method of 
converting other energy sources into electricity (e.g., solar trough, solar photovoltaic).  For 
proposals with dispatchable capabilities at SCE’s control, the peak capacity contribution factor 
will be based on the availability of the proposed project. 

Monthly capacity benefits are the product of SCE’s net capacity value forecast, the total 
monthly proposed alternating current nameplate capacity of the project, SCE’s relative loss-of-
load probability factors, and the peak capacity contribution factor.  The monthly capacity 
benefits are aggregated to annual capacity benefits.  In order for a generating facility to receive 
capacity benefits, Seller’s interconnection agreement must reflect that the generating facility has 
selected Full Capacity Deliverability Status, as such term is defined in the California 
Independent System Operator (“CAISO”) Tariff.  Capacity benefits will be included as of the 
date the project obtains Full Capacity Deliverability Status, if achieved after commercial 
operation.  Those generating facilities that interconnect to the CAISO as Energy-Only projects 
will not receive any capacity benefit.  SCE may consider assigning generating facilities that have 
a delivery point at a CAISO intertie with a capacity benefit.  That capacity benefit, however, will 
be discounted by SCE’s ability to obtain import allocation rights from the CAISO, and 
dependent upon the type and generation profile of the generating facility. 

• Energy Benefit 

SCE measures the energy benefits, if applicable, of a proposal by evaluating the 
estimated market value of energy.  The evaluation of energy benefits is performed with a base 
portfolio and system that is consistent with SCE’s most recent Long-Term Procurement Plan 
(“LTPP”), with some updates to account for the latest gas price and load forecasts and the results 
of recent procurement activities. 

For proposals with must-take energy, SCE calculates the energy benefits of a proposal 
based on the estimated market value of energy assessed through the use of Ventyx’s ProSym 
model.  The ProSym runs consist of an hourly, least-cost dispatch of the base resource portfolio 
against SCE’s current demand and price forecasts.  The hourly energy benefit for the proposal is 
the resulting market price multiplied by the hourly seller-provided generation profile.   

For proposals with dispatchable capabilities at SCE’s control, SCE calculates the net 
energy benefits based on the market value of the energy when the proposed resource dispatches.  
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ProSym determines the dispatch economics for the proposed resource according to the unit 
characteristics provided by the seller. 

SCE’s resource portfolio is dispatched against an SCE area power price forecast.  SCE’s 
gas price and power price forecasts are based on a blend of a near-term market view and a 
longer-term fundamental view of prices.   

The simulation model, and hence the energy benefit calculation, captures additional 
quantitative effects that SCE has been asked to consider by the Commission, including 
dispatchability.  The dispatchability benefits of these characteristics are implied in the energy 
benefit and are not addressed separately. 

SCE’s LCBF quantitative evaluation process inherently captures the impact of portfolio 
fit.  For example, as different proposals are added to the overall portfolio, the resultant residual 
net short or net long position is impacted.  Projects that more often increase SCE’s net long 
positions are assigned less energy benefits than those projects that are more often filling net short 
positions.  As such, a project that provides more energy when it is most needed and less energy 
in periods of low need will receive the greatest energy benefit. 

 Costs 

• Debt Equivalence 

“Debt equivalence” is the term used by credit rating agencies to describe the fixed 
financial obligation resulting from long-term power purchase contracts.  Pursuant to D.04-12-
048, the Commission permitted the investor-owned utilities (“IOUs”) to recognize costs 
associated with the effect debt equivalence has on the IOUs’ credit quality and cost of borrowing 
in their evaluation process.  In D.07-12-052, the Commission reversed this position.  SCE, 
however, filed a petition for modification of D.07-12-052.  In November 2008, the Commission 
issued D.08-11-008, which authorized the IOUs to recognize the effects of debt equivalence 
when comparing power purchase agreements in their bid evaluations, but not when the IOUs are 
considering a utility-owned generation project.  As such, SCE considers debt equivalence in the 
evaluation process.   

• Contract Payments 

The primary costs associated with each proposal are the contract payments that SCE 
makes to sellers for the expected renewable energy deliveries. 

Proposals typically include an all-in price for delivered renewable energy, which is 
adjusted in each time-of-delivery period by energy payment allocation factors (“TOD factors”).  
SCE develops and submits its TOD factors for each solicitation to the Commission for approval 
prior to the issuance of the Request for Proposals (“RFP”).  Total payments are then determined 
by multiplying the generation by the contract price, adjusted for each TOD period.  For projects 
that include a capacity-related payment in addition to an energy price, the total payments are 
determined by using the TOD-adjusted generation based on the generation profile provided in 
the proposal, the energy price, and the capacity payment. 
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• Integration Cost 

Integration costs, where applicable, are the additional system costs required to provide 
sufficient ancillary service capability including load following and frequency regulation to 
integrate renewable resources.  As California continues to procure additional intermittent 
renewable resources, SCE believes that current levels of intermittent renewable resources require 
an increase in the provision of the ancillary services mentioned above, and that an integration 
study that reflects updated regulatory and procurement expectations should be used as a basis for 
integration costs.  However, in D.11-04-030, the Commission declined to allow the use of non-
zero integration cost adders for the 2011 RPS solicitation.  The Commission stated that if an 
adder is developed in Rulemaking 10-05-006, each IOU may file an advice letter seeking to 
amend its 2011 RPS Procurement Plan for the purpose of using that adder in its LCBF 
evaluation.  In accordance with D.11-04-030, SCE will use a zero integration cost adder in its 
2011 RPS solicitation unless the Commission authorizes the use of another adder.  

• Congestion Cost 

Localized congestion may cause a reduction in (or negative) prices at a particular 
locational marginal price (“LMP”) in the CAISO’s MRTU market.  D.11-04-030 provides that 
the IOUs must incorporate an assessment of these congestion costs in their 2011 LCBF 
evaluation.   

 
Those projects that select an Energy-Only interconnection do not fund the deliverability 

upgrades a project needs to ensure its energy can serve load and avoid localized congestion.  As 
such, these projects increase the risk of congestion in these locations to a degree greater than 
those projects that do fund these upgrades.  In order to capture this difference, SCE will apply a 
congestion cost adder to all CAISO projects that have selected an Energy-Only interconnection.  
The adder will be based on historical LMPs in the MRTU market in the location that the seller 
plans to interconnect.  Once available, SCE will make these adders publicly available to sellers 
before proposals are due.   
 

• Transmission Costs  

For resources that do not have an existing interconnection to the electric system, system 
transmission upgrade costs are based on the completed Facilities Study for Small Generator 
Interconnection Procedures (“SGIP”) applications, or a Phase 1 or equivalent study, or a better 
study, for Large Generator Interconnection Procedures (“LGIP”) applications, unless the TRCR 
is judged to be more indicative of the expected transmission cost.  For resources that do not have 
an existing interconnection to the electric system or a completed Facilities Study for SGIP 
applications, or a Phase 1 or equivalent study, or better study, for LGIP applications, system 
transmission upgrade costs are estimated utilizing the TRCR methodology and specific proposal 
details provided by sellers in the RFP process.  Network upgrade costs and scope from 
interconnection studies are used to the extent they are available and applicable.  To the extent 
studies are not available, transmission cost adders for new generation are based on unit cost 
guides used in interconnection cluster studies. 
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• Discuss how much detailed transmission cost information the 
IOU requires for each project 

Other than the assumptions provided in a seller’s proposal, SCE does not require 
additional transmission information, unless the seller has completed a transmission provider 
study.  If one or more transmission provider studies have been completed with respect to the 
proposed project, then the seller must provide the results. 

• Discuss whether cost adders are always imputed for projects in 
transmission-constrained areas, or whether and how costs for 
alternative commercial transactions (i.e., swapping, 
remarketing) are substituted 

SCE uses the best available information it can find when determining the cost of potential 
upgrades for projects in transmission-constrained areas.  For those projects outside SCE’s service 
area, the TRCRs of Pacific Gas and Electric Company or San Diego Gas & Electric Company 
are used as appropriate.  SCE applies the required upgrade costs to get the project delivered to 
the nearest defined market (e.g., NP15, SP15, ZP 26 Generation Trading Hubs).  For projects 
with an assumed delivery point outside the CAISO, SCE applies a power swapping 
methodology, where the power is assumed to be sold into the local market.  

QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT 

In addition to the benefits and costs quantified during SCE’s evaluation, SCE assesses 
non-quantifiable characteristics of each proposal by conducting a comprehensive analysis of 
each project’s qualitative attributes.  SCE uses these qualitative attributes to consider inclusion of 
additional sellers on the short list due to the strength of a particular seller’s proposal.  Pursuant to 
D.04-07-029, the presence of demonstrated qualitative attributes may justify moving a proposal 
onto SCE’s short list of proposals if (a) the initial proposal rank is within reasonable valuation 
proximity to those selected for the short list and (b) SCE consults with, and receives general 
support from, its PRG prior to elevating the proposal based on qualitative factors.  

This assessment may also result in the exclusion of proposals from the short list due to 
the relative weakness of highly-ranked proposals or other identified issues such as potential 
seller and/or supply chain concentration concerns. 

In other instances, where there are weaknesses in some of these factors (although these 
may not be significant enough to exclude a proposal from the short list), SCE utilizes additional 
contract requirements to manage these issues during the development of the project. 

Each of the elements for the qualitative analysis is described briefly below. 

Project Viability 

SCE assesses the following attributes using the Project Viability Calculator: 

o Company/Development Team 
- Project Development Experience 
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- Ownership/O&M Experience 
o Technology 

- Technical Feasibility 
- Resource Quality 
- Manufacturing Supply Chain 

o Development Milestones 
- Site Control 
- Permitting Status 
- Project Financing Status 
- Interconnection Progress 
- Transmission Requirements 
- Reasonableness of Commercial Operation Date (“COD”) 

Additional Qualitative Attributes 

Following the Project Viability Calculator qualitative assessment, SCE considers 
additional qualitative characteristics to determine advancement onto the short list or tie-breakers, 
if any.  These additional characteristics may include: 

o Certified as California woman, minority or disabled veteran business 
enterprise (“WMDVBE”) as set forth in CPUC General Order 156 

o Transmission area (e.g., Tehachapi, Sunrise, within SCE’s load pocket) 
o Congestion, negative price, and curtailment considerations not captured in 

the quantitative valuation 
o Energy-Only concentration 
o Facility interconnection process progress 
o Portfolio fit in reference to D.10-03-021, as modified by D.11-01-025, 

authorizing use of renewable energy credits for compliance with the 
California RPS 

o Portfolio fit of COD 
o Seller concentration 
o Expected generation (GWh/year) 
o Dispatchability 
o Contract price 
o Alternative Renewable Premium (i.e., Renewable Premium including 

integration costs) 
o Environmental impacts of seller’s proposed project on California’s water 

quality and use 
o Resource diversity 
o Benefits to minority and low income communities 
o Local reliability 
o Environmental stewardship 
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 OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 
 

Credit and Collateral Requirements 

In order to ensure comparable pricing for ranking, SCE requires sellers to commit to 
posting SCE’s pro forma performance assurance amount as specified in Section 7.03 of the RFP 
Procurement Protocol.  Performance assurance is the collateral posted by the seller during the 
operating period. 

Out-of-State Projects 

• Discuss how evaluation process differs for out-of-state projects 

The overall evaluation methodology is applied consistently to projects regardless of 
location.  Energy benefits for those projects outside of the CAISO will be based on the pricing at 
the seller-elected liquid power trading hub or CAISO intertie (subject to SCE’s approval in its 
sole discretion) according to SCE’s fundamental price forecast for hubs across the Western 
Electricity Coordinating Council (“WECC”).  Capacity benefits will be based on the value of the 
project's capacity within CAISO, the nameplate capacity of the project, and the peak capacity 
contribution factor of the project.   

For those projects within or connected directly to the CAISO, SCE applies the cost to 
customers of new CAISO network upgrades required for deliverability of the new project.  SCE 
customers are not liable for any network upgrades outside of the CAISO (outside of any costs 
that may be imbedded within the contract pricing) so transmission cost adders are zero for out-
of-state projects. 

B.  Criteria Weightings  

1. If a weighting system is used, please describe how each LCBF 
component is assigned a quantitative or qualitative weighting 
compared to other components.  Discuss the rationale for the 
weightings. 

SCE does not apply a weighting system in its LCBF evaluation. 

2.  If a weighting system is not used, please describe how the LCBF 
evaluation criteria are used to rank proposals  

SCE’s LCBF quantitative evaluation of the proposals incorporates energy and capacity 
benefits with contract payments, transmission cost, debt equivalence, and congestion cost to 
create individual benefit and cost relationships, namely, the Renewable Premium.  It is the 
Renewable Premium that is used to rank and compare each project.  Qualitative attributes of each 
proposal are then considered to further screen the short list and determine tie-breakers to arrive at 
a final short list of proposals. 
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3.  Discuss how the IOU LCBF methodology evaluates project 
commercial operation date relative to transmission upgrades required 
for the project  

As part of the qualitative assessment, SCE considers sellers’ proposed on-line dates for 
the project in conjunction with a variety of critical project milestones.  Such milestones include 
network upgrade status and scope, status of major equipment procurement and lead times, and 
permitting status.  For those projects which SCE has concerns over the viability of the 
timeframe, a range of on-line dates (and transmission facilities availability) are evaluated to 
determine the sensitivity of the results to the timing.  If the project ranking does not change in a 
manner that would change its original selection status over a range that SCE deems reasonable, 
then the original assessment is used.  For projects whose selection is dependent on the timing of 
the project and the availability of upgraded transmission facilities, further analysis of the timing 
of the projects is required. 

4.  Discuss how the LCBF methodology takes into account proposals that 
may be more expensive, but have a high likelihood of resulting in 
viable projects  

SCE’s LCBF methodology incorporates project viability in a qualitative assessment after 
the preliminary ranking of proposals has been completed and in determining the size of the short 
list.  Proposals that are more expensive tend to be lower on the quantitative ranking of projects, 
and, therefore, may fall beyond the initial short list cut-point.  SCE may pull such projects onto 
the short list if, from its qualitative assessment, it determines the project maintains high viability 
and the initial proposal rank is within reasonable valuation proximity to those selected for the 
short list.  In this situation, the quantitative ranking is still considered as part of the overall 
decision, but the viability becomes the key driver. 

C.  Evaluation of utility-owned, turnkey, buyouts, and utility-affiliate projects 

1.  Describe how utility-owned projects are evaluated against power 
purchase agreements (“PPAs”) 

SCE views utility-owned cost-of-service generation as a necessary and good option for 
customers to have.  SCE does not evaluate proposed utility-owned projects against PPAs, as 
utility-owned generation and contracted-for generation are fundamentally different products.  As 
such, any attempt to do a numerical comparison of them is unworkable.  This topic is discussed 
in detail in the Supplemental Testimony to SCE’s 2006 LTPP (Section I.B, pgs 2-5).  Moreover, 
approval of a utility-owned project would not be submitted through the solicitation process, but 
through a formal application.   

2.  Describe how turnkey projects are evaluated against PPAs 

Turnkey projects are similar to utility-owned projects.  Refer to the response above. 
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3.  Describe how buyout projects are evaluated against PPAs 

Project buyout options are essentially a hybrid of utility-owned projects and PPAs.  Refer 
to the response above. 

4.  Describe how utility-affiliate projects are evaluated against non-
affiliate projects 

Utility-affiliate projects are evaluated in the same manner as non-affiliate projects.  In 
addition, evaluation of utility affiliate projects would be subject to review by the Independent 
Evaluator, the PRG, and the Commission through the approval process. 

II. Proposal Evaluation and Selection Process 

A.  What is the process by which proposals are received and evaluated, selected 
or not selected for short list inclusion, and further evaluated once on the 
short list? 

Proposal Received Conforming 
proposal?

Provide short period 
to cure deficiency

Conforming 
proposal?

Review qualitative factors of 
remaining projects

Add 
additional projects 

based on qualitative 
factors?

Final short list

Don’t short list

Perform quantitative 
and qualitative 
evaluations of 

proposals

Rank order by 
renewable premium and 

provisionally select 
proposals until need 

target is reached

Provisional short list

No

No

Yes

Not
selected

No

YesYes

No

Obtained 
short list deposit , signed 
exclusivity agreement, 

transmission 
interconnection 

application, 
and NDA?

Selected

Non-viable 
projects

Clear 
Outlier? YesYes

No
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B.  What is the typical amount of time required for each part of the process?   

The typical amount of time required for the short-listing process depends on the volume 
of proposals received by SCE during a solicitation.  Historically, it has taken SCE no more than 
eight weeks to complete the LCBF evaluation process, which includes quality control of sellers’ 
information, transmission assessment, quantitative assessment, qualitative assessment, 
management review, and PRG meetings.  Many of the components in the overall process overlap 
and may require additional time if clarification from sellers is needed.   

C. How is the size of the short list determined? 

The size of SCE’s short list is determined largely by an assessment of the attractiveness 
of RPS-eligible energy proposals and a desire for a robust, inclusive set of developer proposals.  
The short list is expanded well beyond the point that is needed for SCE to meet its RPS goals, as 
there is an expectation that some projects that are selected will not join the short list and that 
negotiations will not be successful with some short-listed sellers.     

D.   Are sellers that are not selected to be short-listed told why they were not 
short-listed?  If so, what is the process? 

Sellers are informed by e-mail that their proposals were not short-listed.  The e-mail does 
not contain specific reasons for a seller’s proposal not being selected for short-listing.  However, 
sellers often contact SCE to obtain specificity regarding their projects and what can be improved 
for future solicitations.  In such cases, SCE refers the seller to the RFP documentation in 
conjunction with a discussion of the seller’s project quantitative and qualitative scoring. 

E.  Were any proposals rejected for non-conformance?  If so, how many and 
what were the non-conforming characteristics? 

It is unknown how many proposals will be rejected for non-conformance since the 2011 
solicitation has not yet been issued.  However, SCE has generally established its conformance 
criteria as follows: 

 
1. Acceptable offer submittal package 
2. Delivery point within WECC 
3. Seller’s Proposal Template and Calculator 
4. Proposed facility is, or SCE reasonably expects facility to qualify as, an eligible  
 renewable energy resource 
5. Minimum size is 1.5 MW 
6. Non-disclosure Agreement 
7. Seller’s Acknowledgements 
8. Proposal Structure Letter 
 
Proposals conforming to these criteria will be included in SCE’s LCBF methodology 

used to determine its short list.  Sellers lacking in any of these items are allowed a cure period to 
remedy any deficiencies.  If any deficiencies are not cured, proposals lacking in one or more of 
these criteria will be considered ineligible for short list consideration. 
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F. Describe involvement of the Independent Evaluator 

The Independent Evaluator monitors SCE’s RPS solicitations, provides an independent 
review of SCE’s process, models, assumptions, and the proposals it may receive, and helps the 
Commission and SCE’s PRG participants by providing them with information and assessments 
to ensure that the solicitation was conducted fairly and that the most appropriate resources were 
short-listed.  The Independent Evaluator also provides an assessment of SCE’s RPS solicitation 
from the initial phase of the solicitation (i.e., the publicizing of the issuance of the RFP) through 
the development of a short list of proposals with whom SCE has commenced negotiations.  
Further, the Independent Evaluator monitors the negotiation process to ensure that all shortlisted 
bidders are treated consistently and files reports on each final executed contract. 

G. Describe involvement of the Procurement Review Group 

SCE consults with its PRG during each step of the renewable procurement process.  
Among other things, SCE provides access to the solicitation materials and pro forma contracts to 
the PRG for review and comment before commencing the RFP; informs the PRG of the initial 
results of the RFP; explains the evaluation process; and updates the PRG periodically concerning 
the status of contract formation.  

H.  Discuss whether and how feedback on the solicitation process is requested 
from sellers (both successful and unsuccessful) after the solicitation is 
complete 

SCE regularly receives feedback during the normal course of its solicitation process.  
Shortly after the 2009 RPS RFP Bidders’ Conference, SCE solicited feedback from participants 
via a web based survey.  The results of this feedback were shared with SCE’s PRG.  In addition, 
SCE anticipates it will formally solicit feedback either through a survey, workshop or other 
similar method from participants in the 2009 solicitation.  SCE plans to follow this same 
approach for 2011.   

III. SCE’s Economic Curtailment Provisions2 

SCE will consider proposals for bundled energy products that are based on the 
assumption that electric energy deliveries will be subject to curtailment by either the CAISO or 
the Transmission Provider in order to address reliability issues (such as congestion or over-
generation) on the distribution or transmission networks, without compensation to seller.  Seller 
must clearly describe its assumptions and provide all relevant information that it may have 
obtained from either the CAISO or Transmission Provider in its proposal. 

 
Section 4.02 of SCE’s Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement 

provides that if a schedule is not awarded in the CAISO day-ahead or real-time markets, when 
the day-ahead LMP is zero or greater than zero, the seller receives the contract price for the 
energy that could have been delivered but for the fact that seller did not receive a schedule.  
However, when the LMP is less than zero and no schedule is awarded for the seller’s power, 

                                                 
2  SCE is providing an explanation of its economic curtailment provisions in accordance with D.11-04-030. 
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there is no payment to the seller up to a maximum number of GWh per year.  As provided in 
SCE’s Procurement Protocol, sellers are required to offer pricing based on being subject to 
potential curtailment without pay up to a cap equal to the contract capacity multiplied by 50, 100 
and 200 hours.  If that maximum number of GWh is reached in any year, then the seller would 
receive payment for the amount above the cap that could have been delivered but for the fact that 
seller did not receive a schedule.  The amount of GWh in excess of the maximum number of 
hours per year is tracked and, at the end of the original contract term, at SCE’s option, seller will 
“repay” SCE’s customers for that energy by delivering twice the amount undelivered but paid-
for energy, and receiving one-half the contract price until the earlier of (i) the total amount of 
energy is repaid or (ii) seller has delivered energy for two years past the original contract term. 
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Second Amended 20102011 Written Plan 

1. Overview: An assessment and discussion of: 

1.1. Supplies and demand to determine the optimal mix of RPS resources 

Southern California Edison Company (“SCE”) has completed its 2008 Renewables 

Portfolio Standard (“RPS”) solicitation, submittingexecuting fifteen contracts resulting from that 

solicitation to the California Public Utilities Commission (“Commission”) for approval.1  In 

2009 and 2010, SCE also submitted for approval fourteen.  SCE also received a robust response 

to its 2009 RPS solicitation, executing eight contracts with a maximum capacity of 

approximately 850 MW.   

Additionally, in 2009, 2010, and 2011, SCE executed 35 contracts resulting from its 

Renewables Standard Contract Program(“RSC”) Program, 36 contracts resulting from its Solar 

Photovoltaic Program (“SPVP”), and eight contracts resulting from bilateral negotiations.21  In 

additionMoreover, SCE executed one contracttwo contracts pursuant to itsthe California 

Renewable Energy Small Tariff (“CREST”) program.3  For purposes of the 2010SCE’s 2011 

RPS Procurement Plan, SCE assumes that all of the contracts executed at this time will be 

approved by the CommissionCalifornia Public Utilities Commission (“Commission” or 

“CPUC”). 

SCE received a robust response to its 2009 RPS solicitation.  SCE has completed the 

proposal evaluation process for its 2009 solicitation and submitted its short list of projects from 

that solicitation to the Commission and SCE’s Procurement Review Group (“PRG”).  SCE is 

commencing negotiations with the short-listed projects.  Since the negotiation process is just 
                                                 

1  Three of SCE’s 2008 solicitation contracts have been approved by the Commission.  The other 2008 solicitation 
contracts are pending Commission approval. 

21  SixFour of the bilateral contracts and one of the Renewables Standard Contracts have been approved by the 
Commission.  The other contracts are pending Commission approval.  One of the bilateral contracts was 
terminated because the Commission retroactively made it ineligible for fast-track approval in Decision (“D.”) 
10-03-021.  SCE and the seller subsequently executed a revised contract to replace the terminated contractRSC 
Program contracts, seven of the SPVP contracts, and one of the contracts resulting from bilateral negotiations 
have since been terminated. 

3  Purchases pursuant to, and consistent with, the terms and conditions of the tariff need not be submitted to the 
Commission by advice letter; such purchases are per se reasonable.  D.07-07-027 at 7. 



 

 

beginning, however, SCE is not in a position to fully assess the volume or resource type of the 

contracts that will result from the 2009 solicitation.  Moreover, because of the lead time required 

to complete transmission studies, SCE still cannot fully assess how the transmission needs of 

some projects will affect viability, on-line dates, and potentially other commercial variables.  The 

Commission’s D.10-03-021, which authorized the procurement and use of unbundled and 

tradable renewable energy credits (“TRECs” or “RECs”) for compliance with the California RPS 

program, but also reclassified most out-of-state bundled renewable transactions as REC-only and 

then limited the investor-owned utilities’ (“IOUs”) use of such REC-only transactions, may also 

significantly impact the number and volume of contracts that will result from the 2009 

solicitation. 

On April 12, 2011, a bill significantly modifying California’s existing RPS program, 

Senate Bill (“SB”) 1X 2, was signed into statute.2  Upon implementation of SB 2, SCE expects 

the RPS program to depart from the current structure of annual RPS goals and move toward a 

multi-year RPS program where goals are established for the end of a number of years.3  As a 

percentage of retail sales, SB 2 establishes the following renewable procurement goals for retail 

sellers: 20% for 2011 through 2013, 25% by 2016, and 33% by 2020 and annually thereafter.4  

SB 2 also removes deficits associated with any previous RPS for retail sellers procuring at least 

14% of retail sales from eligible renewable energy resources in 2010,5 permits banking of excess 

procurement,6 grants a waiver of compliance under certain circumstances,7 and establishes a 

prospective procurement structure and grandfathers contracts signed prior to June 1, 2010.8  

Additionally, SB 2 directs the Commission to establish a cost limitation for investor-owned 

utilities (“IOUs”).9  At the time of the filing of SCE’s 2011 RPS Procurement Plan, these 

                                                 

2  For ease of reference, SCE refers to the bill as “SB 2” in this 2011 Written Plan. 
3  See SB 2, Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 399.15(b)(1)-(3). 
4  See id. 
5  See SB 2, Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 399.15(a). 
6  See SB 2, Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 399.13(a)(4)(B).  
7  See SB 2, Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 399.15(b)(5). 
8  See SB 2, Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 399.16. 
9  See SB 2, Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 399.15(c)-(d). 



 

 

provisions are pending Commission implementation.  Accordingly, SCE may need to modify its 

RPS Procurement Plan once the Commission has established the implementation details of SB 2. 

As a result of these ongoing processes and contingencies, it is difficult to fully determine 

SCE’s renewable procurement needs for 2010.  Generally, howeverGenerally, SCE’s planned 

procurement activities for 20102011 will include seeking resources to augment those already 

under contract to the extent necessary to ensure that SCE continues to meets the State’s overall 

goal of 20% renewables as soon as possiblerenewable energy goals.  As discussed in more detail 

below, SCE considers “Base Case” and “High Need Case” procurement scenarios.  SCE’s Base 

Case assumes a 20% renewable energy goal.  SCE’sand High Need Case assumesboth assume a 

33% renewable energy goal.  In addition to procuring resources to meet the 20% goal as soon as 

possible, SCE intends to procure renewable resources based on the High Need Case.   

However, while SCE intendsSCE’s plan is intended to permit SCE to procure enough 

renewable energy to reach 20% renewables as soon as possible and to meet a 33%the State’s 

renewable energy goalgoals; however, there are significant barriers to achievement of these 

goals.  Based on SCE’s experience in RPS solicitations to date, transmission will continue to be a 

serious impediment to bringing new renewable resources on-line.410  Increased procurement 

activity (i.e., execution of more contracts) will not accelerate the planning, permitting, and 

construction processes for new transmission and transmission upgrades.  While SCE will 

continue to seek and contract with resources that can provide near-term deliveries, most 

proposals are expected to be limited by transmission.  Additionally, the long and complicated 

process for siting and permitting of renewable generation projects, theintegrating intermittent 

renewable resources, the continued uncertainty surrounding the federal production and 

investment tax credits, a heavily subscribed interconnection queue, developer performance 

issues, and lack of flexibility in theestablished regulatory processprocesses related to pursue all 
                                                 

410   The Commission has repeatedly recognized this in its Quarterly Reports to the Legislature.  See, e.g., 
Renewables Portfolio Standard Quarterly Report at 7 (Q4 2009); Renewables Portfolio Standard Quarterly 
Report at 7 (July 2009); Renewables Portfolio Standard Quarterly Report at 7 (July 2008); Renewables 
Portfolio Standard Quarterly Report at 5 (April 2008). 



 

 

procurement options are all major challenges to meeting California’s renewable energy goals.  

SCE’s overall goal is to achieve 20% renewables as soon as possible, regardless of whether or 

not that goal can be accomplished by 2010. 

The magnitude of a 33% renewable energy goal increases the challenges to reaching the 

State’s goalgoals.  The Commission has stated that a 33% renewable energy goal is “highly 

ambitious, given the magnitude of the infrastructure buildout required.”511  Indeed, the 

Commission found that reaching the 33% goal will require $115 billion in new infrastructure 

investment in an uncertain financial environment, including seven major new transmission lines 

(in addition to the four major new transmission lines needed to reach 20% renewables).612  The 

“highly ambitious” 33% renewable energy goal will not be achieved without addressing 

significant challenges including, among other things, the challenges discussed above.  SCE 

addresses the impediments to reaching 20% and 33% renewablesthe State’s renewable energy 

goals in more detail in Section 2 below. 

Finally, SCE enters into contract discussions with renewable developers based on 

evaluation of project proposals relative to other proposals received in the solicitation.  Generally, 

this process results in a diverse portfolio of technologies.  After evaluating proposals based on 

quantitative factors, SCE evaluates proposals based on qualitative factors.  This process is 

described in SCE’s Second Amended2011 Written Description of RPSRenewables Portfolio 

Standard Proposal Evaluation and Selection Process and Criteria (“Second Amended2011 LCBF 

Written Report”), which is attached as Appendix A.  For example, SCE considers proposals’ 

delivery start dates, term lengths, and resource types in conjunction with SCE’s current portfolio 

of renewable contracts and renewable energy needs.  With respect to resource type, if the 

quantitative evaluation results in a suboptimal mix (e.g., all wind projects ranked as the best 

proposals), SCE will apply its qualitative methodology to balance the mix of resources.  By 

taking many quantitative and qualitative factors into consideration, SCE ensures that it will select 
                                                 

511  33% Renewables Portfolio Standard Implementation Analysis Preliminary Results at 1 (June 2009). 
612  Id. at 1-4. 



 

 

projects best suited for its portfolio in order to meet customer needs and attain the State’s 

renewable energy goals. 

1.2. The use of compliance flexibility mechanisms 

SCE projects that it will continue to satisfy part of its future annual procurement targets 

(“APTs”) by using its surplus procurement bank balance.  As the Commission held, “[i]f eligible 

procurement is not used to meet the APT in the year in which it was procured, it may be reported 

as surplus procurement and may be banked and used to meet procurement targets in past or 

future years.”7  Under the current RPS program structure, SCE has utilized its surplus 

procurement bank balance and earmarking of future deliveries from RPS contracts to satisfy part 

of its RPS goals.13  Flexible compliance under SB 2 will be an implementation item to be 

addressed by the Commission.  Although the outcome of SB 2’s implementation is unclear at this 

time, SCE intends to utilize flexible compliance mechanisms as permitted under the 

Commission’s implementation of SB 2.  

SCE further projects that it will earmark future deliveries from RPS contracts to meet 

APTs.  The Commission’s flexible compliance rules allow load-serving entities (“LSEs”) to 

earmark future deliveries from executed contracts as a temporary allowable reason for an RPS 

procurement deficit in excess of 0.25% of the LSE’s prior year’s retail sales, so long as the 

earmarked deliveries fill the deficit no more than three years after the year in which the deficit 

occurred.8  Moreover, in D.08-02-008, the Commission held that LSEs are permitted to earmark 

from a pool of contracts that are eligible for earmarking and apply banked surplus generation if 

an earmarked contract does not deliver or delivers less than forecasted.9   

In D.10-03-021, the Commission held that, while REC-only contracts between an LSE 

and one RPS-eligible generator that is providing all the RECs are eligible earmarking, other 

                                                 

7  D.06-10-050, Attachment A at 8. 
13  See Southern California Edison Company’s (U 338-E) March 2011 Compliance Report Pursuant to California 

Renewables Portfolio Standard (March 1, 2011). 
8   Id., Attachment A at 9-10; D.08-02-008 at 12. 
9  D.08-02-008 at 16-17. 



 

 

REC-only contracts (including existing contracts reclassified as REC-only) are not.10  The 

decision also created some uncertainty as to whether REC-only contracts could be earmarked 

towards compliance years prior to 2010.  SCE intends to earmark REC-only contracts towards its 

APTs for years prior to 2010.  Accordingly, the Commission’s restrictions on earmarking REC-

only contracts with more than one RPS-eligible generator and any limitation on earmarking 

REC-only contracts towards APTs prior to 2010 could affect SCE’s overall compliance 

flexibility. 

Flexible compliance continues to be a successful mechanism in encouraging and 

providing integrity to the renewable energy market, while ultimately benefiting electricity 

customers statewide.  With flexible compliance, SCE forecasted compliance with the 20% RPS 

goal through the planning horizon in its last RPS compliance report.11  On November 20, 2009, 

the Commission adopted D.09-11-014, which changed the calculation of the APT for 2010 and 

any future years in which the APT is 20% from 20% of prior year retail sales to 20% of current 

year retail sales.12  Using this new methodology and with flexible compliance, SCE continues to 

forecast compliance with the 20% RPS goal through the planning horizon. 

1.3. A bid solicitation setting forth relevant need, online dates, and locational 
preferences, if any 

SCE’s 20102011 solicitation materials are provided as Attachments 2-1 through 2-11 to 

SCE’s Second Amended 20102011 RPS Procurement Plan.  SCE’s 20102011 Procurement 

Protocol includes, among other things, information related to relevant need, on-line dates, and 

locational preferences.1314   

2. Workplan to Reach 20% By 2010 and 33% by 2020: A showing on each IOU’s workplan 
to reach 20% by 2010, and 33% by 2020, including but not limited to: 

                                                 

10  D.10-03-021 at 100 (OP 15). 
11  See Southern California Edison Company’s (U 338-E) March 2010 Compliance Report Pursuant to California 

Renewables Portfolio Standard (March 1, 2010). 
12  D.09-11-014 at 13-14 (OP 2-4). 
1314  The Second Amended 20102011 Procurement Protocol is Attachment 2-1 to SCE’s Second Amended 

20102011 RPS Procurement Plan. 



 

 

In its 20102011 RPS solicitation, SCE intends to contract for the balance of renewable 

energy necessary to achieve the State’s renewable energy goals, taking into account the 

renewable energy procured through SCE’s 2009 RPS solicitation and other procurement 

mechanisms and success rate assumptions for executed contracts that are not yet on-line.  To this 

end, SCE has developed a Base Case and a High Need Case of its renewable procurement needs.  

TheBoth the Base Case assumesand the 20% renewable energy goal set forth in the current RPS 

legislation.14  The Base Case alsoHigh Need Case assume a 33% renewable energy goal as set 

forth in SB 2.  Under both scenarios, SCE assumes a 20% goal for 2011 through 2013, a straight-

line to a 25% goal in 2016, and a straight-line to a 33% goal in 2020 and beyond.15  The Base 

Case and High Need Case also assume that deficits from the past RPS program do not carry over 

and the use of banking.  The Base Case uses the current expected on-line dates for all projects, 

excludes flexible compliance, and assumes 100% delivered energy from contracts that are 

executed but not yet on-line.  Appendix B shows SCE’s current RPS-eligible energy forecast in 

the Base Case scenario.15  SCE’s High Need Case assumes a 33% renewable energy goal.  The 

Governor has approved Executive Orders S-14-08 and S-21-09 setting forth a 33% target.  

Pursuant to Executive Order S-21-09, the California Air Resources Board (“CARB”) is working 

to adopt a 33% Renewable Electricity Standard (“RES”) regulation by July 31, 2010.  While 

CARB has held several workshops and issued a proposed regulation, no final rules have been 

adopted.  It is therefore unclear how the proposed RES program will be structured.  Accordingly, 

SCE’s High Need Case generally assumes the current RPS structure and rules as implemented by 

the Commission.  Moreover, the  The High Need Case uses the current expected on-line dates for 

all projects, excludes flexible compliance, and assumes only 7060% delivered energy from 

contracts that are executed but not yet on-line.  This 70and not yet on-line.  This 60% success 

                                                 

14  See Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 399.11 et seq. 
15  As noted above, SB 2 sets renewable procurement goals of an average of 20% for 2011 through 2013, 25% by 

2016, and 33% by 2020 and annually thereafter.  See SB 2, Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 399.15(b)(1)-(3).  A straight-
line progression to 25% in 2016 and 33% in 2020 is not required by the statute. 

15  SCE updated Appendix B in this Second Amended 2010 RPS Procurement Plan to include an updated bundled 
sales forecast and updated contract and project-specific information. 



 

 

rate is modeled to represent project development success rates as well as any contingency that 

would make meeting the State’s renewable energy goals less likely (e.g., delays due to 

transmission, material shortages, load growth beyond that which is forecasted, or less than 

expected output from resources).   Appendix B shows SCE’s current RPS-eligible energy 

forecast in the Base Case scenario and Appendix C shows SCE’s current RPS-eligible energy 

forecast in the High Need Case scenario.16   

WhileBoth the Base Case scenario indicates that procurement may not be needed from 

the 2010 RPS solicitation, theand High Need Case does project a need for additional renewable 

energy deliveries in the future.  In order to procure to meet the State’s proposed 33% renewable 

energy goal, SCE intends to baseuse the High Need Case to inform its procurement activities for 

the 20102011 solicitation on the High Need Case.  SCE believes it is prudent to do so based 

ongiven its experience in meeting the 20% renewable energy goal and the need to contract with 

projects early on in the process to support the development of needed transmission.  

Along with its 20102011 RPS solicitation, SCE plans to utilize other procurement options 

to help meet the State’s renewable energy goals including SCE’s Solar Photovoltaic (“PV”) 

Program, SCE’s Renewables Standard Contract Program, andSPVP, the Renewable Auction 

Mechanism (“RAM”) program adopted by the Commission, which will replace SCE’s RSC 

Program, the CREST program, qualifying facility (“QF”) standard contracts, bilateral 

negotiations with competitive renewable energy projects, and any new processes approved by the 

Commission.       

Since 2002, SCE has secured contracts for over 9,500 MW of renewable generation, as 

shown in the following table:17 

However, SCE must reiterate that while its 

                                                 

16  SCE updated Appendix C in this Second Amended 2010 RPS Procurement Plan to include an updated bundled 
sales forecast and updated contract and project-specific informationAlthough both forecasts show an annual 
procurement target, SB 2 changes the structure of the RPS program from annual goals to multi-year goals.  See 
SB 2, Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 399.15(b)(1). 

17  Data are current as of April 26, 2011.  This table excludes terminated contracts. 



 

 

Procurement 
Mechanism 

Maximum 
Contract 

MW
Large RPS 
Solicitations 7,840
Bilateral 
Negotiations 1,212
RSC 405
SPVP 43
CREST 2
QF 34
Total 9,536

While SCE’s intentions are to procure to a 33% renewable energy goal, there are 

significant barriers preventing SCE from achieving both the 20% goal in the near-term and a 

33% goal in the long-term.  As detailed in Section 6, SCE requests approval for a streamlined 

pre-approval process for short-term renewable energy transactions to help meet these goals.that 

goal. 

2.1. Identification of any impediments that remain to reaching 20% by 2010, and 
33% by 202018 

FiveSix primary factors have affected SCE’s ability to reach the overall RPS goal of 20% 

renewables and will continue to be issues in meetingwill challenge achievement of a 33% 

renewable energy goal:  (1) permitting, siting, approval, and construction of transmission and 

renewable generation projects; (2) integrating intermittent renewable resources; (3) the 

uncertainty surrounding the federal production and investment tax credits; (4) a heavily 

subscribed interconnection queue; (5) developer performance; and (6) lack of flexibility in the 

regulatory process to pursue all procurement options.1719   

The lack of sufficient transmission infrastructure and the prolonged process for 

permitting and approval of new transmission lines continues to be the most significant 
                                                 

18  Given the enactment of SB 2, the discussion in this section focuses on impediments to reaching 33% by 2020. 
1719  Notably, the Commission has identified several of these factors as impediments to reaching the State’s 

renewable energy goals.  See e.g., Renewables Portfolio Standard Quarterly Report at 7 (Q4 2009); Renewables 
Portfolio Standard Quarterly Report at 7 (July 2009); Renewables Portfolio Standard Quarterly Report at 7 
(July 2008); Renewables Portfolio Standard Quarterly Report at 5 (April 2008). 



 

 

impediment to reaching the State’s renewable energy goals.  As discussed in previous filings, 

contract evaluation and negotiation often occur in the early stage of project development where 

little or no transmission information is known.  SCE has received relatively few proposals from 

renewable generators that do not require significant transmission upgrades or new transmission 

development for the renewable energy to be deliverable.  Based on the market responses in 

SCE’s RPS solicitations, transmission and the lengthy process of siting, permitting, and building 

new transmission continues to be the single greatest issue to bringing new renewable resources 

on-line.   

The challenges surrounding transmission are only compounded as the State’s renewable 

energy goal increases from 20% to 33%, a 65% increase in renewable energy.  The Commission 

has stated that “[s]erving 33% of California’s energy needs with renewable sources will require 

an infrastructure build-out on a scale and timeline perhaps unparalleled anywhere in the 

world.”1820  The Commission’s 33% Renewables Portfolio Standard Implementation Analysis 

Preliminary Results report also called a 33% renewable energy goal “highly ambitious, given the 

magnitude of the infrastructure buildout required.”1921  Indeed, the Commission noted that the 

“magnitude of the infrastructure that California will have to plan, permit, procure, develop, and 

integrate in the next ten years is immense and unprecedented,” including approximately $115 

billion in new infrastructure investment in an uncertain financial environment and seven major 

new transmission lines (in addition to the four major new transmission lines needed to reach 20% 

renewables).2022  

The long and complicated permitting process for renewable generation facilities is also a 

barrier to meeting the State’s renewable energy goals.  The Commission has observed that most 

RPS project delays “are due to lack of transmission or generation permitting at the county, state, 

or federal level.”23  Moreover, the Commission’s 33% Renewables Portfolio Standard 
                                                 

1820  Renewables Portfolio Standard Quarterly Report at 3 (October 2008). 
1921  33% Renewables Portfolio Standard Implementation Analysis Preliminary Results at 1 (June 2009). 
2022  Id. at 1-4. 
23  Renewables Portfolio Standard Quarterly Report at 7 (Q4 2009). 



 

 

Implementation Analysis Preliminary Results report also noted that environmental concerns, 

legal challenges, and public opposition can impact the timeline for bringing renewable 

generation projects on-line.24 

AnEven with investment in new infrastructure, an increase in California’s renewable 

energy goal will also increase the grid reliability and integration issues associated with 

intermittent renewable resources.  In addition to the Commission, CARBThe California 

Independent System Operator’s (“CAISO’s”) recent 20% RPS study showed that the integration 

of variable energy resources will require increased operational flexibility, an effect expected to 

be exacerbated by a 33% RPS.25  The California Air Resources Board has also recognized these 

barriers to reaching the State’s goals, stating that “[a] key prerequisite to reaching a target of 33 

percent renewables will be to provide sufficient electric transmission lines to renewable resource 

zones and system changes to allow integration of large quantities of intermittent wind and solar 

generation,” and that California will need to quickly address transmission and integration issues 

and permitting difficulties to reach a 33% renewable energy goal.21The long and complicated 

permitting process for renewable generation facilities is also a barrier to meeting the State’s 

renewable energy goals.  The Commission recently observed that most RPS project delays “are 

due to lack of transmission or generation permitting at the county, state, or federal level.”22  The 

Commission’s 33% Renewables Portfolio Standard Implementation Analysis Preliminary 

Results report also noted that environmental concerns, legal challenges, and public opposition 

can impact the timeline for bringing renewable generation projects on-line.2326 

Another factor that has affected the abilities of SCE and other load-serving entities 

(“LSEs”) to reach the State’s renewable energy goals is the uncertainty surrounding the federal 

                                                 

24  33% Renewables Portfolio Standard Implementation Analysis Preliminary Results at 4 (June 2009). 
25  See Integration of Renewable Resources - Operational Requirements and Generation Fleet Capability at 20% 

RPS (August 31, 2010) (available at http://www.caiso.com/2804/2804d036401f0.pdf). 
21  Climate Change Scoping Plan at 45, Appendices, Volume I at C-127-C-128 (December 2008). 
22  Renewables Portfolio Standard Quarterly Report at 7 (Q4 2009). 
23  33% Renewables Portfolio Standard Implementation Analysis Preliminary Results at 4 (June 200926  Climate 

Change Scoping Plan at 45, Appendices, Volume I at C-127-C-128 (December 2008) (available at 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/document/scopingplandocument.htm). 



 

 

production and investment tax credits.  Many renewable generation projects rely on these tax 

credits, prompting the Commission to call this factor “the number one source of risk to new RPS 

generation expected to come online by 2010” in July 2008.2427  RPS contracts often have no fault 

termination rights if the tax credits are not extended.  Sending signals to the renewables market 

that these credits will be available over the long-term will stimulate sustained investment in 

renewable resources rather than the “boom and bust” cycle induced by the uncertainty regarding 

whether the federal tax credits will be available. 

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (“ARRA 2009”) extended the 

production tax credit for wind until the end of 2012, and for other technologies until the end of 

2013.2528  The investment tax credit for solar was also extended until the end of 2016.  In Section 

1603 of the ARRA 2009, the U.S. Treasury Department launched a new program whereby 

eligible energy property can receive a cash grant in lieu of the production tax credit.  This cash 

grant program has been well received by renewable generation developers.  To qualify for the 

Section 1603 cash grant program, the “beginning of construction” for eligible property must 

“start construction”have occurred by December 31, 2010, and the property must be placed “in 

service” based on a schedule dependent on the type of generation (by January 1, 2013 for large 

wind and January 1, 2017 for solar).2629  These aggressive construction and in-service 

requirements have led the generation community to place increasing political pressure on 

regulatory bodies such as the Commission, the California Energy Commission (“CEC”), the 

Bureau of Land Management (“BLM”), along with SCE, to expedite the regulatory process to 

enable generators to come on-line sooner to take advantage of this stimulus program.    

While the ARRA 2009’s extension of the tax credits relieved some uncertainty for near-

term projects, the “on again, off again” nature of these tax credits continues to be a barrier to 

                                                 

2427   Renewables Portfolio Standard Quarterly Report at 7 (July 2008). 
2528  See American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, Pub. L. No. 111-5 (2009). 
2629  See Payments for Specified Energy Property in Lieu of Tax Credits under the American Recovery and 

Reinvestment Act of 2009, U.S. Treasury Department Guidance Document (July 2009) (available at 
 http://www.treasury.gov/recovery/docs/guidance.pdf). 



 

 

renewable development.  In particular, the expiration of the production tax credit for wind at the 

end of 2012 currently impacts proposed wind generating facilities given the time needed for 

Commission approval of contracts, siting, permitting, construction, and development of needed 

transmission.  Additionally, the uncertain future of the federal production and investment tax 

credits will likely continue to be a long-term barrier to meeting a 33% renewables goal.     

Heavy subscription to the California Independent System Operator (“CAISO”) 

interconnection queue is also a major barrier to achieving the State’s renewable energy goals.  

The number and aggregate capacity of projects in the CAISO interconnection queue are 

increasing at rates never before experienced in CaliforniaIn its recent requested tariff 

amendment, CAISO estimated that it would take “as long as six to eight years from October 1, 

2010 to complete the studies for all small generators currently in the ISO’s queue under the 

ISO’s current SGIP process.”30  As of February 3, 2011, SCE had over 500 interconnection 

requests, comprising more than 32,000 MW, inclusive of CAISO and WDAT requests.  

Although the CAISO’s interconnection reform effort is currently being implemented, whether or 

not the reforms will meet the expectations and goals of all stakeholders remains to be seen.  The 

CAISO saw a significant amount of generation interconnection requests withdrawn in December 

2008 and December 2009 resulting from implementation of the reformed Large Generator 

Interconnection Procedures.  However, SCE has seen a substantial increase in the number of 

requests under 20 MW in its service territory under the Small Generator Interconnection 

Procedures.  As of June 1, 2010, SCE had over 380 interconnection requests, comprising more 

than 32,000 MW in its interconnection process, inclusive of CAISO and WDAT requests. 

Achieving the State’s renewable energy goals is also dependent on the performance of 

renewable developers.  SCE has executed contracts with a large number of developers.  To 

qualify for California’s RPS program, these developers must plan for, permit, construct, and 

operate their facilities according to milestones set in the contracts.  Developers have significant 
                                                 

30  Tariff Amendment to Revise Generator Interconnection Procedures at 5 (October 19, 2010) (available at 
http://www.caiso.com/2834/2834c11a4c2f0.html). 



 

 

hurdlesHurdles encountered during these activities and it is always possible thatrequire 

developers to alter their milestone schedules will be altered.  To the extent delays occur, these 

delays will impact the amount of delivered energy on which SCE can rely to reach the State’s 

goals may be affected. 

FinallyFurthermore, in view of these major challenges to achieving the State’s renewable 

energy goals, it is crucial that California expand the supply of renewable resources by allowing 

the broadest possible market of eligible renewable products.  However, lack of flexibility in the 

regulatory process surrounding two procurement options – RECsunbundled and tradable 

renewable energy credits (“RECs” or “TRECs”) and short-term renewable energy transactions – 

impedeshas impeded progress toward California’s goals.  

SCE has supported the use of RECs to help protect electricity customers from limitations 

in supply.  Additionally, RECs provide renewable project owners and LSEs much needed 

flexibility and options in contracting for renewable energy.  Contracting flexibility leads to lower 

transaction costs in obtaining renewable attributes from renewable resources that have limited 

access to transmission or are located far from buyers.  Ultimately, increased flexibility and lower 

transaction costs also promote more liquid and price-competitive renewable energy markets and 

a better and more efficient RPS program in general, which in turn will help lead to more 

investment in renewable development.  Given the importance of the State’s renewable energy 

goals and the challenges facing renewable developers (in developing projects) and LSEs (with 

regard to RPS compliance), broad markets, including the use of RECs, are important.   

Despite the fact that the Commission has been authorized to allow the use of RECs for 

California’s RPS program since Senate Bill (“SB”) 107 took effect in 2007,2731 only in the past 

month did the Commission did not authorize their use, albeit in a limited fashion.  After issuing a 

proposed decision allowing the use of RECs in October 2008, a revised proposed decision 

allowing the use of RECs in March 2009, and another revised proposed decision allowing the use 

                                                 

2731  See Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 399.16. 



 

 

of RECs in December 2009,28 the Commission issued a final decision authorizing the 

procurement and use of RECs in March 2010.29  That decision authorized limited use of TRECs 

if they are accompanied by delivery of associated energy into California.  Further, underthe use 

of RECs for compliance with the RPS until it adopted D.10-03-021 in March 2010.  The 

Commission’s authorization of RECs in D.10-03-021 was subsequently stayed on May 6, 2010 

pending resolution of two petitions for modification of that decision.32  On January 13, 2011, the 

Commission adopted D.11-01-025, which resolved the petitions for modification of D.10-03-021 

and lifted the stay on the Commission’s authorization of RECs.33 

Although RECs may now be used to comply with the RPS, their use is limited.  Under 

the definition of REC-only transactions set forth in D.10-03-021, as modified by D.11-01-025, 

most out-of-state bundled renewable contracts (including existing contracts) were reclassified as 

REC-only.34  The Commission also limited the IOUs’ use of such REC-only contracts by IOUs 

and electric service providers to 25% of their APTsannual procurement targets and imposed a 

$50/REC price cap for the IOUs.  SCE intends to use TRECs toward its RPS compliance targets.  

However, given the35  The restrictions on the use of TRECsRECs and out-of-state renewable 

resources imposed in D.10-03-021, thereby the Commission are still significant limitations on 

the renewable energy market.  Indeed, under D.10-03-021, the IOUs have less procurement 

options and flexibility than they had before the decision was adopted.  

Most states that have RPS programs allow the use of unbundled RECs for compliance 

with their programs.  In fact, as shown in the map below, in 2008, 21 out of 25 states with an 

                                                 

28  See Proposed Decision Authorizing Use of Renewable Energy Credits for Compliance With the California 
Renewables Portfolio Standard, Rulemaking (“R.”) 06-02-012 (October 29, 2008); Proposed Decision 
Authorizing Use of Renewable Energy Credits for Compliance With the California Renewables Portfolio 
Standard, R.06-02-012 (March 26, 2009); Proposed Decision Authorizing Use of Renewable Energy Credits for 
Compliance With the California Renewables Portfolio Standard, R.06-02-012 (December 23, 2009). 

29  See D.10-03-021. 
32  D.10-05-018 at 8 (OP 1).  The Commission also placed a temporary moratorium on Commission approval of 

any contracts signed after the issuance of D.10-05-018 that would be defined under D.10-03-021 as REC-only 
transactions.  Id. at 8 (OP 2).   

33  D.11-01-025 at 48 (OP 6-7). 
34  Id., Appendix A at 11 (OP 6-7). 
35  Id., Appendix A at 14 (OP 17), 16 (OP 20); D.11-01-026 at 28 (OP 3). 



 

 

RPS allowed unbundled RECs for compliance.30With the enactment of SB 2, which establishes a 

prospective procurement structure and grandfathers contracts signed prior to June 1, 2010,36 SCE 

expects that there will be changes to the rules surrounding the use of RECs and out-of-state 

renewable resources.  The effect of such rules on SCE’s procurement will be dependent on the 

Commission’s implementation of SB 2. 

 

The use of unbundled RECs helps protect electricity customers from limitations in 

supply.  Additionally, unbundled RECs provide renewable project owners and LSEs much 

needed flexibility and options in contracting for renewable energy.  Additional contracting 

flexibility leads to lower transaction costs in obtaining renewable attributes from renewable 

resources that have limited access to transmission or are located a far distance from their buyers.  

Ultimately, increased flexibility and lower transaction costs promote more liquid and price-

competitive renewable energy markets and a better and more efficient RPS program in general, 

which in turn will help lead to more investment in renewable development.  Given the 

importance of the State’s renewable energy goals and the challenges facing renewable 

developers (in developing projects) and LSEs (with regard to RPS compliance), the additional 

flexibility provided by unbundled RECs warrants their use in the State’s RPS program.  

Unbundled RECs are in everyone’s best interest: electricity customers, LSEs, and renewable 

developers and generators.  Although SCE appreciates the Commission authorization of TRECs 

in D.10-03-021, the Commission’s expansive definition of a REC-only transaction to include 

most out-of-state bundled transactions combined with the usage limit on REC-only transactions 

limits the benefits of allowing TRECs to meet the State’s renewable energy goals.  SCE’s 

planned use of TRECs is discussed further in Section 6.6. 

                                                 

30  Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, Research News, Berkeley Lab Examines State-level Renewables 
Portfolio Standard Policies, April 10, 2008 (available at http://www.lbl.gov/Science-
Articles/Archive/assets/images/2008/Apr/10-Thu/hires/Page7updatedRPSgraphics36  See SB 2, Cal. Pub. 
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AlthoughFinally, although IOUs may enter into short-term renewable energy 

transactions, the current process for Commission approval of the IOUs’ short-term renewable 

contracts limits the IOUs’ ability to utilize short-term renewable transactions, since the process is 

commercially unworkable in the marketplace.  In particular, the current process requiring each 

RPS contract to be submitted for approval via advice letter or application and reviewed and 

approved on a contract-by-contract basis does not allow sufficient time to obtain Commission 

approval of short-term transactions that may begin deliveries shortly after execution.  As with 

non-renewable generation under the Assembly Bill (“AB”) 57 Procurement Plan process, 

Commission pre-approval of a certain amount of short-term renewable transactions is needed, 

especially since renewable resources are higher in the loading order.  Otherwise, IOUs will not 

be able to competea result, IOUs are at a competitive disadvantage for short-term contracts with 

other LSEs whose contracts do not require Commission approval, and IOU customers will beare 

unfairly prejudiced, as they will likely end up paying higher prices for renewable energy as a 

result of this restriction.  Indeed, as SCE stated in its briefing to its PRG on June 8, 2009, SCE’s 

customers have already lost out on numerous short-term contracting opportunities due to the 

length of time needed to obtain Commission approval or because counterparties have withdrawn 

their offers in favor of contracts with other LSEs who do not have Commission approval 

requirements for their contracts.   

SCE previously sought pre-approval for a limited amount of short-term renewable 

transactions in its 2009 RPS Procurement Plan.31  The Commission denied SCE’s request and 

instead adopted a fast-track approval process for short-term renewable contracts that satisfy 

certain specific conditions.32  This process does not adequately address SCE’s concerns.  The 

fast-track approval process severely limits the amount of renewable energy transactions eligible 

                                                 

31  Southern California Edison Company’s (U 338-E) 2009 RPS Procurement Plan, Attachment 1 at 29-30 
(September 15, 2008).  See also Comments of Southern California Edison Company (U 338-E) on the Proposed 
Decision Establishing Price Benchmarks and Contract Review Processes for Short-Term and Bilateral 
Procurement Contracts for Compliance with the California Renewables Portfolio Standard at 5-8 (May 26, 
2009). 

32  See D.09-06-050. 



 

 

for approval under such a process and does not provide IOUs sufficient flexibility to execute 

short-term renewable transactions.  Additionally, in D.10-03-021, the Commission further 

limited the transactions eligible for the fast-track approval process by holding that REC-only 

contracts (including bundled contracts reclassified as REC-only) are not eligible for the fast-track 

approval process.33   

As explained in more detail in Section 6.3, there is a continued need for a pre-approval 

process for a limited amount of short-term renewable transactions (whether bundled or REC-

only).  Such a process is needed to provide IOUs the same flexibility with respect to renewable 

resource procurement they already have for non-preferred resources in the AB 57 procurement 

process.  

2.2. What the IOU is doing, or plans to do, to address each impediment, if anything 

Over the past few years, SCE has taken several actions to address the impediment of 

transmission to achieving California’s renewable energy goals.  For example, SCE has attempted 

to expedite the permitting and construction of renewable transmission facilities by: (1) 

proactively providing the upfront financing for needed transmission network upgrades, (2) 

seeking authorization to record costs associated with interconnection and environmental studies 

for renewable projects, (3) providing leadership to the CAISO’s reform of the Large Generator 

Interconnection Procedures, and (4) requesting authority to study the feasibility of developing 

transmission capacity to deliver output from potential renewable resources.   

In June 2007, the Commission adopted Resolution E-4052, which directed SCE to 

coordinate its efforts and schedules to the greatest extent possible with the priorities, process, and 

schedules of the California Renewable Energy Transmission Initiative, now referred to as the 

Renewable Energy Transmission Initiative (“RETI”).  SCE has been an active participant in all 

aspects of RETI since its formation, and is now an active participant in the CAISO’s RETI 

follow on efforts titled “Getting to 33% RPS by 2020 through a Comprehensive Renewable 
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Transmission Planning Process.”   Despite these efforts, SCE still expects that transmission will 

continue to be a significant impediment to achieving the State’s renewable energy goals. 

While the uncertainty associated with production tax credits and investment tax credits 

was outside the control of California state agencies, SCE’s policy advisors in Washington, D.C. 

worked with senators and legislators advocating for the extension of these tax credits.  

Additionally, SCE supported California Assembly Joint Resolution 50 that urged the U.S. Senate 

and President to extend the credits.  As explained above, the ARRA 2009 extended the 

production tax credit for wind until the end of 2012, and for other technologies until the end of 

2013.  The investment tax credit for solar was also extended until the end of 2016.  SCE will 

continue to support extension of these tax credits in the future. 

To address the interconnection queue impediment, SCE played a leadership role among 

California Participating Transmission Owners in the stakeholder process that lead to reforms of 

the CAISO Large Generator Interconnection Procedures, which were approved by the Federal 

Energy Regulatory Commission in 2008 and are currently being implemented. 

Furthermore, to proactively address development performance issues, SCE continues to 

reach out and communicate with project developers on a regular basis, discuss options and the 

status of project development, and provide guidance and direction as often as needed.  SCE has 

also made several modifications to its solicitationssolicitation materials in response to lessons 

learned from developers in previous solicitations.  To overcome some of the development 

barriers, SCE has created an option to have SCE act as schedule coordinator, allowed for 

delivery points at the point of interconnection with the transmission provider’s electric grid, and 

tailored certain terms and conditions to address market changes in equipment availability and 

supply.   

SCE has also worked with developers to overcome local opposition to renewable projects 

through active education with city governments regarding the State’s goals and the importance of 

renewable energy in California.  Furthermore, SCE continually educates the renewable 

development community on its procurement opportunities.  In order to explain SCE’s various 



 

 

renewable contracting opportunities, SCE speaks to developers at industry-wide symposiums 

(e.g., American Wind Energy Association, the U.S. military’s Enhanced-Use-Lease, Geothermal 

Resources Council, Solar One), hosts its own annual Bidders’ ConferenceConferences in 

connection with each RPS solicitation, fields countless phone inquiries, and participates in CEC 

developer forums.  

Finally, in order to gain increased regulatory flexibility to pursue additional procurement 

options, SCE is seeking approval to enter into transactions for TRECsplans to use RECs as part 

of its procurement authority.  SCE is also seeking Commission pre-approval to enter into a 

limited quantity of short-term renewable transactions.  Both of these proposals are outlined in 

more detail in Sections 6.3 and 6.6.   as discussed in Section 6.7.  To further facilitate the use of 

unbundled RECs in the future, SCE has also organized and leadsled a stakeholder process, 

consisting of a wide range of industry participants, to develop a standardized unbundled REC 

contract for use in the Western Electricity Coordinating Council (“WECC”).  The contract is 

built to be adaptable to meet various state RPS requirements and will hopefully lead to increased 

liquidity and a robust unbundled REC market. 

Additionally, to maximize contracting opportunities, SCE has pursued its Renewables 

Standard Contract Programimplemented its RSC Program, and in 2009 and 2010, executed 35 

contracts resulting from that program for approximately 459 MW of renewable energy.37  

However, this program has been replaced by the Commission’s implementation of the RAM 

program as discussed in Section 6.1.  SCE is also implementingimplemented a competitive 

solicitation offering 250 MW of long-term power contracts to independent solar photovoltaic 

(“PV”) power providers in conjunction with 250 MW of utility-owned generation as part of 

SCE’s Solar PV ProgramSPVP, as discussed in more detail in Section 3.Sections 3 and 6.4.  This 

brings the total generating capacity of the Solar PV ProgramSPVP to 500 MW, the largest solar 
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PV program ever undertaken.  In 2010, SCE executed 36 SPVP contracts with the independent 

power producers for a total of approximately 50 MW AC.38 

  Finally, in order to address problems with the approval process for short-term renewable 

contracts, SCE proposed pre-approval for a limited amount of short-term renewable transactions 

in both its 2009 and 2010 RPS Procurement Plans.39  The Commission rejected both of SCE’s 

proposals.40  

 

 

 

3. Build Own Resources: A showing on the IOU’s current consideration of whether or not 
to build its own renewable generation to reach 20% by 2010, and 33% by 2020 

While the RPS lawprogram permits renewable utility-owned generation (“UOG”), it does 

not require such utility-owned generation.34UOG.41  As explained below, SCE is pursuing 

renewable utility-owned generationUOG through its Solar PV Program.35SPVP.  Consistent with 

the direction provided in the last two General Rate Case decisions (D.06-05-016 and D.09-03-

025) described below, SCE’s Generation Project Development Division (“PDD”) also evaluates 

the possibility of building other renewable generation resources.   

On March 27, 2008, SCE submitted Application (“A.”) 08-03-015, seeking authority to 

spend up to $962.5 million (in 2008 dollars) in customer funds to develop the Solar PV Program 

to install 250 MW of capacity fromUOG solar PV panelsprojects on rooftops (and a small 

percentage of ground mounted projects) at the distribution level in urban areas of Southern 

                                                 

38  Seven of those contracts for about 8 MW AC were subsequently terminated. 
39  Southern California Edison Company’s (U 338-E) 2009 RPS Procurement Plan, Attachment 1 at 29-30 

(September 15, 2008); Southern California Edison Company’s (U 338-E) Second Amended 2010 RPS 
Procurement Plan, Attachment 1 at 30-36 (June 17, 2010). 

40  D.09-06-050 at 43 (OP 9); D.11-04-030 at 28-33. 
3441  In D.09-06-018, the Commission reiterated that utility-owned generation is not an RPS program 

requirement.  D.09-06-018 at 49. 
35  See D.09-06-049. 



 

 

California.of SCE’s service territory.42  The primary purpose of this program is to transform the 

solar PV market by reducing costs.  SCE sees numerous customer benefits from its new solar 

program, among them the hope of progressing the rooftop solar PV market to substantially lower 

costs, which will allow greater installation of solar PV by electricity customers in Southern 

California.36 through creating demand.   

On June 18, 2009, the Commission adopted a decision on A.08-03-015.37  The 

Commission increased the size of SCE’s Solar PV Program to 500 MW.  Although SCE had 

proposed that the Solar PV Program include only utility-owned generation, the Commission 

added 250 MW owned by independent power producers to the program.  The decision adopted 

cost-of-service treatment for the utility-owned generation portion of the Solar PV Program, 

including the amounts recorded in the memorandum account pursuant to Resolution E-4182.  To 

date, installation on two major roof structures have been completed.  One was completed in 2008 

and a second in 2009.  Each roof supports over 1 MW in installed renewable capacity.  

Negotiations and analyses are in final stages for a third roof.  Additionally, SCE plans to put 

approximately 42 MW in service in 2010.500 MW SPVP in D.09-06-049.  The Commission 

doubled the size of the SPVP to 500 MW by adding 250 MW of solar PV projects owned by 

independent power producers (“IPPs”).43  Under its SPVP, SCE completed 21 MW of utility-

owned solar PV generation by the end of 2010, with an additional 22 MW of projects under 

                                                 

42  On March 27, 2008, SCE also submitted Advice Letter 2226-E seeking authority to record in a memorandum 
account invoiced costs for outside services, insurance expenses, and any capital-related revenue requirement 
associated with the first $25 million of direct capital expenditures incurred in the SPVP.  SCE expected that this 
capital expenditure would provide 5 MW of rooftop solar PV electric energy connected at the distribution level 
in Southern California.  On September 18, 2008, the Commission issued Resolution E-4182 approving the 
establishment of a memorandum account to record the revenue requirement for this first 5 MW of rooftop solar 
PV facilities. 

36  On March 27, 2008, SCE also submitted Advice Letter 2226-E seeking authority to record in a memorandum 
account invoiced costs for outside services, insurance expenses, and any capital-related revenue requirement 
associated with the first $25 million of direct capital expenditures incurred in the Solar PV Program.  SCE 
expected that this capital expenditure would provide 5 MW of rooftop solar PV electric energy connected at the 
distribution level in Southern California.  On September 18, 2008, the Commission issued Resolution E-4182 
approving the establishment of a memorandum account to record the revenue requirement for this first 5 MW of 
rooftop solar PV facilities. 

37  See D.09-06-049. 
43  See Section 6.4 for a discussion of the IPP portion of SCE’s SPVP. 



 

 

construction and nearing completion.  In addition to these projects, SCE plans to complete an 

additional 25 MW of utility-owned solar PV generation in 2011. 

On February 11, 2011, SCE filed a petition for modification of D.09-06-049 with the 

Commission.  SCE witnessed evidence of a transformed solar PV market through a substantially 

increased volume of solar PV bids in renewable solicitations outside of the SPVP.  In order to 

afford its customers the benefit of the lower renewable prices associated with these recent solar 

PV offers, SCE’s petition requests that both the UOG and IPP portions of the SPVP be decreased 

to no more than 125 MW each, and that an IPP revised solicitation be created to solicit 250 MW 

of solar PV projects not subject to the constraints of the original SPVP.  This proposed 

modification is expected to provide a ratepayer benefit of $300 million present value revenue 

requirement.  SCE has requested a final decision on its petition for modification by June 9, 2011.  

Until such time as the Commission acts on its petition, SCE is operating the SPVP as required by 

D.09-06-049. 

In addition to the Solar PV ProgramSPVP, SCE continues to evaluate the possibility of 

building renewable and other utility-owned generationUOG resources in its PDD.  In SCE’s Test 

Year 2006 and 2009 General Rate Case decisions, D.06-05-016 and D.09-03-025, the 

Commission approved SCE’s request for cost recovery for certain so-called “support” functions 

associated with SCE’s Generation Project Development Division.38PDD.44  These “support” 

functions” include the following: “(1) analyze generation technologies and costs; (2) locate 

appropriatesappropriate sites for potential generation development; (3) monitor and participate in 

generation-related regulatory and legislative activity; and (4) develop and maintain the best 

option outside negotiation (BOON) for relevant generation technologies.”3945  SCE has requested 

a continuation of PDD funding in the Test Year 2012 General Rate Case application. 

Thus, base-rate funding was authorized for studying future generation needs, including 

renewable generation needs.  Since the authorization of funding in SCE’s Test Year 2006 
                                                 

3844  D.09-03-025 at 40-42. 
3945  Id. at 40. 



 

 

General Rate Case decision, SCE has begun the generation studies contemplated in the decision.  

Among other things, the characteristics and costs for emerging generation technologies, potential 

sites, and transmission network upgrades are presently being studied.PDD continues to study 

various technologies, including renewables, and identify potential generation sites.  PDD studied 

the initial feasibility of solar PV panels to be installed on third party roofs in SCE’s service 

territory.  Those studies resulted in the application and Commission approval of the SPVP 

described above.  PDD also evaluated clean fossil fueled distributed generation in the form of 

fuel cells.  Fuel cell generating units have not progressed commercially in California energy 

markets.  The California Governor’s Office encouraged PDD to identify several potential fuel 

cell installation sites on California University campuses, and other state-owned facilities.  Once 

interested University partners were identified, PDD submitted its Fuel Cell Program 

Application,46 which was approved by the Commission on April 8, 2010.47   

The Commission, however, twice rejected SCE’s request to include in rates, efforts by 

the Generation Project Development Division  PDD to engage in activities such as “develop[ing] 

and implement[ing] plans to advance projects from the development phase to the construction 

and operations phase.”40  These development activities include preparation of environmental 

assessments and applications for Certificates of Public Convenience and Necessity, which may 

take 30 to 36 months to prepare and process.  Therefore, SCE” at specific sites.48  Therefore, 

PDD is not currently authorized to recover fundsuse PDD funding to develop renewable 

generation resources.  The costs for any specific proposed projects are only recoverable when 

those projects are selected through a solicitationhave been approved for recovery by the 

Commission through individual applications. 

4. Imperial Valley Issues: 

4.1. Bidders’ Conference 
                                                 

46 See A.09-04-018. 
47  See D.10-04-028. 
40  Id. at 40-42. 
48  D.09-03-025 at 40-42. 



 

 

In 2009, SCE was required by the Commission to host an Imperial Valley Bidders’ 

Conference in addition to its annual Request for Proposals (“RFP”) Bidders’ Conference.4149  On 

July 9, 2009, SCE hosted its Imperial Valley Bidders’ Conference in Los Angeles.  Despite 

publicizing this event, attendance was not high.  Prior to the Imperial Valley Bidders’ 

Conference, SCE received numerous questions from confused sellers about the purpose and goal 

of a separate conference for the Imperial Valley, which provides evidence to justify earlier 

concern that “a special conference might give the impression that a preference will be given to 

Imperial Valley developers, and that projects in other areas need not apply.”4250  Accordingly, 

SCE recommends against requiring each IOU to conduct a special Imperial Valley Bidders’ 

Conference in 2010.   

4.2. Remedial Measures for 20102011 

 In its 2009 RFP, SCE noted that its evaluation criteria would consider the benefit of 

projects locating near approved transmission infrastructure, such as the Sunrise Powerlink 

Transmission Project (“Sunrise”) and the Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project.  SCE 

received numerous proposals indicating an interconnection point to Sunrise in its 2009 

solicitation.  XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX   

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx                            

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx  SCE’s experience shows 

that Imperial Valley sellers are well aware of the solicitation process.  SCE will continue to give 

a preference to projects located near approved transmission projects, including Sunrise, in its 

20102011 RPS solicitation.   

At this time, SCE does not suggest any remedial measures relative to the Imperial Valley 

for 2010 as they are unnecessary to solicit interest from Imperial Valley projects, which are 

already participating in IOU RPS solicitations.   
                                                 

4149  D.09-06-018 at 78 (COL 6). 
4250  Id. at 11. 



 

 

 In D.11-04-030, the Commission held that remedial measures related to Sunrise are not 

needed in the 2011 RPS Procurement Plans.51  

5. Contract Amendments: 

SCE appreciates the Commission’s intent to streamline the renewable contract 

amendment review process.4352  However, the approach that SCE currently uses to determine 

whether a contract amendment should go into the Energy Resource Recovery Account 

(“ERRA”) reasonableness filing as opposed to an advice letter or application is functional, 

streamlined, and efficient.  In its 2009 RPS Procurement Plan, SCE explained the ERRA process 

and proposed guidelines for the treatment of renewable contract amendments should the 

Commission determine further guidelines are necessary.4453  The proposal in the Scoping Memo 

is similar in some ways to the guidelines SCE proposed in 2009.  Unfortunately, some aspects of 

the Scoping Memo proposal are directly contrary to the goal of streamlining the contract 

amendment review process.  In fact, the Scoping Memo proposal would likely make the review 

process for renewable contract amendments more complicated, burdensome, and time 

consuming.  If read broadly, the Scoping Memo proposal could significantly increase the number 

of amendments that must be filed by advice letter, burdening the IOUs, their counterparties, and 

Commission staff, and delaying the approval of amendments that are required to allow renewable 

projects to come on-line.  

SCE believes the current process for review of renewable contract amendments is 

working effectively.  There is no evidence that a change in that process is required or desirable.  

However, if the Commission determines that additional guidelines are needed, the Scoping 

Memo proposal should be modified so that it can effectively streamline the process rather than 

adding additional complications and delay. 

                                                 

51  D.11-04-030 at 25. 
4352  Amended Scoping Memo and Ruling of Assigned Commissioner Regarding 2010 RPS Procurement Plans 

(“Scoping Memo”), Attachment A at 5 (November 2, 2009). 
4453  Southern California Edison Company’s (U 338-E) 2009 RPS Procurement Plan, Attachment 1 at 21-22 

(September 15, 2008). 



 

 

A. SCE’s Current Contract Amendment Process 

Since the early 1980s, all actions taken by the IOUs after contract execution have been 

within the scope of contract administration.  All contract administration activities for RPS 

contracts, including contract amendments, are subject to review by the Commission.  The 

Commission reviews these matters either through the annual ERRA Reasonableness of 

Operations review process, advice letters, and/or applications filed by the IOUs.  The same 

general process is used for qualifying facilityQF contracts and other contracts for non-renewable 

resources. 

  RPS contracts are complex and typically involve the development of new projects, often 

requiring hundreds of millions of dollars of capital investment and a lengthy development 

planning horizon.  Any number and type of changes may occur over this horizon as well as the 

terms of the agreements.  Many of the contract changes experienced with new generation 

projects involve revised on-line dates brought about by transmission interconnection issues, site 

permitting issues, or other unanticipated development hurdles.  Contract changes have also been 

made to address changes in the market or regulatory environment.  Most of these amendments 

are included in the annual ERRA reasonableness filing.  SCE utilizes ERRA for contract 

amendments when it can provide clear evidence that in agreeing to an amendment requested by a 

seller, SCE has secured a commensurate ratepayer benefit.4554  The function of the ERRA 

reasonableness proceeding is to ensure that contract administration actions are reasonable, 

consistent with Commission directives, administered equally, and consistent with utility and/or 

industry practice.  It is the IOU’s burden to demonstrate that its actions are reasonable through 

clear and convincing evidence.4655   

For amendments that substantially alter the contract, SCE would likely deem it necessary 

to submit an advice letter for approval of the contract amendment.  Such contract amendments 

could be something unique to the contract, an increase in the contract price, or other material 
                                                 

4554  See D.88-10-032. 
4655  D.87-07-026 at 19-20; D.88-03-036 at 5.  



 

 

changes to the terms and conditions of the contract.  In some less frequent cases, SCE may 

determine that an application for approval of a contract amendment is necessary.   

Ultimately, SCE believes that the decision on how to bring an amendment to the 

Commission for approval should be left to the IOU to evaluate on a case-by-case basis at the 

time that the amendment arises.  This decision is guided by the perceived reasonableness and risk 

to customers of the contemplated amendment and varies depending upon the time and 

circumstances.  The Commission has established that IOUs must administer their contracts in a 

prudent manner.  In other words, IOUs are expected to engage in those practices, methods, and 

acts which, in the exercise of reasonable judgment in light of the facts known at the time the 

decision was made, could have been expected to accomplish the desired result at a reasonable 

cost consistent with good business practices, reliability, safety, and expedition.4756  The prudence 

standard is intended to include a range of acceptable practices, methods, or acts.4857  To the 

extent Commission direction on the acceptability of the contemplated action is clear, the IOU 

will likely feel comfortable with the reasonableness risk and include such an amendment in the 

annual ERRA reasonableness filing.  However, mandating that IOUs assume reasonableness risk 

absent upfront achievable standards places an unacceptable risk on the utility.4958  

Once SCE determines a specific contract amendment should go into ERRA, the 

information necessary to demonstrate the action is reasonable is assembled and included in the 

annual ERRA reasonableness filing.  The filing is generally submitted on April 1 of each year. 

The Division of Ratepayer Advocates (“DRA”) is an active party in the review process and SCE 

receives and responds to multiple data requests from DRA.  SCE submits specific information 

related to each request and prepares responses to fully address all questions or concerns.  Once 

all of their data requests are addressed, DRA then submits a recommendation to the Commission.  

The Commission subsequently issues a decision on SCE’s ERRA reasonableness filing.  

                                                 

4756  D.87-06-021 at 19. 
4857  See, e.g., D.90-09-088 at 14-16. 
4958  See Cal. Pub. Util. Code §§ 454.5(b)(7), (c)(3). 



 

 

In this way, the entire filing is scrutinized for reasonable action and judgment on the part 

of the IOU.  This process has been in place since Decision 85731, April 27, 1976, implementing 

the Energy Cost Adjustment Clause (which morphed into ERRA in 2003) and is sufficient for 

most contract amendments.  Moreover, the ERRA reasonableness filing is transparent and 

includes a description of all contract amendments included in the filing.  SCE is including a 

sample of RPS contract amendments from its April 2009 ERRA filing below:5059  

 

                                                 

5059  ERRA Reasonableness of Operations, 2008, Chapters IX-XIV Public Testimony, A.09-04-002, at 41 (April 
1, 2009). 



 

 

The current process for review of contract amendments is streamlined and flexible, and 

allows the IOUs to use their business judgment to apply Commission guidelines to specific 

amendments on a case-by-case basis.  The current process also allows for robust public review of 

contract amendments.  Accordingly, SCE does not believe there is any evidence that a change in 

the current process is required. 

B. Concerns with Scoping Memo Proposal 

SCE has three major concerns with the Scoping Memo proposal.  First, the proposal to 

require contract amendments that result in “(a)ny increase in ratepayer cost that has not been pre-

approved” to be submitted via Tier 3 advice letters could require a large percentage of renewable 

contract amendments (many of which make only minor changes to the contracts) to be approved 

through the Tier 3 advice letter process.5160   

For example, SCE has entered into contract amendments with certain sellers in order to 

address issues related to the implementation of the CAISO’s Market Redesign and Technology 

Upgrade (“MRTU”).  In some cases, MRTU will require delivery point changes that may impact 

line losses and such changes may result in some increased costs to ratepayers.  This is a normal 

cost of doing business and does not increase the energy price paid to the generator, although the 

generator may receive an overall benefit from lower line losses.  Under the current process, this 

type of contract amendment can be reviewed through the ERRA reasonableness filing.  The 

benefits of a specific contract amendment to ratepayers must be evaluated on an overall basis, 

and as discussed above, SCE includes a demonstration of the commensurate ratepayer benefit of 

amendments in its ERRA filing.     

However, under the Scoping Memo proposal, an amendment that may include any 

increase in ratepayer costs would require a Tier 3 advice letter, even if the amendment provides 

overall benefits to ratepayers.  Given that many more contract amendments are likely to be 

                                                 

5160  Scoping Memo at 6. 



 

 

needed to address MRTU-related issues, the Scoping Memo proposal could lead to a substantial 

increase in the number of amendments that must be filed through Tier 3 advice letters.    

Another example of a contract amendment that may result in some increased costs to 

ratepayers, but also commensurate ratepayer benefits, is SCE agreeing to become the scheduling 

coordinator for a renewable generation project.  In its recent Pro Forma Renewable Power 

Purchase and Sale Agreements, SCE has agreed to take on the activities of scheduling 

coordinator.  There are some additional costs to ratepayers when SCE is the scheduling 

coordinator.  However, there are also commensurate ratepayer benefits such as SCE’s ability to 

manage bidding/scheduling risk, the fact that confidential bidding data does not need to be 

shared with the seller, and eliminating gaps in the scheduling requirements for the CAISO 

Participating Intermittent Resource Program.  If SCE amends a contract and agrees to become 

scheduling coordinator it should be able to demonstrate the reasonableness of such amendment 

in its ERRA reasonableness filing.  However, under the Scoping Memo proposal, such 

amendments would have to be reviewed through a Tier 3 advice letter. 

These types of contract amendments are made in the normal course of contract 

administration and receive appropriate review in the ERRA process.  The IOU has the burden to 

show reasonableness and commensurate ratepayer benefit through ERRA, and whether the IOU 

met such standards is subject to public and Commission review.  Virtually all types of 

amendments including the specific ones mentioned here, certain changes in project on-line dates, 

or amendments to require seller participation in WREGISthe Western Renewable Energy 

Generation Information System may broadly be interpreted to result in an “increase in ratepayer 

cost.”  While SCE agrees that any increases in contract energy prices should be reviewed through 

the Tier 3 advice letter process, SCE strongly disagrees that any amendment that could possibly 

increase ratepayer costs should be filed through a Tier 3 advice letter.5261  This interpretation of 

                                                 

5261  For contracts that were allocated above-market funds (“AMFs”), SCE supports submitting any amendments 
that would increase the amount of AMFs allocated via a Tier 1 advice letter.  This will allow Commission staff 
involved in AMF allocations to more quickly track AMF allocations. 



 

 

the Scoping Memo proposal could lead to virtually all of SCE’s contract amendments being 

reviewed through the Tier 3 advice letter process.  This is directly contrary to the goal of 

streamlining the review process for contract amendments.  It also undermines the usefulness of 

the ERRA reasonableness review process – a process that has been working well for many years.  

Second, SCE is concerned with the Scoping Memo proposal’s distinction between “major 

modification to project milestones,” which must be filed via Tier 3 advice letters, and “minor 

modification of project milestones,” which can be submitted in the ERRA reasonableness 

filing.5362  There are no examples or direction for what would constitute major versus minor 

modification to project milestones.  Without any direction on how to differentiate between these 

two types of amendments, it is likely that IOUs will submit most contract amendments that 

change contract milestones through the advice letter process in an attempt to comply with these 

guidelines.  It would be more useful and practical for the Commission to provide a non-

exhaustive list of what it views as routine contract administration to be included in the ERRA 

reasonableness filing versus what must be filed through the advice letter process.  This will give 

more direction to the IOUs while leaving enough flexibility for IOUs to review specific contract 

amendments on a case-by-case basis.  SCE has provided specific examples for consideration in 

the next section. 

Finally, the Scoping Memo proposal that amendments for additional procurement at a 

Commission-approved price be filed through Tier 1 advice letters is somewhat vague.  Some 

Commission-approved contracts already include a range of possible capacities.  If a contract 

amendment sets a specific capacity within that range, a Tier 1 advice letter should not be 

required since the Commission already approved the range of possible capacities.  The 

amendment should be reviewed in the ERRA reasonableness filing.   

SCE interprets additional procurement at a Commission-approved price to include 

increases in contract capacity beyond the range originally set forth in the contract at the same 

                                                 

5362  Scoping Memo at 6. 



 

 

price already approved by the Commission.  Additionally, in the case of contracts for a specific 

amount of renewable energy (e.g., 500 GWh per year from a specific facility rather than all of 

the energy from a facility of a specific capacity), additional procurement at a Commission-

approved price would include a contract amendment for additional energy at the same price 

already approved by the Commission.  SCE believes that it would be helpful to clarify this 

category. 

C. Suggested Changes to Scoping Memo Proposal 

As discussed above, SCE has specific concerns with the Scoping Memo proposal and 

suggests the Commission should continue with the current guidelines for review of renewable 

contract amendments.  Should the Commission determine that additional guidelines are 

necessary, however, SCE suggests the following modified proposal for the reasons discussed 

above. 

LEVEL OF 
REVIEW 

EXAMPLES OF ELIGIBLE AMENDMENT 

Annual ERRA 
reasonableness 
filing 

Routine contract administration or remedies, including issues 
that may arise between the parties regarding contract 
interpretation (e.g., extension of on-line dates, amended 
consent and waivers, compliance with standard terms and 
conditions changes, changes related to transmission or site 
permitting issues, extension of termination rights, 
modifications to account for the purchase test energy, 
changes to interconnection or metering, and increases in 
capacity up to a Commission-approved amount). 

Tier 1 Advice 
Letter 

Additional contracting at a Commission-approved price, 
including increases in capacity beyond the range approved in 
the original contract or, for contracts for the purchase of a 
specific amount of energy, increases in energy beyond the 
range approved in the original contract.  
 
Changes to contracts that were allocated AMFs that would 
increase the contract’s AMF allocation. 

Tier 3 Advice 
Letter 

All others, including: 
a. Substantial changes to the contract (e.g., increases in 
contract capacity at a price not previously approved by the 



 

 

Commission). 
b. Further consideration relative to explicit term of power 
purchase agreement approval.54 
c. Any increase in the energy price not at a Commission-
approved price. 

6. Other: Anything else necessary for a full and complete presentation to the Commission 
of the IOU’s 20102011 RPS Procurement Plan, as recommended by the IOU for 
Commission acceptance   

6.1. SCE’s Renewables Standard ContractRSC Program  

In order to help small renewable energy projects contribute to the State’s renewable 

energy goals, SCE voluntarily initiated a programits RSC Program to offer standardized 

contracts to eligible renewable energy facilities with capacities of 20 MW or less.  SCE 

recognized that smaller projects have had difficulties in participating in SCE’s annual 

solicitations.  By eliminating the complex negotiation process that is needed for larger projects, 

these smaller projects are given the opportunity to execute contracts with SCE and contribute to 

the State’s renewable energy goals.   

In 2009, SCE offered two different contracts which vary depending on the size of the 

generating facility.  These contracts applied tofor facilities with capacities not greater than 5 MW 

and capacities not greater than 20 MW.5563  The Renewables Standard Contractscontracts were 

offered to RPS-eligible resources for terms of 10, 15, and 20 years, and at an energy price set at 

the applicable Market Price Referent (“MPR”), multiplied by energy allocation factors for SCE’s 

time-of-delivery periods.  The contracts were based on a simplified version of the Pro Forma 

Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement for SCE’s RPS solicitation.5664 

SCE filed an advice letter on July 1, 2009 seeking approval of one Renewables Standard 

Contract.57  Moreover, the Commission previously approved four contracts from SCE’s Biomass 

                                                 

54  For example, if the Commission resolution explicitly approves only the first phase of a multi-phase project, 
applicant must file a Tier 3 advice letter for approval of a subsequent phase. 

5563  As noted below, the CREST program is available for facilities with capacities up to 1.5 MW.   
5664  SCE’s 2009 Renewables Standard Contract materials were filed with the Commission on May 8, 2009.  

Southern California Edison Company’s (U 338-E) Renewables Standard Contract Materials (May 8, 2009).   
57  The Commission has approved this contract. 



 

 

Standard Contract Program (the predecessor to the Renewables Standard Contract Program).RSC 

Program contract.65  Late in 2009, SCE received a large number of applications to its 

Renewables Standard ContractRSC Program, representing nearly double the program’s goal of 

250 MW.  SCE completed negotiations and executed contracts with 13 of these projects in late 

December 2009 and early January 2010.  On March 29, 2010, SCE filed an advice letter seeking 

approval of the 13 contracts.5866 

Given that applications had greatly exceeded the program cap, SCE initially suspended 

the Renewables Standard Contractits RSC Program after executing those contracts and 

conducted an analysis to review options for restarting the program in 2010.  Based on that 

analysis, and after consultation with its PRG, SCE initiated a revised Renewables Standard 

Contracts programRSC Program for 2010 with a new goal of 250 MW.  The 2010 program 

willdid not offer an energy price at the applicable MPR, but instead will awardawarded contracts 

based on Requestsa Request for Offers (“RFOs”) to be conducted twice a yearRFO”). 

SCE launched the 2010 RSC RFO on August 2, 2010 with a goal of procuring 250 MW 

of renewable resources, each project not greater than 20 MW.  The RFO Instructions asked 

prospective offerors to submit offers for projects not greater than 5 MW (“RSC5”), or projects 

not greater than 20 MW (“RSC20”).  The RSC5 and RSC20 standard contracts contained similar 

terms and conditions, except that RSC5 had a lower development security deposit than RSC20, 

and there was no requirement to post performance assurance under RSC5.  The RFO Instructions 

required generating facilities to be certified as eligible renewable energy resources, to be located 

within the electric power system of the CAISO, and to be scheduled to commence operation 

within three years from Commission approval of the contract.  The standard contracts were not 

                                                 

65  The Commission approved the contract in Resolution E-4263.  The Commission had previously approved four 
contracts from SCE’s Biomass Standard Contract Program (the predecessor to the RSC Program).   

58  See Advice 2457-E66  The Commission subsequently approved 12 of these contracts in Resolution E-4359.  
One of the contracts was terminated before approval.  Two additional contracts have been terminated since 
approval. 



 

 

subject to negotiation, except for changes unique to an offeror’s particular project.  Offerors 

could propose contract durations for RSC5 and RSC20 for 10, 15 or 20 years. 

SCE received an extremely robust and competitive response, and decided to create both a 

short list and a provisional short list.  SCE notified each offeror as to its status with respect to the 

short list or the provisional short list on September 30, 2010, and executed final contracts with 

the short-listed offerors on November 15, 2010. 

Between the time that the RSC RFO was launched and offers were submitted to SCE, the 

Commission issued a proposed decision on August 24, 2010 adopting the RAM.  As discussed in 

Section 6.2 below, the RAM is a mandatory competitive procurement process for renewable 

resources up to 20 MW.  The proposed RAM created a duplicative procurement program and 

directly competed with SCE’s RSC Program for the less than 20 MW market segment, creating 

uncertainty around whether or not SCE should continue to procure renewable resources via its 

RSC Program.  Ultimately, SCE short-listed the 2010 RSC offerors’ bids and executed 21 

contracts for 258 MW on November 15, 2010.  One 20 MW wind contract was subsequently 

terminated; the remaining 20 contracts were solar PV.67  Now that the RAM has been approved 

by the Commission,68 it will replace SCE’s RSC Program.   

6.2. RAM Program 

In D.10-12-048, issued on December 17, 2010, the Commission adopted a new 

procurement process called the RAM to procure renewable energy from projects 20 MW or less 

that are eligible under the California RPS.  The decision ordered SCE, Pacific Gas and Electric 

Company, and San Diego Gas & Electric Company to implement the RAM, procuring a total of 

1,000 MW, allocated across the utilities over a two year period through competitive auctions 

using standard non-negotiable contracts.69  On February 25, 2011, SCE submitted Advice 2557-

E, which provides RAM procedures and draft standard Power Purchase Agreements in 
                                                 

67  The 20 contracts were submitted for Commission approval in Advice 2547-E. 
68  See D.10-12-048. 
69  D.10-12-048 at 29-30.  The decision orders SCE to procure 498.4 MW and allows for contracts already 

executed under SCE’s 2010 RSC Program to count towards this target. 



 

 

compliance with D.10-12-048.  SCE filed a supplement to Advice 2557-E on March 14, 2011 to 

include a Memorandum from Independent Evaluator Accion Group (“Accion”) providing 

Accion’s observations and suggestions regarding Advice 2557-E. 

6.3. CREST Program 

In D.07-07-027, the Commission directed the IOUs to offer a feed-in tariff to eligible 

renewable energy resources sized 1.5 MW and less.  SCE offers this tariff under the CREST 

contract, which purchases all energy delivered for a 10, 15, or 20-year term at the applicable 

MPR.  The statewide program limit is 500 MW with SCE’s portion being 247 MW.  SCE has 

executed one contracttwo contracts under this tariff for 1.1approximately 2 MW.    

On October 11, 2009, SB 32 expanded this tariff up to 3 MW, to be effective January 

2010.  SCE will continue to offer the existing CREST contract until the Commission issues a 

proceeding to implement the 3 MW expansionhas completed the implementation of the 

legislation.   

6.3. Pre-Approval of a Limited Amount of Short-Term RPS-Eligible Transactions 

As outlined in Section 2, SCE has a need for near-term renewable energy.  SCE is 

seeking Commission approval to enter into a limited quantity of short-term renewable energy 

transactions (for either bundled or REC-only products) through a pre-approval process.  These 

transactions would be governed by the then-current AB 57 Procurement Plan approved by the 

Commission.  SCE will file an advice letter to amend its AB 57 Procurement Plan to include 

these upfront and achievable standards.  

A pre-approval process is necessary to give IOUs the flexibility to capture market 

opportunities and compete with other LSEs for short-term transactions that will help California 

reach its renewable energy goals cost-effectively.  The current Commission process for the 

review and approval of RPS contracts, including the fast-track approval process for short-term 

contracts adopted by the Commission in D.09-06-050, is not effective in capturing short-term 

opportunities.  The requirements to be fast-track-eligible are too restrictive and impractical to 

work in the marketplace, as evidenced by the limited fast-track proposals submitted into SCE’s 



 

 

2009 RPS solicitation.59  Indeed, to date, only one contract has been submitted under the fast-

track approval process.60  SCE subsequently had to terminate this contract for bundled near-term 

energy and TRECs from a new wind facility in Alberta, Canada because, after the contract was 

executed, the Commission reclassified it as REC-only and made it ineligible for the fast-track 

process in D.10-03-021.   

The fast-track approval process does not work for several reasons.  First, the requirement 

that an eligible fast-track contract conform to the applicable pro forma contract with only minor 

modifications61 has not been well received in the market.  Almost all sellers request some 

changes to the pro forma contract.  Changes to the pro forma contracts are usually necessary due 

to evolving market issues, project or technology-specific issues, or specific risk tolerance limits.  

Accordingly, very few, if any, sellers are willing to execute SCE’s pro forma contracts with only 

minor modifications.  

  Second, the benchmark that is used to assess price reasonableness62 for very short-term 

contracts is fundamentally flawed since it varies daily and is based on unrelated energy prices.  

Due to the uncertainty of the price reasonableness benchmark, sellers repeatedly alter pricing in 

negotiations in an attempt to game the highest pricing outcome.  Ultimately, the market views 

the benchmark as a cap, not as per se reasonable.  Moreover, for solicitation proposals, it is not 

clear if the proposed price will be above or below the benchmarks for very short-term or 

moderately short-term contracts since the MPRs are not issued until after the solicitation is 

closed.   

Third, these opportunities are short-term in nature and ultimately fleeting.  Accordingly, 

the requirement of Independent Evaluator (“IE”) involvement and the minimum of 30 days to 

receive Commission approval through the Tier 2 advice letter process is an unacceptable delay 
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XXXX   

60  See Advice 2443-E. 
61  D.09-06-050 at 38 (OP 1.f), 39 (OP 2.e). 
62  Id. at 37 (OP 1.d). 



 

 

for the market to hold the price.  Counterparties will not hold an offer open for 30 days when 

electric service providers and other LSEs do not have this requirement.   

Fourth, a Tier 2 advice letter is only deemed approved if it not protested or otherwise 

suspended in 30 days.63  Therefore, one protest may delay the process, even if that protest is 

wholly without merit.  Although the Commission has not rejected any of SCE’s RPS contracts, 

several of SCE’s advice letters have been protested, particularly those that involve short-term 

contracts or out-of-state generating facilities.   

Finally, in D.10-03-021, the Commission further limited the usefulness of the fast-track 

approval process by determining that REC-only contracts (including most out-of-state bundled 

renewable contracts reclassified as REC-only) are not eligible for fast-track approval.64  As 

discussed above, this decision made the one contract any IOU was able to submit via the fast-

track process retroactively ineligible. 

In summary, the fast-track approval process is not an adequate solution to the problem 

SCE’s proposed pre-approval process is attempting to address.  Just as with non-renewable 

generation, Commission pre-approval of short-term renewable transactions is needed.  

Otherwise, IOUs will not be able to capture market opportunities to assist in meeting near-term 

renewable energy goals or compete with electric service providers, municipal utilities, and other 

LSEs for short-term renewable contracts.  IOU customers will be unfairly prejudiced and will 

likely end up paying higher prices for renewables.  Given the impediments to reaching 

California’s renewable energy goals, the IOUs need more flexibility in the processes set out to 

meet the State’s goals, not less.  As the Director of the Commission’s Energy Division has 

stated, the current RPS program includes “unnecessarily complex and outdated RPS 

requirements.”65  Accordingly, the best way to achieve a simple, flexible, and functional process 

                                                 

63  Id. at 8 n.2. 
64  D.10-03-021 at 52. 
65  Memorandum from Julie Fitch, Director of the Commission’s Energy Division to Senate Energy, Utilities & 

Communication Committee, Assembly Utilities & Commerce Committee, and Assembly Select Committee on 
Renewables re: Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) 33% Legislation at 1-2 (January 28, 2009). 



 

 

for pre-approval of short-term contracts is to adopt a process similar to the one SCE proposed in 

its 2009 RPS Procurement Plan.66  

SCE’s proposal for pre-approval of a limited number of short-term transactions mirrors 

the procurement authority the Commission grants the three IOUs, pursuant to their AB 57 

Procurement Plans, to enter into contracts less than five years in length without requiring 

Commission approval on a contract-by-contract basis.  SCE’s proposed pre-approval process 

would allow for limited authorization to enter into short-term contracts to purchase up to a 

predetermined amount of generation. 

Because renewable energy is a preferred resource in California, the rules allowing pre-

approval of short-term transactions for renewable energy should be simpler, not more restrictive, 

than the rules applicable to procurement of resources lower in the loading order.  SCE’s request 

for a limited amount of pre-approval authority to enter into renewable transactions is more 

restrictive than current rules governing non-renewable procurement.  SCE is willing to agree to a 

more restrictive program this year in order to initiate renewable transactions under a pre-

approval framework.  SCE hopes that in future years the rules for renewable procurement will be 

as flexible, or more so, than the rules governing non-renewable procurement activities.  

SCE’s proposed pre-approval process would give SCE flexibility comparable to that 

granted to the IOUs for procurement of non-renewable resources, and would improve upon the 

Commission’s current process that makes procuring renewable resources more difficult, 

burdensome, and time consuming than procuring non-renewable resources.  Given the State’s 

policy preference for renewables, the Commission should grant SCE’s request for pre-approval 

of a limited number of short-term transactions. 

Based on input from the Energy Division, SCE enumerates the following upfront 

standards and guidelines for the limited authority that would be acceptable to SCE for pre-

approval of contracts for short-term, RPS-eligible products: 
                                                 

66  Southern California Edison Company’s (U 338-E) 2009 RPS Procurement Plan, Attachment 1 at 29-30 
(September 15, 2008). 



 

 

• A confidential Pre-Approval Cost Limit would be set annually that would create a 

limit on expenditures the IOU could use toward the renewable premiums for 

contracts under the pre-approval authority for that procurement year.67  The Pre-

Approval Cost Limit would be calculated for SCE using the following 

methodology:  

 (A) = The weighted average of the renewable premiums of the SCE’s 

previous five Commission-approved RPS contracts immediately preceding 

the date the RPS Procurement Plan is approved,68 

 (B) = 1% of the prior year’s electric retail sales (MWh), and  

 (C) = Maximum contract term (five years). 

 (A)*(B)*(C) will yield the available pool under the pre-approval authority 

to be applied toward renewable premiums in contracts. 

• A contract delivery term consistent with the current Long-Term Procurement Plan 

authorization (i.e., D.07-12-052 or successor decision).  Currently, such limits 

would require that delivery terminate no later than five years after contract 

execution (except contracts with delivery start dates within one year of 

execution), which may include delivery terms under five years. 

• Any delivery point and any product approved by the Commission to be used for 

RPS compliance and meeting CEC guidelines. 

                                                 

67  This Pre-Approval Cost Limit would be used as a maximum cap of renewable premium expenditures for 
transactions to be executed between approval of this RPS Procurement Plan and either the maximum quantity 
limits under this proposal or the approval of the next annual RPS Procurement Plan.  The underlying market 
value energy cost would also be added to the pre-approval cost limit for bundled energy transactions. 

68  SCE proposes to use the same calculation methodology from the approved contracts for any determination of 
the renewable premium to be used in the Pre-Approval Cost Limit.  If this methodology is different between the 
approved contracts, then the methodology in the most recently submitted approved contract will be used.  If the 
approved contracts to be used for this calculation have more than one operating scenario for determining the 
renewable premium, then the costs associated with the expected/reference case shall be used. 

 If the Commission approved more than one contract on a day that represented the fifth previously approved 
contract, then all contracts approved on that day would be included in the weighted average calculation (i.e., if 
the Commission approved three contracts in January, two in February, and two in March before SCE’s RPS 
Procurement Plan was approved in April, then all seven contracts would be used in the calculating the Pre-
Approval Cost Limit). 



 

 

6.4. IPP Portion of SPVP 

SCE launched its first SPVP RFO for IPPs on March 18, 2010.  In the RFO Participant 

Instructions, SCE listed the following requirements for competing in the procurement process: 

• Overseen by an IE and consultation with the PRG.The generating facility must be 

a solar PV electric energy generating facility; 

• The IOU would set a renewable premium-based, maximum valuation metric prior 

to initiating any procurement under this program.  The IOU will share this 

maximum valuation metric and methodology for setting the maximum valuation 

metric with its PRG and the Energy Division.  Under no circumstance would the 

maximum valuation metric exceed the renewable premium of the last marginal 

proposal received from the most recent RPS solicitation short list.site on which 

the offeror’s generating facility is located must be within SCE’s service territory; 

• Contracts would be required to contain the non-modifiable terms and conditions 

except:The generating facility must be interconnected to SCE’s electric system.  

The delivery point for a generating facility will be the PNode for the generating 

facility.  In no instance will SCE accept any offer that proposes a generating 

facility whose interconnection would require any network upgrades; 

 The standard term and condition for “CPUC Approval” would not be 

included because these transactions would be subject to pre-approval. 

• Transactions executed under pre-approval authority would result from a 

competitive process that includes at least three received bids.A single offer may 

be comprised of the aggregation of multiple generating facilities delivering the 

products to the same PNode provided that each generating facility has a gross 

power rating of at least 500 kW DC; 

 Bilateral opportunities may be pursued if the proposed transaction is of 

equivalent or better value as compared to (a) transactions executed as a 

result of a competitive process in the three months prior to the contract 



 

 

execution date, or (b) the annual RFP short list if it is compiled, pursuant 

to this plan, in the three months prior to the contract execution date.   

• All costs associated with these contracts would be recoverable in rates for the 

term of each contract.The generating facility may not participate in the California 

Solar Initiative program or the net energy metering tariff; and 

• To address viability concerns, procurement would only come from existing 

generating units or from generating units under construction with an expected 

commercial operation date within one year of contract executionThe levelized 

product price must not be greater than $192.50/MWh. 

Contracts executed in accordance with these guidelines, including payments to be made 

by SCE, would be deemed per se reasonable and pre-approved by the Commission, subject to 

Commission review of SCE’s administration of the contracts.  The transactions would be 

reviewed for compliance with the upfront standards as part of the existing procurement plan 

compliance report quarterly advice letter filing.69  If the Commission approves SCE’s proposal, 

SCE will file a detailed AB 57 Procurement Plan amendment advice letter that will include 

additional details regarding these upfront and achievable standards. 

6.4. Flexibility in RPS Compliance 

As set forth in detail below, SCE’s position in its 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power 

Purchase and Sale Agreement requires SCE, in certain circumstances, to pay sellers for energy 

that could have been delivered but was not because the CAISO market does not issue an award 

for that energy.  SCE adopted this position because it gives sellers certainty that the marketplace, 

and not SCE, is determining when SCE is or is not obligated to take and/or pay for energy.  

While SCE recognizes that such purchases are critical to sellers’ ability to build and operate a 

                                                 

69  The Commission is currently reviewing the format of the Procurement Plan Compliance Report Quarterly 
Advice Letter Filing for all utilities and is considering revisions, including the addition of renewable 
transactions. 



 

 

sustainable project, at the same time SCE’s customers would be harmed if SCE is forced to pay 

full contract price and receive no energy or TRECs in return.   

To balance these competing interests, in situations where the market dictates that SCE 

make payments to sellers without receiving anything in return, SCE requests flexibility in its 

RPS compliance.  The Commission should allow some flexibility for SCE’s RPS targets in such 

instances.  Accordingly, to ensure sustainable conditions for sellers and to prevent harm to 

customers, the Commission should grant the IOUs relief toward their RPS goals by considering 

additional ways of providing flexibility around the targets for those situations when the IOUs are 

forced to purchase energy that is not needed. 

On April 19, 2010, SCE received a robust submittal of non-binding offers for both 

rooftop and ground mount options.  SCE evaluated each offer against a set of screening criteria.  

In addition, to be eligible to submit a binding offer, offerors must either have completed 

interconnection studies signifying that no transmission level upgrades are necessary, or pass the 

first nine screens of the WDAT Fast Track process.  SCE received binding offers on July 19, 

2010 from eligible offerors, which resulted in the execution of 36 contracts for 50 MW AC of 

solar PV projects in SCE’s service territory.  Seven of these contracts were subsequently 

terminated, and the Commission ultimately approved 29 contracts for 43 MW AC. 

SCE held a Program Forum on December 2, 2010 and received input from participants on 

the SPVP.  Based on this input and lessons learned in the 2010 RFO, SCE submitted an advice 

letter to the Commission on April 5, 2011 requesting approval of the Participant Instructions and 

standard Power Purchase Agreements for use in the 2011 RFO.70 

6.5. QF Settlement 

On December 16, 2010, the Commission approved the Qualifying Facility and Combined 

Heat and Power Program Settlement Agreement (“Settlement”) in D.10-12-035.  The terms of 

the Settlement will become effective upon final, non-appealable approval of the Settlement by 

                                                 

70  See Advice 2571-E. 



 

 

the Commission and final, non-appealable approval of the joint IOUs’ 210(m) application filed 

March 18, 2011.  Pursuant to the Settlement and the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 

1978, standard offer contracts will be offered to renewable QFs less than or equal to 20 MW.  In 

addition, the Settlement makes a pricing amendment available to renewable QFs currently under 

contract.  A renewable QF currently holding an SCE standard offer contract will have the 

opportunity to execute a pricing amendment effective for the remainder of its existing contract 

term. 

6.6. Interconnection Process – Operating Priority for Fully Deliverable Resources 

Over Energy -Only Resources 

As part of the Large Generator Interconnection Agreementinterconnection process, 

sellers select between being “fully deliverable” and “energy -only.”  By selecting “fully 

deliverable,” sellers must pay their network upgrade costs and share in the cost of any 

deliverability upgrades.  The utilities are also able to count “fully deliverable” sellers toward 

their resource adequacy requirements.  Sellers who select “energy -only” receive no are unable to 

provide resource adequacy benefit and must.  These resources pay for their network upgrade 

costs, but are not obligated to pay any portion of the deliverability upgrades.   

Despite having to pay for deliverability upgrades, “fully deliverable” sellers receive no 

operating priority or transmission rights beyond what an “energy -only” seller would receive.  

For example, rather than curtail an “energy only” seller first when downstream congestion 

requires curtailment, the CAISO makes no distinction between an “energy -only” and “fully 

deliverable” seller.  Additionally, the “energy -only” seller receives the benefit of the additional 

downstream transmission availability, paid for by the “fully deliverable” sellers, without sharing 

any of the downstream transmission upgrade costs.   

SCE amended its 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement to 

include the requirement that seller’s interconnection applications provide for full deliverability 

so that they receive resource adequacy benefits and are obligated to pay their portion of any 



 

 

deliverability upgrades.70  However, this is an issue that needs to be addressed system-wide.  

Another LSE’s “Another LSE’s energy -only” resource located in the same area as an SCE “fully 

deliverable” resource should not be allowed to take advantage of the SCE resource having paid 

for deliverability upgrades when the other LSE’s resource has not shared those costs.  That 

would be unfair to the “fully deliverable” sellers, who should be given operating priority in the 

CAISO system since they paid the cost of deliverability upgrades.   

Going forward, all Commission-jurisdictional entities should require that their resources 

be connected via fully deliverable arrangements. 

In its 2010 RPS Procurement Plan, SCE requested to amend its 2010 Pro Forma 

Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement to include the requirement that sellers’ 

interconnection applications provide for full deliverability so that they receive resource adequacy 

benefits and are obligated to pay their portion of any deliverability upgrades.71  However, the 

Commission denied SCE’s request.72  While SCE will not be including this requirement in its 

2011 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement, SCE urges the Commission to 

address this issue either in this proceeding or in the SB 2 implementation proceeding, so that 

SCE and the other IOUs be required to include this requirement in their 2012 RPS Procurement 

Plans.  This is an issue that needs to be addressed system-wide.   

6.6.6.7. SCE’s Planned Use of TRECsRECs 

InPursuant to D.10-03-021, as modified by D.11-01-025, the Commission has authorized 

the use of TRECsRECs for compliance with the California RPS program.  Along with allowing 

for the use of REC-only transactions where the LSE only purchases TRECsRECs, and not 

energy, the decisionCommission reclassified most out-of-state bundled renewable transactions as 

REC-only.  The Commission also limited the IOUs’ use of such REC-only transactions to 25% 

of their APTsannual procurement targets and imposed a price cap of $50/REC. 
                                                 

70   Second Amended 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement § 2.02(b). 
71   Southern California Edison Company’s (U 338-E) Second Amended 2010 RPS Procurement Plan, Attachment 

2-5 at § 2.02(b) (June 17, 2010). 
72  D.11-04-030 at 20-22. 



 

 

SCE intends to use TRECsRECs to help meet its RPS targets.  

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX  

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

XXXXXXXSCE is currently evaluating its procurement needs with respect to the 25% TREC 

limit and TREC earmarking provisions to determine if it can accommodate any of the out-of-

state transactions currently short-listed.  Of these opportunities, SCE will pursue REC-only 

contracts that provide the greatest benefits to its customers.SCE expects to procure TRECs 

through the 2010 RFP in accordance with the Commission’s decisions on RECs.73  SCE will 

solicit proposals for RECs through the 2011 solicitation and has amended its 20102011 

solicitation materials to allow for the procurement of TRECs.  In the near-term, SCE intends to 

target procuring TRECs with 2008 through 2010 vintages.  The nature of these TRECs will 

likely mean that they will come from existing or newly constructed generation.  However, SCE 

also intends toRECs.  SCE may also explore additional compelling TRECREC opportunities 

through the broader market with requests for information or, proposals, or offers.  Additionally, 

the pre-approval process proposed by SCE, discussed above, will allow procurement of TRECs 

through contracts with a maximum length of five years if the resources are operating or under 

construction.  As the pre-approval process is limited by volume and cost metrics, SCE’s 

                                                 

73  SCE and several other parties have filed applications for rehearing of D.10-03-021 and D.11-01-025 that are 
still pending before the Commission.  SCE’s current intentions with regard to RECs may need to be revisited if 
those decisions are materially altered.  



 

 

procurement of TRECs from contracts not longer than five years will be driven by those 

limits.SCE’s REC procurement efforts will help SCE meet the State’s renewables goals.   

TRECs generally allow for an alternative revenue stream for renewable facilities which 

often triggers additional renewable energy investment.  Further, TRECs assist LSEs that are 

attempting to reach the State’s ambitious renewable energy goals by offering another 

procurement option.  SCE’s TREC procurement efforts will help SCE meet near-term 

renewables goals and fill gaps created by the RPS program’s cumulative deficits construct, while 

supporting the maintenance and continued development of renewable resources in California and 

throughout the WECC.  However, it should be noted that SCE is considering its legal options 

with regard to D.10-03-021.  SCE’s current intentions with regard to TRECs may need to be 

revisited if the decision is materially altered.   

 6.7. Feedback and Proposed Changes to Project Viability Calculator 

Consistent with D.09-06-018, SCE used the Commission’s adopted project viability 

calculator (“PVC”) in its 2009 RPS solicitation process.71  During the course of the solicitation 

and evaluation of proposals, SCE, project developers, and SCE’s IE gained useful experience 

with the PVC.  As such, SCE and its IE have specific changes that SCE requests the Commission 

adopt for the 2010 RPS solicitation.  Adoption of these changes will lead to a more useful tool, 

and will help to more accurately evaluate the viability of renewable projects relative to one 

another.  SCE’s proposed modifications to the PVC are attached as Appendix D. 

A. SCE’s General Comments Regarding the PVC 

The major issues identified with the PVC used in the 2009 RPS solicitation were that the 

criteria scoring guidelines were too prescriptive to allow meaningful scoring, some essential 

criteria were not considered in the scoring, and there was no definition of particular terms.  

Additionally, the PVC instructions, pursuant to D.09-06-018, seemingly prohibit interpolating 

                                                 

71  D.09-06-018 at 24. 



 

 

between the provided scores.  For such 2009 PVC criteria as Site Control, discussed further 

below, this resulted in an all-or-nothing score. 

Furthermore, the inclusion of an IE scoring column was interpreted to mean that the IE 

was also required to score all proposals submitted into the 2009 RPS solicitation.  The IE role 

should be to monitor the solicitation process and ensure the all proposals are treated fairly.  With 

hundreds of proposals to evaluate, requiring the IE to independently score all the proposals did 

not appear to significantly improve the results.  It would be more effective to have the IE review 

SCE’s approach to the PVC assessment and to independently review SCE’s PVC scores to 

ensure equal and fair treatment between the proposals. 

Many of the scoring guidelines did not provide a complete list of possible scenarios.  This 

created great inflexibility in using the PVC to accurately reflect a project’s viability.  This was 

particularly evident in the Development Milestones category as described in detail below.  To 

remedy this situation, SCE suggests the Commission specify that the scoring guidelines are 

merely examples, and that the IOU (in cooperation with the IE) can apply other scenarios to the 

scoring system to reflect varying proposals, changes in the market, and different proposal 

structures and product types.  This would make the PVC more useful and allow the tool to be 

adjusted based on the proposals received in the solicitation instead of waiting for the next 

solicitation cycle to make changes. 

As mentioned above, SCE found many deficiencies in the Development Milestones 

category, specifically in the areas of Permitting Status, Interconnection Progress, and Site 

Control.  SCE provides specific changes to the scoring guidelines in Appendix D, as well as 

examples of some of the challenges with using the PVC, particularly in the Development 

Milestones category, to highlight the concerns.  

1. Permitting Status 

The current scoring guidelines do not consider the permitting jurisdiction given the 

project’s location.  For instance, New Mexico’s permitting process is far less rigorous than 

California’s.  As such, 0% completion of permitting in California is far different than 0% 



 

 

completion of permitting in New Mexico.  It would be appropriate to clarify that, in states where 

no conditional use or other material permits or statewide approval is required, the developer 

should receive all or most of the points in this category.  Notably, SCE’s IE took this into 

consideration while SCE followed the strict PVC criteria, which was one reason for a divergence 

in PVC scores for some proposals. 

2. Interconnection Progress 

The PVC focuses solely on interconnection and not transmission service.  This is a 

potential issue impacting not only out-of-state projects, but those in California that are outside 

the CAISO.  For example, there were some proposals in the Imperial Irrigation District that had 

interconnection agreements but no transmission service agreement necessary to transmit the 

energy through the respective control area to the proposed delivery point.  An additional issue 

with this criterion is the fact it is focused primarily on the interconnection requirements in 

California.  Since many proposals were for projects located outside of California it was difficult 

to relate those projects to the specific categories associated with the CAISO process.  SCE has 

proposed similar criteria for out-of-state projects that are consistent with the CAISO 

requirements.  SCE’s proposed changes remedy these issues and should be incorporated for 

2010. 

3. Site Control 

There are three primary issues with the current PVC dealing with site control.  First, the 

current PVC limits projects on BLM land so they can never score more than an eight.  If a 

project on BLM land has a Record of Decision granting them the right to build, it should be 

eligible to receive the highest score of ten.  There should not be a distinction between projects on 

BLM versus private land.  

Second, it is not clear what constitutes “site.”  SCE interpreted site to mean all the land 

necessary for the project to generate and transmit the energy to the local transmission grid, 

including both the facility site and the land that houses the gen-tie connecting the facility to the 

grid.  SCE’s IE interpreted site to mean only the facility site.  In the end, there are merits to both 



 

 

approaches, but either a better definition of “site control” or the flexibility to allow the evaluator 

to revise or add to the existing criteria during the PVC evaluation process is required.  

Third, if a developer has site control for a majority of the relevant land (e.g., 95%), 

current scoring guidelines would require the evaluator to score it with a zero because scoring is 

based on all or nothing extremes.  The Commission should allow interpolation between the 

provided scores or the flexibility to more accurately evaluate a proposed project’s viability. 

4. Technical Feasibility 

Another major issue with the current PVC deals with the interpretation of technical 

feasibility, particularly the meaning of “commercially proven” technology.  For this criterion, 

SCE considered a technology to be proven if the precise make, model, and version number had 

demonstrated successful operation.  SCE’s IE only considered the make and model, and not the 

version number.  SCE’s sees merit in only considering the first two factors, as the IE did, given 

that a more advanced version may have only a slight modification to the underlying technology 

as compared to the preceding version.  But SCE chose to evaluate projects by strictly following 

the PVC criteria.  Similar to the issue with various interpretation of site control, there merits for 

both modes of reasoning, but the PVC needs either a better definition of “technical feasibility” or 

the flexibility to allow the evaluator to revise or add to the existing criteria during the PVC 

evaluation process is required. 

B. IE’s General Comments Regarding the PVC 

SCE’s IE offered the following comments on the PVC:72 

This 2009 Renewable RFP was the first solicitation in which the Energy 
Division’s Project Viability Calculator (“PVC”) was used by SCE for the 
qualitative evaluation.73  In the IE’s opinion, the Project Viability Calculator is an 
important step in assessing the viability of project proposals.  We found several 
issues in applying the criteria included in the Project Viability Calculator.  We 
have several suggestions with respect to the use of the PVC, the criteria used in 

                                                 

72  Independent Evaluator Bid Evaluation and Short List Selection Process 2009 RPS Short List Report at 32-33, 
35-36 (December 4, 2009).  See also id. at 13-14. 

73  In previous RFPs, SCE has used a similar process for assessing the qualitative characteristics of each proposal. 
However, SCE applied the Project Viability Calculator proposed by the Energy Division for this RFP. 



 

 

the PVC, and in how evaluators should score projects based on the PVC.  We will 
address some of the issues in this section but will further articulate our views and 
suggestions in the recommendations section of this IE Short List Report. 
 
First, the process for evaluating proposals based on the PVC proved to be 
extremely time consuming given the large number of proposals received.  
Compounding this problem was the fact that a number of proposals were not 
within any reasonable range of competitive pricing and therefore had little if any 
chance of being shortlisted. 
 
Second, several of the criteria (i.e. site control and resource quality) did not offer 
much resolution in the scoring of the bids.  For example, in the case of site 
control, the criteria was generally an “all or nothing” option for awarding points, 
depending on whether the Seller had 100% site control or not.  We feel that 
several criteria should be expanded to offer more options in the evaluation 
spectrum and/or the utility and IE should be allowed to interpolate between the 
PVC scores. 
 
Third, in our view there are several important factors pertaining to project 
viability that are not encompassed in the PVC.  For example, commercial access 
to major generating equipment is not a criterion.  However, having the contract 
rights to wind turbines or other generating equipment (or being a manufacturer of 
such equipment with adequate production capacity), is an important factor in 
terms of a Seller’s ability to perform, especially with nearer term commercial 
operation dates.  In renewable energy solicitations in other states, we often see 
commercial access to generating equipment as a non-price evaluation criterion. 
Even where a Seller does not have contractual rights, having a firm price quote or 
commitment letter from a manufacturer gives a level of credibility to a bid 
compared to a Seller that does not have firm access to equipment or price quotes. 
 
Another factor pertains to “transaction execution risk” – the project might be 
viable, but the proposed transaction presents difficulties in being brought to 
fruition.  For example, in order to contract with an out-of-state wind project for a 
long-term agreement that would allow the project to be financed might present 
significant difficulties in terms of product definition, obtaining the necessary 
transmission and structuring delivery requirements such that the risk allocation 
would satisfy both buyer and seller.  This risk is not currently captured in the 
PVC. 
 
As a general matter, the PVC is oriented toward in-state projects.  The PVC 
should be reviewed and revised so that it would apply equally well to out-of-state 
projects. . . . 
 
The PVC should be reviewed and revised so that it should apply more effectively 
and comparably to out-of-state projects, including recognition of the difference in 
interconnection requirements, permitting requirements and some of the matters 



 

 

discussed above pertaining to transaction execution risk.  Finally, we have several 
suggestions regarding how the PVC could or should be applied in the evaluation 
of bids.  First, there should be more specificity in the criteria (e.g. siting), 
granularity in different scoring levels, and the ability to interpolate (if necessary) 
between different point score levels based on the facts presented by a particular 
bid.  Second, bids that have very low scores for multiple categories should be 
evaluated for low viability, as well as bids that have a fatal flaw (e.g. a required 
permit has been denied).  

With the passage of SB 2, SCE expects that there will be some changes to the rules 

surrounding the use of RECs.  SCE may need to modify its plan for the use of RECs once the 

Commission implements SB 2. 

 6.8. Process for Modifications to RPS Procurement Plans 

The existing process for Commission approval of the IOUs’ RPS Procurement Plans, 

including solicitation materials, makes it difficult for the solicitation materials to take into 

account market trends and the lessons learned from the IOUs’ contracting experience because the 

solicitation materials must be filed with the Commission several months before the solicitation is 

to be issued.  As a result of this time lag, the solicitation materials are inevitably out-of-date by 

the time they are approved by the Commission.     

For example, SCE is filing thisfiled its 2010 RPS Procurement Plan just as it iswas 

beginning negotiations with the sellers short-listed in its 2009 RPS solicitation.  Therefore, 

SCE’s 2010 solicitation materials cannotcould not fully take into account the lessons SCE will 

learnlearned in its 2009 solicitation.  That experienceSuch lessons learned may show SCE that a 

provision in its solicitation materials requires modification or that a new provision is required.  

SCE may also learn that one of the changes introduced for the 2009 RPSa solicitation is not 

working and should not be included in the next solicitation.   

Additionally, the renewable energy market moves quickly and the IOUs need the ability 

to make changes to their commercial documents to reflect current market and regulatory realities.  

The credit and financing markets can undergo significant changes in the time between the filing 

and approval of the RPS Procurement Plans that necessitate changes to the IOUs’ solicitation 

materials.  Changes can also be required because of new regulatory developments.  It does not 



 

 

benefit any party to require the IOUs to issue solicitations with stale commercial documents that 

require substantial modifications before they can be executed. 

Going forward, SCE suggests that the Commission change the schedule for the IOUs’ 

RPS Procurement Plans so that the solicitation materials are filed no more than three months 

before a final Commission decision on the plans.  The IOUs should also be able to move for 

leave to file an update to their plans after they are filed if such an update is needed.  The Scoping 

Memo for 2010 allows for such motions, but they must be filed by February 17, 2010, which 

may be four months before the Commission issues a proposed decision on the 2010 RPS 

Procurement Plans assuming such a proposed decision is issued in the second quarter of 2010 

pursuant to the Scoping Memo schedule.74  This could mean a five or six month (or possibly 

longer) time lag between any updates to the solicitation materials and the issuance of the 

solicitation.  Such a schedule does not give the IOUs sufficient flexibility to incorporate lessons 

learned and changes in market and regulatory realities into their solicitation materials.  The IOUs 

should be allowed to move for leave to update their solicitation materials at any time after they 

are filed.  

Going forward, SCE suggests that the Commission create a forum for discussing changes 

to the schedule for the RPS Procurement Plans to make the process more effective.   

 

6.9. Discussion of Improvements to the Transmission Ranking Cost Report Process 

For the 2009 RPS solicitation, SCE sent a letter on August 6, 2008 to renewable energy 

developers requesting that they provide information regarding transmission to be used in SCE’s 

2009 Transmission Ranking Cost Report (“TRCR”).  The deadline for interested parties to 

respond to this solicitation for information was August 20, 2008.  Fifteen developers responded 

to SCE’s information request.  These developers identified up to 48 potential renewable resource 

projects, including 29 in SCE’s service territory, for a total of 15,424 MW.  There were five 

                                                 

74  Scoping Memo, Attachment C. 



 

 

developers representing seven projects which provided incomplete or insufficient information.  

The majority of projects identified in the request for supplemental information were in fact 

already active projects in the CAISO interconnection queue. 

Based on the revisions to previous conceptual transmission plans to accommodate new 

interconnection requests of renewable resources made since the last TRCR and additional 

information obtained in response to SCE’s request for information, SCE developed its 2009 

TRCR. 

Of those parties which provided information to SCE for its TRCR, XXXXXXXXXXX 

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx.  

SCE believes that the current TRCR process provides an extremely rough approximation of 

transmission cost impacts for proposed generating facilities within SCE’s service territory.  

However, it does not provide sufficient accuracy to make fine distinctions between projects in 

the proposal evaluation process.  Furthermore, SCE has found that estimates in the TRCR are 

even more speculative for network upgrade costs for generating facilities that will be located at 

sites within or beyond the service territories of other CAISO transmission providers. 

SCE proposes that the Commission undertake workshops to consider how to make the 

TRCR process more relevant and useful to the assessment of proposals actually received by the 

utilities. 

 

 

6.10. Consideration of Integration Cost in the Evaluation Process 

Integration costs are indirect costs that result from integrating and operating eligible 

renewable energy resources.  They include the additional system costs required to provide 

sufficient ancillary service capability including load following and frequency regulation to 

integrate renewable resources.  In D.04-07-029, the Commission required that integration cost 

adders be zero for the first year of RPS solicitations (i.e., 2004) due to the results from the CEC-

commissioned “California Renewables Portfolio Standard Renewable Generation Integration 



 

 

Cost Analysis” (“RGICA”) study, published in 2004.7574  The Commission stated that “at present 

levels of penetration, renewable generation causes no noticeable increase in the cost of these 

ancillary services, beyond those costs imposed by normal system variability.”7675   However, the 

Commission specifically stated that this was its ruling for the first year of RPS solicitations and 

that “further addition of intermittent renewables to the system may, in future years, cause us to 

change this determination.”7776  The Commission reiterated the direction to apply a zero adder 

for integration costs in D.07-02-011 without any analysis of developments since D.04-07-

029.7877 

The CEC RGICA results do not support continuing to use a zero adder for integration 

costs in the least-cost, best-fit (“LCBF”) evaluation process.  The RGICA was a multi-year study 

that analyzed 2002 to 2004 to determine the impact of renewable resources on integration costs 

over that timeframe.  The RGICA results do not take into account any renewable projects that 

have been completed since 2004, the renewable projects that currently have purchase power 

contracts but are not yet on-line, or any future procurement needed to comply with the State’s 

renewable energy goals.   

As California continues to procure additional intermittent renewable resources, SCE 

believes that current levels of intermittent renewables require an increase in the provision of the 

ancillary services mentioned above.  An, and that an integration study that reflects updated 

regulatory and procurement expectations should be used as a basis for integration costs in the 

2010 RPS solicitation, implemented as a cost adder in the LCBF analysis.  SCE proposes to 

assess multiple integration cost studies, including the “CAISO Analysis of Operations and 

Integration Requirements Associated with 33% RPS,”79 and whether they are representative of 

California’s market, and then use more updated results as the basis for evaluating integration 

                                                 

7574  D.04-07-029 at 12-14. 
7675  Id. at 13. 
7776  Id. 
7877  D.07-02-011 at 56. 
79  The results of this study are expected in the third quarter of 2010. 



 

 

costs in the evaluation process.The Commission should grant SCE authority to consider.  

However, in D.11-04-030, the Commission declined to allow the use of non-zero integration cost 

adders for the 2011 RPS solicitation.78  The Commission stated that if an adder is developed in 

Rulemaking 10-05-006, each IOU may file an advice letter seeking to amend its 2011 RPS 

Procurement Plan for the purpose of using that adder in its LCBF evaluation.79  In accordance 

with D.11-04-030, SCE will use a zero integration costscost adder in the 2010its 2011 RPS 

solicitation evaluation process and use a non-zero adder for integration costs.  unless the 

Commission authorizes the use of another adder. 

7. Important Changes: A statement identifying and summarizing the important changes 
between the 2009 and 2010 Plans.  

 This Section addresses the important changes between SCE’s 2009 RPS 

Procurement Plan and SCE’s 2010 RPS Procurement Plan, as filed on December 18, 2009, 

and amended on April 9, 2010 and June 17, 2010.  SCE has made additional changes in this 

2011 RPS Procurement Plan from its Second Amended 2010 RPS Procurement Plan 

submitted on June 17, 2010.  Those changes are discussed in the Summary of Changes 

Made in SCE’s 2011 RPS Procurement Plan section included in the pleading at the 

beginning of Volume 1 of SCE’s 2011 RPS Procurement Plan and are also shown in the 

redlines included in SCE’s 2011 RPS Procurement Plan.  They are not reflected in this 

Section and may supersede provisions discussed in this Section. 

A. Second Amended 2010 Written Plan and Second Amended LCBF Written 

Report 

As discussed and explained in Section 2, SCE is now procuring based on a High Need 

Case assuming a 33% renewable energy goal.  Additionally, most of the important changes in 

SCE’s Second Amended 2010 Written Plan and Second Amended LCBF Written Report are 

described and explained in Section 6.  As explained in Section 6.1, given the overwhelming 
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response to SCE’s Renewables Standard ContractRSC Program, SCE plans to re-launchlaunched 

the program in 2010 using RFOs to procure renewable resources from generating facilities not 

greater than 20 MW.  As discussed in Section 6.3, SCE is requesting Commission pre-approval 

for a limited amount of short-term renewable transactions.  As discussed in Section 6.4, SCE 

requests that the Commission grant the IOUs compliance flexibility when the market dictates 

that they pay for renewable energy and RECs they do receive.  Further, as explained in Section 

6.5,6.6, all Commission-jurisdictional entities should be allowed to require their contracted 

resources be connected via fully deliverable arrangements.  As discussed in Section 6.6,6.7, SCE 

intends to use TRECsRECs toward meeting its RPS targets.  As explained in Section 6.7, SCE is 

proposing changes to the PVC for 2010.  SCE also proposes more flexibility to update the RPS 

Procurement Plans and a workshop to discuss improvements to the TRCR process as discussed 

in Sections 6.8 and 6.9.  Finally, as detailed in Section 6.10, SCE requests approval to 

considerSection 6.10 discusses consideration of integration costs in the 2010 RPS solicitation 

proposal evaluation process. 

In addition to the changes discussed above, since SCE filed its LCBF Report as part of its 

Second Amended 2009 RPS Procurement Plan, SCE made some changes to its LCBF Written 

Report to clarify the description of its evaluation and selection process and criteria.  Some of 

these changes were included in the LCBF Written Report for SCE’s 2009 RPS solicitation 

submitted to the Commission on December 4, 2009.  In particular, proposals’ capacity benefits 

are calculated in accordance with the Commission’s updated resource adequacy accounting rules 

and energy benefits are calculated based on the estimated market value of energy.80  SCE also 

made some minor modifications in its Amended LCBF Written Report.  For example, the 

modifications clarify that the same evaluation and selection process will be used for bundled and 

REC-only contracts, that proposals deemed clear outliers in the evaluation process will not be 

further reviewed, that the capacity benefits calculated assume a generating facility has full 
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capacity deliverability status, and the treatment of transmission costs.  Finally, SCE has made an 

addition in its Second Amended LCBF Written Report to include information on the evaluation 

process for negative pricing risk.  SCE also made a minor modification to indicate that 

interconnection process progress will be considered as an additional qualitative attribute. 

B. 2010 Solicitation Materials 

1. General Changes 

The changes below affect more than one of the solicitation documents. 

a) Credit and Collateral Provisions 

SCE is making important changes to the credit and collateral provisions of its solicitation 

materials.  First, SCE is increasing its development security requirements from $60.00 per kW to 

$90.00 per kW for baseload facilities, and from $30.00 per kW to $60.00 per kW for intermittent 

facilities.  SCE believes this increased development period collateral requirement provides a 

reasonable (albeit not complete) security for SCE customers during the development phase of a 

generating facility.  The proposed development security levels are consistent with the overall 

industry position on allocating project failure risks between project developers and utility 

customers. 

Second, as a result of SCE’s experience with the renewable energy and financial 

industries and SCE’s previous negotiation experience, SCE is restructuring its performance 

assurance requirement.  SCE has modified its solicitation materials to require that sellers’ 

proposals be based upon a tiered performance assurance requirement.  This structure begins with 

a lower performance assurance posting in the early term years (3% of total revenues seller 

expects to receive), and steps up (to 5% and 6%) for the mid-contract years.  Then, the 

performance assurance level steps down (to 5% and 3%) for the remaining term years.  Over the 

full term of the contract, the performance assurance amount averages 5% of the total revenues, 

the same as the performance assurance requirement in SCE’s 2009 RPS Procurement Plan.  

However, the modified performance assurance structure reflects the risks related to different 



 

 

delivery terms and is responsive both to changes in SCE’s estimated exposure during the contract 

term and to changes in the renewable energy and financing markets. 

The proposed tiered mechanism for performance assurance is beneficial to both SCE’s 

customers and sellers.  SCE customers benefit in that the proposed structure of performance 

assurance better reflects SCE’s estimated exposure during the contract term and brings down the 

maximum exposure that customers face.  Sellers benefit from a lesser total capital requirement in 

the early years of the delivery term when their access to capital is constrained. 

Third, based upon experience in prior solicitations and document negotiations, SCE is 

eliminating the seller’s debt to equity ratio requirement and the associated definitions.  This 

credit provision often required a significant amount of negotiation and modification of SCE’s 

Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement language without a commensurate 

benefit to SCE.  Additionally, ensuring compliance with this provision required follow-up 

documentation and verification, which complicates contract administration and management.  

SCE believes that the financial markets impose discipline on this issue which, combined with 

SCE’s provision prohibiting additional debt other than debt for the development, construction 

and operation of the facility, provides adequate protection for SCE and its customers.  

b) Changes to Non-Disclosure Agreement Procedure 

SCE is modifying the procedure for executing non-disclosure agreements (“NDAs”) in 

the 2010 RPS solicitation.  In prior years, all sellers were required to submit a redlined version of 

SCE’s pro forma NDA with their initial proposal documents.  Because SCE must have an 

executed NDA before a seller can be informed of its short list status, SCE was required to 

potentially negotiate NDAs with all sellers – even those which were not going to be placed on 

SCE’s short list – before those who made the short list could be notified.  This was a 

cumbersome and time-intensive process with little benefit to anyone involved in it.   



 

 

For the 2010 solicitation, SCE is requiring all sellers to agree to a “Short-term NDA,” by 

checking a box on the 2010 Seller’s Proposal Template and Calculator.81  The Short-term NDA 

lasts until the latest of three dates: (1) if the proposal is placed on SCE’s short list, seller’s 

submission to SCE of its short list deposit, exclusivity agreement, copy of interconnection 

application, and a long-term NDA; (2) if the proposal is placed on SCE’s short list, seller’s 

notification to SCE that seller declines to pursue further negotiations; and (3) SCE’s notification 

to seller that the proposal has not been placed on SCE’s short list and SCE does not wish to 

negotiate the proposal.  However, the obligation to keep confidential information submitted 

under the Short-term NDA survives for five years, so sellers need not fear that SCE will 

immediately disclose confidential information in their proposals.   

A seller which is chosen for the short list will then submit SCE’s “Long-term NDA.”  

The Long-term NDA covers the negotiations related to a seller’s proposal and, if the negotiations 

are successful, is incorporated into the final contract.  It is hoped that this procedure will 

streamline the NDA negotiation process. 

c) Deletion of Alternate Wind Performance Standard 

In the last several RPS solicitations, SCE made available an “alternate wind performance 

standard” that sellers can consider in making their proposals.  SCE discovered, however, that 

sellers generally do not review, or even consider, the alternate wind performance standard when 

compiling their proposal packages.  Because SCE still recognizes that the alternate wind 

performance standard may be an appropriate option for a seller pursuing a wind-based renewable 

power purchase and sale agreement with SCE, SCE decided to take a different approach: instead 

of posting the alternate wind performance standard language on its website at the time of RFP 

launch and framing this option in its Procurement Protocol (and other solicitation materials), 

SCE will thoroughly present and explain this option to the short-listed developers of wind 

projects during the negotiation phase of the solicitation process.  At that point, if a developer 
                                                 

81  The Amended 2010 Seller’s Proposal Template and Calculator is Attachment 2-3 to SCE’s Second Amended 
2010 RPS Procurement Plan. 



 

 

decides to pursue this option, SCE will then work with it throughout the negotiations to revise 

the renewable power purchase and sale agreement appropriately. 

d) TRECsRECs 

SCE has amended its solicitation materials to allow for the procurement of TRECsRECs.   

In particular, SCE’s 2010 Procurement Protocol enables sellers to offer TRECsRECs to SCE.   

A complicating feature of D.10-03-021 is that it created two different types of 

TRECsRECs, which must be treated differently in the Amended 2010 Procurement Protocol:  (1) 

TRECsRECs that provide only Green Attributes; and (2) TRECsRECs that consist of Green 

Attributes and bundled energy from an out-of-state facility that neither connects into a California 

balancing authority nor is dynamically scheduled to a California balancing authority.  The former 

are called “REC Products,” while the latter are now referenced in the 2010 Procurement Protocol 

as “REC-Only Bundled Energy Products.”  In general, the REC-Only Bundled Energy Products 

must be treated more like bundled energy transactions than real REC Products.  SCE has added 

various versions of these products (based on the contract terms) to the products already solicited 

in SCE’s 2010 Procurement Protocol and has also made conforming changes in other solicitation 

materials. 

Additionally, SCE has added the new non-modifiable standard terms and conditions 

adopted in D.10-03-021 for bundled and REC-only contracts to its 2010 Pro Forma Renewable 

Power Purchase and Sale Agreement and its 2010 Pro Forma WSPP Confirmations for Firm and 

As-Available Product and its 2010 Pro Forma EEI Confirmations for Firm and As-Available 

Product, as applicable.  Finally, SCE has added a new 2010 Pro Forma WSPP Confirmation for 

REC Product. 

e) Curtailment 

On May 6, 2010, the Commission held an All-Party Meeting on RPS Curtailment 

Provisions.  At that meeting, the Large-Scale Solar Association (“LSA”), the California Wind 

Energy Association (“CalWEA”), and other market participants stated that, in their view, a cap 

on the number of hours a generator could be curtailed without compensation was necessary in 



 

 

order for renewable projects to be financeable.82   SCE took into consideration the comments 

made at that meeting, as well as comments made to SCE by generators after the meeting, and 

modified its previous curtailment proposal to provide sellers with financial certainty during the 

financing period, and to allow SCE to evaluate market participants’ costs for various levels of 

uncompensated curtailment. 

On May 20, 2010, SCE presented separately to The Utility Reform Network (“TURN”), 

the Independent Energy Producers Association (“IEP”), and CalWEA/LSA a modified 

curtailment position whereby SCE capped the seller’s uncompensated curtailment based on 

negative pricing in the CAISO market for each contract year.  Specifically, the cap for 

uncompensated curtailment for each contract year (i.e., the curtailment cap) would be in MWh 

measured as contract capacity multiplied by a specific number of hours.  If the total curtailment 

based on negative pricing in any contract year exceeded the annual curtailment cap, the seller 

would be paid for the energy it could have delivered but for the curtailments.  At the end of the 

contract term (typically 20 years), if SCE provided prior notice, the seller would then “pay back” 

the energy SCE paid for, but was not delivered over the term of the contract.  The feedback from 

those meetings was generally positive with three suggested changes: (1) placing a cap on the 

optional “extended” term where sellers are paying back the energy to SCE’s customers; (2) 

curtailing only at a negative price in the CAISO market, instead of curtailing at zero or a 

negative price; and (3) compensation to sellers for lost production tax credit (“PTC”) revenue.   

SCE evaluated these suggestions and modified its proposal to implement each of these 

suggested changes.  SCE presented its modified proposal to its PRG on May 26, 2010. 

In this Second Amended 2010 RPS Procurement Plan, SCE has included a Second 

Amended 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power and Sale Agreement with revised curtailment 

                                                 

82  Curtailments discussed in this section refer only to those that may be directed by SCE as the buyer under the 
power purchase and sale agreement.  A reduction or curtailment ordered by the CAISO or pursuant to the terms 
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quantity limits described in this section and/or compensated by SCE under its Pro Forma Renewable Power 
Purchase and Sale Agreement. 



 

 

provisions.  The revisions include changes based upon the suggestions discussed above.  

Additionally, SCE has added a right for SCE to curtail seller’s production of energy to the 

quantity awarded in a day-ahead or real-time schedule, subject to various payment provisions to 

compensate the seller for the lost production.   

Section 4.02 of the 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement 

provides that if a schedule is awarded in the CAISO day-ahead market for energy from the 

seller’s facility, the seller receives the contract price for energy delivered.  If SCE curtails 

seller’s production of energy in real-time to the quantity awarded in the day-ahead schedule, the 

seller still receives the contract price for the energy that could have been delivered but for that 

curtailment, and the undelivered energy is not included in the curtailment cap discussed below. 

If SCE bids the resource into the CAISO markets and no day-ahead schedule is awarded 

for the seller’s power then, if the day-ahead price is zero dollars or greater, the seller receives the 

contract price for the energy that could have been delivered.  However, if the day-ahead price is 

less than zero, there is no payment to the seller up to the curtailment cap for the contract year.   

SCE intends to allow sellers to offer three energy prices for their products, each of which 

is based on a different annual curtailment cap for uncompensated curtailment.  The three 

curtailment cap choices will be the contract capacity multiplied by 50, 100, and 200 hours per 

year.  SCE and the seller would then agree to an annual curtailment cap in the contract.  If that 

cap is exceeded in any year, the seller would receive payment for the amount of energy above the 

cap that could have been delivered but for the curtailment.  The amount of curtailment in excess 

of the curtailment cap for each year will be tracked over the contract term and, at the end of the 

contract term, SCE will have the option to require the seller to “repay” SCE’s customers for that 

excess curtailed energy by delivering twice the amount of curtailed energy and receiving one-

half the contract price for such energy until the earlier of when the total amount of energy is 

repaid or the seller has delivered energy for two years past the end of the original contract term.         

If no schedule is awarded in the day-ahead market, a seller may request that SCE, as the 

scheduling coordinator, bid the resource into the real-time market, and may specify a price at 



 

 

which SCE is to bid the energy.  If a schedule is awarded as a result, SCE will receive the energy 

and pay the seller the full contract price for the energy delivered.  If the real-time market price is 

negative, the seller will pay the CAISO charges and costs.  If the real-time market price is 

positive, SCE will receive the CAISO revenue. 

If no award is made in the day-ahead market and the seller does not request that SCE 

submit a bid into the real-time market, SCE may elect to bid the energy into the real-time market 

based on the generator’s availability schedule.  SCE will pay the contract price for the energy 

delivered if a schedule is awarded.  If the seller generates in excess of its awarded real-time 

schedule, and SCE exercises its right to curtail seller’s energy production in excess of the 

schedule, the excess quantity will be deemed curtailed product subject to the curtailment cap and 

banking.   

If seller delivers energy after it receives a curtailment instruction from SCE, the CAISO, 

or another authority, SCE is not obligated to pay the seller for that amount of energy, and the 

seller will pay all CAISO costs and sanctions, and SCE will keep all CAISO revenues, associated 

with that delivered energy. 

SCE also modified its 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement 

to compensate sellers for lost federal PTCs for curtailment due to negative pricing in excess of 

the curtailment cap in any contract year, if the seller was entitled to receive PTCs and was not 

eligible for investment tax credits and the reimbursement for lost PTCs was selected in the 

procurement process.83  Sellers have the ability to offer contract pricing with and without lost 

PTCs for curtailment due to negative pricing in excess of the curtailment cap for any contract 

year.   

These changes from SCE’s prior curtailment provisions not only restrict the opportunity 

for SCE-determined curtailments, but they also “bound” the financial risk to sellers as directed 

by the Commission at the May 6, 2010 All-Party Meeting.      
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In addition to Section 4.02 of the 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale 

Agreement, SCE modified Sections 1.06, 1.07, 1.08, 1.10, 1.12, and 3.12(f), added definitions 

for “Actual Availability,” “Additional Energy,” “Banked Curtailed Energy,” “Bid,” “Curtailed 

Product,” “Curtailed Return Term,” “Curtailed Return Term Notice,” “Curtailment Cap,” 

“Dispatch Instruction,” “Original Term,” “Over-Schedule Generation Curtailment Order,” 

“Over-Schedule Generation Curtailment Amount,” “Price Taker,” “Real-Time Available 

Energy,” “Real-Time Over-Schedule Generation Curtailment Order,” “Real-Time Over-

Schedule Generation Curtailment Quantity,” “Real-Time Price,” and “Unawarded Energy,” and 

modified the definitions of “Lost Output,” “Metered Amounts,” and “Schedule” to correspond to 

the new curtailment language. 

Furthermore, SCE has modified its 2010 Procurement Protocol, 2010 Seller’s Proposal 

Template and Calculator, and 2010 Form of Seller’s Proposal to explain SCE’s modified 

curtailment provisions and request information from sellers related to curtailment and contract 

prices for annual curtailment caps of contract capacity multiplied by 50, 100, and 200 hours, as 

discussed above.  

2. Additional Changes in 2010 Procurement Protocol84 

a) Additional Condition for the Forfeiture of a Short List Deposit 

SCE has added one additional condition under which a seller will forfeit its short list 

deposit: seller’s breach of its exclusivity agreement.85  This change was made to serve as a 

reasonable, serious, and adequate deterrence to simultaneously negotiating the same proposal 

with multiple utilities (and other buyers of power).  Breaches of exclusivity agreements can be 

costly to SCE’s customers, who pay for the negotiating resources. 

                                                 

84  The Second Amended 2010 Procurement Protocol is Attachment 2-1 to SCE’s Second Amended 2010 RPS 
Procurement Plan. 

85  Second Amended 2010 Procurement Protocol § 3.04(c)(a). 



 

 

b) Term of Agreement 

SCE’s 2010 Procurement Protocol complies with the Commission’s requirement that 

SCE accept proposals for contracts with terms exceeding 20 years.  While SCE does not 

discourage proposals with terms longer than 20 years, SCE does require a seller who submits a 

proposal with a term longer than 20 years to also submit a proposal (for the same generating 

facility) with a 20-year term.86  This change was made so that SCE may compare proposals (e.g., 

expected costs, qualitative factors such as expectation of technology innovation, and portfolio 

risk tolerances) for contracts of longer than 20 years with the standard term length of 20 years. 

c) Integration Costs 

For the reasons set forth in Section 6.10 above, SCE has modified the quantitative 

assessment subsection of the Evaluation of Proposals section of the 2010 Procurement Protocol 

to include a detailed discussion of integration costs.87  

d) Locational Preference 

Although SCE will consider and evaluate proposals with out-of-state generating facilities, 

SCE prefers proposals from facilities whose first point of interconnection within WECC is with a 

California balancing authority. 

3. Additional Changes in 2010 Form of Seller’s Proposal88 

a) E-Binder 

SCE will now require sellers to send their proposals electronically, in an e-binder, rather 

than sending printed copies.89  This should reduce the enormous amount of paper associated with 

the RFP process. 
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b) Delivery Point and Manner of Delivery 

SCE is requiring each seller to set forth the delivery point of its proposal with greater 

specificity.90  SCE is also requiring a seller to detail its plan for transmitting energy to the 

delivery point and explain whether the costs of such delivery are included in the energy price.  

Obtaining this information from prospective sellers will better enable SCE to assess and compare 

different proposals. 

c) Generating Facility Description 

The Form of Seller’s Proposal has been revised to require sellers to disclose any possible 

or anticipated manufacturing supply chain constraints or issues associated with producing any 

major and auxiliary equipment.91  This change was recommended by SCE’s IE to enable better 

assessment of the PVC component that addresses manufacturing supply chain.   

4. Changes in 2010 Seller’s Acknowledgments 

  SCE made the changes discussed below in the 2010 Seller’s Acknowledgments, a 

document that each seller must submit as part of its proposal package.92   

a) Obtaining Necessary Approvals of a Renewable Power 

Purchase and Sale Agreement 

The prior language in Seller’s Acknowledgments could have been read to require a seller 

to have obtained all necessary approvals of a renewable power purchase and sale agreement with 

SCE by the time that seller first submitted its proposal, which always occurs before the 

commencement of negotiations.  SCE modified the language to clarify that seller will obtain all 

necessary approvals at the conclusion of negotiations.93   

b) Requirement that Seller be Bound by its Proposal 

The prior language in Seller’s Acknowledgements required that a seller agree to be bound 

by the redlined Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement submitted as part of 
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its proposal.  This requirement served to discourageddiscourage frivolous proposals.  The 

redlined Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreements, however, did not 

meaningfully advance negotiations because the redlines were generally incomplete.  SCE now 

requires a seller to submit aan Outline of Contract Terms and Conditions94 setting forth the key 

changes that seller seeks to the Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement.  

Accordingly, SCE’s modified language discourages frivolous proposals by requiring seller to 

make a commitment to negotiate with SCE in good faith.95   

c) Elimination of Requirement that Seller Submit CEC Audits 

SCE eliminated a requirement that seller submit CEC audits to establish that seller’s 

proposed project is an eligible renewable energy resource.96  In SCE’s experience, these audits 

occur only once agreement is reached so the audits are better addressed in the renewable power 

purchase and sale agreement itself.  

5.  Additional Changes in 2010 Seller’s Proposal Template and 

Calculator97 

SCE has integrated the revenue calculator that sellers provide as part of their proposals 

into the 2010 Seller’s Proposal Template and Calculator.98  Additionally, SCE has modified the 

2010 Seller’s Proposal Template and Calculator to require each proposal to provide contract 

prices based on the curtailment caps discussed in Section 7.B.1.e.  SCE has also requested that 

information solicited elsewhere in SCE’s 2010 solicitation materials (generally in the 2010 Form 

of Seller’s Proposal) be inputted into the 2010 Seller’s Proposal Template and Calculator 

spreadsheets, and has eliminated some information that is no longer needed.  Including 

additional information in the Seller’s Proposal Template and Calculator will reduce manual 

                                                 

94  The 2010 Outline of Contract Terms and Conditions is Attachment 2-4 to SCE’s Second Amended 2010 RPS 
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95  2010 Seller’s Acknowledgements ¶ 7. 
96  Id. ¶ 8. 
97  The Amended 2010 Seller’s Proposal Template and Calculator is Attachment 2-3 to SCE’s Second Amended 

2010 RPS Procurement Plan. 
98  SCE has also created a standard 2010 Seller’s Proposal Template and Calculator and a non-standard 2010 

Seller’s Proposal Template and Calculator for projects that are firmed and shaped. 



 

 

errors, require validation of information from sellers, and increase efficiency in the review of 

proposals.  

6. Additional Changes in 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase 

and Sale Agreement99 

a) Seller Responsibility for Invoicing 

Beginning with the 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement,  

SCE will require sellers to produce a monthly payment invoice in order to receive payment.100  

There are several reasons for this change.  First, requiring sellers to invoice SCE creates a check 

and balance between SCE’s payment calculations and the seller’s calculations for the desired 

payment.  When sellers invoice SCE, SCE can compare sellers’ computations with SCE’s, 

validate the invoices, and pay or dispute accordingly.  This modified procedure creates an 

independent validation for the calculation of payments.  

Second, paying based on an invoice generated by an independent party (seller) conforms 

to SCE’s standard process for generating, validating, and approving payments.  To support 

appropriate internal controls and the segregation of duties, no payment is made without an 

invoice and no payments are made for greater than the invoiced amount.  Modifying the Pro 

Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement brings the practice for renewable 

contracts in line with that used for conventional generation and other SCE payments.   

Third, the procedure is also consistent with industry standards for financial internal 

control frameworks, COSO (Committee of Sponsoring Organizations also referred to as the 

Treadway Commission), and GAAP (Generally Accepted Accounting Practices).  

Finally, invoices act as third party documentation that SCE provides to its auditors 

(internal, external, regulatory, etc.) to support charges recorded on financial statements and 

financial and operations records.   
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b) Compliance Expenditure Cap 

The 2009 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement contained a 

“Compliance Expenditure Cap,” which was a dollar limit on the costs a seller would be required 

to expend to ensure that the facility maintained its green attributes, capacity attributes, and 

resource adequacy benefits.  The 2009 Compliance Expenditure Cap applied regardless of 

whether, over the term of the renewable power purchase and sale agreement, there was a change 

in law governing those requirements.   

The 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement substantially 

narrows the circumstances in which the cap applies.  It will now apply only to situations where 

there is both (1) a change in law after the execution of the renewable power purchase agreement 

that causes the project to be disqualified as an eligible renewable energy resource (or causes its 

output to fail to meet RPS requirements), and (2) seller has expended “commercially reasonable 

efforts” to comply with such change in law.  The change ensures that the Compliance 

Expenditure Cap is in line with the Commission’s non-modifiable standard term and condition 

on “Eligibility,”101 as it defines, by a dollar amount, the term “commercially reasonable costs” 

used in that term.102   

c) Calculation of Energy Replacement Damage Amount 

The Energy Replacement Damage Amount is a penalty paid by seller when it fails to 

meet its annual (or two-year) energy delivery obligation.103  In the 2009 Pro Forma Renewable 

Power Purchase and Sale Agreement (as well as prior Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and 

Sale Agreements), the formula for calculating the Energy Replacement Damage Amount 

required the parties to compare the contract energy price with the “Market Price” – a price that is 

skewed by the predominance of conventional, rather than renewable, generation.  The formula in 

the 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement will require parties to 
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compare the contract energy price with the “Green Market Price,” or the price for renewable 

energy projects.  SCE believes that the prices for renewable energy – not the market price – more 

accurately represent SCE’s damages when a seller fails to deliver renewable energy. 

d) NERC Requirements 

In the 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement section relating 

to NERC Electric System Reliability Requirements,104 SCE has added language designed to 

specify the proper allocation of the roles and responsibilities of SCE as scheduling coordinator 

for purposes of NERC compliance, and, on the other hand, seller as the generator operator.  The 

language arises from SCE’s and the market’s experience with the NERC requirements gained in 

the approximately two and a half years since the requirements went into effect. 

e) Termination for Failure to Meet Commercial Operation 

Deadline  

The Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement has been revised to 

provide that SCE may terminate the renewable power purchase and sale agreement and retain the 

development security under any one of six specific circumstances, the occurrence of any of 

which makes it unlikely that seller will be able to meet its commercial operation deadline.105  

The revisions eliminate a termination right which the market indicated was strongly disfavored 

by lenders, while ensuring that SCE can terminate projects in circumstances which indicate they 

will never be timely built. 

f) Election of Federal Tax Credit 

In the 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement, SCE is 

requiring seller to inform SCE, before execution of the agreement, whether seller will seek an 

investment tax credit or a production tax credit (or no tax credit at all).106  There are three 

                                                 

104  Id. § 3.29. 
105  Id. § 3.06(d). 
106  Id. § 1.12. 



 

 

reasons for this change, which will affect only those sellers who are able to use either type of tax 

credit.   

First, commitment to a particular tax credit prevents a seller from using its termination 

right improperly.  The 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement allows a 

seller to terminate the agreement if the federal tax credit legislation applicable to seller is not 

enacted.107  Requiring a seller to specify which federal tax credit it plans to use prevents seller 

from terminating its agreement when the other tax credit (the one seller is not using) is not 

enacted. 

Second, commitment to a particular tax credit prevents a seller from claiming excess 

direct damages, should there be a dispute between seller and SCE.  Under Article 7 of the 2010 

Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement, direct damages include the value of 

any federal tax credits that are lost by seller as a result of SCE’s default.108  Requiring a seller to 

specify which tax credit it plans to use prevents a seller from claiming, after the fact, that it 

would have used the tax credit that enabled seller to show the greater loss (and concomitantly, 

the greater amount of direct damages).     

Third, under certain conditions, SCE is accommodating the request from market 

participants to be compensated for lost federal production tax credits in the event of curtailments 

due to negative pricing, as discussed in more detail above.  SCE will solicit proposals both with 

and without reimbursement of lost production tax credits due to negative pricing in excess of the 

curtailment cap for any contract year. 

g) Termination Rights of Both Parties 

In its 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement, SCE has divided 

into two sections the right of either party to terminate where seller failed to obtain permits.  Each 

section addresses a different type of permit(s): (1) the CEC pre-certification, and (2) the 

                                                 

107  Id. § 2.04(a)(ii). 
108  Id., Article 7. 



 

 

construction permits.109  The notice of termination by either party due to a seller’s failure to 

obtain CEC pre-certification is to be provided on or before 13 months after the effective date of 

the agreement.  The right to terminate by either party if seller does not obtain its construction 

permit has been modified to be open-ended, and agreed to by and between SCE and seller during 

negotiations, depending on a seller’s individual needs.  SCE has found through its experience in 

prior solicitations and document negotiations that the market requires more individually-tailored 

time periods for terminating contracts where there is a failure to obtain construction permits. 

h) Allocation of Standard Capacity Product Payments and 

Charges 

SCE has added this new section to address the responsibility of the Standard Capacity 

Product incentive payments and charges as defined in the CAISO tariff, if applicable.110 

i) Delivery Loss Factor  

SCE has further modified the energy payment calculation formula to take into account 

delivery losses up to and at the delivery point as calculated by CAISO.111  SCE’s deletion of the 

delivery loss factor calculation beyond the delivery point and the associated definitions mirrors 

the current CAISO MRTU market. 

j) Wind and Solar Performance Requirements 

Based upon experience in prior solicitations and document negotiations, SCE is changing 

its Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement to accommodate the wind 

industry and provide for an equitable performance obligation.  The performance obligation will 

be measured over a two-year period (instead of a one-year period) and requires a seller to equal 

or exceed 140% of the P-50 value in the final wind report.112  Wind developers had expressed 

that the 2009 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement, which had a standard 

of P-95, was not equitable because the use of a P-95 value disadvantaged those projects that had 
                                                 

109  Id. §§ 2.04(a)(i)(2) and (3).  
110  Id. § 3.04. 
111  Id., Exhibit A § 150, Exhibit E § 2.02. 
112  Id. § 3.07(a)(i). 



 

 

been collecting data for a longer time, and because studies have shown that California has high 

wind variability from year-to-year. 

By contrast, SCE’s additional experience with solar projects has led SCE to determine 

that solar variability from year-to-year is minimal.  SCE has changed the performance 

requirement accordingly, to reflect an obligation of 90% of the expected annual energy 

production.113   

k) Indemnification 

SCE modified Section 10.03 of the 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale 

Agreement, which addresses indemnification obligations, to more clearly reflect the very 

different duties, responsibilities, and risks of SCE and sellers under the agreement.  Instead of 

discussing both parties’ indemnification obligations in the same paragraph, such obligations are 

now discussed in separate paragraphs within the same section.  Moreover, the respective 

indemnification obligations between seller and SCE are not identical: there are more 

circumstances under which the seller indemnifies SCE than under which SCE indemnifies the 

seller, reflecting the fact that the seller has more duties under the agreement and the nature of 

those duties in comparison to the duties of SCE.  SCE also added sections addressing the 

procedure by which indemnification is claimed and provided.    

l) Elimination of Requirement for Seller to Provide Financial 

Information for Consolidation 

In June 2009, the Financial Accounting Standards Board (“FASB”) issued SFAS 167 

Amendments to FASB Interpretation No. 46(R).  The pronouncement is effective starting in 

2010.  The amendment changes the conditions associated with consolidation, and SCE has 

determined that the contractual arrangement associated with renewable facilities will not result in 

consolidation.  Therefore, SCE has removed the requirement in Section 3.25, Section 

6.01(c)(xviii), and Exhibit P of its 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale 
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Agreement that seller provide its financial information for purposes of consolidating seller’s 

financial information into SCE’s financial statements. 

m) Seller’s Estimate of Lost Output 

SCE modified Exhibit M of the 2010 Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale 

Agreement, which addresses the collection of measurement data and performance of engineering 

calculations, to set out in separate Exhibits the requirements for different solar technologies.  

SCE also added the right for SCE to verify all data by inspecting the measurement instruments 

and reviewing the generating facility operating records. 

8. Redlined Copies: A version of the 20102011 Plan that is “redlined” to identify the 
changes from the 20092010 Plan, with a copy for Energy Division, the Administrative Law 
Judge and any party who requests a copy 

 SCE has included redlines of its Second Amended 20102011 Written Plan and Second 

Amended2011 LCBF Written Report against the versions of those documents included in SCE’s 

Second Amended 2010 RPS Procurement Plan as Appendices ED and F.114  SCE’s proposed 

modifications to the PVC are shown in Appendix D; however, SCE has not provided a redline 

version of the PVC since it is an excel file.E.114 

Additionally, as part of Attachment 2, SCE has included a redline of all of its solicitation 

materials with the exception of the Amended 20102011 Seller’s Proposal Template and 

Calculator and 20102011 Outline of Contract Terms and Conditions, which cannot be redlined 

since they are excel files. 
 
 

                                                 

114  In this Second Amended 2010 RPS Procurement Plan, SCE updated Appendices B and C to this Second 
Amended 2010 Written Plan to include an updated bundled sales forecast and updated contract and project-
specific information.  SCE has not redlined these documents since they are power point files. 

114  SCE updated Appendices B and C to this 2011 Written Plan to include an updated bundled sales forecast, 
updated contract and project-specific information, and different assumptions for the Base Case and High Need 
Case as discussed in Section 2 above.  SCE has not redlined these documents since they are power point files. 
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 Southern California Edison Company’s (“SCE’s”) 2011 Written Description of 
Renewables Portfolio Standard Proposal Evaluation and Selection Process and Criteria 

(“2011 LCBF Written Report”) 
 
I.  Introduction 

A.  Note relevant language in statute and CPUC decisions approving LCBF 
process and requiring LCBF Reports 

Under the direction of the California Public Utilities Commission (the “Commission” or 
“CPUC”), SCE conducts annual solicitations for the purpose of procuring power from eligible 
renewable energy resources to meet California’s Renewables Portfolio Standard (“RPS”).  SCE 
evaluates and ranks proposals based on least-cost/best-fit (“LCBF”) principles that comply with 
criteria set forth by the Commission in Decision (“D.”) 03-06-071 and D.04-07-029 (“LCBF 
Decisions”).  See also Cal. Pub. Util. Code Section 399.14(a)(2)(B).   

B.  Goals of proposal evaluation and selection criteria and processes 

The LCBF analysis evaluates both quantitative and qualitative aspects of each proposal to 
estimate its value to SCE’s customers and its relative value in comparison to other proposals. 

II. Proposal Evaluation and Selection Criteria 

While assumptions and methodologies have evolved slightly over time, the basic 
components of SCE’s evaluation and selection criteria and process for RPS contracts were 
established by the Commission’s LCBF Decisions.  Consistent with those LCBF Decisions, the 
three main steps undertaken by SCE are: (i) initial data gathering and validation, (ii) a 
quantitative assessment of proposals, and (iii) adjustments to selection based on proposals’ 
qualitative attributes.  The same evaluation and selection process will be used for both bundled 
and renewable energy credit contracts.   

Prior to receiving proposals, SCE finalizes criteria with the Independent Evaluator (“IE”) 
to determine which attributes could make proposals clear outliers.  SCE then finalizes major 
assumptions and methodologies that drive valuation, including power and gas prices forecasts, 
existing and forecast resource portfolio, and firm capacity value forecast.  Other assumptions, 
such as the Transmission Ranking Cost Report (“TRCR”), are filed with the Commission for 
approval prior to the release of solicitation materials.   

Once proposals are received, SCE begins an initial review for completeness and 
conformity with the solicitation protocol.  The review includes an initial screen for required 
submission criteria such as a conforming delivery point, minimum project size, and the 
submission of particular proposal package elements.  Sellers lacking any of these items are 
allowed a reasonable cure period to remedy any deficiencies.  Following this check for 
conformity, SCE will determine which proposals are clear outliers.  For proposals deemed clear 
outliers, SCE will conclude any further review.  For the remaining proposals, SCE conducts an 
additional review to determine the reasonableness of proposal parameters such as generation 
profiles and capacity factors.  SCE works directly with sellers to resolve any issues and ensure 
data is ready for evaluation. 



 

 

After these reviews, SCE performs a quantitative assessment of each proposal 
individually and subsequently ranks them based on the proposal’s benefit and cost relationship.  
Specifically, the total benefits and total costs are used to calculate the net levelized cost or 
“Renewable Premium” per each complete and conforming proposal.  Benefits are comprised of 
separate capacity and energy components, while costs include the contract payments, debt 
equivalence, congestion cost, and transmission cost.  SCE discounts the annual benefit and cost 
streams to a common base year.  The result of the quantitative analysis is a merit-order ranking 
of all complete and conforming proposals’ Renewable Premiums that helps define the 
preliminary short list. 

In parallel with the quantitative analysis, SCE conducts an in-depth assessment of each 
proposal’s qualitative attributes.  This analysis utilizes the Project Viability Calculator to assess 
certain factors including the company/development team, technology, and development 
milestones.  Additional attributes such as transmission area/cluster, generating facility location, 
seller concentration, portfolio fit of commercial on-line date, project size, and dispatchability are 
also considered in the qualitative analysis.  These qualitative attributes are then considered to 
either eliminate non-viable proposals or add projects with high viability to the final short list of 
proposals, or to determine tie-breakers, if any. 

Following its analysis, SCE consults with its Procurement Review Group (“PRG”) 
regarding the final short list and specific evaluation criteria.  Whether a proposal selected 
through this process results in an executed contract depends on the outcome of negotiations 
between SCE and sellers.  Periodically, SCE updates the PRG regarding the progress of 
negotiations.  SCE also consults with its PRG prior to the execution of any successfully 
negotiated contracts.  Subsequently, SCE executes contracts and submits them to the 
Commission for approval via advice letter filings. 

A.  Description of Criteria1 

1.  List and discuss the quantitative and qualitative criteria used to 
evaluate and select proposals.  This section should include a full 
discussion of the following:  

QUANTITATIVE ASSESSMENT 

SCE evaluates the quantifiable attributes of each proposal individually and subsequently 
ranks them based on the proposal’s benefit and cost relationship, specifically the net levelized 
cost of the project or Renewable Premium.  These individual quantitative components include 
capacity benefits, energy benefits, contract payments, debt equivalence mitigation cost, 
transmission cost, and congestion cost.  In developing its relative merit order ranking of 
proposals, SCE’s evaluation methodology incorporates information provided by sellers and 
assumptions prescribed and set by the Commission with its internal methodologies and forecasts 
of market conditions.  The objective of the quantitative assessment and relative Renewable 
Premium ranking is to develop a preliminary short list that is further refined based on the non-
                                                 
1  This 2011 LCBF Written Report discusses SCE’s proposal evaluation and selection criteria in a different order 

than in the Energy Division’s LCBF Template in order to more accurately explain SCE’s evaluation and 
selection process; however, all elements in the LCBF Template are addressed. 



 

 

quantifiable attributes discussed below.  Each of the elements for the RPS quantitative analysis is 
described briefly below.   

Benefits 

• Capacity Benefit 

Each proposal is assigned capacity benefits, if applicable, based on SCE’s forecast of net 
capacity value and a peak capacity contribution factor.   

Peak capacity contribution factors are calculated in a manner consistent with the 
Commission’s Resource Adequacy accounting rules (D.09-06-028) utilizing a 70% exceedance 
factor methodology.  Peak capacity contribution factors will be both technology and location-
specific.  Technological differentiation does not refer to the fuel source, but rather the method of 
converting other energy sources into electricity (e.g., solar trough, solar photovoltaic).  For 
proposals with dispatchable capabilities at SCE’s control, the peak capacity contribution factor 
will be based on the availability of the proposed project. 

Monthly capacity benefits are the product of SCE’s net capacity value forecast, the total 
monthly proposed alternating current nameplate capacity of the project, SCE’s relative loss-of-
load probability factors, and the peak capacity contribution factor.  The monthly capacity 
benefits are aggregated to annual capacity benefits.  In order for a generating facility to receive 
capacity benefits, Seller’s interconnection agreement must reflect that the generating facility has 
selected Full Capacity Deliverability Status, as such term is defined in the California 
Independent System Operator (“CAISO”) Tariff.  Capacity benefits will be included as of the 
date the project obtains Full Capacity Deliverability Status, if achieved after commercial 
operation.  Those generating facilities that interconnect to the CAISO as Energy-Only projects 
will not receive any capacity benefit.  SCE may consider assigning generating facilities that have 
a delivery point at a CAISO intertie with a capacity benefit.  That capacity benefit, however, will 
be discounted by SCE’s ability to obtain import allocation rights from the CAISO, and 
dependent upon the type and generation profile of the generating facility. 

• Energy Benefit 

SCE measures the energy benefits, if applicable, of a proposal by evaluating the 
estimated market value of energy.  The evaluation of energy benefits is performed with a base 
portfolio and system that is consistent with SCE’s most recent Long-Term Procurement Plan 
(“LTPP”), with some updates to account for the latest gas price and load forecasts and the results 
of recent procurement activities. 

For proposals with must-take energy, SCE calculates the energy benefits of a proposal 
based on the estimated market value of energy assessed through the use of Ventyx’s ProSym 
model.  The ProSym runs consist of an hourly, least-cost dispatch of the base resource portfolio 
against SCE’s current demand and price forecasts.  The hourly energy benefit for the proposal is 
the resulting market price multiplied by the hourly seller-provided generation profile.   

For proposals with dispatchable capabilities at SCE’s control, SCE calculates the net 
energy benefits based on the market value of the energy when the proposed resource dispatches.  



 

 

ProSym determines the dispatch economics for the proposed resource according to the unit 
characteristics provided by the seller. 

SCE’s resource portfolio is dispatched against an SCE area power price forecast.  SCE’s 
gas price and power price forecasts are based on a blend of a near-term market view and a 
longer-term fundamental view of prices.   

The simulation model, and hence the energy benefit calculation, captures additional 
quantitative effects that SCE has been asked to consider by the Commission, including 
dispatchability.  The dispatchability benefits of these characteristics are implied in the energy 
benefit and are not addressed separately. 

SCE’s LCBF quantitative evaluation process inherently captures the impact of portfolio 
fit.  For example, as different proposals are added to the overall portfolio, the resultant residual 
net short or net long position is impacted.  Projects that more often increase SCE’s net long 
positions are assigned less energy benefits than those projects that are more often filling net short 
positions.  As such, a project that provides more energy when it is most needed and less energy 
in periods of low need will receive the greatest energy benefit. 

 Costs 

• Debt Equivalence 

“Debt equivalence” is the term used by credit rating agencies to describe the fixed 
financial obligation resulting from long-term power purchase contracts.  Pursuant to D.04-12-
048, the Commission permitted the investor-owned utilities (“IOUs”) to recognize costs 
associated with the effect debt equivalence has on the IOUs’ credit quality and cost of borrowing 
in their evaluation process.  In D.07-12-052, the Commission reversed this position.  SCE, 
however, filed a petition for modification of D.07-12-052.  In November 2008, the Commission 
issued D.08-11-008, which authorized the IOUs to recognize the effects of debt equivalence 
when comparing power purchase agreements in their bid evaluations, but not when the IOUs are 
considering a utility-owned generation project.  As such, SCE considers debt equivalence in the 
evaluation process.   

• Contract Payments 

The primary costs associated with each proposal are the contract payments that SCE 
makes to sellers for the expected renewable energy deliveries. 

Proposals typically include an all-in price for delivered renewable energy, which is 
adjusted in each time-of-delivery period by energy payment allocation factors (“TOD factors”).  
SCE develops and submits its TOD factors for each solicitation to the Commission for approval 
prior to the issuance of the Request for Proposals (“RFP”).  Total payments are then determined 
by multiplying the generation by the contract price, adjusted for each TOD period.  For projects 
that include a capacity-related payment in addition to an energy price, the total payments are 
determined by using the TOD-adjusted generation based on the generation profile provided in 
the proposal, the energy price, and the capacity payment.  Payments for Energy-Only projects 



 

 

will be adjusted by a separate, pre-determined set of TOD factors based solely on energy value, 
not capacity value. 

• Integration Cost 

Integration costs, where applicable, are the additional system costs required to provide 
sufficient ancillary service capability including load following and frequency regulation to 
integrate renewable resources.  As California continues to procure additional intermittent 
renewable resources, SCE believes that current levels of intermittent renewable resources require 
an increase in the provision of the ancillary services mentioned above, and that an integration 
study that reflects updated regulatory and procurement expectations should be used as a basis for 
integration costs.  However, in D.11-04-030, the Commission declined to allow the use of non-
zero integration cost adders for the 2011 RPS solicitation.  The Commission stated that if an 
adder is developed in Rulemaking 10-05-006, each IOU may file an advice letter seeking to 
amend its 2011 RPS Procurement Plan for the purpose of using that adder in its LCBF 
evaluation.  In accordance with D.11-04-030, SCE will use a zero integration cost adder in its 
2011 RPS solicitation unless the Commission authorizes the use of another adder.  

• Congestion Cost 

Localized congestion may cause a reduction in (or negative) prices at a particular 
locational marginal price (“LMP”) in the CAISO’s MRTU market.  D.11-04-030 provides that 
the IOUs must incorporate an assessment of these congestion costs in their 2011 LCBF 
evaluation.   

 
Those projects that select an Energy-Only interconnection do not fund the deliverability 

upgrades a project needs to ensure its energy can serve load and avoid localized congestion.  As 
such, these projects increase the risk of congestion in these locations to a degree greater than 
those projects that do fund these upgrades.  In order to capture this difference, SCE will apply a 
congestion cost adder to all CAISO projects that have selected an Energy-Only interconnection.  
The adder will be based on historical LMPs in the MRTU market in the location that the seller 
plans to interconnect.  Once available, SCE will make these adders publicly available to sellers 
before proposals are due.   
 

• Transmission Costs  

For resources that do not have an existing interconnection to the electric system, system 
transmission upgrade costs are based on the completed Facilities Study for Small Generator 
Interconnection Procedures (“SGIP”) applications, or a Phase 1 or equivalent study, or a better 
study, for Large Generator Interconnection Procedures (“LGIP”) applications, unless the TRCR 
is judged to be more indicative of the expected transmission cost.  For resources that do not have 
an existing interconnection to the electric system or a completed Facilities Study for SGIP 
applications, or a Phase 1 or equivalent study, or better study, for LGIP applications, system 
transmission upgrade costs are estimated utilizing the TRCR methodology and specific proposal 
details provided by sellers in the RFP process.  Network upgrade costs and scope from 
interconnection studies are used to the extent they are available and applicable.  To the extent 



 

 

studies are not available, transmission cost adders for new generation are based on unit cost 
guides used in interconnection cluster studies. 

• Discuss how much detailed transmission cost information the 
IOU requires for each project 

Other than the assumptions provided in a seller’s proposal, SCE does not require 
additional transmission information, unless the seller has completed a transmission provider 
study.  If one or more transmission provider studies have been completed with respect to the 
proposed project, then the seller must provide the results. 

• Discuss whether cost adders are always imputed for projects in 
transmission-constrained areas, or whether and how costs for 
alternative commercial transactions (i.e., swapping, 
remarketing) are substituted 

SCE uses the best available information it can find when determining the cost of potential 
upgrades for projects in transmission-constrained areas.  For those projects outside SCE’s service 
area, the TRCRs of Pacific Gas and Electric Company or San Diego Gas & Electric Company 
are used as appropriate.  SCE applies the required upgrade costs to get the project delivered to 
the nearest defined market (e.g., NP15, SP15, ZP 26 Generation Trading Hubs).  For projects 
with an assumed delivery point outside the CAISO, SCE applies a power swapping 
methodology, where the power is assumed to be sold into the local market.  

QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT 

In addition to the benefits and costs quantified during SCE’s evaluation, SCE assesses 
non-quantifiable characteristics of each proposal by conducting a comprehensive analysis of 
each project’s qualitative attributes.  SCE uses these qualitative attributes to consider inclusion of 
additional sellers on the short list due to the strength of a particular seller’s proposal.  Pursuant to 
D.04-07-029, the presence of demonstrated qualitative attributes may justify moving a proposal 
onto SCE’s short list of proposals if (a) the initial proposal rank is within reasonable valuation 
proximity to those selected for the short list and (b) SCE consults with, and receives general 
support from, its PRG prior to elevating the proposal based on qualitative factors.  

This assessment may also result in the exclusion of proposals from the short list due to 
the relative weakness of highly-ranked proposals or other identified issues such as potential 
seller and/or supply chain concentration concerns. 

In other instances, where there are weaknesses in some of these factors (although these 
may not be significant enough to exclude a proposal from the short list), SCE utilizes additional 
contract requirements to manage these issues during the development of the project. 

Each of the elements for the qualitative analysis is described briefly below. 

Project Viability 

SCE assesses the following attributes using the Project Viability Calculator: 



 

 

o Company/Development Team 
- Project Development Experience 
- Ownership/O&M Experience 

o Technology 
- Technical Feasibility 
- Resource Quality 
- Manufacturing Supply Chain 

o Development Milestones 
- Site Control 
- Permitting Status 
- Project Financing Status 
- Interconnection Progress 
- Transmission Requirements 
- Reasonableness of Commercial Operation Date (“COD”) 

Additional Qualitative Attributes 

Following the Project Viability Calculator qualitative assessment, SCE considers 
additional qualitative characteristics to determine advancement onto the short list or tie-breakers, 
if any.  These additional characteristics may include: 

o Certified as California woman, minority or disabled veteran business 
enterprise (“WMDVBE”) as set forth in CPUC General Order 156 

o Transmission area (e.g., Tehachapi, Sunrise, within SCE’s load pocket) 
o Congestion, negative price, and curtailment considerations not captured in 

the quantitative valuation 
o Energy-Only concentration 
o Facility interconnection process progress 
o Portfolio fit in reference to D.10-03-021, as modified by D.11-01-025, 

authorizing use of renewable energy credits for compliance with the 
California RPS 

o Portfolio fit of COD 
o Seller concentration 
o Expected generation (GWh/year) 
o Dispatchability 
o Contract price 
o Alternative Renewable Premium (i.e., Renewable Premium including 

integration costs) 
o Environmental impacts of seller’s proposed project on California’s water 

quality and use 
o Resource diversity 
o Benefits to minority and low income communities 
o Local reliability 
o Environmental stewardship 

 

 



 

 

 

 OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 
 

Credit and Collateral Requirements 

In order to ensure comparable pricing for ranking, SCE requires sellers to commit to 
posting SCE’s pro forma performance assurance amount as specified in Section 7.03 of the RFP 
Procurement Protocol.  Performance assurance is the collateral posted by the seller during the 
operating period. 

Out-of-State Projects 

• Discuss how evaluation process differs for out-of-state projects 

The overall evaluation methodology is applied consistently to projects regardless of 
location.  Energy benefits for those projects outside of the CAISO will be based on the pricing at 
the seller-elected liquid power trading hub or CAISO intertie (subject to SCE’s approval in its 
sole discretion) according to SCE’s fundamental price forecast for hubs across the Western 
Electricity Coordinating Council (“WECC”).  Capacity benefits will be based on the value of the 
project's capacity within CAISO, the nameplate capacity of the project, and the peak capacity 
contribution factor of the project.   

For those projects within or connected directly to the CAISO, SCE applies the cost to 
customers of new CAISO network upgrades required for deliverability of the new project.  SCE 
customers are not liable for any network upgrades outside of the CAISO (outside of any costs 
that may be imbedded within the contract pricing) so transmission cost adders are zero for out-
of-state projects. 

B.  Criteria Weightings  

1. If a weighting system is used, please describe how each LCBF 
component is assigned a quantitative or qualitative weighting 
compared to other components.  Discuss the rationale for the 
weightings. 

SCE does not apply a weighting system in its LCBF evaluation. 

2.  If a weighting system is not used, please describe how the LCBF 
evaluation criteria are used to rank proposals  

SCE’s LCBF quantitative evaluation of the proposals incorporates energy and capacity 
benefits with contract payments, transmission cost, debt equivalence, and congestion cost to 
create individual benefit and cost relationships, namely, the Renewable Premium.  It is the 
Renewable Premium that is used to rank and compare each project.  Qualitative attributes of each 
proposal are then considered to further screen the short list and determine tie-breakers to arrive at 
a final short list of proposals. 



 

 

 

3.  Discuss how the IOU LCBF methodology evaluates project 
commercial operation date relative to transmission upgrades required 
for the project  

As part of the qualitative assessment, SCE considers sellers’ proposed on-line dates for 
the project in conjunction with a variety of critical project milestones.  Such milestones include 
network upgrade status and scope, status of major equipment procurement and lead times, and 
permitting status.  For those projects which SCE has concerns over the viability of the 
timeframe, a range of on-line dates (and transmission facilities availability) are evaluated to 
determine the sensitivity of the results to the timing.  If the project ranking does not change in a 
manner that would change its original selection status over a range that SCE deems reasonable, 
then the original assessment is used.  For projects whose selection is dependent on the timing of 
the project and the availability of upgraded transmission facilities, further analysis of the timing 
of the projects is required. 

4.  Discuss how the LCBF methodology takes into account proposals that 
may be more expensive, but have a high likelihood of resulting in 
viable projects  

SCE’s LCBF methodology incorporates project viability in a qualitative assessment after 
the preliminary ranking of proposals has been completed and in determining the size of the short 
list.  Proposals that are more expensive tend to be lower on the quantitative ranking of projects, 
and, therefore, may fall beyond the initial short list cut-point.  SCE may pull such projects onto 
the short list if, from its qualitative assessment, it determines the project maintains high viability 
and the initial proposal rank is within reasonable valuation proximity to those selected for the 
short list.  In this situation, the quantitative ranking is still considered as part of the overall 
decision, but the viability becomes the key driver. 

C.  Evaluation of utility-owned, turnkey, buyouts, and utility-affiliate projects 

1.  Describe how utility-owned projects are evaluated against power 
purchase agreements (“PPAs”) 

SCE views utility-owned cost-of-service generation as a necessary and good option for 
customers to have.  SCE does not evaluate proposed utility-owned projects against PPAs, as 
utility-owned generation and contracted-for generation are fundamentally different products.  As 
such, any attempt to do a numerical comparison of them is unworkable.  This topic is discussed 
in detail in the Supplemental Testimony to SCE’s 2006 LTPP (Section I.B, pgs 2-5).  Moreover, 
approval of a utility-owned project would not be submitted through the solicitation process, but 
through a formal application.   

2.  Describe how turnkey projects are evaluated against PPAs 

Turnkey projects are similar to utility-owned projects.  Refer to the response above. 



 

 

3.  Describe how buyout projects are evaluated against PPAs 

Project buyout options are essentially a hybrid of utility-owned projects and PPAs.  Refer 
to the response above. 

4.  Describe how utility-affiliate projects are evaluated against non-
affiliate projects 

Utility-affiliate projects are evaluated in the same manner as non-affiliate projects.  In 
addition, evaluation of utility affiliate projects would be subject to review by the Independent 
Evaluator, the PRG, and the Commission through the approval process. 

II. Proposal Evaluation and Selection Process 

A.  What is the process by which proposals are received and evaluated, selected 
or not selected for short list inclusion, and further evaluated once on the 
short list? 

Proposal Received Conforming 
proposal?

Provide short period 
to cure deficiency

Conforming 
proposal?

Review qualitative factors of 
remaining projects

Add 
additional projects 

based on qualitative 
factors?

Final short list
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evaluations of 
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Rank order by 
renewable premium and 

provisionally select 
proposals until need 

target is reached

Provisional short list

No

No

Yes

Not
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No

YesYes

No

Obtained 
short list deposit, signed 
exclusivity agreement, 

transmission 
interconnection 

application, 
and NDA?

Selected

Non-viable 
projects

Clear 
Outlier? YesYes

No

 



 

 

B.  What is the typical amount of time required for each part of the process?   

The typical amount of time required for the short-listing process depends on the volume 
of proposals received by SCE during a solicitation.  Historically, it has taken SCE no more than 
eight weeks to complete the LCBF evaluation process, which includes quality control of sellers’ 
information, transmission assessment, quantitative assessment, qualitative assessment, 
management review, and PRG meetings.  Many of the components in the overall process overlap 
and may require additional time if clarification from sellers is needed.   

C. How is the size of the short list determined? 

The size of SCE’s short list is determined largely by an assessment of the attractiveness 
of RPS-eligible energy proposals and a desire for a robust, inclusive set of developer proposals.  
The short list is expanded well beyond the point that is needed for SCE to meet its RPS goals, as 
there is an expectation that some projects that are selected will not join the short list and that 
negotiations will not be successful with some short-listed sellers.     

D.   Are sellers that are not selected to be short-listed told why they were not 
short-listed?  If so, what is the process? 

Sellers are informed by e-mail that their proposals were not short-listed.  The e-mail does 
not contain specific reasons for a seller’s proposal not being selected for short-listing.  However, 
sellers often contact SCE to obtain specificity regarding their projects and what can be improved 
for future solicitations.  In such cases, SCE refers the seller to the RFP documentation in 
conjunction with a discussion of the seller’s project quantitative and qualitative scoring. 

E.  Were any proposals rejected for non-conformance?  If so, how many and 
what were the non-conforming characteristics? 

It is unknown how many proposals will be rejected for non-conformance since the 2011 
solicitation has not yet been issued.  However, SCE has generally established its conformance 
criteria as follows: 

 
1. Acceptable offer submittal package 
2. Delivery point within WECC 
3. Seller’s Proposal Template and Calculator 
4. Proposed facility is, or SCE reasonably expects facility to qualify as, an eligible  
 renewable energy resource 
5. Minimum size is 1.5 MW 
6. Non-disclosure Agreement 
7. Seller’s Acknowledgements 
8. Proposal Structure Letter 
 
Proposals conforming to these criteria will be included in SCE’s LCBF methodology 

used to determine its short list.  Sellers lacking in any of these items are allowed a cure period to 
remedy any deficiencies.  If any deficiencies are not cured, proposals lacking in one or more of 
these criteria will be considered ineligible for short list consideration. 



 

 

F. Describe involvement of the Independent Evaluator 

The Independent Evaluator monitors SCE’s RPS solicitations, provides an independent 
review of SCE’s process, models, assumptions, and the proposals it may receive, and helps the 
Commission and SCE’s PRG participants by providing them with information and assessments 
to ensure that the solicitation was conducted fairly and that the most appropriate resources were 
short-listed.  The Independent Evaluator also provides an assessment of SCE’s RPS solicitation 
from the initial phase of the solicitation (i.e., the publicizing of the issuance of the RFP) through 
the development of a short list of proposals with whom SCE has commenced negotiations.  
Further, the Independent Evaluator monitors the negotiation process to ensure that all shortlisted 
bidders are treated consistently and files reports on each final executed contract. 

G. Describe involvement of the Procurement Review Group 

SCE consults with its PRG during each step of the renewable procurement process.  
Among other things, SCE provides access to the solicitation materials and pro forma contracts to 
the PRG for review and comment before commencing the RFP; informs the PRG of the initial 
results of the RFP; explains the evaluation process; and updates the PRG periodically concerning 
the status of contract formation.  

H.  Discuss whether and how feedback on the solicitation process is requested 
from sellers (both successful and unsuccessful) after the solicitation is 
complete 

SCE regularly receives feedback during the normal course of its solicitation process.  
Shortly after the 2009 RPS RFP Bidders’ Conference, SCE solicited feedback from participants 
via a web based survey.  The results of this feedback were shared with SCE’s PRG.  In addition, 
SCE anticipates it will formally solicit feedback either through a survey, workshop or other 
similar method from participants in the 2009 solicitation.  SCE plans to follow this same 
approach for 2011.   

III. SCE’s Economic Curtailment Provisions2 

SCE will consider proposals for bundled energy products that are based on the 
assumption that electric energy deliveries will be subject to curtailment by either the CAISO or 
the Transmission Provider in order to address reliability issues (such as congestion or over-
generation) on the distribution or transmission networks, without compensation to seller.  Seller 
must clearly describe its assumptions and provide all relevant information that it may have 
obtained from either the CAISO or Transmission Provider in its proposal. 

 
Section 4.02 of SCE’s Pro Forma Renewable Power Purchase and Sale Agreement 

provides that if a schedule is not awarded in the CAISO day-ahead or real-time markets, when 
the day-ahead LMP is zero or greater than zero, the seller receives the contract price for the 
energy that could have been delivered but for the fact that seller did not receive a schedule.  
However, when the LMP is less than zero and no schedule is awarded for the seller’s power, 

                                                 
2  SCE is providing an explanation of its economic curtailment provisions in accordance with D.11-04-030. 



 

 

there is no payment to the seller up to a maximum number of GWh per year.  As provided in 
SCE’s Procurement Protocol, sellers are required to offer pricing based on being subject to 
potential curtailment without pay up to a cap equal to the contract capacity multiplied by 50, 100 
and 200 hours.  If that maximum number of GWh is reached in any year, then the seller would 
receive payment for the amount above the cap that could have been delivered but for the fact that 
seller did not receive a schedule.  The amount of GWh in excess of the maximum number of 
hours per year is tracked and, at the end of the original contract term, at SCE’s option, seller will 
“repay” SCE’s customers for that energy by delivering twice the amount undelivered but paid-
for energy, and receiving one-half the contract price until the earlier of (i) the total amount of 
energy is repaid or (ii) seller has delivered energy for two years past the original contract term. 
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Continue 
Implementation and Administration of California 
Renewables Portfolio Standard Program. 
 

)
) 
) 
) 

Rulemaking 08-08-009 
(Filed August 21, 2008) 

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY’S 
(U 338-E) AMENDED 2011 RENEWABLES PORTFOLIO STANDARD 

PROCUREMENT PLAN 

Pursuant to Rule 1.9(c) of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the California Public 

Utilities Commission, Southern California Edison Company (“SCE”) hereby provides this notice 

of availability of the public version of SCE’s Amended 2011 Renewables Portfolio Standard 

Procurement Plan.  The public version of SCE’s Amended 2011 Renewables Portfolio Standard 

Procurement Plan exceeds 50 pages. 

This document may be accessed through SCE’s website electronically within one hour of 

this e-mail service.  To access this document from SCE’s website, follow the steps below: 

(1) Go to www.sce.com; 

(2) Click on “Regulatory Information” on the bottom right panel of your screen; 

(3) On the Regulatory home page, click on “CPUC Open Proceedings”; 

(4) In the search box and type in “R.08-08-009”; select “Go.” 

(5) The documents can be viewed on-line, printed, or saved to your hard drive. 

As an alternative to accessing the document on SCE’s website, SCE will provide a print 

copy of the document to any party upon request.  To request a print copy of the document, please 

direct your request to SCE as follows:  
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Cynthia Childs 
Case Administration 
Southern California Edison Company 
P.O. Box 800 
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue 
Rosemead, California 91770 
Telephone:  (626) 302-4989 
Facsimile:   (626) 302-3119 
E-mail:        Cynthia.Childs@sce.com 

 

Respectfully submitted, 
 

MICHAEL D. MONTOYA 
CATHY A. KARLSTAD 

     /s/ Cathy A. Karlstad 
By: Cathy A. Karlstad 

Attorneys for 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue 
Post Office Box 800 
Rosemead, California  91770 
Telephone: (626) 302-1096 
Facsimile: (626) 302-1935 
E-mail: Cathy.Karlstad@sce.com 

Dated: May 13, 2011



 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that, pursuant to the California Public Utilities Commission’s Rules of 

Practice and Procedure, I have this day served a true copy of the NOTICE OF 

AVAILABILITY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY’S (U 338-E) 

AMENDED 2011 RENEWABLES PORTFOLIO STANDARD PROCUREMENT PLAN 

on all parties identified on the attached service list(s).  Service was effected by one or more 

means indicated below: 

 Transmitting the copies via e-mail to all parties who have provided an e-mail 
address.  First class mail will be used if electronic service cannot be effectuated. 

Executed this 13th day of May, 2011, at Rosemead, California. 
 

/s/ Cynthia Childs 
By: Cynthia Childs 

Project Analyst 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 

 
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue 
Post Office Box 800 
Rosemead, California  91770 
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KRISTIN BURFORD                           MATTHEW FREEDMAN                         
LARGE-SCALE SOLAR ASSOCIATION             THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK               
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EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                     EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                    
FOR: LARGE-SCALE SOLAR ASSOCIATION        FOR: THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK          
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
WILL PLAXICO                              AIMEE M. SMITH                           
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LAURA WISLAND                             LAURIE MAZER                             
UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTISTS             BP WIND ENERGY NORTH AMERICA, INC.       
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EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000-0000                EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000-0000               
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MARTIN HOMEC                              NANCY RADER                              
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EMAIL ONLY                                EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000-0000                EMAIL ONLY, WA  00000-0000               
FOR: COMMERCIAL ENERGY OF CALIFORNIA      FOR: RANDALL W. HARDY                    
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
TED KO                                    DANIEL V. GULINO                         
ASSOCIATE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR              RIDGEWOOD POWER MANAGEMENT, LLC          
CLEAN COALITION                           14 PHILIPS PKWY                          
EMAIL ONLY                                MONTVALE, NJ  07645-1811                 
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000-0000                FOR: RIDGEWOOD POWER MANAGEMENT, LLC     
FOR: CLEAN COALITION (FORMERLY FIT)                                                
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
RHONE RESCH                               KEITH MCCREA                             
SOLAR ENERGY INDUSTRIES ASSOCIATION       ATTORNEY AT LAW                          
575 7TH ST., NW, STE. 400                 SUTHERLAND, ASBILL & BRENNAN             
WASHINGTON, DC  20004-1612                1275 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE, NW             
                                          WASHINGTON, DC  20004-2415               
                                          FOR: CA MANUFACTURERS & TECHNOLOGY       
                                          ASSN./LS POWER ASSOCIATES, L.P.          
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
JAMES P. WHITE                            JOHN KERN                                
TRANSCANADA CORPORATION                   BLUESTAR ENERGY SERVICES                 
4547 RINCON PLACE                         363 ERDY ERIE STREET, 7TH FLOOR          
MONTCLAIR, VA  22025                      CHICAGO, IL  60654                       
FOR: CHINOOK POWER TRANSMISSION,          FOR: BLUESTAR ENERGY SERVICES            
LLC/ZEPHYR POWER TRANSMISSION, LLC                                                 
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
MADELON A. KUCHERA                        COMMERCE ENERGY, INC.                    
ASSOC. GEN. COUNSEL - VP REGULATORY       5251 WESTHEIMER RD., STE. 1000           
BLUESTAR ENERGY SOLUTIONS                 HOUSTON, TX  77056-5414                  
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FOR: BLUESTAR ENERGY SOLUTIONS                                                     
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KEVIN BOUDREAUX                           JORDAN A. WHITE                          
ENERCAL USA LLC                           SR. ATTORNEY                             
7660 WOODWAY DRIVE, STE. 471A             PACIFICORP                               
HOUSTON, TX  77063                        1407 W. NORTH TEMPLE, SUITE 320          
FOR: ENERCAL USA, LLC                     SALT LAKE CITY, UT  84116                
                                          FOR: PACIFICORP                          
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
DAVID SAUL                                KIM F. HASSAN                            
PACIFIC SOLAR & POWER CORPORATION         SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY         
2850 W. HORIZON RIDGE PKWY, SUITE 200     555 WEST FIFTH STREET, GT-14E7           
HENDERSON, NV  89052                      LOS ANGELES, CA  90013                   
FOR: SOLEL, INC.                          FOR: SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC            
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
CAMILLE A. GOULET                         KELLY CAUVEL                             
GENERAL COUNSEL                           BUILD-LACCD                              
LOS ANGELES COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT    915 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD                   
770 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD                    LOS ANGELES, CA  90017                   
LOS ANGELES, CA  90017                    FOR: LOS ANGELES COMMUNITY COLLEGE       
FOR: LOS ANGELES COMMUNITY COLLEGE        DISTRICT                                 
DISTRICT                                                                           
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
TOM HALL                                  RANDALL W. KEEN                          
INTERIM EXEC. DIR.-FACILITIES PLANNING    ATTORNEY AT LAW                          
LOS ANGELES COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT    MANATT PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP            
770 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD                    11355 WEST OLYMPIC BLVD.                 
LOS ANGELES, CA  90017                    LOS ANGELES, CA  90064                   
FOR: LOS ANGELES COMMUNITY COLLEGE        FOR: MANATT PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP       
DISTRICT                                                                           
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
NORMAN A. PEDERSEN                        MICHAEL MAZUR                            
HANNA AND MORTON LLP                      PRINCIPAL                                
444 S FLOWER ST.,  SUITE 1500             3 PHASES RENEWABLES, LLC                 
LOS ANGELES, CA  90071-2916               2100 SEPULVEDA BLVD, SUITE 38            
FOR: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GENERATION       MANHATTAN BEACH, CA  90266               
COALITION                                 FOR: 3 PHASES RENEWABLES                 
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
3 PHASES RENEWABLES LLC                   SUSAN MUNVES                             
2100 SEPULVEDA BLVD, SUITE 37             ENERGY AND GREEN BLDG. PROG. ADMIN.      
MANHATTAN BEACH, CA  90266                CITY OF SANTA MONICA                     
                                          1212 5TH STREET, FIRST FLOOR             
                                          SANTA MONICA, CA  90401                  
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
ELIZABETH WRIGHT                          DIANE MOSS                               
OCCIDENTAL POWER SERVICES, INC.           FOUNDER, SECRETARY OF THE BOARD          
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STEPHEN BURNAGE                           PAUL DELANEY                             
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FOR: SOLAR EXPRESS TRANSMISSION, LLC      ALTA LOMA, CA  91737                     
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CATHY A. KARLSTAD                         MICHAEL D. MONTOYA                       
ATTORNEY                                  SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY       
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2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE.                    ROSEMEAD, CA  91770                      
ROSEMEAD, CA  91770                       FOR: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY  
FOR: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY                                            
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
RONALD MOORE                              SOCAL WATER/BEAR VALLEY ELECTRIC         
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SR ANALYST, REGULATORY AFFAIRS            630 EAST FOOTHILL BLVD.                  
GOLDEN STATE WATER/BEAR VALLEY ELECTRIC   SAN DIMAS, CA  91773                     
630 EAST FOOTHILL BOULEVARD                                                        
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CHERYL PONDS                              MICHAEL MEACHAM                          
OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY               ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCE MANAGER           
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THEODORE E. ROBERTS                       NOBLE AMERICAS ENERGY SOLUTIONS LLC      
SEMPRA GENERATION / SEMPRA BROADBAND      101 ASH STREET, HQ09                     
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SAN DIEGO, CA  92121                      ANZA, CA  92539                          
                                          FOR: ANZA ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE           
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
KERRY EDEN                                PHILLIP REESE                            
ASST. GENERAL MGR.                        C/O REESE-CHAMBERS SYSTEMS CONSULTANTS,  
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730 CORPORATION YARD WAY                  3379 SOMIS ROAD                          
CORONA, CA  92880                         SOMIS, CA  93066                         
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EVELYN KAHL                               BRUCE FOSTER                             
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NOEL OBIORA                               JEANNE M. SOLE                           
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION         DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY                     
LEGAL DIVISION                            CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO         
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ROOM 4107                                 1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, RM. 375 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE                       SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-4682            
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214             FOR: CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO    
FOR: DRA                                                                           
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
MARCEL HAWIGER                            ARNO HARRIS                              
ENERGY ATTY                               RECURRENT ENERGY, INC.                   
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK                300 CALIFORNIA ST., 8TH FL.              
115 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94104-1416            
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94104                                                           
FOR: THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK                                                    
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
CHARLES R. MIDDLEKAUFF                    NORA SHERIFF                             
ATTORNEY                                  ALCANTAR & KAHL                          
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY          33 NEW MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 1850     
77 BEALE STREET, B30A / PO BOX 7442       SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94105                 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94105                  FOR: FIRST SOLAR, ENERGY PRODUCERS AND   
FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY     USERS COALITION.                         
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
ADAM BROWNING                             BRIAN T. CRAGG                           
THE VOTE SOLAR INITIATIVE                 GOODIN, MACBRIDE, SQUERI, DAY & LAMPREY  
300 BRANNAN STREET, SUITE 609             505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900            
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94107                  SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94111                 
FOR: THE VOTE SOLAR INITIATIVE            FOR: INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS        
                                          ASSOCIATION (IEPA)/CAITHNESS CORPORATION 
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
JAMES D. SQUERI                           JEANNE B. ARMSTRONG                      
ATTORNEY AT LAW                           GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & LAMPREY LLP 
GOODIN, MACBRIDE, SQUERI, DAY & LAMPREY   505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900            
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94111                 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94111                  FOR: SOLAR ALLIANCE                      
FOR: CALIFORNIA RETAILERS ASSOCIATION                                              
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
MICHAEL DAY                               STEVEN F. GREENWALD                      
GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & LAMPREY LLP  ATTORNEY AT LAW                          
505 SANSOME STREET, STE. 900              DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP                
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94111                  505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800         
FOR: THE VOTE SOLAR                       SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94111                 
INITIATIVE/RECURRENT ENERGY, INC.         FOR: NEWBERRY GEOTHERMAL LLC             
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
SUZY HONG                                 VIDHYA PRABHAKARAN                       
ATTORNEY AT LAW                           DAVIS WRIGHT & TREMAINE LLP              
GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & LAMPREY      505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800         
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94111                 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94111                  FOR: CALIFORNIA PACIFIC ELECTRIC         
FOR: TERRA-GEN POWER, LLC                 COMPANY, LLC (CALPECO)                   
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
DAVID L. HUARD                            TODD EDMISTER                            
MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP            ATTORNEY AT LAW                          
ONE EMBARCADERO CENTER, STE 2900          BINGHAM MCCUTCHEN LLP                    
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94111-3736             THREE EMBARCADERO CENTER                 
FOR: MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP       SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94111-4067            
                                          FOR: STIRLING ENERGY SYSTEMS, INC. (SES) 
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
JOSEPH M. KARP                            EDWARD W. O'NEILL                        
ATTORNEY AT LAW                           ATTORNEY AT LAW                          
WINSTON & STRAWN LLP                      DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP                
101 CALIFORNIA STREET, 39TH FLOOR         505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800         
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94111-5894             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94111-6533            
FOR: CALIFORNIA WIND ENERGY               FOR: CALIFORNIA LARGE ENERGY CONSUMERS   
ASSN./ABENGOA SOLAR INC./AUSRA INC AND    ASSOCIATION                              
BRIGHTSOURCE ENERGY INC.                                                           
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
JEFFREY P. GRAY                           ROBERT B. GEX                            
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE, LLP                ATTORNEY AT LAW,                         
505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800          DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP                
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SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94111-6533             505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800         
FOR: CALPINE POWER AMERICA-CA, LLC        SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94111-6533            
                                          FOR: REPUBLIC CLOVERLEAF SOLAR LLC       
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
MICHAEL S. HINDUS                         SARA STECK MYERS                         
PILLSBURY WINTROP SHAW PITTMAN LLP        ATTORNEY AT LAW                          
50 FREMONT STREET, PO BOX 7880            122 28TH AVE.                            
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94120-7880             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94121                 
FOR: NEXTERA ENERGY RESOURCES             FOR: CENTER FOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND    
                                          RENEWABLE TECHNOLOGIES                   
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
GABE PETLIN                               MARK HUFFMAN                             
3DEGREES                                  ATTORNEY AT LAW                          
38 KEYES AVE., STE. 300                   PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY         
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94129-1757             PO BOX 770000, MC B30A                   
                                          SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94177                 
                                          FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY    
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
WILLIAM S. KAMMERER                       JOHN DUTCHER                             
CLEAN COALITION                           VP - REGULATORY AFFAIRS                  
2092 MOHAWK DRIVE                         MOUNTAIN UTILITIES, LLC                  
PLEASANT HILL, CA  94523                  3210 CORTE VALENCIA                      
FOR: CLEAN COALITION (FORMERLY FIT)       FAIRFIELD, CA  94534-7875                
                                          FOR: MOUNTAIN UTILITIES                  
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
WILLIAM H. BOOTH                          AVIS KOWALEWSKI                          
ATTORNEY AT LAW                           CALPINE CORPORATION                      
LAW OFFICES OF WILLIAM H. BOOTH           4160 DUBLIN BLVD., SUITE 100             
67 CARR DRIVE                             DUBLIN, CA  94568                        
MORAGA, CA  94556                         FOR: CALPINEPOWERAMERICA-CA,LLC          
FOR: RIDGEWOOD RENEWABLE POWER, LLC AND                                            
RIDGEWOOD OLINDA, LLC                                                              
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
MIGNON MARKS                              RICK C. NOGER                            
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR                        PRAXAIR, INC. (1370)                     
CALIF. SOLAR ENERGY INDUSTRIES ASSN.      2430 CAMINO RAMON DRIVE, STE. 300        
PO BOX 782                                SAN RAMON, CA  94583                     
RIO VISTA, CA  94571                                                               
FOR: CALIFORNIA SOLAR ENERGY INDUSTRIES                                            
ASSOCIATION                                                                        
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
JP ROSS                                   JODY LONDON                              
VP STRATEGOC RELATIONSHIPS                JODY LONDON CONSULTING                   
SUNGEVITY                                 PO BOX 3629                              
66 FRANKLIN ST., STE 310                  OAKLAND, CA  94609                       
OAKLAND, CA  94607-3734                   FOR: SUSTAINABLE CONSERVATION AND RCM    
FOR: THE VOTE SOLAR INITIATIVE            INTERNATIONAL                            
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
JACQUELINE KEPKE                          JASON B. KEYES                           
CALIFORNIA WASTEWATER CLIMATE CHANGE GRP  KEYES & FOX LLP                          
155 GRAND AVENUE, SUITE 1000              436 14TH ST., STE. 1305                  
OAKLAND, CA  94612                        OAKLAND, CA  94612                       
FOR: CALIFORNIA WASTEWATER CLIMATE        FOR: SUNEDISON                           
CHANGE GROUP                                                                       
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
KEVIN T. FOX                              SKY STANFIELD                            
KEYES & FOX LLP                           KEYES & FOX LLP                          
436 14TH STREET, SUITE 1305               436 14TH ST., STE. 1305                  
OAKLAND, CA  94612                        OAKLAND, CA  94612                       
FOR: SILVERADO POWER, LLC                 FOR: INTERSTATE RENEWABLE ENERGY COUNCIL 
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
GREGG MORRIS                              NEAL DE SNOO                             
DIRECTOR                                  CITY OF BERKELEY                         
GREEN POWER INSTITUTE                     2180 MILVIA STREET, 2ND FLOOR            
2039 SHATTUCK AVE., SUITE 402             BERKELEY, CA  94704                      
BERKELEY, CA  94704                       FOR: EAST BAY POWER AUTHORITY/CITY OF    
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FOR: GREEN POWER INSTITUTE                BERKELEY                                 
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
CLYDE MURLEY                              R. THOMAS BEACH                          
CONSULTANT TO NRDC                        PRINCIPAL CONSULTANT                     
1031 ORDWAY STREET                        CROSSBORDER ENERGY                       
ALBANY, CA  94706                         2560 NINTH STREET, SUITE 213A            
FOR: THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE LEAGUE OF      BERKELEY, CA  94710-2557                 
CALIFORNIA                                FOR: THE CALIFORNIA COGENERATION         
                                          COUNCIL/SOLAR ALLIANCE                   
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
DAWN WEISZ                                ANDERS GLADER                            
INTERIM DIR.                              SVP, ORIGINATION                         
MARIN ENERGY AUTHORITY                    IBERDROLA RENEWABLES                     
781 LINCOLN AVENUE, SUITE 320             114 MORNING SUN AVENUE                   
SAN RAFAEL, CA  94901                     MILL VALLEY, CA  94941                   
FOR: MARIN ENERGY AUTHORITY               FOR: ELEMENT POWER                       
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
L. JAN REID                               MICHAEL E. BOYD                          
COAST ECONOMIC CONSULTING                 PRESIDENT                                
3185 GROSS ROAD                           CALIFORNIANS FOR RENEWABLE ENERGY, INC.  
SANTA CRUZ, CA  95062                     5439 SOQUEL DRIVE                        
FOR: L. JAN REID                          SOQUEL, CA  95073                        
                                          FOR: CALIFORNIANS FOR  RENEWABLE         
                                          ENERGY, INC.                             
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
JOHN R. REDDING                           JAMES WEIL                               
ARCTURUS ENERGY CONSULTING                DIRECTOR                                 
44810 ROSEWOOD TERRACE                    AGLET CONSUMER ALLIANCE                  
MENDOCINO, CA  95460                      PO BOX 1916                              
FOR: SILICON VALLEY MANUFACTURERS GROUP   SEBASTOPOL, CA  95473                    
                                          FOR: AGLET CONSUMER ALLIANCE             
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
JUDITH SANDERS                            MOUNTAIN UTILITIES                       
CALIFORNIA ISO                            PO BOX 1                                 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD                      KIRKWOOD, CA  95646                      
FOLSOM, CA  95630                                                                  
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
CAROLYN KEHREIN                           DAN L. CARROLL                           
ENERGY MANAGEMENT SERVICES                ATTORNEY AT LAW                          
2602 CELEBRATION WAY                      DOWNEY BRAND, LLP                        
WOODLAND, CA  95776                       621 CAPITOL MALL, 18TH FLOOR             
FOR: ENERGY USERS FORUM                   SACRAMENTO, CA  95814                    
                                          FOR: MOUNTAIN UTILITIES                  
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
DAVID A. BISCHEL                          JAN MCFARLAND                            
PRESIDENT                                 CAEATFA                                  
CALIFORNIA FORESTRY ASSOCIATION           915 CAPITOL MALL, RM. 468                
1215 K STREET, SUITE 1830                 SACRAMENTO, CA  95814                    
SACRAMENTO, CA  95814                     FOR: AMERICANS FOR SOLAR POWER           
FOR: CALIFORNIA FORESTRY ASSOCIATION                                               
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
JIM METROPULOS                            MICHAEL BOCCADORO                        
SR. ADVOCATE                              THE DOLPHIN GROUP                        
SIERRA CLUB CALIFORNIA                    925 L STREET, SUITE 800                  
801 K STREET, SUITE 2700                  SACRAMENTO, CA  95814                    
SACRAMENTO, CA  95814                     FOR: INLAND EMPIRE UTILITIES AGENCY      
FOR: SIERRA CLUB CALIFORNIA                                                        
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
SCOTT BLAISING                            MICHAEL BOCCADORO                        
BRAUN BLAISING MCLAUGHLIN, P.C.           AGRICULTURAL ENERGY CONSUMERS ASSN       
915 L STREET, SUITE 1270                  925 L STREET, SUITE 800                  
SACRAMENTO, CA  95814                     SACRAMENTO, CA  95814-3704               
FOR: CITY OF CERRITOS                     FOR: AGRICULTURAL ENERGY CONSUMERS       
                                          ASSOCIATION                              
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SAMANTHA G. POTTENGER                     ANDREW B. BROWN                          
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER AND HARRIS L.L.P.      ATTORNEY AT LAW                          
2600 CAPITOL AVENUE, SUITE 400            ELLISON SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP (1359)   
SACRAMENTO, CA  95816                     2600 CAPITAL AVENUE, SUITE 400           
FOR: FORTISTAR METHANE GROUP              SACRAMENTO, CA  95816-5905               
                                          FOR: SIERRA PACIFIC POWER                
                                          COMPANY/CONSTELLATION NEWENERGY, INC.    
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
DOUGLAS K. KERNER                         LYNN M. HAUG                             
ATTORNEY AT LAW                           ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, L.L.P.      
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP          2600 CAPITOL AVENUE, SUITE 400           
2600 CAPITOL AVENUE, SUITE 400            SACRAMENTO, CA  95816-5931               
SACRAMENTO, CA  95816-5905                FOR: FUELCELL ENERGY, INC./SIERRRA       
FOR: FORTISTAR METHANE GROUP/SIERRA       PACIFIC POWER                            
PACIFIC INDUSTRIES                                                                 
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
WILLIAM W. WESTERFIELD III                KAREN NORENE MILLS                       
SR. ATTORNEY - OFF. OF GEN. COUNSEL       ATTORNEY AT LAW                          
SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT     CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION        
6201 S STREET, M.S. B402                  2300 RIVER PLAZA DRIVE                   
SACRAMENTO, CA  95817                     SACRAMENTO, CA  95833                    
FOR: SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY                                                  
DISTRICT                                                                           
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
J. COURTNEY OLIVE                         THOMAS ELGIE                             
ATTORNEY-ADVISOR                          POWEREX CORPORATION                      
BONNEVILLE POWE ADMINISTRATION            1400, 666 BURRAND ST                     
905 NE 11TH AVE                           VANCOUVER, BC  V6C 2X8                   
PORTLAND, OR  97217                       CANADA                                   
FOR: BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION      FOR: POWEREX CORPORATION                 
(BPA)                                                                              
                                                                                   
                                                                                   

AMY BAKER                                 AMY FREES                                
CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION    THIRD PLANET WINDPOWER, LLC              
EMAIL ONLY                                EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                     EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                    
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
ANDREW LUCSCZ                             ARI CITRIN                               
GLACIAL ENERGY OF CALIFORNIA              PROSOLIA SOLAR, CFO NORTH AMERICA        
EMAIL ONLY                                EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                     EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                    
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
BILLY BLATTNER                            CAITLIN COLLINS LIOTIRIS                 
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY          ENERGY STRATEGIES, LLC                   
EMAIL ONLY                                EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                     EMAIL ONLY, UT  00000                    
FOR: SDG&E/SOCAL GAS                                                               
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
DAVID E. MORSE                            DAVID TOWNLEY                            
EMAIL ONLY                                US SALES & MARKETING                     
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                     INFINIA CORPORATION                      
                                          EMAIL ONLY                               
                                          EMAIL ONLY, WA  00000                    
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
EDWARD VINE                               ERIN GRIZARD                             
LAWRENCE BERKELEY NATIONAL LABORATORY     BLOOM ENERGY, INC.                       
EMAIL ONLY                                EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                     EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                    
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
HUGH YAO                                  JAN PEPPER                               
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY           ELECTRIC DIV., MGR.                      

Information Only 
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EMAIL ONLY                                SILICON VALLEY POWER                     
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                     EMAIL ONLY                               
                                          EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                    
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
JANICE LIN                                JULIANNE SPEARS                          
MANAGING PARTNER                          ORRICK HERRINGTON & SUTCLIFFE, LLP       
STRATEGEN CONSULTING LLC                  EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY                                EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                    
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                                                              
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
KAREN N. MILLS                            KELLY FRANCONE                           
ATTORNEY AT LAW                           ENERGY STRATEGIES, LLC                   
CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION         EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY                                EMAIL ONLY, UT  00000                    
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                                                              
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
KELLY GIDDENS                             KENNETH SAHM WHITE                       
ORRICK HERINTON & SUTCLIFFE               CLEAN COALITION                          
EMAIL ONLY                                EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                     EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                    
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
LESLIE E. SHERMAN                         LON W. HOUSE, PH.D                       
ORRICK, HERRINGTON & SUTCLIFFE LLP        WEC                                      
EMAIL ONLY                                EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                     EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                    
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
MARJORIE OXSEN                            MATT MILLER                              
CALPINE CORPORATION                       DEVELOPMENT ANALYST                      
EMAIL ONLY                                RECURRENT ENERGY                         
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                     EMAIL ONLY                               
                                          EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                    
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
MELISSA P. MARTIN                         MICHAEL WHEELER                          
STATESIDE ASSOCIATES                      RECURRENT ENERGY                         
EMAIL ONLY                                EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                     EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                    
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
NEDRA YOUNG                               SEAN GALLAGHER                           
WINTEC ENERGY, LTD                        MANAGING DIRECTOR-GOV'T RELATIONS        
EMAIL ONLY                                K ROAD POWER                             
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                     EMAIL ONLY                               
                                          EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                    
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
SHANNON EDDY                              SIOBHAN DOHERTY                          
LARGE-SCALE SOLAR ASSOCIATION             FRV, INC.                                
EMAIL ONLY                                EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                     EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                    
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
STEPHANIE C. CHEN                         SUE MARA                                 
ATTORNEY                                  RTO ADVISORS, LLC                        
THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE                 EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY                                EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                    
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                                                              
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
TAM HUNT                                  THADEUS B. CULLEY                        
HUNT CONSULTING                           KEYES & FOX, LLP                         
EMAIL ONLY                                EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                     EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                    
FOR: CLEAN COALITION (FORMERLY FIT                                                 
COALITION)/COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENTAL                                                 
COUNCIL                                                                            
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
TIMOTHY N. TUTT                           TODD JOHANSEN                            
SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITIES DISTRICT   DEVELOPMENT ANALYST                      
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EMAIL ONLY                                RECURRENT ENERGY                         
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                     EMAIL ONLY                               
                                          EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                    
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
SILVERADO POWER LLC                       MRW & ASSOCIATES, LLC                    
EMAIL ONLY                                EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                     EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                    
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
SILVERADO POWER LLC                       ART RIVERA                               
EMAIL ONLY                                RENEWABLE TECHCOM                        
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                     EMAIL ONLY                               
                                          EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000-0000               
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
CURTIS KEBLER                             CYNTHIA A. BRADY                         
SEMPRA GENERATION                         SENIOR COUNSEL                           
EMAIL ONLY                                CONSTELLATION ENERGY GROUP INC           
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000-0000                EMAIL ONLY                               
                                          EMAIL ONLY, IL  00000-0000               
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
CYNTHIA FONNER BRADY                      DEREK DENNISTON                          
SENIOR COUNSEL                            EMAIL ONLY                               
CONSTELLATION NEW ENERGY, INC.            EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000-0000               
EMAIL ONLY                                                                         
EMAIL ONLY, IL  00000-0000                                                         
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
G. PATRICK STONER                         IAN MCGOWAN                              
PROGRAM DIRECTOR                          MANAGER - REGULATORY AFFAIRS             
LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMISSION               3DEGREES                                 
EMAIL ONLY                                EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000-0000                EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000-0000               
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
JENNIFER BARNES                           JIM STACK, PH.D.                         
NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC.                 RESOURCE PLANNER                         
EMAIL ONLY                                CITY OF PALO ALTO UTILITIES              
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000-0000                EMAIL ONLY                               
                                          EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000-0000               
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
JUDY PAU                                  LILY M. MITCHELL                         
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP                 HANNA AND MORTON LLP                     
EMAIL ONLY                                EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000-0000                EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000-0000               
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
MARK STOUT                                MOHAN NIROULA                            
MERIDIAN ENERGY USA, INC                  CALIF DEPT OF WATER RESOURCES            
EMAIL ONLY                                EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000-0000                EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000-0000               
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
PETER BLOOD                               POLLY SHAW                               
COLUMBIA ENERGY PARTNERS, LLC             SUNTECH AMERICA, INC.                    
EMAIL ONLY                                EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY, WA  00000-0000                EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000-0000               
                                          FOR: SUNTECH AMERICA, INC.               
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
RICHARD F. CHANDLER                       RICHARD W. RAUSHENBUSH                   
BP SOLAR                                  EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY                                EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000-0000               
EMAIL ONLY, MA  00000-0000                                                         
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
RYAN PLETKA                               SHAUN HALVERSON                          
RENEWABLE ENERGY PROJECT MANAGER          PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY         
BLACK & VEATCH                            EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY                                EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000-0000               
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000-0000                FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY    
FOR: BLACK & VEATCH                                                                
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STEPHEN HESS                              THOMAS HOBSON                            
DIRECTOR, MARKET POLICY & REG. AFFAIRS    GE ENERGY                                
EDISON MISSION MARKETING & TRADING INC.   EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY                                EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000-0000               
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000-0000                                                         
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
THOMAS P. CORR                            COOL EARTH SOLAR                         
SEMPRA ENERGY GLOBAL ENTERPRISES          EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY                                EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000-0000               
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000-0000                FOR: COOL EARTH SOLAR                    
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE, LLC                KAREN KOCHONIES                          
EMAIL ONLY                                MORGAN STANLEY                           
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000-0000                2000 WESTCHESTER AVE., 1ST FLOOR         
                                          PURCHASE, NY  10577                      
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
MORGAN HANSEN                             NICHOLE FABRI ZANDOLI                    
MORGAN STANLEY - COMMODITIES              PRESIDENT                                
2000 WESTCHESTER AVE., 1ST FLOOR          CLEAR ENERGY BROKERAGE & CONSULTING LLC  
PURCHASE, NY  10577                       403 PARKSIDE AVENUE                      
                                          BROOKLYN, NY  11226                      
                                          FOR: CLEAR ENERGY BROKERAGE &            
                                          CONSULTING LLC                           
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
RONALD M. CERNIGLIA                       VENKAT SURAVARAPU                        
DIRECTOR- NATIONAL ADVOCACY               ASSOCIATES DIRECTOR                      
DIRECT ENERGY SERVICES, LLC               CAMBRIDGE ENERGY RESEARCH ASSOCIATES     
40 COLUMBINE DRIVE                        1150 CONNECTICUT AVE., NW STE 400        
GLENMONT, NY  12077-2966                  WASHINGTON, DC  20036-4133               
FOR: DIRECT ENERGY SERVICES, LLC          FOR: CAMBRIDGE ENERGY RESEARCH           
                                          ASSOCIATES                               
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
TODD JAFFE                                GARSON KNAPP                             
ENERGY BUSINESS BROKERS AND CONSULTANTS   FPL ENERGY, LLC                          
3420 KEYSER ROAD                          770 UNIVERSE BLVD.                       
BALTIMORE, MD  21208                      JUNO BEACH, FL  33408                    
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
SAMARA M. RASSI                           CATHY S. WOOLLUMS                        
REGULATORY AFFAIRS ANALYST                MIDAMERICAN ENERGY HOLDINGS COMPANY      
FELLON-MCCORD & ASSOCIATES                106 EAST SECOND STREET                   
9960 CORPORATE CAMPUS DR., SUITE 2500     DAVENPORT, IA  52801                     
LOUISVILLE, KY  40223                                                              
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
JON M. CASADONT                           JASON ABIECUNAS                          
SVP & GENERAL COUNSEL                     BLACK & BEATCH GLOBAL RENEWABLE ENERGY   
BLUE STAR ENERGY SERVICES INC             RENEWABLE ENERGY CONSULTANT              
363 WEST ERIE STREET, SUITE 700           11401 LAMAR                              
CHICAGO, IL  60654                        OVERLAND PARK, KS  66211                 
                                          FOR: RENEWABLE ENERGY CONSULTANT         
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
TRACY PHILLIPS                            ROSS BUCKENHAM                           
TIGER NATURAL GAS, INC.                   CALIFORNIA BIOENERGY LLC                 
1422 E. 71ST., STE 7                      2828 ROUTH STREET, SUITE 500             
TULSA, OK  74136                          DALLAS, TX  75201                        
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
ED CHIANG                                 JOHN PITTS                               
ELEMENT MARKETS, LLC                      3112 WINDSOR RD, A318                    
3555 TIMMONS LANE, STE. 900               AUSTIN, TX  78703                        
HOUSTON, TX  77027-6453                                                            
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
JONATHAN JACOBS                           KEVIN J. SIMONSEN                        
PA CONSULTING GROUP                       ENERGY MANAGEMENT SERVICES               
1700 LINCOLN ST STE 4600                  646 EAST THIRD AVENUE                    
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DENVER, CO  80203-4509                    DURANGO, CO  81301                       
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
JENINE SCHENK                             MARK ETHERTON                            
APS ENERGY SERVICES                       PDS CONSULTING                           
400 E. VAN BUREN STREET, SUITE 750        3231 COUNTRY CLUB WAY, STE. 103          
PHOENIX, AZ  85004                        TEMPE, AZ  85283                         
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
ELENA MELLO                               TREVOR DILLARD                           
SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY              RATE REGULATORY RELATIONS                
6100 NEIL ROAD                            SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY             
RENO, NV  89520                           6100 NEAL ROAD, MS S4A50 / PO BOX 10100  
                                          RENO, NV  89520-0024                     
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
JOE GRECO                                 JEFF NEWMAN                              
TERRA-GEN POWER LLC                       TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY        
9590 PROTOTYPE COURT, SUITE 200           7080 HOLLYWOOD BLVD., SUITE 900          
RENO, NV  89521                           LOS ANGELES, CA  90028                   
FOR: TERRA-GEN POWER, LLC                                                          
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
KRYSTYN TENDY                             FRED G. YANNEY                           
CHADBOURNE & PARKE LLP                    FULBRIGHT & JAWORSKI L.L.P.              
350 SOUTH GRAND AVENUE, 32ND FLOOR        555 SOUTH FLOWER STREET, 41ST FLOOR      
LOS ANGELES, CA  90071                    LOS ANGELES, CA  90071-2571              
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
HARVEY M. EDER                            INGER GOODMAN                            
PUBLIC SOLAR POWER COALITION              COMMERCE ENERGY INC                      
1218 12TH STREET, NO. 25                  1 CENTERPOINTE DRIVE, SUITE 350          
SANTA MONICA, CA  90401                   LA PALMA, CA  90623-2520                 
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
DOUGLAS MCPHERSON                         VALERIE J. WINN                          
130 W. UNION STREET                       PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY         
PASADENA, CA  91103                       245 MARKET STREET, MC N12G               
                                          SAN FRANCISCO, CA  91105                 
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
FREEMAN S. HALL                           JACK MCNAMARA                            
SOLAR ELECTRIC SOLUTIONS, LLC             ATTORNEY AT LAW                          
5353 TOPANGA CANYON BLVD, STE 300         MACK ENERGY COMPANY                      
WOODLAND HILLS, CA  91364                 PO BOX 1380                              
FOR: SOLAR ELECTRIC SOLUTIONS, LLC        AGOURA HILLS, CA  91376-1380             
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
AARON RENFRO                              CASE ADMINISTRATION                      
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY          SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY       
PO BOX 770000, B9A                        2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE                 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  91477                  ROSEMEAD, CA  91770                      
                                          FOR: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY  
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
GEORGE WILTSEE                            JONI A. TEMPLETON                        
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY        ATTORNEY AT LAW                          
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE                  SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY       
ROSEMEAD, CA  91770                       2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE, PO BOX 800     
                                          ROSEMEAD, CA  91770                      
                                          FOR: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY  
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
LAURA I. GENAO                            KEITH SWITZER                            
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY        VP REGULATORY AFFAIRS                    
PO BOX 800, 2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE      GOLDEN STATE WATER COMPANY               
ROSEMEAD, CA  91770                       630 EAST FOOTHILL BLVD.                  
                                          SAN DIMAS, CA  91773-9016                
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
CHAD CHAHBAZI                             ROBERT J. GILLESKIE                      
BAP POWER CORPORATION D/B/A CENERGY       LIGHTPOINT CONSULTING SERVICES           
2784 GATEWAY ROAD, SUITE 102              2570 PINEWOOD STREET                     
CARLSBAD, CA  92009                       DEL MAR, CA  92014                       
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JEFF COX                                  GEOREG GISEL                             
1557 MANDEVILLE PLACE                     INDEPENDENT ENERGY SOLUTIONS, INC.       
ESCONDIDO, CA  92029                      1090 JOSHUA WAY                          
                                          VISTA, CA  92081                         
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
STEVEN C. NELSON                          TERRY FARRELLY                           
ATTORNEY                                  269 G AVENUE                             
SEMPRA ENERGY                             CORONADO, CA  92118                      
101 ASH STREET  HQ-12B                                                             
SAN DIEGO, CA  92101-3017                                                          
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
THOMAS R. DARTON                          HANNON RASOOL                            
PILOT POWER GROUP, INC. (1365)            SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY         
8910 UNIVERSITY CENTER LANE, STE. 520     8330 CENTURY PARK CT.                    
SAN DIEGO, CA  92122                      SAN DIEGO, CA  92123                     
FOR: PILOT POWER GROUP, INC.                                                       
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
JENNIFER PIERCE                           DESPINA NIEHAUS                          
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY          SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY       
8330 CENTURY PARK CT                      8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP32H           
SAN DIEGO, CA  92123                      SAN DIEGO, CA  92123-1530                
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
CENTRAL FILES                             FRED W. NOBLE                            
SDG&E AND SOCALGAS                        PRESIDENT                                
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP31-E           WINTEC ENERGY, LTD                       
SAN DIEGO, CA  92123-1550                 1090 N. PALM CANYON DR., SUITE A         
FOR: SAN DIEGO GAS & ELELCTRIC            PALM SPRINGS, CA  92260                  
                                          FOR: WINTEC ENERGY, LTD                  
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
PETER T. PEARSON                          CARL STEEN                               
ENERGY SUPPLY SPECIALIST                  BAKER & HOSTETLER LLP                    
BEAR VALLEY ELECTRIC SERVICE              600 ANTON BLVD., SUITE 900               
42020 GARSTIN DRIVE, PO BOX 1547          COSTA MESA, CA  92626                    
BIG BEAR LAKE, CA  92315-1547             FOR: BAKER & HOSTETLER LLP               
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
MICHAEL CHESTONE                          JOHN DEWEY                               
SHARP ELECTRONICS CORPORATION             THE DEWEY GROUP                          
5901 BOLSA AVENUE                         3700 CAMPUS DRIVE, SUITE 207             
HUNTINGTON BEACH, CA  92647               NEWPORT BEACH, CA  92660                 
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
LEONARD LEICHNITZ                         ANGELINA GALITEVA                        
LUMOS POWER LP                            FOUNDER, CHAIR OF THE BOARD              
1280 BISON B9-37                          RENEWABLES 100 POLICY INSTITUTE          
NEWPORT BEACH, CA  92660                  8845 WREN AVE.                           
                                          FOUNTAIN VALLEY, CA  92708               
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
KELLIE M. HANIGAN                         PETER MORITZBURKE                        
ENCO UTILITY SERVICES                     3 ECHO AVENUE                            
8141 E. KAISER BLVD., STE. 212            CORTE MADERA, CA  92925                  
ANAHEIM, CA  92808                                                                 
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
JANET M. GAGNON                           JEFF HIRSCH                              
SOLARWORLD CALIFORNIA                     JAMES J. HIRSCH & ASSOCIATES             
4650 ADOHR LANE                           12185 PRESILLA ROAD                      
CAMARILLO, CA  93012                      CAMARILLO, CA  93012-9243                
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
HAROLD M. ROMANOWITZ                      MARC D. JOSEPH                           
OAK CREEK ENERGY SYSTEMS, INC.            ADAMS, BROADWELL, JOSEPH & CARDOZO       
14633 WILLOW SPRINGS ROAD                 601 GATEWAY BLVD., STE. 1000             
MOJAVE, CA  93501                         SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94080           
FOR: OAK CREEK ENERGY SYSTEMS, INC.       FOR: ADAMS BROADWELL JOSEPH & CARDOZO    
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
WILLIAM                                   DAN ADLER                                
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SOLAR SEMICONDUCTOR INC.                  DIRECTOR, TECH AND POLICY DEVELOPMENT    
1292 KIFER ROAD, SUITE 808                CALIFORNIA CLEAN ENERGY FUND             
SUNNYVALE, CA  94086                      5 THIRD STREET, SUITE 1125               
                                          SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94103                 
                                          FOR: CALIFORNIA CLEAN ENERGY FUND        
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
MANUEL RAMIREZ                            MARCUS V. DA CUNHA                       
SAN FRANCISCO PUC - POWER ENTERPRISE      ECOPLEXUS, INC.                          
1155 MARKET STREET, 4TH FLOOR             650 TOWNSEND ST., SUITE 310              
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94103                  SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94103                 
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
THERESA BURKE                             NORMAN J. FURUTA                         
SAN FRANCISCO PUC                         FEDERAL EXECUTIVE AGENCIES               
1155 MARKET STREET, 4TH FLOOR             1455 MARKET ST., SUITE 1744              
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94103                  SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94103-1399            
FOR: SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC UTILITIES                                                
COMMISSION                                                                         
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
ANDRE DEVILBISS                           DOUGLAS E. COVER                         
ASSOCIATE, DEVELOPMENT                    ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATES         
RECURRENT ENERGY                          225 BUSH STREET, SUITE 1700              
300 CALIFORNIA STREET, 8TH FLOOR          SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94104                 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94104                                                           
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
HANS ISERN                                JIM HOWELL                               
VP - ENGINEERING                          RECURRENT ENERGY                         
SILVERADO POWER LLC                       300 CALIFORNIA ST., 8TH FLOOR            
44 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 3065          SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94104                 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94104                                                           
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
LUKE DUNNINGTON                           SAM MASLIN                               
ASSOCIATE, DEVELOPMENT                    RECURRENT ENERGY                         
RECURRENT ENERGY                          300 CALIFORNIA STREET, 8TH FL.           
300 CALIFORNIA STREET, 8TH FL             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94104                 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94104                                                           
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
SNULLER PRICE                             MICHAEL E. CARBOY                        
ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL ECONOMICS        SIGNAL HILL CAPITAL LLC                  
101 MONTGOMERY, SUITE 1600                343 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 425            
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94104                  SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94104-5619            
FOR: ENERGY AND ENBIRONMENTAL ECONOMICS                                            
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
ANUPAMA VEGE                              CASE COORDINATION                        
FIRST WIND                                PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY         
2 SHAW ALLEY, SUITE 500                   77 BEALE ST., PO BOX 770000 MC B9A       
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94105                  SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94105                 
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
ED LUCHA                                  GRADY MATHAI-JACKSON                     
CASE COORDINATOR                          PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY         
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY          77 BEALE STREET, B30A                    
77 BEALE STREET, MC B9A, ROOM 991         SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94105                 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94105                                                           
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
JASON YAN                                 JOHN PAPPAS                              
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY          UTILITY ELECTRIC PORTFOLIO MANAGEMENT    
77 BEALE STREET, MAIL CODE B13L           PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY         
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94105                  245 MARKET STREET, MC N12G               
FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY     SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94105                 
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
KAREN TERRANOVA                           LAUREN ROHDE                             
ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP                      PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY         
33 NEW MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 1850      77 BEALE STREET,  B9A                    
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94105                  SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94105                 
FOR: COGENERATION ASSOCIATION OF                                                   
CALIFORIA                                                                          
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MAGGIE CHAN                               MICHAEL P. GINSBURG                      
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY          ATTORNEY AT LAW                          
77 BEALE STREET, B9A / PO BOX 770000      ORRICK, HERRINGTON & SUTCLIFFE LLP       
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94105                  405 HOWARD STREET                        
                                          SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94105                 
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
TIM LINDL                                 SHERIDAN J. PAUKER                       
ALCANTAR & KAHL                           WILSON SONSINI GOODRICH & ROSATI         
33 NEW MONTGOMERY ST., STE. 1850          SPEAR TOWER, SUITE 3300                  
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94105                  ONE MARKET STREET                        
                                          SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94105-1126            
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
CORY M. MASON                             NIELS KJELLUND                           
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY          PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY         
77 BEALE STREET, MC B30A                  77 BEALE STREET, MAIL CODE B9A           
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94105-1814             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94105-1814            
FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY                                              
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
ERIK STUEBE                               ALEX MARTIN                              
ECOPLEXUS LLC                             NEXTLIGHT RENEWABLE POWER, LLC           
1733 20TH STREET                          353 SACRAMENTO ST. SUITE 2100            
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94107                  SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94111                 
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
FRANK DE ROSA                             JACK STODDARD                            
NEXTLIGHT RENEWABLE POWER, LLC            MANATT PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP            
353 SACRAMENTO STREET, 21ST FL.           ONE EMBARCADERO CENTER, 30TH FLOOR       
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94111                  SANFRANCISCO, CA  94111                  
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
JAMES B. WOODRUFF                         JANINE L. SCANCARELLI                    
ATTORNEY AT LAW                           ATTORNEY AT LAW                          
NEXTLIGHT RENEWABLE POWER, LLC            CROWELL & MORING LLP                     
353 SACRAMENTO STREET, 21ST FL.           275 BATTERY STREET, 23RD FLOOR           
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94111                  SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94111                 
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
JESSICA MULLAN                            MARK CHEDIAK                             
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP                 BLOOMBERG NEWS                           
505 MONTGOMERY STREET, STE. 800           3 PIER 101                               
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94111                  SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94111                 
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
MARK FUMIA                                RAFI HASSAN                              
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP                 SUSQUEHANNA FINANCIAL GROUP, LLLP        
505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800          101 CALIFORNIA STREET, SUITE 3250        
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94111                  SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94111                 
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
SETH D. HILTON                            TARA S. KAUSHIK                          
STOEL RIVES, LLP                          MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP           
555 MONTGOMERY ST., SUITE 1288            ONE EMBARCADERO CENTER, 30TH FLOOR       
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94111                  SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94111                 
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
THOMAS W. SOLOMON                         DIANE I. FELLMAN                         
ATTORNEY AT LAW                           DIRECTOR, REGULATORY & MARKET AFFAIRS    
WINSTON & STRAWN LLP                      NRG WEST & SOLAR                         
101 CALIFORNIA STREET, 39TH FLOOR         73 DOWNEY STREET                         
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94111-5894             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94117                 
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
HILARY CORRIGAN                           STANDISH O'GRADY                         
CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS                 FRIENDS OF KIRKWOOD ASSOCIATION          
425 DIVISADERO ST. SUITE 303              31 PARKER AVENUE                         
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94117-2242             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94118                 
FOR: CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS                                                     
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
ALYSSA T. KOO                             REGULATORY FILE ROOM                     
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ATTORNEY AT LAW                           PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY         
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY          PO BOX 7442                              
77 BEALE STREET, B30A / PO BOX 7442       SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94120                 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94120                                                           
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
BETH SCHOSHINSKI                          GRACE LIVINGSTON-NUNLEY                  
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY          ASSISTANT PROJECT MANAGER                
PO BOX 770000                             PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY         
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94177                  PO BOX 770000 MAIL CODE B9A              
                                          SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94177                 
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
SUNCHETH BHAT                             ROBIN J. WALTHER                         
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY          1380 OAK CREEK DRIVE, NO. 316            
PO BOX 770000, MC B9A                     PALO ALTO, CA  94304-2016                
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94177                                                           
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
RYAN HEIDARI                              CHRIS KING                               
ENDIMENSIONS LLC                          CHIEF REGULATORY OFFICER                 
1670 SOUTH AMPHLETT BLVD., SUITE 105      EMETER CORPORATION                       
SAN MATEO, CA  94402                      2215 BRIDGEPOINTE PARKWAY, STE. 300      
                                          SAN MATEO, CA  94404                     
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
BRAD WETSTONE                             BETH VAUGHAN                             
ALAMEDA MUNICIPAL POWER                   CALIFORNIA COGENERATION COUNCIL          
2000 GRAND STREET, PO BOX H               4391 NORTH MARSH ELDER CT.               
ALAMEDA, CA  94501-0263                   CONCORD, CA  94521                       
FOR: ALAMEDA POWER AND TELECOM                                                     
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
KERRY HATTEVIK                            TONY CHEN                                
DIRECTOR OF REG. AND MARKET AFFAIRS       SR. MANGER, BUSINESS DEVEL.              
NEXTERA ENERGY                            COOL EARTH SOLAR                         
829 ARLINGTON BLVD.                       4659 LAS POSITAS RD., STE. 94551         
EL CERRITO, CA  94530                     LIVERMORE, CA  94551                     
                                          FOR: COOL EARTH SOLAR                    
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
ANDREW J. VAN HORN                        SEAN P. BEATTY                           
VAN HORN CONSULTING                       SR. MGR. EXTERNAL & REGULATORY AFFAIRS   
12 LIND COURT                             GENON CALIFORNIA NORTH LLC               
ORINDA, CA  94563                         696 WEST 10TH ST., PO BOX 192            
                                          PITTSBURG, CA  94565                     
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
MATTHEW BARMACK                           JENNIFER CHAMBERLIN                      
CALPINE CORPORATION                       LS POWER DEVELOPMENT, LLC                
4160 DUBLIN BLVD., STE. 100               5000 HOPYARD ROAD, SUITE 480             
DUBLIN, CA  94568                         PLEASANTON, CA  94588                    
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
PETER W. HANSCHEN                         TIMEA ZENTAI                             
ATTORNEY AT LAW                           NAVIGANT CONSULTING                      
MORRISON & FOERSTER, LLP                  1990 NORTH CALIFORNIA AVE., SUITE 700    
101 YGNACIO VALLEY ROAD, SUITE 450        WALNUT CREEK, CA  94596                  
WALNUT CREEK, CA  94596                                                            
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
TIM MASON                                 WILLIAM F. DIETRICH                      
BLACK & VEATCH CORP.                      ATTORNEY AT LAW                          
2999 OAK ROAD, SUITE 490                  DIETRICH LAW                             
WALNUT CREEK, CA  94597                   2977 YGNACIO VALLEY ROAD, NO. 613        
                                          WALNUT CREEK, CA  94598-3535             
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
ALEX KANG                                 RAMONA GONZALEZ                          
ITRON, INC.                               EAST BAY MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT      
1111 BROADWAY, STE. 1800                  375 ELEVENTH STREET, M/S NO. 205         
OAKLAND, CA  94607                        OAKLAND, CA  94607                       
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
BARRY H. EPSTEIN                          NELLIE TONG                              
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FITZGERALD,ABBOTT & BEARDSLEY, LLP        SENIOR ANALYST                           
1221 BROADWAY, 21ST FLOOR                 KEMA, INC.                               
OAKLAND, CA  94612                        155 GRAND AVE., STE. 500                 
FOR: FITZGERLAND, ABBOTT & BEARDSLEY,     OAKLAND, CA  94612-3747                  
LLP                                                                                
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
DOCKET COORDINATOR                        CYNTHIA WOOTEN                           
5727 KEITH ST.                            LUMENX CONSULTING, INC.                  
OAKLAND, CA  94618                        1126 DELAWARE STREET                     
                                          BERKELEY, CA  94702                      
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
REED V. SCHMIDT                           GERALD T. ROBINSON                       
BARTLE WELLS ASSOCIATES                   LAWRENCE BERKLEY NATIONAL LABS           
1889 ALCATRAZ AVENUE                      ONE CYCLOTRON ROAD                       
BERKELEY, CA  94703-2714                  BERKLEY, CA  94720                       
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
ED SMELOFF                                ELIZABETH RASMUSSEN                      
SENIOR MANAGER                            PROJECT MGR.                             
SUNPOWER CORPORATION                      MARIN ENERGY AUTHORITY                   
1414 HARBOUR WAY SOUTH                    781 LINCOLN AVENUE, SUITE 320            
RICHMOND, CA  94804                       SAN RAFAEL, CA  94901                    
                                          FOR: MARIN ENERGY AUTHORITY              
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
SARA BIRMINGHAM                           JULIETTE ANTHONY                         
DIRECTOR, WESTERN POLICY                  CALIFORNIANS FOR RENEWABLE ENERGY        
SOLAR ALLIANCE                            678 BLACKBERRY LANE                      
11 LYNN COURT                             SAN RAFAEL, CA  94903                    
SAN RAFAEL, CA  94901                                                              
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
LYNN M. ALEXANDER                         TOM FAUST                                
LMA CONSULTING                            REDWOOD RENEWABLES LLC                   
129 REDWOOD AVENUE                        6 ENDEAVOR DRIVE                         
CORTE MADERA, CA  94925                   CORTE MADERA, CA  94925                  
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
PAUL FENN                                 TIM ROSENFELD                            
LOCAL POWER                               MARIN ENERGY MANAGEMENT TEAM             
22888 HIGHWAY 1                           131 CAMINO ALTO, SUITE D                 
MARSHALL, CA  94940-9701                  MILL VALLEY, CA  94941                   
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
JOHN M. SPILMAN                           EDWARD A. MAINLAND                       
LAW OFFICE OF JOHN M. SPILMAN             CO-CHAIR, ENERGY-CLIMATE COMMITTEE       
22 FAIRWAY DRIVE                          CNRCC SIERRA CLUB CALIFORNIA             
MILL VALLEY, CA  94941-1309               1017 BEL MARIN KEYS BLVD.                
                                          NOVATO, CA  94949                        
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
KEITH WHITE                               BARBARA GEORGE                           
312 KELLER ST                             WOMEN'S ENERGY MATTERS                   
PETALUMA, CA  94952                       PO BOX 548                               
                                          FAIRFAX, CA  94978-0548                  
                                          FOR: WOMEN'S ENERGY MATTERS              
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
ERIC CHERNISS                             SHANI KLEINHAUS                          
SOLARGEN ENERGY                           SANTA CLARA VALLEY AUDUBON SOCIETY       
20400 STEVENS CREEK BLVD, SUITE 700       22221 MCLELLAN ROAD                      
CUPERTINO, CA  95014                      CUPERTINO, CA  95014                     
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
RENEE H. GUILD                            SUSIE BERLIN                             
CEO                                       ATTORNEY AT LAW                          
GLOBAL ENERGY MARKETS                     MC CARTHY & BERLIN, LLP                  
15400 WINCHESTER BLVD., NO. 32            100 W SAN FERNANDO ST., STE 501          
LOS GATOS, CA  95030                      SAN JOSE, CA  95113                      
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
THOMAS J. VICTORINE                       JASON PAYNE                              
SAN JOSE WATER COMPANY                    5450 MAYME AVE 23                        
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1221 S. BASCOM AVENUE                     SAN JOSE, CA  95129                      
SAN JOSE, CA  95128                                                                
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
DAVID OLIVARES                            JOY A. WARREN                            
ELECTRIC RESOURCE                         REGULATORY ADMINISTRATOR                 
MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT               MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT              
PO BOX 4060                               1231 11TH STREET                         
MODESTO, CA  95352                        MODESTO, CA  95354                       
FOR: ELECTRIC RESOURCE PLANNING AND                                                
DEVELOPMENT MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT                                            
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
BARBARA R. BARKOVICH                      DOUGLAS M. GRANDY, P.E.                  
BARKOVICH & YAP, INC.                     CALIFORNIA ONSITE GENERATION             
44810 ROSEWOOD TERRACE                    DG TECHNOLOGIES                          
MENDOCINO, CA  95460                      1220 MACAULAY CIRCLE                     
FOR: BARKOVICH AND YAP INC.               CARMICHAEL, CA  95608                    
                                          FOR: CALIFORNIA ONSITE GENERATION        
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
RICHARD MCCANN                            TOBIN RICHARDSON                         
M.CUBED                                   RICHARDSON GROUP                         
2655 PORTAGE BAY ROAD, SUITE 3            1416 VIGO COURT                          
DAVIS, CA  95616                          DAVIS, CA  95618                         
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
SAEED FARROKHPAY                          LEGAL AND REGULATORY DEPARTMENT          
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION      CALIFORNIA ISO                           
110 BLUE RAVINE RD., SUITE 107            151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD                     
FOLSOM, CA  95630                         FOLSOM, CA  95630                        
                                          FOR: CALIFORNIA ISO                      
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
DENNIS W. DE CUIR                         BRIAN THEAKER                            
ATTY AT LAW                               NRG ENERGY                               
A LAW CORPORATION                         3161 KEN DEREK LANE                      
2999 DOUGLAS BLVD., SUITE 325             PLACERVILLE, CA  95667                   
ROSEVILLE, CA  95661                                                               
FOR: GOLDEN STATE WATER COMPANY                                                    
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
RICK A. LIND                              DAVID OLIVER                             
SIERRA ECOSYSTEM ASSOCIATES               NAVIGANT CONSULTING                      
PO BOX 2260                               3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, SUITE 600          
PLACERVILLE, CA  95667                    RANCHO CORDOVA, CA  95670                
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
KENNY SWAIN                               ERIN RANSLOW                             
NAVIGANT CONSULTING                       NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC.                
3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, SUITE 600           3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, SUITE 600          
RANCHO CORDOVA, CA  95670                 RANCHO CORDOVA, CA  95670-6078           
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
LAURIE PARK                               PAUL D. MAXWELL                          
NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC.                 NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC.                
3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, SUITE 600           3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, SUITE 600          
RANCHO CORDOVA, CA  95670-6078            RANCHO CORDOVA, CA  95670-6078           
FOR: NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC.                                                     
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
TOM POMALES                               AMBER RIESENHUBER                        
CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD            ENERGY ANALYST                           
1001 I STREET                             INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS ASSOC.      
SACRAMENTO, CA  95812                     1215 K STREET, SUITE 900                 
                                          SACRAMENTO, CA  95814                    
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
ANTHONY BRUNELLO                          BRUCE MCLAUGHLIN                         
CALIFORNIA STRATEGIES LLC                 ATTORNEY AT LAW                          
980 NINTH STREET, SUITE 2000              BRAUN & BLAISING P.C.                    
SACRAMENTO, CA  95814                     915 L STREET, SUITE 1270                 
                                          SACRAMENTO, CA  95814                    
                                          FOR: BRAUN & BLAISING P.C.               
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DANIELLE OSBORN-MILLS                     JANE E. LUCKHARDT                        
REGULATORY AFFAIRS COORDINATOR            ATTORNEY AT LAW                          
CEERT                                     DOWNEY BRAND LLP                         
1100 11TH STREET, SUITE 311               621CAPITOL MALL, 18TH FLOOR              
SACRAMENTO, CA  95814                     SACRAMENTO, CA  95814                    
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
RYAN BERNARDO                             STEVE BRINK                              
BRAUN BLAISING MCLAUGHLIN, P.C.           CALIFORNIA FORESTRY ASSOCIATION          
915 L STREET, SUITE 1270                  1215 K STREET, SUITE 1830                
SACRAMENTO, CA  95814                     SACRAMENTO, CA  95814                    
                                          FOR: CALIFORNIA FORESTRY ASSOCIATION     
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
STEVEN KELLY                              TIFFANY K. ROBERTS                       
INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION  CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE                   
1215 K STREET, SUITE 900                  LEGISLATIVE ANALYST'S OFFICE             
SACRAMENTO, CA  95814                     925 L STREET, SUITE 1000                 
FOR: INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS ASSN    SACRAMENTO, CA  95814                    
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
DANIELLE MATTHEWS SEPERAS                 BRIAN S. BIERING                         
CALPINE CORPORATION                       ELLISON SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP          
1215 K STREET, SUITE 2210                 2600 CAPITOL AVENUE, SUITE 400           
SACRAMENTO, CA  95814-3978                SACRAMENTO, CA  95816-5905               
                                          FOR: LARGE-SCALE SOLAR ASSOCIATION       
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
CHRISTOPHER T. ELLISON                    JEDEDIAH J. GIBSON                       
ATTORNEY AT LAW                           ATTORNEY AT LAW                          
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP          ELLISON SCHNEIDER & HARRIS LLP           
2600 CAPITOL AVENUE, SUITE 400            2600 CAPITOL AVENUE, SUITE 400           
SACRAMENTO, CA  95816-5905                SACRAMENTO, CA  95816-5905               
                                          FOR: SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY        
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
ROB ROTH                                  MICHAEL DEANGELIS                        
SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT     SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT    
6201 S STREET MS 75                       6201 S STREET                            
SACRAMENTO, CA  95817                     SACRAMENTO, CA  95817-1899               
FOR: SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY         FOR: SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY        
DISTRICT                                  DISTRICT                                 
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
VIKKI WOOD                                LEE TERRY                                
SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT     CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 
6301 S STREET, MS A204                    3310 EL CAMINO AVENUE                    
SACRAMENTO, CA  95817-1899                SACRAMENTO, CA  95821                    
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
CAROL J. HURLOCK                          EMILIO E. VARANINI, III                  
CALIFORNIA DEPT. OF WATER RESOURCES       4660 NATOMAS BLVD.                       
JOINT OPERATIONS CENTER                   SACRAMENTO, CA  95835                    
2033 HOWE AVE., STE. 220                                                           
SACRAMENTO, CA  95825-0181                                                         
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
KAREN LINDH                               ANN L. TROWBRIDGE                        
CALIFORNIA ONSITE GENERATION              DAY CARTER & MURPHY LLP                  
7909 WALERGA ROAD,  NO. 112, PMB 119      3620 AMERICAN RIVER DRIVE, SUITE 205     
ANTELOPE, CA  95843                       SACRAMENTO, CA  95864                    
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
DIANA SANCHEZ                             JAMES L. BYARD PH.D.                     
DAY CARTER & MURPHY LLP                   11693 PHELPS HILL ROAD                   
3620 AMERICAN RIVER DRIVE, STE. 205       NEVADA CITY, CA  95959-9150              
SACRAMENTO, CA  95864                                                              
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
DAVID R. BRANCHCOMB                       CALIFORNIA PACIFIC ELECTRIC COMPANY, LLC 
SIERRA PACIFIC INDUSTRIES                 933 ELOISE AVENUE                        
PO BOX 496028                             SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, CA  96150              
REDDING, CA  96049                                                                 
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CHRISTIAN MENTZEL                         ANNIE STANGE                             
CEM LLC                                   ALCANTAR & KAHL LLP                      
619 KUPULAU DR                            1300 SW FIFTH AVENUE, SUITE 1750         
KIHEI, HI  96753                          PORTLAND, OR  97201                      
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
MICHAEL ALCANTAR                          CATHIE ALLEN                             
ATTORNEY AT LAW                           DIR., REGULATORY AFFAIRS                 
ALCANTAR & KAHL LLP                       PACIFICORP                               
1300 SW 5TH AVE., STE 1750                825 NE MULTNOMAH STREET, SUITE 2000      
PORTLAND, OR  97201                       PORTLAND, OR  97232                      
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
TASHIANA WANGLER                          DONALD SCHOENBECK                        
PACIFICORP                                RCS, INC.                                
825 NE MULTNOMAH SREET, SUITE  2000       900 WASHINGTON STREET, SUITE 780         
PORTLAND, OR  97232                       VANCOUVER, WA  98660                     
                                          FOR: CAC                                 
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
TIMOTHY CASTILLE                          DANIEL JURIJEW                           
LANDS ENERGY CONSULTING, INC.             CAPITAL POWER CORPORATION                
18109 SE 42ND STREET                      GULF CANADA SQUARE                       
VANCOUVER, WA  98683                      SUITE 1200, 401- 9TH AVE., NW            
                                          CALGARY, AB  T2P 3C5                     
                                          CANADA                                   
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
JOHN DUNN                                 MEREDITH LAMEY                           
TRANSCANADA CORPORATION                   TRANSCANADA CORPORATION                  
450 1ST ST. S.W.                          450 1ST STREET S.W.                      
CALGARY, AB  T2P 5H1                      CALGARY, AB  T2P 5H1                     
CANADA                                    CANADA                                   
FOR: CHINOOK POWER TRANSMISSION,                                                   
LLC/ZEPHYR POWER TRANSMISSION, LLC                                                 
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
SHAUN PILLOTT                             MARK THOMPSON                            
SENIOR ADVISOR-REGULATORY AFFAIRS         POWEREX CORP                             
CAPITAL POWER CORPORATION                 1400 - 666 BURRARD STREET                
10065 JASPER AVENUE                       VANCOUVER, BC  V6C 2X8                   
EDMONTON, AB  TRJ 3B1                     CANADA                                   
CANADA                                                                             
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
NANCY NORRIS                             
POWEREX CORPORATION                      
666 BURRARD ST., SUITE 1400              
VANCOUVER, BC  V6C 2X8                   
CANADA                                   
                                         
                                         

ANNE GILLETTE                             CHERYL LEE                               
CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION    CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION   
EMAIL ONLY                                EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                     EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                    
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
DAVID PECK                                MATTHEW TISDALE                          
CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION    CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION   
EMAIL ONLY                                EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                     EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                    
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
SARA KAMINS                               TED HOWARD                               
CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION    CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION   
EMAIL ONLY                                EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                     EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000                    
                                                                                   

State Service 
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CONNIE LENI                               LORRAINE GONZALES                        
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION              CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION             
EMAIL ONLY                                EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000-0000                EMAIL ONLY, CA  00000-0000               
                                          FOR: CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION        
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
JAMES MCMAHON                             AMY C. BAKER                             
29 DANBURY ROAD                           CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION        
NASHUA, NH  03064                         ENERGY DIVISION                          
FOR: CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER       AREA 4-A                                 
RESOURCES                                 505 VAN NESS AVENUE                      
                                          SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214            
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
ANDREW SCHWARTZ                           ANNE E. SIMON                            
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION         CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION        
ENERGY DIVISION                           DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES    
AREA 4-A                                  ROOM 5107                                
505 VAN NESS AVENUE                       505 VAN NESS AVENUE                      
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214            
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
BURTON MATTSON                            CANDACE MOREY                            
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION         CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION        
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES     LEGAL DIVISION                           
ROOM 5104                                 ROOM 5119                                
505 VAN NESS AVENUE                       505 VAN NESS AVENUE                      
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214            
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
CHLOE LUKINS                              CHRISTOPHER DANFORTH                     
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION         CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION        
ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH      ELECTRICITY PRICING AND CUSTOMER PROGRAM 
ROOM 4101                                 ROOM 4209                                
505 VAN NESS AVENUE                       505 VAN NESS AVENUE                      
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214            
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
DOROTHY DUDA                              GRETCHEN T. DUMAS                        
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION         CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION        
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES     LEGAL DIVISION                           
ROOM 5109                                 ROOM 4300                                
505 VAN NESS AVENUE                       505 VAN NESS AVENUE                      
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214            
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
JACLYN MARKS                              JASON SIMON                              
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION         CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION        
ENERGY DIVISION                           ENERGY DIVISION                          
AREA 4-A                                  AREA 4-A                                 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE                       505 VAN NESS AVENUE                      
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214            
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
JONATHAN J. REIGER                        JORDAN PARRILLO                          
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION         CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION        
LEGAL DIVISION                            ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH     
ROOM 5035                                 ROOM 4104                                
505 VAN NESS AVENUE                       505 VAN NESS AVENUE                      
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214            
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
JOSEPH A. ABHULIMEN                       JULIE A. FITCH                           
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION         CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION        
ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH      ENERGY DIVISION                          
ROOM 4209                                 ROOM 4004                                
505 VAN NESS AVENUE                       505 VAN NESS AVENUE                      
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214            
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
JULIE HALLIGAN                            KARIN M. HIETA                           
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION         CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION        
CONSUMER PROTECTION AND SAFETY DIVISION   ELECTRICITY PRICING AND CUSTOMER PROGRAM 
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ROOM 2203                                 ROOM 4102                                
505 VAN NESS AVENUE                       505 VAN NESS AVENUE                      
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214            
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
KE HAO OUYANG                             KEITH D WHITE                            
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION         CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION        
ELECTRICITY PRICING AND CUSTOMER PROGRAM  ENERGY DIVISION                          
ROOM 4104                                 AREA 4-A                                 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE                       505 VAN NESS AVENUE                      
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214            
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
MARCELO POIRIER                           MARK R. LOY                              
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION         CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION        
LEGAL DIVISION                            ENERGY COST OF SERVICE & NATURAL GAS BRA 
ROOM 5025                                 ROOM 4205                                
505 VAN NESS AVENUE                       505 VAN NESS AVENUE                      
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214            
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
MARY JO STUEVE                            MATTHEW DEAL                             
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION         CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION        
ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH      POLICY & PLANNING DIVISION               
ROOM 4101                                 ROOM 5119                                
505 VAN NESS AVENUE                       505 VAN NESS AVENUE                      
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214            
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
MICHAEL COLVIN                            MITCHELL SHAPSON                         
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION         CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION        
POLICY & PLANNING DIVISION                LEGAL DIVISION                           
ROOM 5119                                 ROOM 4107                                
505 VAN NESS AVENUE                       505 VAN NESS AVENUE                      
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214            
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
NIKA ROGERS                               NILGUN ATAMTURK                          
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION         CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION        
ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH      POLICY & PLANNING DIVISION               
ROOM 4101                                 ROOM 5119                                
505 VAN NESS AVENUE                       505 VAN NESS AVENUE                      
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214            
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
PAUL DOUGLAS                              RAHMON MOMOH                             
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION         CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION        
ENERGY DIVISION                           ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH     
AREA 4-A                                  ROOM 4102                                
505 VAN NESS AVENUE                       505 VAN NESS AVENUE                      
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214            
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
RAJ NAIDU                                 SARAH R. THOMAS                          
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION         CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION        
DIVISION OF WATER AND AUDITS              LEGAL DIVISION                           
AREA 3-B                                  ROOM 5033                                
505 VAN NESS AVENUE                       505 VAN NESS AVENUE                      
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214            
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
SEAN A. SIMON                             TRACI BONE                               
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION         CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION        
ENERGY DIVISION                           LEGAL DIVISION                           
AREA 4-A                                  ROOM 5027                                
505 VAN NESS AVENUE                       505 VAN NESS AVENUE                      
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214            
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
YULIYA SHMIDT                             WILLAIM N. BRIEGER                       
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION         DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE                    
ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH      CALIFORNIA ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE     
ROOM 4104                                 1300 I ST., STE. 125/ PO BOX 944255      
505 VAN NESS AVENUE                       SACRAMENTO, CA  94244-2550               
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214             FOR: CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE    
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CLARE LAUFENBER GALLARDO                  CONSTANCE LENI                           
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION              CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION             
1516 NINTH STREET, MS-46                  MS-20                                    
SACRAMENTO, CA  95814                     1516 NINTH STREET                        
                                          SACRAMENTO, CA  95814                    
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
HEATHER RAITT                             KATE ZOCCHETTI                           
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION              CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION             
1516 9TH STREET, MS 45                    1516 9TH STREET, MS-45                   
SACRAMENTO, CA  95814                     SACRAMENTO, CA  95814                    
FOR: CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION                                                  
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
MARC PRYOR                                PAMELA DOUGHMAN                          
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION              CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION             
1516 9TH ST, MS 20                        TECHNOLOGY SYSTEMS DIVISION              
SACRAMENTO, CA  95814                     1516 9TH STREET, MS 45                   
                                          SACRAMENTO, CA  95814                    
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
DAVID VIDAVER                             JIM WOODWARD                             
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION              ELECTRICITY SUPPLY ANALYSIS DIVISION     
1516 NINTH STREET, MS-20                  CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION             
SACRAMENTO, CA  95814-5512                1516 NINTH STREET, MS 20                 
                                          SACRAMENTO, CA  95814-5512               
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
PANAMA BARTHOLOMY                         HOLLY B. CRONIN                          
ADVISOR TO COMMISSIONER DOUGLAS           STATE WATER PROJECT OPERATIONS DIV       
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION              CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 
1516 NINTH STREET, MS-33                  2033 HOWE AVE., STE. 220                 
SACRAMENTO, CA  95814-5512                SACRAMENTO, CA  95825-0181               
                                                                                   
                                                                                   
ROSS A. MILLER                           
ELECTRICITY ANALYSIS OFFICE              
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION             
1516 9TH STREET MS 20                    
SACRAMENTO, CA  96814-5512               
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