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1 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

 
 
 
Order Instituting Rulemaking to Review, Revise, 
and Consider Alternatives to the Power Charge 
Indifference Adjustment. 

 
R.17-06-026 

 

 

FINAL REPORT OF WORKING GROUP 3 CO-CHAIRS: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

EDISON COMPANY (U-338E), CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE 

ASSOCIATION, AND COMMERCIAL ENERGY 

I. 

INTRODUCTION 

Pursuant to the Phase 2 Scoping Memo and Ruling of Assigned Commissioner, issued 

February 1, 2019 (“Phase 2 Scoping Memo”), Southern California Edison Company (“SCE”), on 

behalf of itself, California Community Choice Association (“CalCCA”), and Commercial Energy 

(“Commercial”) (together, the “Co-Chairs”), respectfully files this final report on Working 

Group Three: Portfolio Optimization and Cost Reduction, and Allocation and Auction (“WG 3”) 

(the “Final Report”).1  

II.  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

Pursuant to the Phase 2 Scoping Memo of Rulemaking (“R.”) 17-06-026, the WG 3 Co-

Chairs are directed to address the following four issues relating to the treatment and management 

of excess resources in the investor-owned utilities’ (“IOU”) Power Charge Indifference 

 
1  Pursuant to CPUC Rule 1.8(d), CalCCA and Commercial have authorized SCE to file this Final 

Report on their behalf. 
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Adjustment-eligible and Competition Transition Charge (“CTC”)-eligible (collectively “PCIA”) 

portfolios:  

(1) Proposed new structures, processes, and rules governing portfolio optimization, and 

how these processes and rules should be structured so as to be compatible with other 

proceedings;  

(2) Adoption of additional standards for more active management of IOU portfolios in 

response to departing load;  

(3) How a transition to implement new standards should occur; and  

(4) Whether new or modified IOU shareholder responsibility for portfolio 

mismanagement should be implemented.   

After more than 10 months of dedicated work on the complex issues associated with 

portfolio optimization, the WG 3 Co-Chairs are pleased to file this Final Report to present the 

areas of consensus reached among the Co-Chairs.  As discussed herein, the Co-Chairs’ 

consensus proposals resolve a majority of the Phase 2 Scoping Memo’s issues for WG 3.  While 

the Co-Chairs’ consensus proposals do not necessarily have the support of every party 

participating in WG 3, the Co-Chairs’ consensus proposals represent thoughtful, reasonable and 

workable compromises among the Co-Chairs who, as Community Choice Aggregators (“CCA”), 

an Electric Service Provider (“ESP”), and an IOU, reflect the interests of a broad spectrum of the 

stakeholders in WG 3.  The Co-Chairs jointly urge the California Public Utilities Commission 

(“CPUC” or “Commission”) to adopt their consensus proposals and the implementation steps 

required to realize the Co-Chairs’ consensus proposals, as set forth herein. 

This Final Report also identifies areas of non-consensus among the Co-Chairs.  The Final 

Report does not seek to advance the position of any party other than the Co-Chairs’ consensus 

proposals.  Parties’ prior comments on proposals advanced by WG 3 in the First and Second 

Workshop presentations, and the Co-Chairs’ response to parties’ comments on the Second 

Workshop presentation, have been submitted with the First and Second Progress Reports of WG 

3, and comments received from the Third and Fourth Workshops and in response to requests for 
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proposals to address the Phase 2 Scoping Memo’s Issues 2 through 4 are attached to this Final 

Report.  Parties will have a further opportunity to clarify and/or advance their positions on 

matters within the scope of WG 3 in opening and reply comments on this Final Report. 

A. Co-Chair Consensus Proposals for Adoption by the Commission 

The Co-Chairs respectfully submit for approval by the Commission the following 

“Consensus Proposals.” These proposals are discussed in further detail in subsequent sections of 

this report. 

1. Adopt the following allocation and market offer-based frameworks for disposition of 

the IOUs’ PCIA-eligible products. The approach considers four products – Local 

Resource Adequacy (“RA”), System and Flexible RA (or “System and Flex RA”), 

greenhouse gas (“GHG”)-free energy, and Renewables Portfolio Standard (“RPS”) 

energy.2  The table below provides a high-level summary of the proposals:    

 

Product Framework Description 

Local RA Allocation   Allocation of the IOUs’ PCIA-eligible 
Local RA portfolio to all PCIA-eligible load 
serving entities (“LSE”)3 based on their 
forecasted, vintaged, coincident peak load 
share (MW) 

 Allocations will utilize a “CAM-like” 
mechanism (the “PCIA Showing”) in which 
the IOU shows capacity on behalf of other 
LSEs 

 
2  While System and Flexible RA are two distinct products/attributes, they may be collectively referred 

to as one product within the context of this Final Report. 
3  Throughout this Final Report, reference to PCIA-eligible LSEs is intended to include the IOUs. 
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System and 
Flex RA 

Voluntary allocation 
and market offer 

 PCIA-eligible LSEs will be provided an 
annual option to receive an allocation from 
the IOUs’ PCIA-eligible System and Flex 
RA portfolios based upon each LSE’s 
forecasted, vintaged, coincident peak load 
share (MW) 

 Declined allocations will be offered by the 
IOUs to the market twice annually through 
a competitive solicitation process (the 
“Market Offer”) 

 System and Flex RA will utilize the PCIA 
Showing mechanism for allocations 

GHG-Free 
Energy 

Voluntary allocation  PCIA-eligible LSEs will be provided an 
annual option to receive an allocation of 
GHG-free energy from the IOUs’ PCIA-
eligible large hydroelectric and/or nuclear 
portfolios based upon each LSE’s 
forecasted, vintaged, annual load share 
(MWh) 

 Declined allocations will be reallocated 
among the PCIA-eligible LSEs that 
accepted allocations in accordance with 
their forecasted, vintaged, annual load 
shares  

Renewables 
Portfolio 
Standard 
Energy 

Voluntary allocation 
and market offer 

 PCIA-eligible LSEs will be provided an 
annual option to receive an allocation from 
the IOUs’ PCIA-eligible RPS energy 
portfolios based upon each LSE’s 
forecasted, vintaged, annual load share 
(MWh) 
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 To receive long-term contracting benefits 
from allocations, however, an LSE must 
elect to take its allocations through the 
remaining life of the longest contract in 
their PCIA vintage, which must last at least 
10 years from the allocation start date4 

 Declined allocations will be offered for sale 
by the IOUs through a Market Offer 
process.  IOUs will make a portion of 
declined allocations available through long-
term sales contracts, as described in more 
detail in this report 

The WG 3 discussion on these approaches was robust and shared broadly at the 

workshops, and with the Co-Chairs’ respective stakeholders.  Feedback and input from 

commenting parties helped shape this final proposal.  All customers (bundled and 

unbundled) equitably benefit by receiving the products or the value of those products 

already purchased on their behalf by the IOUs, and LSEs have the flexibility and 

autonomy to manage the composition of their own portfolios by choosing whether to 

accept or decline a portion of their allocations. The details of this Consensus Proposal on 

Issue 1 of the Phase 2 Scoping Memo are discussed in Section V herein. 

2. Adopt updates to the PCIA ratemaking mechanism to be implemented in conjunction 

with above described mechanisms, as described in Section V.H herein: 

a. Apply a $0/kW-month (“kW-mo”) Market Price Benchmark (“MPB”) to the 

Local RA attributes.  A one-time exclusion from the PCIA rate cap shall be 

permitted to accommodate the additional costs associated with the 

implementation of the Local RA allocation. 

b. Treat System and Flex RA and RPS energy allocations like sales to the LSE 

receiving the allocation, priced at the applicable year’s attribute MPB value 
 

4  A grandfathering provision will apply in the first election opportunity to grant vintages that lack 
contracts with at least ten years remaining a one-time opportunity for long-term treatment if certain 
criteria are met.  See Section V.D.2.b. 
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according to the forecast and true-up mechanisms contemplated by D.19-10-001, 

with revenues offsetting costs in the Portfolio Allocation Balancing Account 

(“PABA”) according to the existing PCIA framework’s treatment of sales. 

c. Allocate all sales revenues from the Market Offer process across the PABA 

vintaged sub-accounts in proportion to the allocation volumes declined in each 

vintage. 

d. Re-allocate any unsold System and Flex RA and RPS energy on a forecasted, 

vintaged, peak- and annual-load share basis, respectively, to all LSEs at $0.  Such 

re-allocated attribute volumes shall be treated as sales at $0 and incorporated into 

the relevant MPB by the CPUC’s Energy Division (“ED”) as any other reported 

sales transaction would be, as contemplated by D.19-10-001. 

e. During the transition period prior to full implementation of the RPS energy 

Voluntary Allocation and Market Offer (“VAMO”) proposal, only RPS 

generation, excluding banked RECs, that (i) is offered for sale by the IOU, (ii) 

remains unsold, and (iii) is in excess of the IOU’s interpolated annual RPS 

compliance target is to be valued at $0/MWh. 

3. Direct the IOUs to issue a Request for Interest (“RFI”) in 2021 and 2022 to solicit 

interest from their RPS counterparties in pursuing agreements to optimize the PCIA 

portfolios.  The RFI will solicit interest from IOU counterparties to potentially 

contract with other LSEs for buy-outs or full assignments of the IOU’s RPS contracts 

that would remove the contracts from the IOU’s portfolio.  The IOUs will connect 

interested counterparties with LSEs, who will be free to engage in negotiations.  Any 

final agreement between the counterparty and other LSE will be subject to agreement 

by and among the counterparty and IOU, and approval of the Commission for IOU 

cost recovery purposes.   

The RFI will, coincident with the request for potential contract assignments, solicit 

offers from contract counterparties for proposed terminations, buy-outs, or 
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amendments that may result in net cost savings or added value for customers.  The 

IOUs will evaluate counterparties’ proposals and will seek to negotiate agreements to 

amend or terminate the counterparty’s contract, if doing so is deemed by the IOU to 

be in the best interest of all customers.  The IOUs will include any successful 

agreements in their annual Energy Resource Recovery Account (“ERRA”) Review of 

Operations application filings or through an advice letter or other application, as 

appropriate, for Commission review and approval.  The details of this Consensus 

Proposal on the Phase 2 Scoping Memo’s Issue 2 are discussed in Section VI herein.   

4. Direct each IOU to report on its implementation and outcomes of the new RFI 

processes in an appropriate venue (to be determined) as proposed in Section 

VI.B.2.e., including identifying all rejected offers and the basis for not moving 

forward in negotiations or any ultimately unsuccessful outcome.  Additionally, the 

IOUs will report or continue to report in their annual ERRA Review of Operations 

applications, as applicable: (1) material events of defaults, any termination rights 

associated with such material events of default, and any actions taken with respect 

thereto; and (2) cost savings received from active portfolio management. 

5. Address issues associated with the implementation of the above proposals within 

relevant Commission proceedings (e.g., Integrated Resource Planning (“IRP”) Order 

Instituting Rulemaking (“OIR”) (R.16-02-007), RPS Procurement Plans (R.18-07-

003), Bundled Procurement Plans (“BPP”), and RA OIR (R.17-09-020), as required).  

BPP and RPS Procurement Plan updates will conform to the WG 3 Final Decision 

establishing the allocation, Market Offer, and RFI processes.  The Co-Chairs propose 

that the Commission issue a decision in Track 4 of the RA OIR by June 2021 ruling 

upon the modifications needed to the RA process and timelines, establishment of the 

PCIA Showing mechanism, and establishment of methodologies for LSEs to submit 

and the CPUC and/or California Energy Commission (“CEC”) to calibrate vintaged 

annual- (MWh) and peak- (MW) load forecasts.  In addition, the Commission may 
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need to engage the California Independent System Operator (“CAISO”) and CEC to 

update processes, procedures, rules, and requirements to the extent necessary.  

Finally, each IOU shall be given sufficient time to update its BPP and RPS 

Procurement Plan to incorporate the Consensus Proposals, as required, and sufficient 

time should be provided for the Commission to approve modifications for 

implementation of the Co-Chairs’ proposals.   

6. Subject to timely completion of the implementation of the WG 3 proposals in the 

regulatory venues contemplated in Item 5, above, the Co-Chairs propose that full 

implementation of the allocation proposals take place in 2022 for 2023 deliveries of 

RPS energy, GHG-free energy, and System and Flex RA, and 2022 for the 2024-25 

compliance years for Local RA.   

7. The Co-Chairs propose that an interim approach to voluntary GHG-free energy 

allocations be implemented at the earliest possible date following the WG 3 Final 

Decision for deliveries starting in 2021.   

8. The Co-Chairs recognize the broad authority of the Commission over IOU activities, 

and, other than as provided in Consensus Proposal 4, above, do not recommend that 

any new or modified standards for IOU shareholder responsibility for portfolio 

mismanagement are required at this time.    

The Co-Chairs submit that their Consensus Proposals represent reasonable, thoughtful 

and workable compromises across a broad spectrum of the stakeholder interests in WG 3 and 

should be adopted by the Commission.  The Consensus Proposals resolve all issues in WG 3 

except for the Non-Consensus Items, discussed below.  

B. Non-Consensus Items Requiring Resolution by the Commission in its Final WG 3 

Decisions 

Despite best intentions and thorough discussions, the Co-Chairs were unable to reach 

consensus on the following issues (the “Non-Consensus Items”), which are described in more 
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details in the referenced sections of this Final Report.  The Co-Chairs anticipate that each may 

file separate comments in support of their positions below. 

1. Should there be a Market Offer process for Local RA?5 

a. SCE and CalCCA propose that all parties will be provided an allocation which 

may not be declined, and there will be no Market Offer of Local RA. 

b. Commercial proposes that Local RA be subject to a voluntary allocation 

followed by a Market Offer, similar to the System and Flex RA proposal. 

2. What are the appropriate steps and timelines for interim allocation and Market Offer 

processes to take effect?6 

a. SCE proposes that interim RPS energy voluntary allocations be implemented in 

2021 for 2022 deliveries on the basis of the LSEs’ actual, vintaged, annual load 

shares, but without a Market Offer process.  To the extent that implementation of 

such RPS energy allocations would jeopardize the IOUs’ abilities to meet their 

RPS compliance requirements, cause undue cost increases, or cause cost shifts to 

bundled service customers, the IOUs may petition the Commission to delay 

interim implementation.  SCE opposes an interim implementation of RA 

allocations prior to full implementation in 2022 for 2023 for System and Flex RA 

and for 2024-25 for Local RA.  

b. CalCCA and Commercial support an interim implementation of the RPS energy 

voluntary allocation at the earliest possible date following the WG 3 Final 

Decision, for deliveries beginning in 2021.  An interim implementation of the RA 

frameworks is proposed to commence in 2021, pending the WG 3 Final Decision, 

for System and Flex RA voluntary allocations for the 2022 compliance year and 

Local RA allocations for the 2023 and 2024 compliance years.   

 
5  See Sections V.B.2.b and V.B.4. 
6  See Section VII.B. 
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3. Should payments made by the IOU pursuant to certain Commission-approved 

contract buy-outs, assignments, terminations or other optimization activities be 

excluded from the PCIA rate cap adopted in D.18-10-019?7 

a. SCE and Commercial support a process that allows the IOUs to submit an advice 

letter to request exclusion of specific portfolio optimization payments that may 

require up-front payments but result in savings to customers in subsequent years.    

b. CalCCA opposes a carve-out from the PCIA rate cap of any additional costs 

associated with Commission-approved RPS contract buy-outs, assignments, 

terminations or other optimization agreements. 

4. To what extent can the IOUs be subject to disallowance risk based on actions not 

taken in response to the RFI, as submitted in a report on the RFI process? How often 

should the report be filed, when, and in what venue? 8   

The Co-Chairs were unable to reach consensus on the timing, frequency, and venue 

for the RFI report, and extent to which the IOUs are subject to disallowances by the 

Commission based on actions not taken within the RFI process.   

Positions on the Non-Consensus Items are set forth in more detail in the referenced 

sections of this Final Report.  Each Co-Chair, along with other parties to this proceeding, will 

have the opportunity to submit individual opening and reply comments advancing its positions 

on these Non-Consensus Items.  The Co-Chairs request that the Commission resolve each of 

these Non-Consensus Items in its final decision addressing the WG 3 issues. 

III. 

BACKGROUND 

On October 11, 2018, the Commission issued D.18-10-019 modifying the PCIA 

methodology and opening a second phase of this proceeding to enable parties to further develop 

 
7  See Section VI.B.2.d. 
8  See Section VIII.C. 
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proposals for portfolio optimization and cost reduction for future consideration by the 

Commission.9  On February 1, 2019, the Commission issued the Phase 2 Scoping Memo, 

directing parties to convene three working groups to further develop PCIA-related proposals for 

consideration by the Commission. 

Due to the complexity and number of issues to be resolved in WG 3, the Phase 2 Scoping 

Memo anticipated a final report on consensus and non-consensus issues by January 30, 2020, 

with a proposed decision to be issued by second quarter 2020.  The schedule was permitted to be 

further modified by assigned Commissioner or Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) as required to 

promote the efficient and fair resolution of the issues scoped in the proceeding.  The Co-Chairs 

requested an extension to file the Final Report to February 21, 2020 due to the breadth of the 

WG 3 scope.10  This request was approved by the ALJ on January 22, 2020 and moves the 

expected date for a Proposed Decision to third quarter (“Q3”) 2020.11  This report satisfies the 

requirement of a final report on WG 3’s activities, as described in the Phase 2 Scoping Memo. 

A. WG 3 Co-Chair Responsibilities 

As directed in the Phase 2 Scoping Memo, the Co-Chairs of WG 3 are responsible for the 

following tasks: 

1. Scheduling the Working Group’s meetings, and associated logistics; 

2. Addressing each of the Commission-directed topics and schedule; 

3. Holding Workshops; and  

4. Preparing and filing periodic reports according to the schedule for WG 3. 

B. Procurement Guide 

The Phase 2 Scoping Memo recognized that the Working Groups would be more efficient 

if all participants were provided with a common reference guide on how the IOUs’ portfolios 

have developed over time and in compliance with statutory and Commission requirements.  
 

9  D.18-10-019, p. 97. 
10  Email Request of WG 3 Co-Chairs for Additional Changes to Remaining Schedule, Jan. 17, 2020. 
11  Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Modifying Proceeding Schedule, Jan. 22, 2020 at 2. 
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Pursuant to the Phase 2 Scoping Memo, the IOUs hosted a meet-and-confer session via 

conference call to develop an outline for the Procurement Process Reference Guide (“Guide”).  

All parties were invited to participate. The IOUs incorporated participants’ input into a final 

outline, which was served on March 11, 2019. The IOUs used the final outline to produce the 

Guide, a draft of which was provided to CPUC staff for review on April 4, 2019.  The final 

Guide was sent to the service list on April 25, 2019. 

IV. 

PROCESS FOR WG 3 

A. Principles for WG 3 Work 

The Co-Chairs agreed that the following principles should govern the work of WG 3: 

 Work collaboratively in good faith toward practical and commercially viable 

solutions for the benefit of all customers. 

 Be consistent with California statutes, CPUC decisions, energy policy goals and 

mandates.12  

 Respect the terms of existing Power Purchase Agreements (“PPAs”) between power 

suppliers and IOUs.13  

 Allow alternative providers to be responsible for power procurement activities on 

behalf of their customers, except as expressly required by law.14  

B. Regular Meetings of WG 3 Co-Chairs 

Beginning on March 27, 2019, the WG 3 Co-Chairs met once a week, usually by 

conference call but also in person, as needed.  Over the past 3 to 4 months, the Co-Chairs have 

met two times per week, as needed to review details and reach agreement. The weekly call 

among the Co-Chairs was held on Wednesday afternoons for approximately 2.5 hours, with the 

second weekly meetings taking place on Friday afternoons for approximately 2 hours.  The 
 

12  Phase 1 Scoping Memo, 1.e. 
13  Phase 1 Scoping Memo, 1.k. 
14  Phase 1 Scoping Memo, 1.f. 
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purpose of these calls was to gain consensus, share concepts and proposals, identify areas of 

alignment and non-alignment, and define subsequent action items.  To facilitate active 

participation, presentations and written proposals were developed and circulated in advance of 

these calls to allow the Co-Chairs to review the material internally and with their constituents 

prior to the weekly meetings.  The Co-Chairs met in person, generally prior to the workshops, to 

focus attention on finalizing consensus and non-consensus proposals and compiling the 

workshop presentations.  The meetings have been active, collaborative in nature, and well-

attended by the representatives and constituents of the Co-Chairs. 

C. Working Group 3 Workshops 

As required by the Phase 2 Scoping Memo, the Co-Chairs held four workshops to which 

all stakeholders and intervenors to the proceeding were invited.  A notice was sent to the service 

list indicating the location, date, and time of each workshop.  In advance of each of these 

workshops, the Co-Chairs disseminated presentation materials.  Additionally, options were 

provided for both in-person and WebEx or Skype attendance, to ensure inclusion of all parties.  

Parties were encouraged to ask questions or make comments throughout the presentations.  There 

was robust engagement by the audience and those participating by WebEx or Skype, at each of 

the workshops.  A more detailed description of the content covered in each workshop is attached 

in Appendix F.  

Following each workshop, parties were invited to provide informal comments.  The 

feedback received was helpful in that it provided the Co-Chairs with a better perspective on the 

various stakeholders’ positions, concerns, and alternative proposals.  The presentations and 

informal comments received from the participants in the first two workshops were attached to the 

Co-Chairs’ First and Second Progress Reports.  The presentations and parties’ informal 

comments on the Third and Fourth Workshops, and on proposals for Issues 2 to 4, are attached 

hereto in Appendices A to E. 

D. Working Group 3 External Stakeholder Engagement 
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In addition to the public engagement with stakeholders participating in the formal 

workshops, the Co-Chairs established a SharePoint site, managed by SCE, to provide a single 

repository of the workshop materials, informal comments, and the Co-Chairs’ meeting agendas 

and work plan for the WG 3 project.  The Co-Chairs also submitted their own reply comments to 

the service list in response to informal comments from the Second Workshop.  Additionally, the 

Co-Chairs engaged in a number of conversations with third parties outside of the immediate 

participants in the Working Group process.  More information on the WG 3 external engagement 

is provided in Appendix F. 

V. 

SCOPING ISSUE 1: STRUCTURES, PROCESSES, AND RULES GOVERNING 

PORTFOLIO OPTIMIZATION  

A. Introduction to Proposal 

1. Background 

The Co-Chairs explored several frameworks for optimizing the IOUs’ existing portfolios 

and attributing portfolio resources to those customers paying for them.  Two main conceptual 

approaches were considered: (i) an excess sales approach in which the IOUs offer attributes in 

excess of bundled service customers’ compliance requirements to the market; and (ii) an 

allocation-based approach that allocates attributes from the IOUs’ respective PCIA-eligible 

portfolios to all LSEs serving customers paying the PCIA.  Within the second alternative, the 

Co-Chairs examined several allocation and sales mechanisms, including mandatory allocations, 

voluntary allocations, and a combination of allocations and sales or “market offers.”   

2. Excess Sales Concept 

The Co-Chairs began by exploring an “Excess Sales” concept wherein the IOU would 

retain the portion of its procured resource attributes needed to serve its bundled service 

compliance requirements and would offer attributes in excess of such needs for sale to the 

market.   
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With respect to RA specifically, the Co-Chairs were challenged in finding alignment in 

three primary areas centering on the definition of “excess,” as follows: 

 Methodology for determining the amount of RA capacity retained by the IOU in 

excess of its compliance requirement (“Buffer”).  IOUs have historically reserved 

some additional capacity to account for foreseeable regulatory requirements (e.g., to 

meet outage substitution requirements) and unforeseen deficiencies (e.g., Net 

Qualifying Capacity (“NQC”) reductions, contract defaults, operational constraints 

(such as those based on hydrological conditions), etc.); 

 Timing for making excess RA available to the market relative to establishment of 

final RA requirements, the year-ahead showing, and the month-ahead showings; 

 Treatment of capacity not shown in supply plans to account for known operational 

constraints, reduced water levels, outages, maintenance, permitting, or other 

constraints. 

Although these areas of non-consensus arose in the context of RA specifically, the 

challenges encountered in establishing the “excess” amount were expected to also arise in 

addressing sales of excess RPS energy.  

3. Allocation Concepts 

The discussions on allocations focused on developing frameworks by which LSEs of 

customers who had departed bundled service could receive their customers’ share of the PCIA-

eligible attributes procured on their behalf when they were bundled service customers.  Each 

PCIA-eligible LSE’s allocations are based upon a proportional share of the IOU’s entire PCIA-

eligible, vintaged position.  The allocation methodologies were viewed positively by the Co-

Chairs because they avoid concerns about how to define excess attributes and therefore prevent 

disputes regarding the volume of attributes an IOU is required to make available to the market.  

Additionally, allocations ensure that all attributes are appropriately distributed among all LSEs, 

so their customers are able to realize the value they are paying for. 
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Initially, allocation discussions focused on Local RA and GHG-free energy.  CalCCA 

proposed an allocation of all Local RA to LSEs in proportion to their peak load contribution to 

ensure capacity in tight local areas is distributed fairly among the LSEs.  The Co-Chairs also 

discussed a concept for a voluntary allocation of GHG-free energy where LSEs would receive 

their share of attributes and be allowed to reflect the energy on their Power Content Labels 

(“PCL”), subject to the CEC’s rules.  The Co-Chairs agreed that this approach was an equitable 

method of distributing attributes for those Local RA and GHG-free resources procured on all 

customers’ behalf.  After initial success with Local RA and GHG-free energy, the Co-Chairs 

considered additional allocation-based approaches for System and Flex RA and RPS energy. 

4. Voluntary Allocation and Market Offer Concept 

In Phase 1 of R.17-06-026, Commercial developed its Voluntary Allocation and Auction 

Clearinghouse (“VAAC”) proposal under which the IOUs would annually offer a voluntary 

allocation of their excess PCIA-eligible resources and then auction off any unallocated attributes.  

The VAAC proposal formed the basis for the Co-Chairs’ Voluntary Allocation and Market Offer 

(“VAMO”) proposal for RPS energy and System and Flex RA attributes within the IOUs’ PCIA-

eligible portfolios.  Under the VAMO framework, PCIA-eligible LSEs would be provided a 

voluntary allocation of PCIA-eligible products, with any unallocated products being sold through 

an annual “Market Offer” process. 

The Co-Chairs have reached alignment on most major issues regarding the methods for 

treating each product.  The Co-Chairs’ proposals regarding each of the four products are outlined 

below.  

B. Resource Adequacy  

1. Background on Resource Adequacy 

System RA is designed to ensure that there is enough generating capacity on a year-ahead 

basis to meet monthly peak load requirements, while Local RA is designed to address capacity 

requirements on a multi-year basis within specific CAISO transmission constrained areas.  

System RA requirements are determined based on each LSE’s CEC-adjusted, coincident peak 
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load forecast for each month plus a 15 percent planning reserve margin.  RA procured from local 

resources can simultaneously be used to meet both Local, System, and Flexible RA obligations.  

Flexible RA is designed to ensure that sufficient dispatchable energy exists within the CAISO 

system to meet the ramping needs resulting from increased renewable penetration in California.  

Flexible RA requirements are based on an annual CAISO study that currently looks at the largest 

three-hour ramp for each month needed to run the system reliably.15 

The CAISO evaluates each resource’s NQC to identify its ability to contribute to meeting 

peak capacity needs.  For System RA and the CAISO’s evaluation of Transmission Access 

Charge (“TAC”)-area Local RA requirements, the resource’s NQC in each month is used to 

determine its contribution to that month’s RA requirements.  However, in the CPUC’s evaluation 

of a resource’s contribution to meeting an LSE’s Local RA showing requirement, only the 

August NQC value is used for each showing month of the year.16 A resource’s contribution to 

meeting Flexible RA is determined by the resource’s Effective Flexible Capacity (“EFC”) for 

each month in the year, as determined by the CAISO.  The CAISO typically publishes the final 

NQC and EFC for resources in late September. 

As part of the RA process, LSEs submit their historical loads in March and forecasted 

loads for the next compliance year in April to the CPUC and CEC for calibration and 

identification of the coincident peak load shares.17  Based upon these calibrated forecasts, the ED 

publishes LSEs’ initial RA requirements, including their preliminary allocation share of Cost 

Allocation Mechanism (“CAM”) and demand response (“DR”) capacity, in July, and the final 

RA requirements and CAM share in late September.18  LSEs’ year-ahead compliance filings are 

 
15  CPUC 2020 RA Guide at 19. 
16  Id.  
17  CPUC 2020 RA Guide at 7. 
18  Id. 
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due to the CAISO and the CPUC on October 31 of each year for the forthcoming compliance 

year(s).19   

Within the year-ahead RA filing, LSEs must meet 90 percent of their year-ahead 

requirement for System RA (for May to September) and Flexible RA (for all 12 months) and 100 

percent of their multi-year Local RA requirement for the first and second compliance years and 

50 percent of their multi-year Local RA requirement for the third compliance year.20  LSEs are 

required to meet 100 percent of their Local, System, and Flexible RA requirements in the 

monthly compliance filing, which is due 45 calendar days prior to the showing month.   

The current RA process includes a monthly and quarterly load forecast filing by LSEs.  

The monthly load forecast filing provides the needed information to the Commission to adjust an 

LSE’s System RA requirements to account for intra-year load migration, while the quarterly load 

forecast filing provides the needed information to adjust an LSE’s CAM and Reliability Must 

Run allocations.   

Discussions are currently progressing in the RA OIR about the need and potential role for 

a Central Procurement Entity (“CPE”) for Local RA procurement.  Additionally, the CAISO’s 

RA Enhancements Initiative is contemplating, among other things, how to appropriately value 

the capacity contribution pursuant to an Unforced Capacity availability (“UCAP”) methodology, 

including for use-limited resources.21  The Co-Chairs’ proposal does not consider the potential 

impact of the establishment of such a CPE or UCAP methodology.  However, to the extent that 

these changes or any other regulatory changes occur, the proposed allocation methodologies 

should be adapted to incorporate the impact of these regulatory requirements and processes.   

2. Co-Chair Consensus Proposals 

 
19  Id. 
20  Id. at 4. 
21  Use-limited resources are resources that are subject to de-rates due to limitations upon their ability to 

operate to their maximum capacity output (NQC), maximum run times, or frequency of use, etc. as a 
result of issues such as insufficient fuel, air permit restrictions, charging restrictions, or other 
constraints. 
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a) Overview of RA Allocations  

The Co-Chairs propose that the determination of LSEs’ RA allocations will be calculated 

on the basis of each LSE’s forecasted, vintaged, coincident peak-load share as informed by the 

year-ahead RA procurement obligations within the RA process, in a similar manner to CAM.  

The PCIA-eligible, vintaged RA positions to be allocated will be set in the IOUs’ July CAM 

filings to the Commission, as updated for NQC and EFC adjustments by CAISO.  Prior to this 

deadline, the IOUs may sell, swap, trade, or otherwise dispose of their Local, System, and/or 

Flexible RA attributes for portfolio optimization purposes, and only the residual volumes would 

be subject to allocation.  Any change in Local, System, and/or Flexible RA positions due to non-

resource specific portfolio optimization will be shared proportionally from each vintage.  Any 

portfolio optimization activity pertaining to a specific resource, such as an amendment, 

termination, or assignment, will affect the costs and attribute positions within the resource’s 

vintage only.  The allocations will be conveyed through a mechanism structured similarly to 

CAM, however, they will be on a vintaged basis, known herein as the “PCIA Showing.”    

b) Overview of Local RA Allocation 

The Co-Chairs propose that the IOUs’ PCIA-eligible Local RA positions be subject to an 

annual allocation among all PCIA-eligible LSEs for the multi-year Local RA compliance 

showing.  As with Local RA obligations, allocated Local RA volumes for years 2 and 3 will be 

based upon the forecasted, vintaged, annual22 peak-load (MW) share for the first year for which 

showings are required (the “prompt year”) only (rather than the forecasted peak-load shares in 

years 2 and 3), and will thus only be indicative and will be updated in the following year on the 

basis of updated load shares and RA positions.  Only Local RA capacity from within the IOU’s 

TAC area will be subject to this Local RA allocation.  All non-TAC area, PCIA-eligible Local 

RA capacity held by the IOU for system and/or flex RA purposes will be treated as System and 

Flex RA for PCIA allocation purposes.  The IOUs may continue to perform portfolio 

 
22  Historically this has been the August peak, but more recently September peak. 
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optimization activities to maximize the value of the non-TAC area Local RA attribute.  Any 

System and Flex RA attributes associated with an IOU’s local resources within that IOU’s TAC 

area will also be allocated as Local RA.  SCE and CalCCA propose that LSEs may not decline 

their Local RA allocation and there will be no Market Offer process for Local RA.  Commercial 

supports a voluntary allocation of Local RA followed by a Market Offer of any unallocated 

Local RA. 

c) Overview of System and Flex RA VAMO 

The Co-Chairs propose that System and Flex RA be made available annually to PCIA-

eligible LSEs through a voluntary allocation that will offer two election opportunities, in the 

spring and in the fall, in the year prior to the compliance year.  In the spring election, PCIA-

eligible LSEs may elect to decline up to 50 percent (in 10 percent increments) of their eligible 

allocation share, which would then be offered for sale in the spring Market Offer process.  In the 

fall, PCIA-eligible LSEs will make a final election to take a constant percentage (in 10 percent 

increments) of their forecasted, vintaged, monthly, peak-load share as an allocation for the 

compliance year, which will be multiplied by each month’s PCIA-eligible, vintaged RA position, 

to determine that LSE’s allocation quantities for each month.  The System and Flex RA 

allocations that are declined by LSEs will be made available for sale by the IOU through a 

Market Offer process occurring twice annually, in the spring and fall in the year prior to the 

compliance year.  In alignment with current protocols for all solicitations, an Independent 

Evaluator (“IE”) will participate in the Market Offer process.   

d) PCIA Showing  

The Co-Chairs propose a “PCIA Showing” for the distribution of the IOUs’ PCIA-

eligible RA capacity, which will function in a similar fashion as CAM, except on a vintaged 

basis.  In this proposed PCIA Showing, the IOU is transferred a portion of the peak-load from 

other LSEs and must show the RA capacity from the PCIA-eligible resource or a substitute 

resource to serve that portion of the PCIA-eligible LSE’s load.  Each PCIA-eligible LSE’s RA 

obligation will be reduced based upon their allocation or Market Offer purchase, and the IOU 
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will show the PCIA-eligible resources’ RA capacity, or substitute capacity, on behalf of itself 

and the corresponding LSEs in the IOU’s RA compliance showing.  As described in Section V.F, 

the Co-Chairs propose that ED determine the forecasted, vintaged, monthly, coincident peak-

load shares and capacity allocated to each LSE within the PCIA Showing.  A process will need 

to be developed within the RA OIR to calibrate LSEs’ vintaged, coincident peak-load shares, 

similar to that process currently performed by the CEC for determining coincident peak demand.  

Each LSE would then report its PCIA-eligible RA capacity credit, or in the case of the IOUs, the 

PCIA-eligible RA capacity debit, on its year-ahead and month-ahead RA filings with the CPUC 

and CAISO.  The allocated and sold RA positions, resulting from the VAMO proposal, will be 

finalized in the PCIA Showing for the compliance year by the October 31 year-ahead RA 

compliance filing.   

e) System RA and Flex RA Market Offer Process 

The Co-Chairs propose that the IOUs offer to the market any declined allocation of 

System and Flex RA through a competitive solicitation (“Market Offer”) process.  Because RA 

compliance is subject to predefined requirements and compliance filing deadlines, the Co-Chairs 

propose that the System and Flex RA Market Offer will be conducted twice annually, in the 

spring23 and the fall24, for deliveries in the prompt year.   

The Co-Chairs propose that System and Flex RA Market Offer contracts will have terms 

ranging from one calendar month to one calendar year in length.  The sales will be structured as 

shares of the PCIA Showing, rather than as typical RA tags.  This may require that the IOUs 

develop new sales contracts, but each IOU may determine the appropriate form for its purposes.  

Offers will be valued on the basis of revenue maximization until all volumes are sold.  Revenues 

will flow through the PABA as a credit against the PCIA costs, and will be allocated to the 

vintaged PABA sub-accounts on the basis of the vintages from which the RA volumes available 

 
23  See Section V.B.2.e.1. 
24  See Section V.B.2.e.2. 
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for sale were sourced.25  Buyers may be required to provide appropriate credit, collateral, netting 

agreement terms, or other commercial arrangements to protect all customers from defaults, 

which could otherwise lead to higher PCIA rates.   

The Market Offer process for System and Flex RA will be conducted using Commission 

pre-approved mechanisms for solicitation administration, valuation, selection, and contracting, 

which will be proposed by the IOUs within their BPPs or an advice letter requesting Commission 

approval to launch the Market Offer.  Additionally, the Market Offer processes will be monitored 

by an IE, and the CAM review group will be consulted on offer selections.  The Market Offer 

process will be open to all market participants, including the IOU holding the Market Offer 

process, but to participate the hosting IOU may be required to (i) submit bids to the IE and ED in 

advance of the Market Offer’s launch or (ii) establish dual procurement teams separated by an 

ethical wall, with monitoring by the IE.   

(1) Spring System and Flex RA Voluntary Allocation and Market 

Offer Process 

The Co-Chairs propose that PCIA-eligible LSEs will have an opportunity in April prior 

to the compliance year to decline a portion of their anticipated annual allocation.  By mid-April, 

the PCIA-eligible LSEs will have calculated their year-ahead load forecasts for the RA process, 

and the IOUs will have filed their indicative PCIA-eligible, vintaged RA positions.  This 

information gives PCIA-eligible LSEs an estimate of their eligible allocation amounts for 

planning purposes.  

In the spring election, each LSE may choose to either defer their decision to the fall 

election period or may make a binding decision to decline up to 50 percent of their allocation (in 

10 percent increments). The declined volumes to be made available for sale in the spring Market 

Offer process will be calculated according to the previous year’s forecasted, coincident, peak-

 
25  For an example of how the valuation is proposed to work and revenues are to be allocated, refer to 

Appendix H on Table 46 and Table 52, respectively. 
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load shares and the current vintaged, PCIA-eligible RA position.  Any unsold quantities in the 

spring Market Offer will be offered for sale in the fall Market Offer.  

Parties bidding into the spring Market Offer will bid for firm quantities of System and 

Flex RA within the PCIA Showing.  However, LSEs’ final allocation shares will not be known 

until late September, pending the final publication of the (i) LSEs’ forecasted, vintaged, monthly, 

coincident peak-load shares, (ii) IOUs’ PCIA-eligible RA positions, and (iii) resources’ final 

NQC or EFC values.  Therefore, LSEs who elect to decline a portion of their allocations in the 

April election opportunity bear the risk that final allocation volumes may result in less capacity 

being available to them in the fall VAMO process.   

(2) Fall System and Flex Market Offer Process 

Under the existing RA process, the fall allocation elections will be submitted following 

the CPUC’s publication of the final RA procurement requirements and the final PCIA allocation 

shares in late-September, and the final RA year-ahead showing is due on October 31.  This 

leaves a tight window to conduct the IOUs’ fall Market Offer process in which all declined 

allocation volumes, including any unsold attributes from the spring Market Offer, will be offered 

for sale.  This timing issue is exacerbated as LSEs, including the IOUs, may need to continue 

performing incremental RA procurement following the completion of the IOUs’ fall Market 

Offer processes to meet their year-ahead compliance requirements.  The fall Market Offer 

process should be completed as soon as practical to provide enough time for the Commission to 

finalize the PCIA Showing credits and debits, allow LSEs to conduct any incremental 

procurement, and allow LSEs to prepare their year-ahead RA showings.  This is an aggressive 

and tight timeline for conducting all of the requirements implied by the Market Offer and 

subsequent incremental procurement.  Additionally, there must be sufficient time provided 

following the Market Offer processes to incorporate the sales prices and volumes into the Update 

to ERRA Forecast applications, due in early November of each year.  Thus, the Co-Chairs 

propose that the Commission order that Track 4 of the RA OIR revise the existing RA process 

timelines to move them forward in the year, to take into account the additional steps required of 
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LSEs and the regulatory agencies, including the CPUC, CEC, and CAISO, by the System and 

Flex RA VAMO process with a final decision by June 2021.   

(3) Unsold System and Flex RA 

The Co-Chairs propose that any unallocated System and Flex RA that remains unsold in 

the fall Market Offer should be subsequently allocated at no cost and pro-rata among all LSEs on 

the basis of LSEs’ forecasted, vintaged, peak-load shares.  These re-allocations will be reported 

by the IOUs to ED and should be included in the System or Flex RA MPBs as if they are RA 

sales transactions at $0/kW-mo, reflecting the specific quantities unsold.  An example of how the 

re-allocation is performed is included in Appendix H in Tables 49 and 50.  

f) Intra-Year Load Migration 

While the CAM mechanism has processes for addressing intra-year load migration, and 

thus allows for re-allocation of CAM capacity on a quarterly basis, the Co-Chairs propose not to 

permit intra-year load migration adjustments to the allocated PCIA-eligible RA volumes.  

However, if a new LSE has filed with the Commission to form midway through the compliance 

year and has a year-ahead RA showing obligation, that LSE would be eligible for its RA 

allocations from the start of its RA obligation period.  The Co-Chairs propose that a report be 

published by ED to evaluate whether such a re-allocation for load migration should be 

incorporated into the mechanism after it has been in effect for two years.  

g) Substitution for Unavailable RA 

Under the current CAISO Tariff, the IOUs, as the scheduling coordinator for the PCIA-

eligible resources, as applicable, are responsible for providing substitution capacity for shown 

capacity that is on a planned or forced outage.26  If substitution capacity is not provided, the 

CAISO may exercise its authority and disapprove the planned outage or cancel the previously 

approved planned outage or assess Resource Adequacy Availability Incentive Mechanism 

 
26  CAISO Tariff, Sept. 28, 2019, at 203. 
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(“RAAIM”) penalties.27  Under the Co-Chairs’ proposal, the IOUs are constrained from 

reserving capacity from the PCIA-eligible portfolio to mitigate foreseen and unforeseen portfolio 

risks associated with the PCIA-eligible resources, such as planned outages (but not use-limited 

resources, which may be de-rated).  Accordingly, the Co-Chairs recognize that the PCIA-eligible 

RA costs may increase as the IOU may need to procure additional capacity for substitution in the 

Delivery Year28 to manage the PCIA portfolio on behalf of all customers.  As with CAM, the 

Co-Chairs propose that the IOUs recover the costs associated with procuring or attempting to 

procure substitution capacity through rates.  In this case, the Co-Chairs propose to allocate the 

costs of substitution capacity or other RA capacity required to manage the PCIA-eligible 

portfolio in compliance with CPUC and CAISO regulations through the PABA according to the 

vintaged sub-account to which the resource requiring substitution capacity belongs.  The Co-

Chairs propose the same general cost recovery rules as in the CAM29, with minor adjustments:   

1. To the extent the IOU has excess RA in its bundled position, the IOU may 

transfer such excess RA to the PCIA Showing and charge the PABA vintage 

subaccount for the relevant resource at the relevant MPB.30 

2. If the IOU procures substitution capacity in the market, the actual capacity price 

paid shall be charged to the resource’s PABA vintage sub-account for cost 

recovery. 

3. If the IOU is unable to procure substitution capacity and incurs CAISO capacity 

procurement mechanism (“CPM”) charges, RAAIM penalties, any costs 

 
27  Id. at 205. 
28  “Delivery Year” means the immediate year to which the allocation elections pertain, or as the context 

requires, the current year in which deliveries of attributes shall be made to realize the allocation 
elections 

29  CPUC 2020 RA Guide at 24. 
30  For Local RA, it is assumed that ED will continue to publish the Local RA MPBs based upon market 

transactions, despite $0/kW-mo value being ascribed to Local RA in the PCIA.  If this is not the case, 
then an alternative method should be developed to appropriately compensate IOUs for substitution of 
Local RA resources. 
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associated with cancelling and/or moving the outage, and/or other related costs, 

charges, or penalties, then such costs, charges, or penalties shall be charged to the 

relevant PABA vintage sub-account for appropriate cost recovery. 

h) Trading of Allocated RA 

The Co-Chairs propose that LSEs may enter into sales, trades, swaps, or other transaction 

types for the transfer or sale of their allocated share of RA in the PCIA Showing.  An LSE may 

transact its shares any time following the allocation, and the IOU would have no further 

involvement in the transaction nor an obligation to report the transaction.  LSEs selling their RA 

allocation would report a debit, and LSEs buying an RA share of the PCIA Showing would 

report a credit, to ED on the LSE Allocations tab of the RA template submitted at the year-ahead 

and month-ahead RA showings.31     

3. Rationale for Co-Chairs’ Consensus Proposals 

a) Allocation of Local RA is Reasonable 

The Local RA allocation proposal achieves the goal of optimizing the IOU’s PCIA-

eligible portfolio through the proportional allocation of products and value to all customers – 

bundled and departed load – that bear cost responsibility.  Full allocation of PCIA-eligible Local 

RA is superior to an “Excess Sales” approach because it eliminates the need to address the 

complex issues of the size of the Buffers and uncertainty tranches and the timing of sales.   

Various LSEs expressed concerns throughout the WG 3 process about the IOUs not 

making sufficient Local RA capacity available to the market.  The proposed allocation of Local 

RA avoids the complexities arising from the existing constraints and potential market power 

issues that might exist in certain Local RA-constrained geographical areas, particularly in 

disaggregated local areas.  Additionally, the recent expansion of the Local RA requirement to a 

multi-year forward requirement complicates matters when exploring the potential application of 
 

31  If the IOU procures a share of the PCIA Showing in the Market Offer process or through secondary 
trading, the IOU will receive a credit towards its compliance requirements, which will net against the 
debit it otherwise would realize against its RA compliance obligations for showing the PCIA-eligible 
RA on behalf of other PCIA-eligible LSEs. 
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a VAMO sales framework for Local RA.  By avoiding the need to sell capacity multiple years 

forward, which would create complexities due to changing LSE peak-load shares and cost 

responsibilities, the Local RA allocation mechanism better manages potential impacts of future 

customer migration.  

The Co-Chairs acknowledge that the Local RA allocation proposal is less flexible for 

LSEs.  However, due to the unique conditions in the Local RA markets, as noted above, the Co-

Chairs felt this was the best path forward to ensure equity and cost sharing.  The proposal also 

addresses LSEs’ desire to monetize any PCIA-eligible Local RA by making Local RA 

allocations tradeable in the secondary market. 

b) VAMO is Reasonable 

The Co-Chairs propose that the VAMO for System and Flex RA provides an equitable 

means by which LSEs can elect to either receive their share of PCIA-eligible System and Flex 

RA directly or have customers receive economic consideration through PCIA rates.  The Co-

Chairs chose the VAMO structure for System and Flex RA due in large part to the challenges 

presented by Buffers, uncertainty tranches, and sales timing encountered with the Excess Sales 

approach, as discussed above.  Additionally, utilizing the VAMO approach is designed to help 

keep PCIA rates approximately where they are today, while permitting LSEs the flexibility to 

manage their procurement activities by choosing the volume of the IOUs’ RA attributes to 

procure at the MPB through an allocation.  The multiple sales offerings considered by the Co-

Chairs will provide adequate liquidity to the market.  

c) System and Flex RA Market Offer Process is Reasonable 

The proposed System and Flex RA Market Offer process comports with existing IOU 

standards and requirements for conducting solicitations.  The valuation and selection process 

also comports with existing mechanisms, and is reasonable for eliminating potential conflicts of 

interest or questions around IOUs’ decision-making and judgement in administering the Market 

Offer process.  Additionally, the use of an IE and consultation with the CAM group, provides 

transparency and protections for the PCIA-eligible LSEs that the IOUs are fairly and reasonably 
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conducting the Market Offer process, and in accordance with the approved requirements and 

timelines.   

It is reasonable to permit the IOUs (on behalf of their customers) to participate in the 

Market Offer process provided ethical walls or advance bid protections exist and are monitored 

by the IE.  The IOUs’ participation is expected to promote greater competition for RA capacity, 

and is thus expected to lead to greater value realization in the Market Offer, which will aid in 

reducing PCIA rates.  The protections will ensure that the IOUs are not granted an advantage, as 

compared to other market participants, in the Market Offer process. 

It is reasonable that the System and Flex RA sold in the Market Offer process is offered 

only for the prompt year, as the System and Flex RA compliance requirements exist only on a 

year-ahead and month-ahead basis.  This will preserve the System and Flex RA positions for 

equitable allocation each year on the basis of the latest forecasts of load shares.  Allowing 

multiple RA contract term lengths within the Market Offer, between one calendar month and one 

calendar year, allows maximum value to be realized for customers by permitting greater 

flexibility for buyers to meet their needs through submittal of offers for strips of time that 

comport with their specific needs.  

Establishing the spring Market Offer allows LSEs to fill a portion of their RA 

procurement volumes well in advance of compliance deadlines, and in doing so, is expected to 

increase the likelihood that System and Flex RA will be sold, and may result in higher System 

and Flex RA revenues, which would reduce PCIA rates.  It is also reasonable to re-allocate 

unsold RA capacity to all LSEs, as all LSEs’ customers are paying the above market costs in 

their PCIA rates.  

d) PCIA Showing is Reasonable 

The PCIA Showing provides a simple mechanism by which IOUs can provide PCIA-

eligible LSEs with their share of RA and is already proven to work by example of the CAM 

showing mechanism.  The PCIA Showing avoids the need by the IOUs to pick and choose from 

which resources to allocate RA attributes to each individual PCIA-eligible LSE, as would be the 
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case with traditional CAISO Resource ID designations.  The PCIA Showing is a fair way of 

allocating resources, as it enables each LSE to get a share of each contracted resources’ capacity, 

thus promoting indifference among LSEs.  Aligning the PCIA Showing timeline with existing 

RA processes creates efficiencies and synergies by leveraging existing requirements and 

processes.  Finally, having ED responsible for determining LSEs’ forecasted, vintaged, monthly, 

peak-load shares and allocations of capacity should mitigate parties’ concerns in the process.  

The proposal to re-allocate Local RA capacity for years 2 and 3 within the calendar year 

following the first compliance year is reasonable.  LSEs’ RA obligations change year over year 

in response to their forecasted peak load shares, so it is only fair that their allocations change in a 

similar manner.  Similarly, LSEs’ customers’ relative cost shares also change year-over-year in 

their PCIA rates as load migrates between LSEs, so adjusting the allocation shares annually is 

fair and reasonable.  Finally, the amount of capacity available for allocation may change as a 

result of the IOUs’ portfolio optimization activities or adjustments to resources’ NQC and EFC 

by the CAISO, thus necessitating a recalculation of the amount of capacity to be distributed to 

each PCIA-eligible LSE.  

The Co-Chairs believe that the simplification of the PCIA RA allocation process by 

excluding intra-year load migration adjustments appears to be reasonable, as the actual amounts 

of intra-year load migration are likely de minimis and customers will be fully compensated by 

the proposed ratemaking mechanisms.  The Co-Chairs propose that ED review the matter and 

issue a report after two years of RA allocations have taken place to evaluate the impact that this 

simplification may have for ensuring indifference. 

e) Substitution and Substitution Cost Recovery is Reasonable 

Requiring the IOUs to conduct substitution or other RA procurement to comply with all 

CPUC and CAISO requirements associated with the PCIA Showing and to charge the PABA 

vintaged sub-accounts for all costs, including penalties, simplifies the PCIA Showing process for 

PCIA-eligible LSEs and removes the need for non-IOU LSEs to conduct their own substitution.  

This is a proven method, as CAM has a similar substitution requirement and follows the same 
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general cost-recovery principles as proposed by the Co-Chairs.  Cost recovery through the PCIA 

for portfolio management costs required to comply with CPUC and CAISO regulations, 

including substitution activities and costs incurred due to the inability to procure substitution and 

penalties or costs associated with outage cancellations, is appropriate because it maintains 

customer indifference and follows the current CAM process.    

f) Trading of RA Allocations is Reasonable 

Trades or sales of LSEs’ allocated RA enables LSEs to manage and monetize their 

portfolios and act in the best interest of their customers.  This is particularly important for Local 

RA, which does not implement a Market Offer process.  Additionally, this option may permit 

LSEs to sell their share of the PCIA Showing without having to sell other procured RA positions, 

which may be contractually restricted from re-sales.  This flexibility to sell a share of the PCIA 

Showing RA reduces the risk of stranding RA with an LSE who is long, in which case that 

PCIA-eligible RA, or the RA it is displacing in the LSE’s supply plan, may be used for less 

valuable purposes, such as using Local RA to meet System or Flexible RA showing 

requirements, or simply remain unutilized.  The secondary trading of RA credit may increase the 

complication and administrative burden, however, the Co-Chairs believe this can be 

implemented in a manner that minimizes impact. 

4. Non-Consensus Proposals 

SCE and CalCCA propose that LSEs may not decline their Local RA allocation and there 

will be no Market Offer process for Local RA.  Commercial supports a voluntary allocation of 

Local RA followed by a Market Offer of any unallocated Local RA. 

C. GHG-Free Energy Voluntary Allocation 

1. Background on GHG-Free Energy 

The Co-Chairs’ proposal for GHG-free energy relates to the allocation of energy, and its 

associated attributes, being generated by the IOUs’ PCIA-eligible, non-RPS-eligible, large 

hydroelectric and nuclear resources, as well as any other potential PCIA-eligible, non-RPS-

eligible, GHG-free energy producing resources.  The primary interest in pursuing allocations of 
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GHG-free energy is for showing GHG-free energy procurement on an LSE’s PCL and for 

planning purposes in the IRP.   The Commission declined to assign GHG-free energy any 

specific MPB “adder” in the PCIA formula, and thus GHG-free energy is treated the same as 

brown power in the PCIA formula, receiving credit according to the realized CAISO energy and 

ancillary services revenues. 

2. Co-Chair Consensus Proposal 

The Co-Chairs propose that the IOUs will annually provide a voluntary, all-or-nothing 

allocation of GHG-free energy from their PCIA-eligible nuclear and/or large hydroelectric (and 

any other GHG-free, non-RPS, PCIA-eligible) resources to all PCIA-eligible LSEs on an annual 

basis.  The GHG-free energy will be bifurcated into two pools: a nuclear pool and a non-nuclear 

pool.  LSEs may make an election via a signed confirmation, serving as a sales contract, to 

accept or decline either or both pools in its (or their) entirety prior to the start of the flow year, in 

order to preserve the bundled nature of the delivered energy.  No partial elections will be 

permitted.   

The GHG-free energy allocations will be distributed on the basis of the forecasted, 

vintaged, annual-load (MWh) share of the PCIA-eligible LSEs, multiplied by the actual GHG-

free energy production realized from the IOU’s PCIA-eligible resources in each pool over the 

course of the flow year.  LSEs who decline their allocation for either pool will have their 

allocation share of that pool redistributed among LSEs who accepted their allocation according 

to their vintaged, annual load share among the LSEs accepting that pool’s allocations.   

The IOU or its contracted counterparties will remain as scheduling coordinator of the 

resources, as applicable, and the benefiting LSEs have no rights to specify how resources are 

scheduled.  The IOUs will continue to follow the Commission’s existing least-cost dispatch 

requirements in their scheduling of these resources (some of which are non-dispatchable), and 

will provide documentation to LSEs specifying the source, volumes, and hourly profile of the 

GHG-free energy deliveries.  LSEs accepting their allocations may claim the GHG-free energy 

deliveries on their PCL, subject to approval by the CEC, and may claim credit toward Clean Net 
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Short (“CNS”) procurement requirements in IRP based on the hourly generation profile of the 

vintaged portfolio.  As required by D.18-10-019, no incremental value will be ascribed to the 

GHG-free energy in the PCIA rates relative to the brown power MPB and CAISO energy and 

ancillary services revenue true-up. 

CalCCA and Commercial propose that the PCIA-eligible LSEs that accept their 

allocations of GHG-free energy may trade or sell such GHG-free energy, including the right to 

claim the benefits on PCL.  Sales contracts shall not grant any dispatch or scheduling rights to 

any buyers.  As mandated by CEC requirements, in order to qualify for the transfer of GHG-free 

energy on the PCL, LSEs will need to enter into contracts establishing forward transactions.   

3. Rationale for Consensus Proposal 

The IOUs’ GHG-free energy resources were built many years ago and were procured 

and/or built on behalf of all customers.  These GHG-free energy resources are being paid for 

through the PCIA and the energy revenues are being realized by PCIA-paying customers.  

Therefore, the Co-Chairs believe it is only fair that these attributes be voluntarily allocated, and 

PCIA-paying customers benefit from the energy deliveries on their LSEs’ PCLs and in IRP.  

Certain LSEs are prohibited from supporting nuclear energy production, so the Co-Chairs 

aligned upon a voluntary allocation mechanism for GHG-free energy that splits the resources 

into two pools: nuclear and non-nuclear, with LSEs able to elect from which (if either) pools to 

accept an energy allocation.   

The re-allocation of unallocated GHG-free energy resources ensures an efficient 

distribution of clean energy across LSEs who wish to count such attributes on their PCL.  The 

Co-Chairs believe that it does not make sense to have a Market Offer process for GHG-free 

energy because it is not a compliance product and does not have a market benchmark “adder” 

value.   

D. Renewables Portfolio Standard Energy Voluntary Allocation & Market Offer 

1. Background on Renewables Portfolio Standard Energy 
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The Renewables Portfolio Standard is California’s overarching program for advancing 

renewable energy.  The program established minimum requirements for LSEs to procure 

electricity from eligible renewable energy resources, certified by the CEC.  LSEs must 

demonstrate their RPS compliance over the course of certain pre-defined three- to four-year long 

compliance periods that permit annual under- or over-procurement variations, provided the LSE 

meets its compliance period RPS procurement requirement.  Senate Bill 350 requires LSEs to 

enter into ownership or contractual arrangements of 10 years or longer for eligible renewable 

resources for 65 percent of their procurement quantity requirements for all compliance periods 

beginning January 1, 2021.32 

To evidence procurement of RPS generation, LSEs are required to retire Renewable 

Energy Credits (“RECs”), which are certified by the Western Renewable Generation Information 

System (“WREGIS”).  LSEs are also required pursuant to RPS rules to procure RPS generation 

resources corresponding to certain categories, known as Portfolio Content Categories (“PCC”), 

which set limits on the minimum or maximum energy that LSEs may procure from specific 

resource types.   

LSEs with an excess of RECs in a given RPS compliance period may choose to “bank” 

their RECs for future use.  When an LSE uses this bank of RECs for its own purpose, the banked 

RECs retain their original PCC status and provide credit towards RPS compliance requirements, 

but the LSE receives no PCL credit, as the energy had already been delivered in the past.  

However, when an LSE sells a REC after the energy has been delivered, that REC counts only as 

an unbundled, PCC3 REC, and thus may lose value relative to its value if the REC holder were 

to use it.    

2. Co-Chair Consensus Proposal 

 
32  SB 350. 
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a) Overview of RPS VAMO Proposal 

The Co-Chairs propose that the IOUs’ PCIA-eligible RPS energy be subject to an annual, 

voluntary allocation among all PCIA-eligible LSEs on the basis of their forecasted, vintaged, 

annual load (MWh) shares and the actual, vintaged, annual RPS energy production.  Any 

unallocated RPS energy is to be made available for sale through an annual Market Offer process 

to be held by the IOU prior to the Delivery Year.   

Regardless of allocation or sale, the IOU or its contracted counterparties, as applicable, 

will remain as the scheduling coordinator(s) of the RPS resources.  Benefiting LSEs have no 

rights to specify how resources are to be scheduled, and the IOUs will continue to follow 

existing least-cost dispatch.  Both allocations and Market Offer sales will convey rights to RECs 

and PCL reporting, and will be structured as forward contracts that preserve the bundled nature 

of the RPS energy and the PCC status from the IOU’s underlying contracts.  PCIA-eligible LSEs 

will additionally be eligible to claim their forecasted RPS energy allocations in the IRP process 

in proportion to the hourly generation from the IOU’s vintaged RPS portfolio from which the 

allocations are sourced.  However, only long-term allocations or sales convey rights to credit for 

long-term RPS procurement requirements.   

b) RPS Energy Allocation Options 

The Co-Chairs propose that during the annual RPS allocation election process, LSEs may 

elect to take a short-term allocation, a long-term allocation, or may choose to decline all or a 

portion of their allocation; each election to be made in 10 percent increments of the LSE’s 

forecasted annual load share.  Short term allocations will have a term of one calendar year.  

Long-term allocations will last through the end of the term of the longest contract in the 

particular PCIA vintage (excluding the term associated with utility-owned generation (“UOG”) 

and evergreen contracts (i.e., legacy Qualifying Facility contracts with contract terms that do not 

expire)).  Once accepted, the LSE may not decline its long-term allocation election in future 

years, but may increase its election within future election opportunities, provided at least 10 

years remain on the term of the longest-dated contract in the vintage.  An LSE’s long-term 
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allocation election will be set at a fixed percentage of its forecasted, vintaged, annual load share, 

but both the LSE’s forecasted vintaged, annual load shares and the RPS energy deliveries will 

change from year to year based on the updated forecasts of vintaged, annual loads and the actual 

RPS energy volumes realized in each year of the allocation term.  LSEs that accept allocated 

RPS energy may choose to re-sell such allocated RPS energy outside of the VAMO process.  For 

an example of how short-term and long-term allocations will work, refer to Appendix I. 

The Co-Chairs propose that LSEs electing long-term allocations will receive long-term 

RPS credit, provided that, at the time of election, the longest remaining non-UOG or evergreen 

contract within the LSE’s vintage has at least ten years remaining on its term.   Additionally, 

LSEs will only receive long-term credit for the allocated RPS energy if the IOU’s original 

contract was at least 10 years in term. 

Certain PCIA-eligible LSEs’ customers may have departed many years ago, and therefore 

those LSEs may be ineligible to ever participate in the IOUs’ long-term allocations, if less than 

ten years remain on any contract in their PCIA vintage as of the RPS VAMO implementation 

date.  However, because the IOUs’ contracts were originally procured on behalf of these bundled 

service customers, and these customers have continued to bear cost responsibility through the 

PCIA, the Co-Chairs propose that, in the first election period only, if the remaining term of the 

longest, non-evergreen contract or UOG life within an LSE’s PCIA vintage is less than ten years, 

then the LSE will be grandfathered to receive the same long-term credit for the allocated RPS 

energy as the IOU would have received from those contracts within its portfolio, provided at 

least one contract in the vintage had a term of at least 10 years in length.  This will prevent the 

destruction of value from the long-term RPS attributes that rightfully should belong to these 

customers.  The Co-Chairs agree that this grandfathering proposal should not apply to sales or 

other allocation approaches outside of PCIA, as this is a unique situation that resulted from the 

IOUs’ mandates to procure RPS generation as ordered by the state, and in their role as the 

primary energy service providers in the state at the time of such procurement. Further, PCIA 
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represents a unique situation in that all of these customers remain customers of the IOU through 

the provision of transmission and distribution services. 

c) RPS Energy Market Offer Process 

The Co-Chairs propose that all unallocated RPS energy for the prompt year will be 

offered for sale through an annual Market Offer process to be held by the IOU.  Within those 

unallocated volumes, the IOUs will offer up to 35 percent of each LSEs’ annual declined 

allocation share as long-term sales, not to exceed 35 percent of that LSE’s total forecasted 

allocation share for the remaining term of the PCIA.  Long-term sales will be offered for terms 

ranging from 10 years to the life of relevant PCIA vintages.  SCE proposes that long-term sales 

should be structured so as to convey a percentage slice of the unallocated RPS portfolio vintages.  

The balance of unallocated RPS energy is to be offered for sale with a one-year term beginning 

on January 1 following the Market Offer.  For an example of how the long-term sales threshold 

determination works, refer to Appendix H in Tables 28 and 29. 

The Co-Chairs propose that the Market Offer process will be conducted using 

Commission pre-approved mechanisms for the solicitation’s administration, valuation, selection, 

and contracting, which will be approved via each IOU’s submittal of updates to its RPS 

Procurement Plan.  Additionally, an IE will monitor the solicitation and the CAM group will be 

consulted on offer selections.  The Market Offer process will be open to all market participants, 

including the IOU holding the market offer process.  If the IOU is participating in its own market 

offer, the IOU must (i) submit bids to the IE and ED in advance of the Market Offer launch or 

(ii) establish dual procurement teams separated by an ethical wall, with monitoring by the IE to 

ensure a fair and non-preferential process.  Additionally, the Co-Chairs propose that ED compile 

an annual report following the completion of the IOUs’ Market Offer solicitations, which will 

summarize the results of the auctions and the potential impact that the cap on long-term sales had 

on realized RPS energy market value.  The Co-Chairs propose that the long-term sales cap be re-

evaluated after two years to determine whether it should be adjusted. 
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The Co-Chairs propose that all contract pricing be structured through a flat (i.e., no 

annual escalation) index + REC price transaction structure.  Each IOU will choose which 

contract type it will use for the Market Offer, which will include slice-of-generation contracts in 

which deliveries are contingent upon the actual amount of generation within the RPS portfolio 

and offer an hourly delivery profile consistent with the profile of the IOU’s aggregate, declined 

RPS allocations.  Parties purchasing RPS energy through the Market Offer process will receive 

the RECs, the ability to claim the energy on their PCL, and if entering into a long-term contract, 

the right to claim the RPS energy in the IRP process based on the hourly generation profile of the 

unallocated RPS portfolio from which the sale is sourced and receive long-term contracting 

credit for RPS compliance.  To protect PCIA-paying customers against defaults, the IOUs will 

require appropriate credit, collateral, netting agreement terms, or other commercial 

arrangements. 

The Co-Chairs propose that the valuation and selection process for the Market Offer must 

be transparent and limit discretion by the IOUs, as to not have LSEs question the rationale for the 

selections.  The Co-Chairs propose that the Market Offer process evaluate bids based solely on 

the highest price offered, with no discount rate applied to valuation of long-term sales, and that 

the IOUs select offers in merit order until all unallocated RPS energy has been sold (subject to 

the long-term sales cap described above).   

In the event that unsold RPS energy remains after the conclusion of the Market Offer 

process, the unsold RPS energy volumes will be re-distributed among all LSEs at no cost and on 

a pro-rata basis according to their forecasted, vintaged, annual load shares.  The re-allocated RPS 

energy attributes will be treated as sales at $0/MWh and will be reported, along with the volumes 

re-allocated, by the IOUs to ED for the purposes of establishing the RPS MPB.  This treatment 

ensures parties that declined allocations get the benefits of the RPS energy for their own use or 

re-sale, and ensures parties taking allocations are not unfairly impacted. 

On a monthly basis throughout the flow year, the IOUs will calculate the allocated 

quantity of RPS energy delivered to each LSE and charge those LSEs for their allocated volumes 
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as described more fully in Section V.H.2.  Within 120 days following the end of each flow 

month, the IOUs will convey the RECs to buyers from the Market Offer and to LSEs that have 

elected to take allocations.33 

3. Rationale for Consensus Proposal 

a) VAMO is Reasonable 

The Co-Chairs propose that the RPS VAMO mechanism provides an equitable means by 

which LSEs can elect to receive RPS energy directly as an allocation, have their customers 

receive economic consideration through PCIA rates, or choose a blend of the two options to suit 

their specific needs.  Additionally, in the interest of protecting customer value, the Co-Chairs 

have developed mechanisms to enable the sale and/or allocation of long-term RPS attributes and 

preserve the RPS energy’s REC, PCL, CNS, and PCC attributes, which can be transferred 

through allocations or sales.  However, to remain consistent with existing statute, the 

preservation of long-term RPS attributes will require long-term commitments, as discussed 

below. 

b) Long-Term Allocation Proposals are Reasonable  

The Co-Chairs have developed a proposal for the treatment of allocations and sales that is 

compliant with existing statutory requirements for the preservation of long-term RPS credit.  

This proposed mechanism, wherein a long-term allocation must last for at least 10 years and 

through the end of the term of the longest contract in the PCIA vintage, with the exception of 

evergreen contracts and UOG resources, is reasonable as it reduces the risk that attributes will be 

stranded in the future.  The proposed exclusion of UOG and evergreen resources is reasonable as 

LSEs could otherwise be bound indefinitely to take RPS energy from the IOUs through 

allocations, which would inhibit LSE procurement flexibility.  The Co-Chairs suggest that the 

grandfathering proposal for long-term allocation elections made in the first election period is 

reasonable, as it permits certain LSEs who might otherwise be excluded from long-term RPS 

 
33  RECs are created within 90 days, so this is 30 days from REC creation. 
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treatment because they departed from the IOU many years ago, to realize the long-term RPS 

value that was procured on behalf of their customers.  The Co-Chairs do not believe that this 

grandfathering proposal should be precedential in any other setting, as the PCIA is unique in its 

treatment of the IOUs’ historically mandated procurement.   

c) Market Offer Proposal is Reasonable 

The Market Offer process proposed by the Co-Chairs is reasonable as it comports with 

existing IOU standards and requirements for conducting solicitations.  The contract pricing 

requirements are reasonable for eliminating potential conflicts of interest or questions around 

IOUs’ decision-making and judgement in administering the Market Offer processes.  Monitoring 

by an IE and consultation on offer selections with the CAM group provides transparency and 

protections for other LSEs to ensure that IOUs are fairly and reasonably conducting the Market 

Offer process.  The Co-Chairs propose the use of the CAM group (rather than Peer Review 

Group (“PRG”)) for review of the PCIA Market Offer results with the expectation that CCAs 

and other PCIA-eligible LSEs would be eligible to join the CAM group by hiring independent, 

non-market participants as their proxies and be subject to rules governing market sensitive 

information.   

It is reasonable to permit the IOUs to participate in their own Market Offer process, 

provided ethical walls or advance bid protections exist and are monitored by IE.  The IOUs’ 

participation allows for greater competition for RPS energy and thus maximizes value realized in 

the Market Offer, which will aid in reducing PCIA rates for all customers.  Additionally, it 

affords IOUs the same opportunity as any other market participant to procure RPS energy that is 

declined by PCIA-eligible LSEs, thus permitting the IOUs to advance their clean energy goals on 

behalf of bundled service customers.  The proposed protections will ensure that the IOUs’ 

participation in the Market Offer does not grant them an undue advantage relative to other 

market participants. 

The Co-Chairs suggest that it is reasonable to cap long-term sales, initially at 35 percent.  

Such a cap will help prevent issues that could arise when load migration, coupled with greater 
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long-term sales volumes and portfolio optimization activities, may cause challenges for the IOUs 

to fulfill the volumes required to meet each LSEs’ eligible allocation share.  The Co-Chairs 

recommend that ED review the long-term sales cap after two years to ensure that it is not overly 

limiting. 

The Co-Chairs propose that it is reasonable for the IOUs to evaluate the appropriate mix 

of RPS contract types to make available for sale in the Market Offer to protect the ability to 

fairly allocate attributes across LSEs, while maximizing customer value.  Each IOU’s portfolio is 

composed of different resources and technologies, and thus may require different RPS contract 

types to balance allocations against Market Offer sales. 

Additionally, it is reasonable to require credit, collateral, netting agreements, or other 

similar commercial arrangements to prevent defaults from raising costs for all customers.  If an 

LSE fails to pay for delivered RPS energy, the IOU could refuse to deliver the RECs 

corresponding to such uncompensated energy.  However, the RECs following that RPS energy 

would be de-valued from PCC1 to PCC3, as they would no longer be bundled with the energy, 

since the resources would have already generated such energy.  Without appropriate collateral, 

the buyer’s failure to pay would destroy customer value without recourse, leading to higher 

PCIA rates.   

Finally, it is reasonable to re-allocate unsold RPS energy to LSEs that chose to sell, as the 

attributes were procured originally on behalf of their customers and those customers should 

realize the value associated therewith.  If the LSEs are allocated the unsold RPS energy, they 

may thereafter seek to monetize those attributes themselves to realize value for their customers. 

E. GHG Emissions from PCIA Resources 

1. Co-Chair Consensus Proposal 

The Co-Chairs propose that the treatment of the IOUs’ PCIA-eligible, GHG-emitting 

resources be dealt with in the same fashion as the IOUs’ CAM-eligible, GHG-emitting resources 

are treated on the PCL.  The CEC now requires IOUs to report only their bundled load share of 

the emissions resulting from the dispatch of GHG-emitting CAM resources.  The balance of the 
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energy dispatched, and its resultant emissions, is treated as unspecified power within the state of 

California.  Any LSE, other than the contracting IOU, whose customers pay for the procured 

CAM resources is not directly attributed the GHG emissions resulting from their proportional 

share of output from the CAM resources, but instead shows unspecified power on the PCL to the 

extent that any retail sales are not accounted for with procurement contracts.  The emissions 

factor associated with this unspecified power procured from the CAISO market incorporates the 

emissions resulting from the share of the CAM resources that is not attributed to the IOUs’ 

bundled load customers.  

The Co-Chairs propose that the Commission request that the CEC explore expanding the 

current regulations pertaining to CAM resources to also include PCIA resources.  However, one 

distinction for the PCIA resources relative to CAM resources would be that the determination of 

the share attributable to the bundled load customers should not be based upon the CAM load 

share, but rather should be based upon the IOU’s actual, vintaged annual load (MWh) share of 

the energy generated by the PCIA-eligible, GHG-emitting resources.  This emissions allocation 

methodology aligns with the concepts put forth for the allocation of GHG-free energy and RPS 

energy and is an equitable mechanism for showing the energy intensity associated with serving 

bundled service customers from their share of the PCIA portfolio. 

2. Rationale for Proposal 

The proposal to have the IOUs show only their vintaged load share of the emissions 

relating to the PCIA-eligible, GHG-emitting resources is reasonable as it creates an equitable 

means of demonstrating the energy intensity associated with serving bundled service customers.  

The proposal also aligns with the existing precedent set by the CEC’s implementation of new 

regulations pursuant to AB 1110 for treatment of the emissions relating to CAM resources.  

Allowing the IOUs to only report the bundled service load’s vintaged share of such energy on the 

PCL is a more equitable manner for treating the GHG emissions from PCIA resources. 

F. Allocation Forecasting  
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While touched upon above, in the interest of articulating the specific mechanisms 

proposed for the determination of allocation shares, the Co-Chairs lay out the specific forecasting 

steps below. 

1. Co-Chair Consensus Allocation Methodology 

a) Vintaged Load Shares 

The Co-Chairs propose that the forecasts to be used for determining each PCIA-eligible 

LSE’s allocation load shares will be the load forecasts for the upcoming calendar year that are 

submitted to and calibrated by the CEC and CPUC pursuant to the existing RA process.  

However, to account for the vintaged nature of the PCIA mechanism, the Co-Chairs propose to 

add the requirement for LSEs to provide their historical load information and load forecasts 

pertaining to each month and each vintage (i.e. each year of departure) of customers that 

departed from IOU bundled service.  New processes and load forecasting methodologies will 

need to be developed to calibrate LSE’s vintaged, monthly coincident-peak- (MW) and annual- 

(MWh) load shares, analogous to the calibration that takes place today to determine the 

forecasted, monthly, coincident-peak-load for California and to fairly allocate the RA 

procurement requirement across all LSEs.  In July, following the load forecast calibration, ED 

will send a letter to each LSE indicating its preliminary vintaged, monthly, coincident peak-load 

(MW) share and vintaged, annual load (MWh) share, which can be used to inform each LSE of 

their estimated allocation of PCIA-eligible RA capacity and RPS and GHG-free energy, 

respectively.  In September, the ED will send another letter to each LSE updating these 

published calculations to reflect the final allocation volumes that each LSE would be eligible to 

receive.  For examples demonstrating how vintaged peak-load and annual load share 

determinations work, refer to Appendix H in Tables 2 to 5. 

b) Vintaged Product Positions 

The IOUs will be required to provide PCIA-eligible LSEs with an indicative, vintaged 

PCIA-eligible RA position forecast in April to aid in their portfolio planning and procurement 

activities.  However, the final, total capacity that is to be allocated among all PCIA-eligible LSEs 
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will be equal to each IOU’s monthly PCIA-eligible Local and System and Flex RA capacity 

available as of the CAM capacity filing deadline in July, as further adjusted for any 

modifications by the CAISO to the resources’ NQC or EFC in the final NQC/EFC publication, 

which currently is published in late September, except as provided below with respect to use-

limited resources.  This final, monthly total quantity of capacity for each type of RA will be 

shown by the IOU and will be used by ED to determine the actual PCIA capacity available for 

allocation to each LSE.   

With respect to use-limited resources, the total capacity available for allocation may be 

reduced by the IOUs on the basis of forecasts for the particular facility, provided (1) the IOU 

justifies the difference in capacity value in workpapers, or otherwise, submitted in the ERRA 

Forecast of Operations application, and (2) if the IOU later identifies that additional capacity is 

available for RA purposes, the IOU may (a) use such capacity for substitution relating to the 

PCIA Showing, (b) re-allocate such capacity to PCIA-eligible LSEs at $0/kW-mo cost, or (c) sell 

the capacity with revenues flowing to the resource’s vintaged PABA sub-account. 

For RPS and GHG-free energy, the actual deliveries are contingent upon the actual 

hourly production of the resources in each vintage over the course of the calendar year, including 

any IOU portfolio optimization activities.  For examples showing how the allocation and re-

allocation would work for each product pool, refer to Appendix H. 

2. Rationale for Consensus Proposal 

a) Proposed Allocation Methodology is Reasonable 

The Co-Chairs submit that the proposed allocation methodology is a fair and equitable 

mechanism for distributing PCIA-eligible products to LSEs serving PCIA-paying customers.  

For RA, the application of the forecasted, vintaged, monthly, coincident peak-load (MW) share 

as identified through the RA process best reflects the actual RA obligation shares of each LSE 

and aligns cleanly with existing RA processes, while providing RA position stability to LSEs 

accepting their allocations throughout the course of the year.  Similarly, for RPS energy and 

GHG-free energy, using the forecasted, vintaged, annual load (MWh) share best reflects the 
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actual requirements needed to serve each LSE’s customers and provides more certainty about the 

volumes to be received.  Further, allocating the products on a vintaged basis aligns the 

distribution of the products with the customers for whom they were procured, and thus allocates 

value equitably to those customers who are paying for the costs of such contracts or UOG 

resources.  It is also reasonable to use 10 percent allocation election increments to allow LSE 

optionality while preventing undue administrative burden in tracking LSE elections.  This 

optionality allows LSEs to manage their procurement more freely by enabling customized 

solutions composed of a mix of allocated RPS energy and credits realized in PCIA rates.  

The Co-Chairs explored using a cost-share mechanism for allocation of RA and energy 

attributes but identified challenges in being able to accurately forecast LSEs’ cost-shares.  When 

taken together, utilizing a peak-load (MW) share for RA and an annual load (MWh) share for 

RPS and GHG-free energy approximates LSEs’ customers’ cost responsibilities relating to 

capacity and energy procurement, as these capacity, RPS, and energy procurement costs are 

factored into each customer segment’s PCIA rate allocation factors.   

Allocating the PCIA-eligible RA position volumes as of the July CAM capacity filing, as 

further adjusted for changes by the CAISO to the resources’ NQC or EFC, is reasonable.  The 

timing for finalizing the allocation volumes allows the IOUs to conduct portfolio optimization 

with the objective of maximizing customer value, while freezing the allocation volumes early 

enough for PCIA-eligible LSEs to have an understanding of how much credit they will receive 

through the PCIA Showing so they can act to procure their residual RA positions in the market.  

Further, freezing the allocation amounts ensures that parties will not end up short at the year-

ahead showing or thereafter due to the IOUs’ portfolio optimization actions.  Efficiencies are 

gained by leveraging the existing CAM process for the IOU to publish the volumes available for 

allocation. 

Allocating RPS and GHG-free energy on the basis of the actual deliveries is also 

reasonable, as it ensures that all RPS and GHG-free energy is accounted for and fairly distributed 

among the PCIA-eligible LSEs.  This also permits the IOUs to continue to pursue portfolio 
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optimization opportunities throughout the flow year, which is reasonable, as it permits the IOUs 

to maximize the value of the portfolio.  Additionally, aligning with the RA process helps 

mitigate potential gaming by LSEs to receive greater RPS allocation volumes because higher 

load forecasts, while not perfectly correlated, could result in higher peak-load forecasts, thus 

causing higher RA procurement obligations.  

G. RPS and GHG-Free Energy Production Disclosures 

1. Co-Chair Consensus Proposal 

The Co-Chairs have agreed upon certain confidential, forecasted and actual generation 

information pertaining to the RPS and GHG-free energy portfolio that the IOUs will provide to 

PCIA-eligible LSEs to enable them to conduct portfolio planning, subject to execution of a Non-

Disclosure Agreement (“NDA”) acceptable to the IOU by the PCIA-eligible LSE.  The IOUs 

will provide (a) the most recent three years of historical, aggregated, hourly production data by 

RPS, nuclear, and/or non-nuclear pool; (b) the CAISO resource identifications for all resources 

in each pool; and (c) the following forecasts of aggregated production data by vintaged pool: 

1. Aggregated, total year-ahead ERRA forecast; 

2. Aggregated, year-ahead ERRA forecast of the total production for each of the 12 

months; and 

3. Quarterly updates for remaining balance of year of the monthly total, aggregated 

production. 

The forecast will be provided as is, without any warranty.  If aggregation is not possible, 

the IOUs will provide the pools’ production information on a historical basis only.  Aggregations 

will require at least five (5) resources, unless the IOU waives such requirement, which shall not 

be construed to establish precedent for future aggregations. 

2. Rationale for Consensus Proposal 

CalCCA and Commercial requested, and SCE is willing to provide, sufficient 

information on the RPS and GHG-free energy allocations for PCIA-eligible LSEs to properly 

perform their procurement planning activities.  However, in the interest of protecting market 
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sensitive information, the IOUs must protect confidential information, such as unit-specific 

production amounts and planned outages.  The Co-Chairs believe that they have proposed 

sufficient information to be exchanged under NDA to permit LSEs to perform their procurement 

planning and for the CEC to conduct its audits, as necessary, for verification of PCL reporting. 

H. Proposals for Modifications to PCIA Ratemaking  

1. Background on Ratemaking Decision in Working Group 1 

The PCIA calculation is a product of decisions dating back to 2002, with its most recent 

formulation adopted in D.18-10-019 and D.19-10-001.  In its simplest form, the PCIA 

calculation can be shown as follows: 
 

 

While the WG 3 proposals will not affect portfolio costs or billing determinants, the 

proposals require modification of the portfolio value that is offset against costs to determine the 

indifference amount.   

The final portfolio value, today, is calculated as the value of the resources retained in the 

bundled utility portfolio plus the value obtained in the market for resources in excess of bundled 

requirements. The bundled portfolio value is determined as (1) the Local, System, and Flexible 

RA capacity and RPS energy retained for bundled service customer load (i.e., not offered for sale 

to the market) multiplied by the respective MPBs for each product plus (2) the value received in 

the market for the sale of energy and ancillary services; Local, System, and/or Flexible RA 

capacity; and RPS energy.  The portfolio value is forecasted in each IOU’s ERRA Forecast of 

Operations application before the start of a PCIA rate year and is then subject to a true-up in the 

November Update to ERRA Forecast application, with any over- or under-collection recovered 

in rates the following year.  All elements of the calculation are subject to true-up, including load, 

generation, sales revenues, and MPBs.  Costs and revenues are charged and credited on a 
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vintaged basis to the PABA’s vintage-specific sub-accounts, with departing load customers 

responsible for the net costs realized from their vintage and prior through their PCIA rates.   

A cap of $0.005/kWh was established for the maximum PCIA rate rise permissible year-

over-year, with a 10 percent under-collection trigger threshold established.  If an IOU were to 

reach a 7 percent under-collection as the result of capped PCIA rates, the IOU would be required 

to file an application with the CPUC proposing a revised PCIA rate to bring the projected under-

collection balance below 7 percent for the remainder of the calendar year.34  

2. Co-Chair Consensus Proposal 

The Co-Chairs propose using the existing PCIA framework and benchmarks to 

implement the consensus allocation-based approaches with certain modifications:   

 All Local RA attributes will be valued at $0/kW-mo for PCIA ratemaking.  Because 

all LSEs will receive Local RA attributes in accordance with their pro-rata share, no 

offset of the MPB against the full costs of Local RA is required in the PCIA formula. 

 The Co-Chairs propose that in the year the change in cost-recovery treatment for the 

Local RA allocation is implemented, the Commission should authorize the IOUs to 

exclude the additional revenue requirement from the PCIA rate cap adopted in D.18-

10-019 to account for this change.  This exclusion would only apply to the first year 

the Local RA allocation is implemented, to reduce the risk that the change will cause 

the IOUs to trigger the PCIA cap. 

 Regardless of whether LSEs accept or decline their allocations, the GHG-free energy 

will continue to receive the brown power MPB for the purposes of setting forecast 

rates and realized CAISO market revenue true-up in PCIA calculation as an offset 

against total costs.   

 
34  Alternatively, an IOU is authorized to notify the Commission through an advice letter submittal, 

instead of an expedited application, when the IOU reasonably believes that the balance will self-
correct below the trigger point within 120 days of the submittal. 
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 System and Flex RA and RPS energy allocations will be treated like sales in the 

existing framework.  LSEs electing to accept allocations will be required to pay the 

IOU the applicable year’s MPB for the attributes received and may be required to 

meet certain credit or collateral requirements, netting agreements or other commercial 

arrangements.  These payments will be recorded in PABA and will offset costs in the 

PCIA.  IOUs will also be required to pay for their allocations via a debit from the 

ERRA balancing account and a credit to PABA.  

 Any sales revenues from Market Offer processes will also be recorded in PABA, in a 

similar manner to how sales are recorded today, although the accounting for sales 

revenues will need to account for the vintages of the LSEs that declined their 

allocations by allocating revenues pro rata across vintages in proportion to the 

declined volumes in each vintage. 

 Unsold System and Flex RA attributes and RPS energy will be allocated at no cost to 

all PCIA-eligible LSEs on the basis of their forecasted, vintaged, peak- and annual-

load shares.   

 The methodology for calculating the MPB for System and Flex RA and RPS energy 

developed in the Phase 2, Track 1 process of R.17-06-026 will be retained, but will be 

updated to incorporate the unsold, re-allocated volumes at $0 into the determination 

of the MPB values.  

Under this proposed implementation, the existing ratemaking construct adopted by D.19-

10-001 has not changed substantially.  Net costs to be recovered through PCIA rates are to be 

determined according to the following formula: 

Total Contract and UOG Costs35  

(-) CAISO revenues 

(-) Product sales revenues 

 
35  Including costs to substitute or mitigate availability risks, as discussed in Section V.B.2.g. 
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(-) Quantity of products allocated multiplied by PCIA attribute MPB 

(+) under-collected amounts or (-) over-collected amounts in PABA and/or the 

PCIA undercollection balancing account (“PUBA”) 

= Net Above Market Costs  

Refer to Appendix H in Tables 56 to 59 for examples of how the ratemaking mechanism 

works for each product type. 

3. Rationale for Consensus Proposal 

During the WG 3 discussions, the Co-Chairs discussed two ratemaking options.   

SCE and Commercial initially proposed an alternative approach whereby PCIA rates 

receive a $0 value for each attribute (i.e., eliminate the MPB for each product), thus resulting in 

full cost recovery through PCIA rates for each product contemplated in the VAMO process.  

Then, to realize the economic value directly associated with unallocated attributes sold in the 

Market Offer, LSEs would receive a payment directly from the IOU associated with the LSE’s 

share of such sales revenues.  This proposal became known as Ratemaking Option 1 in the Co-

Chair discussions and in the workshop presentations.  While SCE and Commercial agree that this 

approach has some advantages, one disadvantage with this approach is that, as the full contract 

costs would be recovered through the PCIA rate with no offsetting attribute values, the PCIA 

rates would increase relative to today’s PCIA rates. 

CalCCA had concerns over Ratemaking Option 1, as it could lead to dramatically higher 

PCIA rates.  CalCCA instead advocated for Ratemaking Option 2, which the Co-Chairs 

ultimately reached consensus upon for the System and Flex RA and RPS energy VAMO 

proposals.  This proposal also received general consensus among stakeholders at the Third 

Workshop and in informal comments received.  Ratemaking Option 2 preserves the existing 

framework established by D.18-10-019 but expands eligibility for purchases of attributes at the 

MPB to all PCIA-eligible LSEs on the basis of their allocation shares.  

The Co-Chairs aligned upon valuing Local RA at $0/kW-mo as all LSEs will receive 

their share of the Local RA attributes, and there are no sales to be performed to credit against 
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PCIA costs.  Eliminating the MPB simplifies cost recovery and ensures full costs are recovered.  

A consequence of eliminating the MPB associated with Local RA is that PCIA rates may rise.  In 

this case, the Co-Chairs recognize that this increase in PCIA rates is accompanied with an 

allocation of attributes that provides a concrete benefit associated with the increased cost, and 

justifies a one-time adjustment to the PCIA rate cap to exclude the impacts of this change in the 

Local RA MPB methodology. 

No changes are proposed to GHG-free energy cost recovery, regardless of whether LSEs 

accept or decline allocations, as customers already receive the full costs and benefits associated 

with the nuclear and non-nuclear GHG-free resources economically through rates. 

Reallocating unsold System and Flex RA and RPS energy at no cost to LSEs ensures that 

all LSEs receive the value associated with the unsold attributes.  Those LSEs can choose to use 

the unsold volumes for their own compliance purposes or may choose to sell the attributes in the 

secondary market themselves.  The unsold attributes should be incorporated into the MPB to 

ensure that the MPB appropriately reflects the market value of the attributes, which permits more 

equitable treatment between LSEs receiving unsold attributes and those LSEs that must pay the 

MPB for allocated attributes. 

Examples of how the ratemaking mechanisms for each product type, and how 

Ratemaking Option 1 and Ratemaking Option 2 compare are included in Appendix H, Tables 56 

to 59.  A graphic illustrating the difference in cost recovery is included in Appendix G. 

I. Co-Chair Proposal for Transfer of Attributes on PCL  

The Co-Chairs propose that allocations of RPS and GHG-free energy will be structured 

to comply with existing CEC requirements for PCL reporting.  LSEs accepting allocations will 

be required to sign contracts or election confirmation forms indicating forward commitments to 

procure the allocated attributes.  The bundled energy will be delivered by the IOU or its 

counterparties, as applicable, to the CAISO market.  Following the flow year, the IOU will 

identify the sources and volumes of energy delivered to each LSE, which will permit the LSE to 

conduct its CEC reporting.  
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J. Treatment of PCIA Allocations and Sales within IRP  

1. Co-Chair Consensus Proposal 

The Co-Chairs propose that LSEs may receive IRP credit for their forecasted, vintaged 

load shares of the hourly generation of each allocated product from the IOUs’ PCIA portfolios 

through the end of the term of their PCIA vintage(s).  This proposal operates under the 

assumption that each LSE will, by default, accept its allocation within the context of IRP 

treatment, which is reasonable as the PCIA resources have already been contracted for by the 

IOUs on behalf of bundled and departed load customers, and, to a large extent, already reflect 

generating facilities that are in operation.  Accordingly, if any LSE were to choose not to take its 

allocation for any given year, the amount of capacity and RPS or GHG-free energy in the system 

remains unchanged, as it is simply transferred to another entity, and does not alter the volumes of 

each product considered within the IRP’s Reference System Plan (“RSP”).   

The short-term sales of RA and RPS energy through the Market Offer and the re-

allocation of GHG-free energy will not convey long-term IRP credit to the buyers or LSEs 

receiving a re-allocation, as the term of such sales or re-allocations will be for only one year.  

However, for RPS energy, if an LSE elected to decline its allocation, and a portion of such 

allocation was sold long-term in the Market Offer process, then those RPS energy volumes sold 

long-term would (i) convey IRP credit to the buyer in the Market Offer process, (ii) be 

unavailable for the declining LSE to receive as an allocation in the future, and (iii) not be 

available to the declining LSE in IRP. 

Appropriate procedures will need to be developed within the IRP OIR to provide LSEs 

IRP credit in accordance with the consensus proposals.   

VI. 

SCOPING ISSUE 2: STRUCTURES, PROCESSES, AND RULES GOVERNING 

PORTFOLIO OPTIMIZATION  

A. Existing IOU Portfolio Optimization Activities 
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The IOUs aim to maximize their portfolios’ value for customers by seeking out 

opportunities to reduce customer costs, when feasible, without sacrificing the integrity of their 

respective portfolios.  Portfolio optimization activities require judgement, a consideration of 

current market conditions, adherence to policies and Commission rules, and negotiation with 

counterparties to be successful.  Portfolio optimization activities are not intended to undermine 

or negate the original terms of the contracts without both parties’ agreement.  Further, the IOUs 

cannot unilaterally terminate a contract, unless events occur giving the IOU contractual rights to 

do so. 

The opportunity to modify a contract typically arises under three circumstances: (i) either 

party requests a contract modification; (ii) buyer and seller identify an opportunity for a mutual 

benefit; or (iii) a counterparty fails to perform.  When any of these circumstances occur, the 

IOUs may pursue a contract amendment, termination, buy-out, assignment or other action with 

an eye towards providing a net benefit to customers.  The IOUs utilize a variety of tools to 

manage their portfolios and the contracts therein, including, but not limited to, sales of resources 

and/or attributes, collateral reductions, economic curtailment, capacity reductions, contract buy-

outs and other modifications.  The details surrounding these activities are included in the IOUs’ 

respective annual ERRA Review of Operations applications.  

The Co-Chairs propose that the IOUs may optimize their respective portfolios of RPS 

and GHG-free energy resources at any time, but if such activities affect the allocations for the 

Delivery Year, the IOU must provide at least 60 days’ prior notice of the transaction to PCIA-

eligible LSEs to indicate the potential impact on expected allocation deliveries.  The Co-Chairs 

recognize that sizable portfolio optimization transactions could have a significant impact to 

expected LSE allocations in a Delivery Year.  As such, the Co-Chairs propose that IOUs should 

not reduce the expected RPS or GHG-free energy portfolio deliveries by more than 10 percent in 
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the Delivery Year, unless otherwise mandated by the Commission.36  There would be no 

limitation on potential portfolio optimization activities that would impact allocations in future 

years. 

Non-resource specific sales of PCIA-eligible attributes that are conducted for the overall 

PCIA portfolio will affect all LSEs proportionally, with the volumes deducted pro rata from all 

vintages, as today.  Such sales will not be conducted within the Delivery Year.  There would be 

no limitation on potential sales activities that would impact potential allocations in future years.  

However, like any other LSE receiving an allocation, the IOUs may sell their bundled load’s 

share of forecasted allocation volumes of any attribute, provided they disclose prospectively that 

such sales would accrue only to the bundled load’s position.   

B. Proposed Portfolio Reduction Process 

1. Background on Portfolio Reduction Process 

In D.18-10-019, the Commission instituted Phase 2 to “offer the promise of meaningful 

progress toward reducing the levels of above-market costs going forward.”37  While the VAMO 

optimizes the allocation of resources and will generate revenues to offset PCIA costs, it does not 

seek to reduce IOUs’ overall portfolio size.  For this reason, and as directed by the Phase 2 

Scoping Memo, the Co-Chairs explored other potential mechanisms to provide greater structure 

around and transparency into the IOUs’ efforts to reduce their overall portfolio costs. 

Reductions in total portfolio costs can be achieved by modifying or terminating existing 

contracts.  The Co-Chairs reached alignment on potential means of reducing contract costs 

through, among other things, contract buy-outs or assignments, which would remove resources 

entirely from the portfolio. The Co-Chairs propose that this may occur by the IOUs reaching out 

to their counterparties to solicit interest in fully assigning their contracts to other LSEs.   

 
36  For purposes of this limitation, contract management actions taken directly under the 

contract, such as responding to an event of default or exercising a contract option, do not 
constitute portfolio optimization. 

37  D.18-10-019 at 129. 
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2. Co-Chair Consensus Proposal for Portfolio Reduction 

a) Overview of Portfolio Reduction Proposals  

The Co-Chairs propose that the IOUs will hold an RFI process with their RPS contract 

counterparties (“Sellers”) for interest in two types of transactions: (i) a contract assignment or (ii) 

a termination that facilitates a re-contracting by the Seller to another LSE (both referred to herein 

as a “Contract Assignment”).  The Co-Chairs propose that the RFI be conducted in 2021 and 

2022 and every other year thereafter.  Following the completion of the 2022 RFI, the 

Commission will determine the need for continuing to conduct the RFI every other year and 

consider any modifications to the RFI process.  Additionally, the IOUs will solicit proposals for 

termination, buy-out, or amendment transactions unrelated to a Contract Assignment (“Contract 

Modifications”).   

b) Contract Assignment RFI Process 

The Co-Chairs propose that the IOUs canvas their portfolio for Sellers interested in 

Contract Assignments.  SCE proposes that in determining eligibility for this RFI, the IOUs may 

elect to exclude (i) contracts that are priced at or below 115 percent of the MPB, adjusting for 

RA and energy value; (ii) RPS contracts that if assigned, would result in a shortfall of RPS 

energy deliveries relative to the IOU’s RPS compliance targets for any given year or would 

require the IOU to procure new long-term contracts in the next three years to meet its RPS 

compliance obligations; and (iii) contracts that are required to meet Commission mandates.  The 

IOUs would request that Sellers indicate their interest by providing the IOU with their minimum 

requirements to consider a Contract Assignment with another LSE.  The IOU will inform the 

market of Sellers’ interest (“Interested Sellers”) in Contract Assignments and will seek LSEs 

(“Prospective Buyers”) interested in exploring the Contract Assignment and meeting Seller’s 

expressed criteria for engagement (e.g. credit rating limitations, minimum term, etc.).  The IOUs 

will match Interested Sellers with Prospective Buyers meeting the Interested Seller’s minimum 

requirements and allow the Potential Buyers and Interested Sellers the opportunity to negotiate a 

Contract Assignment.  Before the Interested Seller and Prospective Buyer begin negotiations for 
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Contract Assignments, each must execute an NDA with the IOU.  Once NDAs are executed, and 

subject to Seller’s consent, the IOU will provide Prospective Buyers with the Interested Seller’s 

PPA and the last three (3) years of historical production of the project.  Seller and Prospective 

Buyer may maintain the confidentiality of their negotiations and final terms and conditions, and 

neither the IOU nor the Commission may review the terms and conditions reached by Seller and 

Prospective Buyer, other than as required to comply with existing regulations.  Following their 

negotiation, the Seller and Prospective Buyer may propose the terms of the negotiated Contract 

Assignment that would affect the IOU to the IOU for approval.   

c) Contract Modification RFI 

Coincident with the Contract Assignment RFI, the IOUs will request offers from their 

Sellers for potential Contract Modifications.  Sellers may propose terminations, buy-outs, or 

amendments that result in net cost savings for customers.  The IOUs will evaluate Sellers’ 

proposals and will seek to negotiate agreements to amend or terminate the Seller’s contract if 

desirable.  The IOUs will file any successful agreements within their annual ERRA Review of 

Operations application or through an advice letter or other application, as appropriate and 

consistent with existing requirements, for Commission review and approval.  

d) IOU Review and Approval 

The Co-Chairs propose that with regards to Contract Assignments and Contract 

Modifications, the IOU has discretion, in its business judgment, to accept or reject any proposed 

transactions or arrangements, subject to Commission requirements.  Further, SCE is concerned 

that it does not have the resources to effectively manage the hundreds of proposals that may be 

received.  Therefore, the Co-Chairs propose that the IOUs be allowed to cap the number of active 

negotiations with counterparties each IOU will be required to enter into to 20 mutually exclusive 

offers from each RFI.  SCE proposes that the IOU will need to evaluate offers received to 

determine which proposals to pursue.  All transactions to which the IOU is a party will be subject 

to Commission approval, consistent with existing processes for contract review and approval.  

Any cost reductions arising from a Contract Assignment or Contract Modification will be 
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reflected in PCIA rates for the vintage associated with the contract.  Additionally, any payments 

made by the IOU in connection with a Contract Assignment or Contract Modification will be 

charged to the PABA sub-account corresponding to the resource’s vintage.   

SCE and Commercial propose that any contract termination payments be excluded from 

the $0.005/kWh annual PCIA rate increase cap, established by D.18-10-019, as the PCIA cap 

was intended to manage volatility year-over-year rather than one-time transactions that may 

artificially trigger the cap because of large buy-out or termination payments that result in greater 

savings in subsequent years.  SCE and Commercial do not believe the upfront cost of buying out 

these contracts was intended to be factored into the cap, as this will increase the PCIA cost to 

customers and potentially trigger the cap every year, which SCE and Commercial believe is not 

what the Commission intended.  CalCCA, however, disagrees on grounds that an IOU’s 

responsibility to optimize its portfolio through the RFI is no more onerous than the requirement 

to optimize their portfolios today under AB 57 and the Standards of Conduct.  In other words, 

the Commission was fully aware of the potential for buy-outs or buy-downs when it adopted the 

cap in D.18-10-019, yet chose not to make such transactions an exception from the cap.   

IOUs will be required to provide all LSEs notice of how portfolio optimization activities 

may affect their allocations in flow year.   

e) Reporting on RFI 

Each IOU will file a report summarizing the results of the Contract Assignment and 

Contract Modification RFIs.  The report will identify (a) the full list of Sellers notified for 

potential inclusion in the Contract Assignment process, (b) the list of contracts assigned, 

terminated or otherwise amended, (c) the material terms of any proposed Contract Assignments 

or Contract Modifications, (d) the net impact on the IOUs’ bundled and PCIA-eligible, vintaged 

positions, (e) a list of Contract Assignment proposals rejected by the IOU and the rationale for 

each rejection, (f) contracts currently in negotiations, and (f) the net customer value realized.   

3. Rationale for Consensus Proposal 
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While contract assignments, terminations, buy-outs or amendments may currently occur 

organically with a generator contacting the IOU or vice-versa, the consensus proposal for the 

Contract Assignment and Contract Modifications RFI processes present a proactive approach to 

conduct a mass outreach to the IOUs’ contracted generators and potentially spark creative 

thinking on the part of those Sellers to propose mutually beneficial transactions.  This proposed 

mechanism provides an additional opportunity for removal of excess resources from the IOUs’ 

portfolios by allowing other LSEs an opportunity to contract directly with generators currently 

bound by IOU contracts.  This consensus proposal essentially provides two “open seasons” for 

contract restructuring, with greater visibility provided through reporting into the actions taken.  

VII. 

SCOPING ISSUE 3:  TRANSITION TO NEW STANDARDS 

Issue 3 asks “[i]f the Commission were to adopt standards for more active management 

of the utility portfolios, how should the transition to new standards occur (e.g., timeframe, 

process, etc.)?”  The proposals laid out by the Co-Chairs within Issue 1, while seeking to 

minimize impacts to existing processes, result in some proposed changes and additions to 

existing processes.  The Co-Chairs suggest that the majority of the aspects identified in the WG 3 

proposals can be ruled upon within a WG 3 Decision within R.17-06-026.  However, there are a 

number of other proceedings or rulemaking venues that will also be affected and must 

affirmatively rule upon changes that are being proposed by the Co-Chairs to implement the 

proposed allocation proposals.  Below, the Co-Chairs outline the proposed steps that must be 

taken to implement the Co-Chairs’ proposed processes for each of the products. 

A. Co-Chair Consensus Proposal on Full Implementation Process and Timelines 

Starting in 2021, the Commission should order the IOUs to publish, within their annual 

ERRA Forecast of Operations applications, and subject to the confidentiality protections 

afforded by D.06-06-066, their vintage-specific, PCIA-eligible: (i) monthly Local, System, and 

Flexible RA positions, differentiating among the specific RA categories (i.e., local area, flexible 

category, etc.); (ii) RPS energy positions, including information about long-term contracts and 
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PCC status; and (iii) GHG-free energy positions, by nuclear and non-nuclear pool, for the term 

of each PCIA vintage.  This information will increase transparency to PCIA-eligible LSEs about 

the available positions to be allocated in the allocation and VAMO processes, facilitating early 

portfolio planning activities that will minimize market disruptions upon implementation of the 

WG 3 Final Decision.  The first anticipated publication of this information may take place in the 

June 2021 ERRA Forecast of Operations application, pending the timing of the WG 3 Final 

Decision. 

The Commission should rule that the IOUs update their BPPs to reflect the necessary 

changes for implementing the Local RA and GHG-free energy allocations, and the System and 

Flex RA VAMO processes, including, but not limited to, permitting allocations and re-

allocations, revising volume limits and price floors for Market Offer sales or re-allocations, 

establishing Market Offer valuation, selection, and review processes, etc.  It is expected that the 

IOUs may update their BPPs within 60 days of a WG 3 Final Decision, with Commission 

approval possible within 90 days thereof.  This timeline would establish the updated BPP 

authority in approximately Q2 2021.  

The Commission should also require the IOUs to update their RPS Procurement Plans to 

request approval to, among other things, conduct the RPS allocations and market offer, including 

establishing timelines, bidding requirements, valuation methods, etc.; conduct allocations and re-

allocations; enter into long-term (i.e., 10 years or more) allocations and sales; use new contracts 

for the Market Offer sales; revise limits on volumes that may be allocated or sold; revise price 

floors; etc.  It is anticipated that these changes could be ruled upon within the 2021 RPS 

Procurement Plan filings for RPS energy deliveries in 2022. 

The Co-Chairs recommend that the Commission rule by June 2021 that Track 4 of the 

RA OIR, slated for December 2020, be scoped to explore (i) the modifications needed to the RA 

process and timelines to accommodate the completion of the System and Flex RA VAMO 

process and to provide sufficient time following the RPS energy and fall System RA and Flex 

RA Market Offer processes to implement the Market Offer results into the annual Update to 
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ERRA Forecast application in November; (ii) establishment of the PCIA Showing mechanism, 

which is needed for Local and System and Flex RA allocations; and (iii) methodologies for LSEs 

to submit and the CPUC and/or CEC to calibrate vintaged annual- (MWh) and peak- (MW) load 

forecasting, which is needed for each of the four product allocations proposed by the Co-Chairs.  

The Co-Chairs recommend that these topics be ruled upon by June 2021, and be implemented for 

the 2022 compliance filing year, which would allow for deliveries in 2023.   

Additionally, PCIA-eligible LSEs may wish to have additional clarification provided by 

the CEC on how it will treat allocated RPS and GHG-free energy on the PCL.  The Co-Chairs 

request that the Commission consult with the CEC to ensure guidance is provided on how 

allocations may be structured to meet requirements of Assembly Bill (“AB”) 1110.  

The Commission should require the IRP OIR to address (i) how to implement allocations 

of Local and System and Flex RA, RPS energy, and GHG-free energy into the development of 

the RSP; (ii) how vintaged peak- and annual-load share forecasting should work in this context; 

and (iii) how allocations will affect LSEs’ procurement targets for the IRP cycle that will begin 

in 2022.  The allocations can be implemented, however, in advance of determining the 

accounting for IRP purposes. 

1. Local RA Allocation and System and Flex RA Voluntary Allocation and 

Market Offer Implementation Timelines 

It is anticipated that the regulatory decisions required for implementing Local and System 

and Flex RA allocations and market offer processes, as applicable, may be decided by mid-2021.  

The Commission would determine in the RA OIR the necessary changes for the Local and 

System and Flex RA allocation proposals to be incorporated into the 2022 RA filing process for 

the 2023 compliance year.  Thus, the Co-Chairs suggest that the VAMO for System and Flex RA 

may commence in 2022 for the 2023 compliance year.  By the time the WG 3 Final Decision is 

expected to be issued, in Q4 2020, most LSEs will have met 100 percent of their Local RA 

compliance obligation for 2022 and 50 percent of their obligation for 2023.  The Co-Chairs 
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propose that Local RA allocation also be implemented in the 2022 filing year, but only for the 

2024 and 2025 compliance years.   

2. GHG-Free Energy Voluntary Allocation Implementation Timeline 

The proposed voluntary allocation process for GHG-free energy relies upon the IOUs’ 

BPPs being updated and having calibrated, forecasted, vintaged, annual-load shares for each 

LSE.  The BPPs are anticipated to be approved by the Commission by approximately Q2 2021.  

The methodology for submitting and calibrating load shares is proposed to be decided within the 

RA OIR.  This decision is not anticipated until mid-2021, and thus the forecasting requirements 

would be ready for implementation in 2022 for 2023.  The Co-Chairs recommend that the 

proposed GHG-free voluntary allocation be implemented in 2022 for 2023.  

Despite the fact that the RA OIR has to rule upon the proper methodology for submittal 

and calibration of LSEs’ vintaged, annual load forecasts, the Co-Chairs believe that the GHG-

free energy allocation is the simplest product to allocate.  With some minor modifications, such 

as utilization of LSEs’ actual, vintaged loads for the first year, rather than forecasted, vintaged 

loads, implementation of the GHG-free energy allocation could take place sooner than 2023.  As 

an interim solution, the Co-Chairs propose that the IOUs could provide voluntary allocations to 

PCIA-eligible LSEs on the basis of either a forecasted load share or their actual annual load 

shares, as determined by the individual IOU.  Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”) has 

already submitted a proposal for the sale or allocation of GHG-free energy to enable an interim 

process in advance of a WG 3 Final Decision.38  SCE plans to offer a similar interim GHG-free 

energy allocation, which will be submitted for Commission review through an advice letter, and 

would enable voluntary allocations to PCIA-eligible LSEs on the basis of their actual annual load 

shares, starting within 30 days of Commission approval. 

 
38  PG&E Advice Letter 5705-E. 
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3. RPS Energy VAMO Implementation Timeline 

The RPS VAMO process will depend on the Commission ruling upon the IOUs’ RPS 

Procurement Plan updates to incorporate the RPS VAMO process.  The Co-Chairs propose that 

the IOUs file their proposed changes in the next RPS Procurement Plans following the WG 3 

Final Decision, which would be expected to be ruled upon in late-2021 for RPS energy deliveries 

in 2022.  The RPS VAMO process will also rely on the RA OIR to rule upon the appropriate 

methodology for LSEs to submit and the CPUC and/or CEC to calibrate LSEs’ vintaged, annual 

load forecasts.  This process is anticipated to be ruled upon in 2021 for implementation in the 

2022 RA filing year for the 2023 compliance year.  Thus, the Co-Chairs anticipate that the RPS 

VAMO process may not be fully implemented until 2022 for deliveries in 2023.   

4. Proposed Ratemaking Implementation Timeline  

The Co-Chairs propose that the WG 3 Decision is the appropriate venue to update the 

Ratemaking requirements from D.19-10-001 to accommodate the Co-Chairs’ proposal on 

appropriate ratemaking treatment within the PCIA.  The change in ratemaking for each product 

should be effective coincident with the year in which such product would first be subject to the 

allocation or VAMO treatment contemplated by WG 3.  The Co-Chairs contemplate that in the 

case of the VAMO, the results of the Market Offer process will be available prior to setting 

PCIA rates in the IOUs’ November Update to ERRA Forecast applications, and thus should be 

incorporated into the updated MPB for the applicable product type.   

B. Interim Implementation Proposals  

1. Non-Consensus Interim RA Implementation Proposal 

CalCCA and Commercial Energy propose that Local and System and Flex RA could be 

allocated beginning in 2021 for the 2022 System and Flex RA compliance year and the 2023 and 

2024 Local RA compliance years pursuant to the following steps: 

 Non-IOU, PCIA-eligible LSEs will meet and confer with the IOUs following the 

existing process prior to the initial year-ahead load forecast deadline in April 

2021.   
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 CCAs and LSEs will provide IOUs with vintaged, monthly peak load forecasts for 

each of their vintages, totaling to their overall peak load.   

 Parties will seek to agree on vintage peak load forecasts.  If differences cannot be 

resolved between an IOU and an LSE, differences will be resolved through the 

CPUC mediation process.   

 Allocations will be made based on the vintaged load forecasts, and will include 

2022 System and Flex RA and 2023/2024 Local RA. 

 By the end of July 2021 the CPUC will publish the preliminary RA obligations.  

The IOUs will apply the vintaged load shares to the PCIA-eligible RA positions 

to estimate the eligible vintage allocations for each LSE. 

 Within 5 business days of receiving the initial RA obligations, the IOUs will 

notify each LSE of their eligible RA allocation volumes. 

 LSEs will have 5 business days to submit their System and Flex RA allocation 

elections. 

 Local RA allocations will be mandatory and the Co-Chairs’ proposed ratemaking 

treatment will be recovered in 2023 and 2024 calendar years from customer PCIA 

rates. 

 The RA allocation will be performed through the PCIA Showing. 

 Trading will only be permissible if a suitable mechanism is worked out. 

 LSEs receiving the System and Flex RA allocations will pay the IOU at the 

relevant MPB.  Revenues will be treated like sales for purposed of PABA 

accounting. 

SCE opposes an early or interim implementation for Local and System and Flex RA 

allocations.  The IOUs need sufficient time to realign their portfolios to account for considerable 

increase in showing obligations, particularly if secondary trading of the PCIA Showing is 

unavailable.   
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2. Non-Consensus Interim RPS Energy Implementation Proposals 

The Co-Chairs propose that an interim RPS voluntary allocation approach be pursued on 

the basis of LSEs’ actual, vintaged, annual load shares and without a Market Offer process.  

Allocations would be treated as sales in the PCIA methodology at the RPS MPB.  Declined 

allocations would remain with the IOU.  Any RPS energy held by the IOU would continue to be 

treated in accordance with D.19-10-001.  The Co-Chairs request the Commission specify that 

during this transition period excess RPS generation, excluding banked RECs, may be valued at 

$0/MWh for purposes of the PCIA only to the extent that it (i) is offered for sale by the IOU, (ii) 

remains unsold, and (iii) is in excess of the IOU’s interpolated annual RPS compliance target. 

CalCCA and Commercial propose that changes needed to the IOUs’ RPS Procurement 

Plans could be accomplished via a Motion to Update, which could be requested as soon as 

practical following the WG 3 Final Decision with allocations to commence no less than 30 days 

following approval, thus permitting allocations to begin in 2021.   

SCE proposes that interim RPS energy voluntary allocations could commence deliveries 

as early as 2022, provided appropriate timelines are allowed for updates to RPS Procurement 

Plans, receipt of necessary regulatory decisions, and for the market to prepare for the new 

requirements.  To the extent that implementation of such interim RPS energy allocations would 

jeopardize the IOUs’ abilities to meet their RPS compliance requirements, cause undue cost 

increases, or cause cost shifts to bundled service customers, the IOUs may petition the 

Commission to delay implementation.  In addition, the IOUs will need to consider how to 

manage or sell their excess RPS energy positions for 2021 prior to receiving a WG 3 Final 

Decision, creating potential conflicts with requirements to conduct earlier allocations.  

VIII. 

SCOPING ISSUE 4:  SHAREHOLDER RESPONSIBILITY 

This section addresses the question of whether the Commission should consider new or 

modified shareholder responsibility for future portfolio mismanagement, if any, so that neither 

bundled nor departing customers bear full cost responsibility if utilities do not meet established 
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portfolio management standards, and whether the ERRA or General Rate Case (“GRC”) 

proceedings are the appropriate forums to address prudent management of portfolios.  

A. Co-Chair Consensus Proposal 

The Co-Chairs do not propose new or modified IOU shareholder responsibility for 

alleged portfolio mismanagement.  However, the Co-Chairs agree that each IOU should file a 

report on its implementation of the newly proposed RFI process (see Section VI.B.2.e above) 

and outcomes thereof, including identification of rejected offers and the bases for rejection.  

Additionally, the Co-Chairs agree that the IOUs shall report in the annual ERRA Review of 

Operations application (1) material events of defaults and any termination rights and any actions 

taken with respect thereto in a single section consistently formatted in each IOU’s filings; and (2) 

cost savings received from active portfolio management.   

B. Rationale for Consensus Proposal 

The Co-Chairs agree that the information proposed for inclusion in the RFI report, as 

noted above, is reasonable.  Moreover, any resulting assignment, modification or termination of 

a contract pursuant to the RFI process would be subject to Commission review and approval in 

the ERRA Review of Operations or other application or advice letter for cost recovery purposes 

consistent with existing requirements. 

C. Non-Consensus Proposal 

The Co-Chairs were unable to reach consensus on the timing, frequency, and venue for 

filing the IOU’s report on the RFI process, and the extent to which the IOUs are subject to 

disallowances based on actions not taken in response to the RFI, as submitted in the report on the 

RFI process.  SCE and CalCCA plan to submit individual opening and reply comments 

advancing their respective positions on this Non-Consensus Item.  

IX. 

CONCLUSION 

The Co-Chairs appreciate the opportunity to submit this Final Report, and respectfully 

request that the Commission promptly issue a Final Decision adopting the Co-Chair Consensus 
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Proposals discussed herein,  as summarized in the Executive Summary (Section II above) and 

discussed in detail in this Final Report.  The Co-Chairs further request that the Commission 

resolve the Non-Consensus Items discussed herein in its Final Decision on the WG 3 issues. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
JANET S. COMBS 
RUSSELL A. ARCHER 
 
 
/s/ Janet S. Combs 
By: JANET S. COMBS 

Attorneys for 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPAN

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue 
Post Office Box 800 
Rosemead, California 91770 
Telephone: (626) 302-1524 
Facsimile: (626) 302-3990 
E-mail:  Janet.Combs@sce.com 

ON BEHALF OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 
EDISON COMPANY, CALIFORNIA 
COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION, 
AND COMMERCIAL ENERGY 

 
February 21, 2020 
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Safety – Roles & Responsibilities
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In the event of an emergency 
evacuation:

Cross McAllister Street
Gather in the Opera House 
courtyard down Van Ness, 
across from City Hall.

Safety – Evacuation Procedure

2
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WiFi Access

Network: CPUCguest
Username: guest

Password: cpuc93019
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PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

Agenda

Safety and Status Check
Recap and Update of Positions from Second Workshop
Overview of Voluntary Allocation & Market Offer Proposal 
RPS Proposal

Voluntary Allocation Mechanism
Voluntary Market Offer Mechanism
Long-Term RPS Sales

System/Flex RA-Specific Mechanisms
Voluntary Allocation Mechanism
Voluntary Market Offer Mechanism

Ratemaking Options
Next Steps

4
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What are the structures, processes, and rules governing portfolio optimization
that the Commission should consider to address excess resources in utility 
portfolios? How should these processes/rules be structured to be compatible 
with the IRP and RA program modifications proceedings?

What standards should the Commission adopt for more active 
management of the utilities’ portfolios in response to departing load in 
the future to minimize further accumulation of uneconomic costs?

If the Commission were to adopt standards for more active 
management of the utility portfolios, how should the transition to new 
standards occur (e.g., timeframe, process, etc.)?

Should the Commission consider new or modified shareholder responsibility or 
future portfolio mismanagement, if any, so that neither bundled nor departing 
customers bear full cost responsibility if utilities do not meet established 
portfolio management standards? Are ERRA or GRC proceedings the 
appropriate forums to address prudent management of portfolios?

1

2

3

4

Working Group Three – Issues to be Discussed
Scoping Memo R.17-06-26

5
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Summary of Prior Workshops

Excess Sales Framework for RA and RPS
Presented framework in prior workshops but did not reach consensus
upon certain items including:

Buffer
Uncertainty Tranche

Local RA Allocation Proposal
Mandatory allocation via a CAM-like mechanism, but may be traded*,**

Commercial supports voluntary allocation with auction of unallocated RA
Multi-year forward allocations track Local RA obligations
System and Flex RA from Local resources follows Local RA allocation
Allocated products receive a benchmark value of $0 in PCIA mechanism

Voluntary GHG-Free Energy Allocation Proposal
Voluntary option to accept all or none of Nuclear or Non-Nuclear pools
of GHG-free energy

Unallocated energy is re-allocated amongst LSEs accepting allocation
Commercial Energy supports voluntary allocation of any portion of pools,
with unallocated energy being auctioned off

IOU continues to serve as Scheduling Coordinator for energy
No change to PCIA rates, as GHG-free energy receives no additional
benchmark value

Timing of Solicitations
Capacity with Operational Issues

* SCE is neutral to trading of Local RA after an allocation, but if permitted, does not believe IOUs should be required to manage the process
** CalCCA will not support any allocation scheme that does not allow trading of allocated products

7
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Updates to Proposals from Second Workshop

Local RA 
Recommend allocating on a forecasted, vintaged peak-load share 
basis, as determined by CPUC/CEC

Approach would follow existing processes, but would require submittal of 
vintage load forecasts and calculation of vintage peak loads*

Allocations will be provided pro-rata across all Local RA areas

GHG-Free Energy
Recommend allocating on an annual, vintaged load-share basis based 
upon actual annual load and production

* Will impact CPUC, CEC, and LSEs in determining vintaged peak-load shares and tracking allocations

8
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VVoluntary Allocation and Market Offer 
Proposal for RPS and System/Flex RA
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Definitions (applicable to all proposals)

LSE – PCIA-eligible Load Serving Entities
Allocation – the transfer of attributes and/or energy to LSEs based 
upon their customers’ payment of PCIA rates and in proportion to 
their customers’ vintaged annual- or peak-load shares, as applicable
Market Offer – an annual offering, facilitated by IOUs, of unallocated 
products to the market in which products are sold to the highest 
bidders subject to a floor of $0
GHG-Free Energy – Energy delivered from non-RPS, GHG-free 
resources, along with the right to claim such energy on an LSE’s Power 
Content Label
RPS Energy – Energy delivered from RPS resources, along with the 
RECs and right to claim such energy on an LSE’s Power Content Label
CAM-like mechanism – a process for allocating capacity wherein the 
IOU shows capacity on its supply plan, and that capacity is allocated 
as credits and debits to LSEs that are tracked by the CPUC in a fashion 
that is similar to the existing CAM allocation process

10
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Concept for Voluntary Allocation & Market 
Offer Proposal for RPS and System/Flex RA

LSEs can make an annual election to accept or decline an 
allocation of their vintaged share of available PCIA-eligible RPS 
energy & System/Flex RA
IOU will offer to the market the unallocated RPS energy and/or 
System/Flex RA
IOU will continue to manage the PCIA portfolio, performing the 
following functions:

Schedule energy into the CAISO market;
Show RA through a CAM-like mechanism;
Transfer bundled RECs to benefiting LSEs; and
Provide information to certify RPS energy for Power Content Label

IOU may continue to perform portfolio optimization activities 
outside of Voluntary Allocation and Market Offer mechanism

Additional details to be discussed at the next WG 3 Workshop

11
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Comparison of Voluntary Allocation & Market Offer 
vs Other Concepts

Mechanism GAM/PMM Excess Sales Local RA 
Allocation

GHG-Free 
Allocation

RPS Energy
Allocation & 
Market Offer

System / Flex
RA 
Allocation & 
Market Offer

Products RPS Energy;
GHG-Free 
Energy;
System, Flex, 
Local RA from 
RPS Resources

RPS Energy;
System, Flex, Local 
RA

Local RA GHG-Free 
Energy

RPS Energy System and
Flex RA

LSE Choice Mandatory N/A Mandatory Voluntary Voluntary Voluntary

IOU Retained 
Volume

Pro-Rata Share Bundled Need Peak-Load
Share*

Annual Load 
Share*

Annual Load 
Share*

Peak-Load 
Share*

Sales from 
Portfolio

Gas-fired RA
Energy**

RPS Energy
System, Flex, and 
Local RA
Energy**

Energy** Energy** Unallocated 
RPS Energy
Energy**

Unallocated 
System / Flex 
RA 
Energy**

PCIA Revenue 
Offsets

Energy Revenue
RA Sales

Energy
RPS Energy
System, Flex, Local 
RA

N/A N/A Unallocated
RPS Sales 
Revenue

Unallocated 
System / Flex 
RA Sales 
Revenue

* Vintaged basis
** Energy is scheduled by IOU into CAISO
market

12

                           87 / 371



PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

VVoluntary Allocation and Market Offer 
Mechanism for RPS 
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RPS Voluntary Allocation Structure

RPS allocation share is based on actual, annual, vintaged load share 
and actual production over the course of the flow year*

Actual allocation amount and energy profile is subject to availability after 
accounting for any existing sales or other portfolio management activities 
by IOU

Allocation conveys bundled RPS energy and RECs, Power Content 
Label credit, and Integrated Resource Plan credit

Allocations preserve underlying contracts’ PCC status
LSEs may elect to decline their allocation during an “open enrollment” 
period in 10% increments

IOUs will offer unallocated RPS amounts for sale to the market annually
LSEs may sell allocated RPS energy outside of the IOU voluntary 
market offer process
Allocations should be structured to preserve long-term attributes

SCE & Commercial: Long-term attribute should be preserved regardless 
of term of allocation 
CalCCA: LSEs must accept 10+ year RPS allocations to preserve long-term 
attributes

* See Appendix (pg. 36-37) for illustrative, numerical example demonstrating how allocations work on a vintaged basis

14

                           89 / 371



PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

RPS Voluntary Market Offer Structure

Annually, the IOU will offer to sell all unallocated RPS energy for a 
term beginning in the prompt year

Long-term sales (i.e. for 10+ years) will be offered*,** up to a 
percentage cap applied to the lesser of LSE’s (a) total allocation share 
or (b) sales election

RPS sales will convey long-term attributes only if sold for 10+ year terms
Remaining unallocated RPS energy will be sold only for prompt year
Sales will be structured to preserve underlying PCC status

Voluntary market offer will be conducted once annually as follows:
Using pre-approved mechanisms for RFO administration, valuation, 
selection, and contracting;
Monitored by an Independent Evaluator; and
CAM group shall be consulted on offer selections

Offering will be open to all market participants, including IOUs
* IOUs and Commercial Energy concerned about long-term sales. SCE and Commercial Energy would not support a cap above 25%. 
** CalCCA is concerned about restrictions to long-term sales and would not support a 25% percent cap. CalCCA discussing 
appropriate threshold for long-term sales.
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Timeline for RPS Voluntary Allocation & Market 
Offer

RPS Allocation & Market Offer Indicative 
Timeline Proposed Date Year

Publish RPS Generation Forecast in ERRA Forecast Current IOU ERRA 
Forecast Date

N-1LSE receives CPUC forecasted vintaged load share Early August
Open enrollment for LSE's allocation Mid August
Market Offer of unallocated RPS August-September
Monthly aggregated meter data published Jan-Dec

NPerform REC transfers for Sales 30 days following 
creation in WREGIS

Determine actual LSE load shares Q1

N+1True up RPS generation Q1
Perform REC transfers for Allocations By end of Q2
Retire RECs for compliance July

16
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RPS Sales Contract Structures

Potential Contract Types
Firm – Firm quantity, no profile
Slice of generation – Non-firm quantity, RPS portfolio shape
Contingent – Balance of un-allocated RPS energy, non-firm quantity,
non-firm profile

Mix of products need to be structured to deal with portfolio variability

Term: One year or 10+ years, starting in prompt year
Pricing structured as Index + REC premium

No price escalators over multiple years

Buyers need to be appropriately collateralized to protect all LSEs
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75%

25%*

Long-Term RPS Sales Illustration

IOU will sell un-allocated RPS energy long-term (10+ years) up to a
capped percentage of the lesser of LSE’s (a) allocation share or (b) sales
election, as a long-term sale of 10+ years

Long-term sales amounts will be based upon the LSE’s forecasted
minimum allocation for the term of the long-term offer

* 25% is being used here for illustrative purposes
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Long-Term RPS Sales Proposal

IOU will only enter into long-term sales if they are the most 
valuable offer in the offer stack

e.g., if IOU receives offers with prices as indicated below, then IOU 
selects in the following order until all capacity has cleared: D, A, C, B

A. 1 year at $10/MWh C.   12 years at $9/MWh
B. 1 year at $8/MWh D.   10 years $12/MWh

If LSE’s load share drops such that the capped percentage for 
long-term sales threshold is exceeded, no long-term sales will be 
performed
Proceeds from long-term sales are co-mingled with short-term 
sales

Simplifies ratemaking by allowing all customers to pay same PCIA 
rates
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System/Flex RA Voluntary Allocation Structure

IOU will annually offer all LSEs an allocation of their vintaged share 
of PCIA-eligible System and Flex RA

RA allocation share is based on forecasted, monthly, vintaged peak-
load share as determined by the CPUC*,**,***

Actual allocation amount is subject to availability after accounting for any 
existing sales or other portfolio management activities by IOU
System and Flex RA attributes tied to Local RA resources will follow the 
mandatory Local RA allocation mechanism 

LSEs may elect to decline their allocation during an “open enrollment” 
period in 10% increments, rounded to nearest MW

Unallocated RA will be offered for sale to the market by the IOU annually

Allocations conveyed through a CAM-like mechanism
Allocation is credited to LSEs and debited from IOUs by CPUC***

LSEs may sell allocated System and Flex RA outside of the IOU 
voluntary market offer process

* See Appendix (pg. 45-46) for illustrative, numerical example demonstrating how allocations work on a vintaged basis
** See Appendix (pg. 44) for explanation of how the CAM-like mechanism would compare to CAM
*** Will impact CPUC, CEC, and LSEs in determining vintaged peak-load shares and tracking allocations
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System/Flex RA Voluntary Market Offer Structure

The IOU will offer to sell all unallocated System and Flex RA for the
prompt year
Voluntary market offer will be conducted once annually as follows:

Using pre-approved mechanisms for RFO administration, valuation,
selection, and contracting;
Monitored by an Independent Evaluator; and
CAM group will be consulted on offer selections

Offering will be open to all market participants, including IOUs
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Indicative Timeline for System/Flex RA Voluntary 
Allocation & Market Offer

System/Flex RA Allocation & 
Market Offer Indicative 
Timeline

Status Quo Milestones Existing Dates Year

CPUC identifies preliminary LSE 
allocation shares

Coincident with preliminary RA 
obligations' publication ~8/10

N-1

Open enrollment for LSE's 
allocation Mid August* N/A

CPUC identifies final LSE 
allocation shares

Coincident with final RA obligations' 
publication ~9/20

CPUC publishes final NQC Existing NQC publication date ~9/20
Market Offer of unallocated RA Mid September to early October* N/A
Year Ahead RA Showing October 31 10/31
Month Ahead RA Showings T-45 T-45 N

* Indicative dates are based upon today’s RA and Direct Access service request timelines

Co-Leads recommend moving RA timelines earlier in the year, which would 
provide more flexibility for LSEs to conduct their RA procurement

Co-Leads still discussing timelines. A final proposal has not been agreed to.
Existing RA timelines impose tight constraints for completing the RA 
Voluntary Allocation & Market Offer process
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System/Flex RA Contract Structures

Contract structured as a confirm under the EEI Master Agreement
Term: One month to one year for prompt year
Pricing: $/kW-month
Buyers need to be appropriately collateralized to protect all LSEs

24

                           99 / 371



PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

System/Flex RA Transfer Mechanisms 

IOU will show PCIA-eligible RA capacity on annual and monthly RA
supply plans

IOU responsible for substitution and other obligations of showing
capacity

Any substitution capacity, CPM charges, and any CAISO costs or penalties
required for, or imposed as a result of, System/Flex RA resource outages
will receive full cost-recovery through the appropriate PABA account

Exception: Any costs disallowed through the IOU’s ERRA proceeding would
not be passed through PABA

CPUC will notify LSEs of the debits or credits to their supply plans
resulting from the CAM-like mechanism*
LSE must show its PCIA credit on its showing to receive credit for
allocation

LSE must show its PCIA debits corresponding to any sales of PCIA
allocation

* Will impact CPUC in tracking allocations
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PCIA Ratemaking Structure

Seek to minimize complexity of PCIA ratemaking and billing
All customers in the same vintage pay the same PCIA rate
Option 1: (Preferred by SCE and Commercial)

All customers pay full resource costs, less CAISO revenues
Product types available for allocation receive $0 value
LSEs wishing to sell products receive a direct payment from the IOU
according to the LSEs’ proportional share of the realized sales
revenues*

Option 2: (Preferred by CalCCA)
All customers pay full resource costs, less CAISO revenues, less the
quantity of products in portfolio multiplied by PCIA product market
price benchmark (“MPB”)
LSEs wishing to take allocations must pay the PCIA product MPB for
all products accepted as an allocation

An alternative to the PCIA product MPBs would be an “auction price
benchmark” or “APB”. Use of an APB makes LSEs indifferent to taking
allocation or monetizing allocation through sales

* See Appendix (pg. 38-40) for illustrative example of how revenues would be re-allocated amongst LSEs choosing to sell products
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PCIA Ratemaking Proposal Comparison

Credit paid 
to LSEs who 

sell

Debit paid by 
LSEs who take 

allocation

Assumes LSEs take allocation
Credits LSEs who sell allocation

Assumes LSEs sell allocation
Charges LSEs who take allocation

Cost to 
take 
allocation

Cost if 
selling 
allocation

Credit paid 
to LSEs who 

sell
o 

tion

f 
g 
tion

Debit paid by 
LSEs who take 

allocation
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Comparison of Ratemaking Options

Option 1 Option 2

Payment Structure All through PCIA but eliminates MPB 
credit for product value

Combination of existing PCIA 
method with offsetting product

value paid by LSE, credited to PABA

Rate Consistency Under both options, no LSE-specific rates, reducing billing and ratemaking 
complexity

Customer Rate 
Indifference

Under both options, customers would be indifferent whether LSEs take 
allocations or offer products for sale

Exposure to Buyer
Default Risks No exposure by Allocatees All LSEs exposed to Buyer default risks

Re-allocation of Un-Sold 
Products

Free re-allocation to LSEs choosing 
to sell*

Free re-allocation to LSEs choosing to 
sell. Solicitation results and un-sold 

products valued at $0 are 
incorporated into MPB

Allocatee Collateral None Appropriate credit backstop

Impact on PCIA rate
Higher than today, but offset by 

receipt of products and/or 
revenues

Not significantly different from today

* All RPS and RA transferred to LSEs through initial allocation or re-allocation of unsold are valued at $0
29
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Feedback Requested

Co-Leads are seeking feedback on concepts presented by 10/28
Please submit informal comments through CPUC Service List

Topics the Co-Leads would ask the audience to opine upon in
informal comments:

Voluntary Allocation & Market Offer Structure Proposal
RPS Process

RPS Long Term Sales Proposal
RA Process

Timelines
System/Flex RA CAM-Like Mechanism

Ratemaking Proposals
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Next Steps

Review informal comments received from workshop participants 
and refine Voluntary Allocation and Market Offer proposal
Commence discussions on Issues 2-4:

2. Standards for management of IOU portfolios
3. Transition to Voluntary Allocation & Market Offer approaches
4. Responsibility for portfolio mismanagement

To inform positions on Issues 2-4, Co-Chairs ask that Parties 
submit any proposals through informal comments to the CPUC 
Service List by 11/4
Upcoming deliverables:

Fourth WG3 Workshop expected early- to mid-December, 2019
Refinement of Voluntary Allocation and Market Offer process
Issues 2-4

Final Report due January 30, 2020
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SCE Proposed Process for Regulatory Approval of 
Voluntary Market Offer Contracts

IOU updates Bundled Procurement Plan and RPS Procurement Plan to
reflect that it will be conducting annual auctions on behalf of LSEs

Permits authority for IOU to enter into long-term sales of PCIA-eligible
RPS

IOU files an Advice Letter requesting pre-approval of:
RPS confirms to be used in the auctions
Proposed auction process, valuation methods, and offer selection
mechanisms

IOU adheres to established processes as follows:
Consults with CAM group prior to (i) auction launch and (ii) final offer
selection and contract execution
Files executed contracts in appropriate filing:

Annual ERRA testimony; or
Quarterly Compliance Report; or
A single Advice Letter documenting the auction results

Review of IOU actions constrained to whether IOU followed process
appropriately. Contract prices are not subject to review, as the auction
seeks to clear all products at any price greater than $0.
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RPS Voluntary Allocation Example

LSE Assumptions (Illustrative) Annual Load (GWh) Peak Load (MW) Vintage
SCE 55,000 13,000 N/A

Direct Access 12,500 2,200 2009
CCA1 1,000 360 2015
CCA2 500 225 2017
CCA3 12,000 3,000 2018
CCA4 400 140 2018
CCA5 1,600 450 2020

LSE Vintage
CTC-

Eligible
Legacy 
UOG

2004-
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

SCE N/A 55,000 55,000 55,000 55,000 55,000 55,000 55,000 55,000 55,000 55,000 55,000 55,000 55,000

Direct Access 2009 12,500 12,500 12,500

CCA1 2015 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000

CCA2 2017 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500

CCA3 2018 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000

CCA4 2018 400 400 400 400 400 400 400 400 400 400 400 400

CCA5 2020 1,600 1,600 1,600 1,600 1,600 1,600 1,600 1,600 1,600 1,600 1,600 1,600 1,600

Total Load (GWh) 83,000 83,000 83,000 70,500 70,500 70,500 70,500 70,500 70,500 69,500 69,500 69,000 56,600

1. Determine LSE annual loads, peak loads, and vintages

2. Determine vintaged LSE load shares
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RPS Voluntary Allocation Example (continued)

LSE Vintage
CTC-

Eligible
Legacy 
UOG

2004-
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Total RPS 
Allocation

% of 
Total RPS

Total RPS (GWh) * 592 345 3,761 1,589 1,940 728 392 3,206 4,442 42 27 226 0   17,290 100%
SCE N/A 392 229 2,492 1,240 1,513 568 306 2,501 3,465 33 21 180 0 12,941 75%
Direct 
Access 2009 89 52 566 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 708 4%
CCA1 2015 7 4 45 23 28 10 6 45 63 0 0 0 0 231 1%
CCA2 2017 4 2 23 11 14 5 3 23 32 0 0 0 0 116 1%
CCA3 2018 86 50 544 270 330 124 67 546 756 7 5 39 0 2,824 16%
CCA4 2018 3 2 18 9 11 4 2 18 25 0 0 1 0 94 1%
CCA5 2020 11 7 73 36 44 17 9 73 101 1 1 5 0 376 2%

* Source: SCE’s public ERRA 2020 Forecast

3. Determine PCIA-eligible products by vintage and allocate according to load share
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Proposed Voluntary Auction Revenue Allocation 
Mechanism

LSE Vintage
CTC-

Eligible
Legacy 
UOG

2004-
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Total RPS 
Allocation

Total RPS 
(GWh) 592 345 3,761 1,589 1,940 728 392 3,206 4,442 42 27 226 - 17,290 
SCE N/A 392 229 2,492 1,240 1,513 568 306 2,501 3,465 33 21 180 0 12,941
Direct 
Access 2009 89 52 566 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 708
CCA1 2015 7 4 45 23 28 10 6 45 63 0 0 0 0 231
CCA2 2017 4 2 23 11 14 5 3 23 32 0 0 0 0 116
CCA3 2018 86 50 544 270 330 124 67 546 756 7 5 39 0 2,824
CCA4 2018 3 2 18 9 11 4 2 18 25 0 0 1 0 94
CCA5 2020 11 7 73 36 44 17 9 73 101 1 1 5 0 376

1. Determine PCIA-eligible products to be allocated to each LSE (Table 3 of Allocation)

Sales 
Elections

% 
Sold

CTC-
Eligible

Legacy 
UOG

2004-
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Total RPS 
Sales

Max Long-
Term Sales

SCE 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Direct 
Access 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CCA1 100% 7 4 45 23 28 10 6 45 63 0 0 0 0 231 58
CCA2 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CCA3 50% 43 25 272 135 165 62 33 273 378 4 2 20 0 1412 353
CCA4 100% 3 2 18 9 11 4 2 18 25 0 0 1 0 94 24
CCA5 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total (GWh) 53 31 335 167 204 76 41 337 466 4 2 21 0 1737 434

2. Evaluate impact of each LSE’s sales elections and pool products for sale. Determine 
maximum to be sold for prompt year and over 10+ year terms

*

* Assumes 25% long-term sales threshold 38
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Proposed Voluntary Auction Revenue Allocation 
Mechanism (continued)

Bid # Prices Quantities Term
Bid 1 $10 400 1
Bid 2 $12 500 10
Bid 3 $8 200 1
Bid 4 $19 50 1
Bid 5 $15 300 10
Bid 6 $14 200 1
Bid 7 $6 1000 1
Bid 8 $1 1500 10
Bid 9 $9 700 1
Bid 10 $7 600 1

3. Accept bids to purchase products in Market Offer process

Selection 
Order Bid # Prices

Quantities 
(GWh) Term

Cumulative 
Long Term

Adjusted LT 
Quantity

Cumulative 
Quantity

Adjusted 
Quantity Revenue/Yr

Contract 1 Bid 4 $19 50 1 0 0 50 50 $950,000 
Contract 2 Bid 5 $15 300 10 300 300 350 300 $4,500,000 
Contract 3 Bid 6 $14 200 1 300 0 550 200 $2,800,000 
Contract 4 Bid 2 $12 500 10 434 134 684 134 $1,610,769 
Contract 5 Bid 1 $10 400 1 434 0 1084 400 $4,000,000 
Contract 6 Bid 9 $9 700 1 434 0 1737 653 $5,874,231 
Contract 7 Bid 3 $8 200 1 434 0 1737 0 $0 
Contract 8 Bid 10 $7 600 1 434 0 1737 0 $0 
Contract 9 Bid 7 $6 1000 1 434 0 1737 0 $0 
Contract 10 Bid 8 $1 1500 10 434 0 1737 0 $0 
Total $19,735,000 

4. Order bids by price and accept bids until all quantities have been sold
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Proposed Voluntary Auction Revenue Allocation 
Mechanism (continued)

Revenue 
Allocation CTC-Eligible Legacy 

UOG 2004-2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 Total RPS 
Sales

Total RPS 
Sales 

(GWh)
53 31 335 167 204 76 41 337 466 4 2 21 0 1737

Total 
Revenue 

Allocation
$599,697 $349,486 $3,809,899 $1,895,060 $2,313,667 $868,221 $467,504 $3,823,514 $5,297,582 $43,944 $28,250 $238,175 $0 $19,735,000

SCE $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Direct 
Access $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

CCA1 $81,040 $47,228 $514,851 $256,089 $312,658 $117,327 $63,176 $516,691 $715,889 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,624,950
CCA2 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
CCA3 $486,241 $283,367 $3,089,108 $1,536,535 $1,875,946 $703,963 $379,057 $3,100,146 $4,295,337 $41,198 $26,484 $223,289 $0 $16,040,671
CCA4 $32,416 $18,891 $205,941 $102,436 $125,063 $46,931 $25,270 $206,676 $286,356 $2,747 $1,766 $14,886 $0 $1,069,378
CCA5 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

5. Allocate revenues pro-rata amongst LSEs based upon their contribution to pool of
products to be sold (from Table 2)
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RPS Transfer Mechanisms 

Transfer of RECs from IOU WREGIS account to Allocatee’s WREGIS 
account by Q2 following flow year, with sufficient time for LSEs to 
meet compliance obligations

RECs will be sourced from any similar PCIA-eligible resources 
e.g., long-term PCC1

Transfer of RECs to Buyer’s WREGIS account will occur on a monthly 
basis within 30 days of RECs’ creation by WREGIS
Transfer of GHG-free credit will be effectuated through reporting of 
debit from IOU and credit to benefiting LSE’s Power Content Label 
through a filing with the CEC*

Filed in Q2 following flow year
IRP

Intended for LSEs to receive credit for their eligible allocation shares, less 
any long-term Market Offer sales, from the vintaged PCIA portfolio in the 
IRP process

Any sales performed by any LSE of its allocated share, or by IOU through 
portfolio optimization, are treated in accordance with existing IRP rules and 
requirements

* Subject to CEC regulatory reporting requirements
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RPS Power Content Label Forecasting

IOU will provide the following forecasts of aggregated RPS 
production by vintaged pool*:

Resource IDs for all resources;
The aggregated, total year-ahead ERRA forecast;
An aggregated, year-ahead forecast of the total production for each of 
the 12 months;
Quarterly updates for remaining balance of year of the monthly total, 
aggregated production; and
IOU will provide past three years of historical, aggregated, hourly 
production data

Information must be aggregated to preserve confidentiality
Inability to aggregate may prevent provision of forecast or meter data 
for year N-1

*IOU bears no responsibility to benefiting LSEs for accuracy of forecasts provided
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System/Flex RA Voluntary Allocation: “CAM-like” 
Mechanism

IOU will show all PCIA-eligible RA resources on its supply plan and for each RA 
compliance filing
Annually in the Fall, CPUC will determine appropriate share of each vintage’s System 
and Flex RA positions to be allocated to each LSE for each month of the prompt year
Annually, concurrently with the publication of the final RA compliance requirements, 
CPUC will:

Issue a letter to IOU indicating quantities of RA debited from IOU positions for allocation 
purposes; and
Issue a letter to each benefiting LSE indicating quantities of RA credited towards LSE’s 
positions

Each LSE will reflect the PCIA credit/debit within its annual CAISO RA showing
Actual quantities debited and credited may vary year-over-year, subject to changes in 
load share, IOU contract management activities, NQC adjustments, etc.

Contract management activities are governed through ERRA and AB57, with PRG 
consultation (as appropriate)

IOU will maintain responsibility for outages, substitution capacity, penalties, etc.
Costs incurred passed through PCIA mechanism, except for any costs disallowed through the 
IOU’s ERRA proceeding

For more information on CAM process, refer to: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/General.aspx?id=6311
See 2019 Final RA Guide and CAM Allocation links
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Local RA Voluntary Allocation Example

LSE Assumptions 
(Illustrative)

Annual Load 
(GWh)

Peak Load 
(MW) Vintage

SCE 55,000 13,000 N/A
Direct Access 12,500 2,200 2009

CCA1 1,000 360 2015
CCA2 500 225 2017
CCA3 12,000 3,000 2018
CCA4 400 140 2018
CCA5 1,600 450 2020

* Source: SCE’s public ERRA 2020 Forecast

LSE Vintage
CTC-

Eligible
Legacy 
UOG

2004-
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

SCE 2019 13,000 13,000 13,000 13,000 13,000 13,000 13,000 13,000 13,000 13,000 13,000 13,000 13,000
Direct Access 2009 2,200 2,200 2,200
CCA1 2015 360 360 360 360 360 360 360 360 360
CCA2 2017 225 225 225 225 225 225 225 225 225 225 225
CCA3 2018 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000
CCA4 2018 140 140 140 140 140 140 140 140 140 140 140 140
CCA5 2020 450 450 450 450 450 450 450 450 450 450 450 450 450

Total Peak-Load (MW) 19,375 19,375 19,375 17,175 17,175 17,175 17,175 17,175 17,175 16,815 16,815 16,590 13,450

LSE Vintage
CTC-

Eligible
Legacy 
UOG

2004-
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Total Local RA 
Allocation

% of Total 
Local RA

Total Local RA* (MW) 20 1,018 1,102 10 0 3 9 11 8 1,393 1 6 0 3,579 100%
SCE 2019 13 683 739 8 0 2 7 8 6 1,077 1 4 0 2,548 71%
Direct Access 2009 2 116 125 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 243 7%
CCA1 2015 0 19 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 41 1%
CCA2 2017 0 12 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 0 0 0 44 1%
CCA3 2018 3 158 171 2 0 0 2 2 1 249 0 1 0 588 16%
CCA4 2018 0 7 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 0 27 1%
CCA5 2020 0 24 26 0 0 0 0 0 0 37 0 0 0 88 2%

e
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System RA Voluntary Allocation Example

LSE Assumptions 
(Illustrative)

Annual Load 
(GWh)

Peak Load 
(MW) Vintage

SCE 55,000 13,000 N/A
Direct Access 12,500 2,200 2009

CCA1 1,000 360 2015
CCA2 500 225 2017
CCA3 12,000 3,000 2018
CCA4 400 140 2018
CCA5 1,600 450 2020

* Source: SCE’s public ERRA 2020 Forecast

LSE Vintage
CTC-

Eligible
Legacy 
UOG

2004-
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

SCE 2019 13,000 13,000 13,000 13,000 13,000 13,000 13,000 13,000 13,000 13,000 13,000 13,000 13,000
Direct Access 2009 2,200 2,200 2,200
CCA1 2015 360 360 360 360 360 360 360 360 360
CCA2 2017 225 225 225 225 225 225 225 225 225 225 225
CCA3 2018 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000
CCA4 2018 140 140 140 140 140 140 140 140 140 140 140 140
CCA5 2020 450 450 450 450 450 450 450 450 450 450 450 450 450

Total Peak-Load (MW) 19,375 19,375 19,375 17,175 17,175 17,175 17,175 17,175 17,175 16,815 16,815 16,590 13,450

LSE Vintage
CTC-

Eligible
Legacy 
UOG

2004-
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Total System 
RA Allocation

% of Total 
System RA

Total System RA* (MW) 64 643 399 227 250 47 27 360 297 184 0 73 1,928 4,499 100%
SCE 2019 43 432 268 172 189 36 21 272 225 142 0 57 1,863 3,720 83%
Direct Access 2009 7 73 45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 126 3%
CCA1 2015 1 12 7 5 5 1 1 8 6 0 0 0 0 46 1%
CCA2 2017 1 7 5 3 3 1 0 5 4 2 0 0 0 31 1%
CCA3 2018 10 100 62 40 44 8 5 63 52 33 0 13 0 428 10%
CCA4 2018 0 5 3 2 2 0 0 3 2 2 0 1 0 20 0%
CCA5 2020 1 15 9 6 7 1 1 9 8 5 0 2 65 129 3%
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Illustrative Voluntary Auction Valuation Mechanism

Offer Term Month
Price 

($/kW-mo)
Quantity

(MW)
1 July 7 $4.00 100
2 July 7 $6.00 50
3 July 7 $5.50 300
4 August 8 $2.50 200
5 August 8 $4.25 100
6 August 8 $5.10 50
7 September 9 $3.50 150
8 September 9 $4.50 200
9 September 9 $3.25 50

10 Q3 7 $4.75 200
10 Q3 8 $4.75 200
10 Q3 9 $4.75 200

Amounts for Sale Month Quantity (MW)
July 7 300

August 8 350
September 9 250

1. Determine Sales Quantities

2. Receive Bid Prices and Quantities
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Illustrative Voluntary Auction Valuation Mechanism 
(continued)

Offer Term Month
Price

($/kW-mo)
Quantity 

(MW)
2 July 7 $6.00 50
3 July 7 $5.50 250

10 Q3 7 $4.75 200
1 July 7 $4.00 100
6 August 8 $5.10 50

10 Q3 8 $4.75 200
5 August 8 $4.25 100
4 August 8 $2.50 200

10 Q3 9 $4.75 200
8 September 9 $4.50 200
7 September 9 $3.50 150
9 September 9 $3.25 50

Selected 
Offers Term Month

Price 
($/kW-mo)

Quantity
(MW)

Revenue 
($000)

2 July 7 $6.00 50 $300.00 
3 July 7 $5.50 50 $275.00 

10 Q3 7 $4.75 200 $950.00 
6 August 8 $5.10 50 $255.00 

10 Q3 8 $4.75 200 $950.00 
5 August 8 $4.25 100 $425.00 

10 Q3 9 $4.75 200 $950.00 
8 September 9 $4.50 50 $225.00 

Total $4,330.00

3. Rank Bids by Price

4. Select Bids up to Quantity Available,
While Maximizing Revenues

48

                         123 / 371



 

                         124 / 371



                         125 / 371



                         126 / 371



                         127 / 371



                         128 / 371



                         129 / 371



                         130 / 371



                         131 / 371



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
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1 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Review, Revise, and 
Consider Alternatives to the Power Charge Indifference 
Adjustment. 

R.17-06-026

DIRECT ACCESS CUSTOMER COALITION INFORMAL COMMENTS 
ON WORKING GROUP #3 THIRD WORKSHOP 

The Direct Access Customer Coalition1 (“DACC”) offers herein its informal comments on 

topics introduced in Meeting #3 of Working Group #3 (“WG3”) that was held on October 17, 2019 

at the Commission Auditorium. 

DACC appreciates the efforts undertaken by Southern California Edison, California 

Community Choice Association and Commercial Energy to develop the materials and discussion 

topics considered at the workshop.  DACC’s comments on the last workshop noted its grave 

concerns with the application of a cost allocation mechanism (“CAM”)-like default allocation of 

resource adequacy (“RA”) and renewable portfolio standard (“RPS”) products and costs to all 

customers.  DACC is grateful to see that the Working Group leaders have, for the most part, moved 

away from these mandatory allocations of costs and attributes. 

However, DACC notes that the direct allocation of local RA costs and attributes appears 

to persist.  DACC continues to maintain that any excess local RA should be made available to 

other load-serving entities and not forced upon their customers.  

1 DACC is a regulatory advocacy group comprised of educational, governmental, commercial and industrial 
customers that utilize direct access (“DA”) for all or a portion of their electrical energy requirements.  In 
the aggregate, DACC member companies represent over 1,900 MW of demand that is met by both DA and 
bundled utility service and about 11,500 GWH of statewide annual usage. 
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DACC members strongly prefer interacting with their electric service providers (“ESPs”) 

for all products and services.  As such, DACC strongly prefers cost allocation “Option 2,” wherein 

only the stranded cost of the IOUs’ portfolios are in the PCIA, including both RA and RPS.   

If a DA customer’s ESP finds it preferable to accept an allocation of RA or RPS products 

at the IOU’s cost, then it should be able to do so, and if not, then it should be able to decline this 

option.  Option 1, with the automatic allocation of products to a DA customer’s ESP adds a layer 

of opacity to the DA customer’s ESP relationship and has the potential to greatly increase the 

PCIA.  DACC opposes both of these outcomes. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Mark Fulmer Daniel W. Douglass 
MRW & ASSOCIATES DOUGLASS & LIDDELL 

Consultant to Attorney for the 
DIRECT ACCESS CUSTOMER COALITION DIRECT ACCESS CUSTOMER COALITION 

October 28, 2019. 
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A retail seller

a retail 
seller counts

its contracts of 10 years or more 
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/s/ Shannon Eddy /s/ Danielle Osborn Mills 
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“ ”

“ ” rder Instituting Rulemaking (“OIR”) 

the “ ”

by Southern California Edison Company (“SCE”), the 

California Community Choice Association (“CalCCA”) and Commercial Energy, collectively 

“ ” “ ”

(“RPS”) 

market offer (“VAMO”) proposal

owned utilities (“IOUs”) 

See

                         139 / 371



will preserve the IOUs’ ability to optimize its portfolio, including through 

To facilitate portfolio optimization or “portfolio right sizing” activities

“bind ” the IOUs and prevent

(“ ”)

how “portfolio right sizing” inter
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impede IOUs’ portfolio optimization activities 

Lead’s efforts in putting forward the proposal

(“CAM”) “show” 

of a specific resource’s actual 

, energy service providers (“ESPs”)

community choice aggregators (“ ”)
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coordinator in the CAISO’s energy market, PG&E

(e.g. resource adequacy availability incentive mechanism (“RAAIM”)) 

Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) 

“ ”

in today’s tightened RA market and

See CAISO’s Business Practice Manual for Reliability Requirements, Version 44, Section 9 “Resource 
Adequacy Substitution”
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he IOU’s actions taken on behalf of other LSEs, and the IOU’s management of its 

“…

dealing to the benefit of the IOU’s bundled 

service.”
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gas or “brown” power attribute of the PCIA

“ ”

would not be bound by the prior year’s accepted or denied allocation of attributes.

, among others, should be coordinated with the integrated resource planning (“IRP”) 

that the entire portfolio’s conten

of the state’s emissions can be presented 
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from today’s construct

attributes’ approved market price benchmark (“ ”)

ion 1 will be higher than they are under today’s construct, the 

that is nearly identical to today’s calculation in that allocated attributes would be valued at the 
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Option 2 were set based on the “Auction Price Benchmark.”

y be achieved if the portfolio’s attribute value is based on 
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state’s generation

ensure that its allocation does not impair California’s ability to meet its energy 

category (“ ”) 

California Energy Commission’s 
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Review, 
Revise, and Consider Alternatives to the 
Power Charge Indifference Adjustment. 

Rulemaking 17-06-026 
(Filed June 29, 2017) 

INFORMAL COMMENTS OF CITY OF SAN JOSE (SAN JOSE CLEAN ENERGY)  
ON WORKING GROUP 3’s PHASE 2, WORKSHOP # 3 REGARDING PORTFOLIO 

OPTIMIZATION AND ALLOCATION AND AUCTION  

RICHARD DOYLE 
City Attorney  

LUISA F. ELKINS 
Senior Deputy City Attorney  
Office of the City Attorney  
200 East Santa Clara Street, 16th Floor  
San José, CA  95113-1905  
Tele: (408) 535-1953 
Email: luisa.elkins@sanjoseca.gov 

Attorneys for the City of San José, 
administrator of San José Clean Energy 

October 28, 2019
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Review, 
Revise, and Consider Alternatives to the 
Power Charge Indifference Adjustment. 

Rulemaking 17-06-026 
(Filed June 29, 2017) 

INFORMAL COMMENTS OF CITY OF SAN JOSE (SAN JOSE CLEAN ENERGY)  
ON WORKING GROUP 3’s PHASE 2, WORKSHOP # 3 REGARDING PORTFOLIO 

OPTIMIZATION AND ALLOCATION AND AUCTION  

The City of San José (“San José”), on behalf of San José Clean Energy (“SJCE”), 

respectfully submits the following informal comments on the October 17, 2019 Phase 2, 

Workshop #3, hosted by the Working Group 3 (“WG3”) regarding Portfolio Optimization and 

Allocation and Auction (“Workshop #3”).  SJCE appreciates the opportunity to provide these 

comments and supports all efforts from stakeholders and the California Public Utilities 

Commission (“Commission”) to improve the resource adequacy (“RA”) market.  

I. DISCUSSION

A. Timing for RA Allocation and Auction

At Workshop #3, WG3 presented a timeline for the voluntary allocation and market sale 

of system and flexible RA that would fit within the current Commission RA schedule. Under this 

timeline, the open enrollment period for allocations would occur during mid-August, with market 

offer of unallocated RA products occurring around mid-September or early October. At the 

workshop, the CalCCA co-lead stated that WG3 may consider proposing a revised Commission 

timeline as part of this working group to allow load serving entities (“LSEs”) sufficient time to 

procure RA prior to the October 31st compliance deadline. SJCE emphasizes that it is extremely 

important that the timeline be shifted up. Market offer of unallocated RA products should occur 
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prior to the end of April, and the Commission timeline must be adjusted accordingly. An end-of-

April allocation and auction would ensure that unallocated products are available on the market 

for six months prior to the compliance deadline for orderly procurement of resources, in contrast 

to the mere weeks that are suggested under the current timeline.  

B.  Long-Term Allocations and Sales 

During Workshop #3, the CalCCA co-lead indicated that WG3 is not currently 

considering longer-term (e.g., more than a year) allocations and sales for system and flexible RA, 

and that one-year allocations are preferred because they give LSEs the most flexibility to respond 

to Commission RA rule changes, which often occur from year to year. While SJCE agrees that it 

is certainly beneficial to have options for one-year allocations and sales for maximum flexibility, 

opportunities for LSEs to access multi-year system and flexible RA are also necessary to 

enhance market stability. SJCE is assessing several long-term contracts for RA, and it is very 

likely that other LSEs are doing so as well. If LSEs begin fulfilling a significant portion of their 

RA obligation with long-term contracts, the interest in one-year contracts or allocations would 

eventually be low. SJCE recommends that long-term options for RA are included as part of the 

WG3 proposal to increase options for LSEs.  

Regarding long-term allocations and sales for Renewable Portfolio Standard (“RPS”) 

credits, SJCE agrees with CalCCA that allocations and sales must be for 10+ year terms to 

qualify as long-term RPS under statutory requirements.  

C. Ratemaking Proposals  

Two ratemaking proposals were presented during Workshop #3. Of the two proposals, 

SJCE supports CalCCA’s ratemaking proposal and strongly opposes the ratemaking option 

presented by Southern California Edison (WG3 co-lead) and Commercial Energy. Customers 

would see a much higher Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (“PCIA”)  than they do today 
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under this latter proposal because all the costs of the resource go into the PCIA. As 

acknowledged at Workshop #3, the ratemaking methodology proposed by these parties would 

make it very challenging for Community Choice Aggregators to index their rates based on 

investor-owned utility rates due to the mismatch between the timing of the PCIA payment and 

the auction from which revenues are received.             

Respectfully submitted by: 

RICHARD DOYLE 
City Attorney 

/s/ Luisa F. Elkins 
__________________________ 
LUISA F. ELKINS 
Senior Deputy City Attorney  
Office of the City Attorney  
200 East Santa Clara Street, 16th Floor  
San José, CA  95113-1905  
Tele: (408) 535-1953 
Email: luisa.elkins@sanjoséca.gov 

Attorneys for the City of San José, 
administrator of San José Clean Energy 

Dated: October 28, 2019 
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Review, 
Revise, and Consider Alternatives to the 
Power Charge Indifference Adjustment  

Rulemaking 17-06-026 
(filed June 29, 2017) 

COMMENTS OF THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK ON 
THE PHASE 2 WORKING GROUP #3 WORKSHOP #3 

Matthew Freedman, Staff Attorney 
The Utility Reform Network 
785 Market Street, 14th floor 

San Francisco, CA 94103 
Phone: 415-929-8876 x304 

matthew@turn.org 
October 28, 2019 
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COMMENTS OF THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK ON 
THE PHASE 2 WORKING GROUP #3 WORKSHOP #3 

TURN offers the following comments on certain issues reviewed in the 3rd workshop of 

Working Group 3 (WG 3), regarding portfolio optimization and cost reduction, and 

allocation and auction. Citations refer to slides presented at the 3rd workshop 

(Presentation). 

Allocations of long-term contract compliance attributes 

Stakeholders disagree about the required elements of the proposed voluntary allocation 

structure that would allow LSEs to use IOU contracted RPS eligible resources to satisfy 

the long-term contract compliance obligations established under Public Utilities Code 

§399.13(b). While CalCCA argues for a minimum allocation term of at least 10 years,

SCE and Commercial Energy propose no minimum allocation term.1

CalCCA is correct. In order for an LSE to demonstrate compliance with the long-term 

contracting requirement, it must enter into a binding and specific commitment that 

extends into the future for a duration of at least 10 years. In D.17-06-026, the 

Commission affirmed that any “repackaging” of a long-term contract must remain 

consistent with the approach adopted in D.12-06-038.2 Each retail seller must 

demonstrate that it has made a long-term commitment (via ownership or contract) for 

output from RPS-eligible facilities. Under no circumstances does “repackaging” permit 

any long-term contract or ownership agreement to retain its compliance value under 

§399.13(b) if it is resold or allocated for a term of less than 10 years. The language of

§399.13(b) expressly requires that the retail seller must procure sufficient quantities

from “its contracts of 10 years or more in duration” to satisfy the obligation.

There is no basis to allow any short-term procurement allocation to a retail seller to 

satisfy the requirements of §399.13(b) even if there is a demonstration that the 

1 Presentation, page 14. 
2 D.17-06-026, pages 21-22. 
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underlying contract executed by the IOU with the RPS-eligible facility involves a long-

term commitment. In D.12-06-038, the Commission rejected requests by several parties 

to permit “slicing and dicing” of eligible long-term contracts into short-term resale 

contracts that retain a “long-term” attribute.3 In D.18-05-026, the Commission 

reaffirmed this treatment in rejecting a petition by Shell to allow the requirements of 

§399.13(b) to be satisfied when a long-term contract is repackaged with portions resold

to a subsequent buyer making a commitment of less than 10 years.4

Given the clear statutory language and a line of unambiguous Commission decisions 

interpreting the nature of the requirements, there is no basis for WG3 to propose an 

approach to allocation that seeks to transfer “long-term contract attributes” without an 

offtake commitment of less than 10 years in duration. TURN strongly urges the WG3 

co-leads to conform any final proposal to these requirements. 

Any voluntary allocation of RPS or GHG-free resources must be structured as a forward 

sale of a bundled product 

The proposed voluntary allocation of RPS and GHG-free resources would allow LSEs to 

accept an assignment of a share of the IOU portfolio. Without taking a position on the 

two ratemaking options outlined in the presentation, TURN believes that the WG3 

proposal must take great care to conform to existing conventions relating to the forward 

sale of bundled products.  

It is not entirely clear from the presentation whether the structure for allocating both 

RPS and GHG-free resources is consistent with the approach currently used by IOUs for 

selling these products on a forward basis. TURN would be particularly concerned about 

any initiative to create a new class of unbundled GHG-free attributes that can be traded 

3 In R.11-05-005, both Noble and PG&E requested changes to the long-term contract obligations 
that would have permitted short-term contracts to substitute for long-term contracts required 
under the RPS obligations. The Commission declined to adopt this treatment in D.12-06-038. 
4 D.18-05-026, pages 25-27. 
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separately from the electricity generated by the associated units. Any such scheme 

would run afoul of both the Clean System Power methodology used in the Integrated 

Resource Planning (IRP) process and the California Energy Commission’s Power Source 

Disclosure Program (PSDP). Neither program allows LSEs to acquire unbundled 

attributes that can be used to offset portfolio GHG emissions for reporting purposes. 

So long as all allocated products are conveyed on a forward basis and include attributes 

bundled with the associated electricity from the underlying generator, the proposals 

under consideration by WG3 should not conflict with the IRP and PSDP protocols. 

TURN would appreciate clarifications with respect to this issue as part of any final 

working group report submitted to the Commission.  

TURN appreciates the opportunity to submit these comments. 

Respectfully submitted, 

MATTHEW FREEDMAN 

___________/S/____________ 
Matthew Freedman 
Staff Attorney 
The Utility Reform Network 
785 Market Street, 14th floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
Phone: 415-929-8876 x304 
matthew@turn.org 

Dated:  October 28, 2019 
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PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

PCIA Phase 2 – Working Group Three​

Portfolio Optimization and Cost Reduction, 
and Allocation and Auction​

Refinement of Issue 1 Proposals;
Issues 2-4

Workshop No. 4
December 11, 2019​

D-1
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PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

Safety – Roles & Responsibilities

1

Ann 
Springgate

CPR:  TBD
AED:

Sam Kang
First Aid: 

Maria Litos

Doug 
Karpa

Shagun 
Tougas
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PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

In the event of an emergency 
evacuation:

• Cross McAllister Street

• Gather in the Opera House 
courtyard down Van Ness, 
across from City Hall.

2

Safety – Evacuation Procedure
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PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

WiFi Access

Network: CPUCguest

Username: guest

Password: cpuc113019

3
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PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

Agenda

• Safety and Status Check

• Issue 1 - Recap and Refinement of Proposals

• Resource Adequacy Updates

• RPS and GHG-Free Energy Updates

• Other Updates

• Issue 2 – Active Management of IOU Portfolios 

• Issue 3 – Potential Adoption of Additional Standards for Active 
Portfolio Management and the Transition 

• Issue 4 – New or Modified Shareholder Responsibility

• Next Steps

4
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PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

What are the structures, processes, and rules governing portfolio optimization
that the Commission should consider to address excess resources in utility 
portfolios? How should these processes/rules be structured to be compatible 
with the ongoing IRP and RA program modifications in other proceedings?

What standards should the Commission adopt for more active 
management of the utilities’ portfolios in response to departing load in 
the future to minimize further accumulation of uneconomic costs?

If the Commission were to adopt standards for more active 
management of the utility portfolios, how should the transition to new 
standards occur (e.g., timeframe, process, etc.)?

Should the Commission consider new or modified shareholder responsibility for 
future portfolio mismanagement, if any, so that neither bundled nor departing 
customers bear full cost responsibility if utilities do not meet established 
portfolio management standards? Are ERRA or GRC proceedings the 
appropriate forums to address prudent management of portfolios?

5

1

2

3

4

Working Group Three – Issues to be Discussed
Scoping Memo R.17-06-26
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PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

Recap and Refinement of Issue 1 
Proposals
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PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

Recap: Allocation & Market Offer Process & 
Products

Local RA GHGG-G-Free RPS System / Flexx RA
Pro rata vintage share Peak-Load Forecasted Annual 

Load Share
Forecasted Annual 
Load Share

Peak-Load

Allocation Mandatory Voluntary (all or 
portion)

Voluntary (all or 
portion)

Voluntary (all or 
portion)

Market Offer N/A N/A Long-term and short-
term bundled RPS

Monthly or Annual

7

The Co-Leads presented four proposals at the previous WG3 Workshop
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PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

Recap: Local RA and GHG-Free Energy Proposals

• Local RA Allocation Proposal
• Mandatory allocation via a CAM-like mechanism, but may be 

traded*,**
• Commercial supports voluntary allocation with auction of unallocated RA

• Multi-year forward allocations track Local RA obligations 

• System and Flex RA from Local resources follows Local RA allocation

• Allocated products receive a benchmark value of $0 in PCIA 
mechanism

• Voluntary GHG-Free Energy Allocation Proposal
• Voluntary option to accept all or none of Nuclear or Non-Nuclear 

pools of GHG-free energy
• Unallocated energy is re-allocated amongst LSEs accepting allocation

• Commercial Energy supports voluntary allocation of any portion of pools, 
with unallocated energy being auctioned off 

• IOU continues to serve as Scheduling Coordinator for energy

• No change to PCIA rates, as GHG-free energy receives no additional 
benchmark value

8

* SCE is neutral to trading of Local RA after an allocation, but if permitted, does not believe IOUs should be required to manage the process
** CalCCA will not support any allocation scheme that does not allow trading of allocated products
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PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

Recap: Voluntary Allocation & Market Offer 
Proposal for RPS and System/Flex RA

• LSEs can make an annual election to accept or decline an 
allocation of their vintaged share of available PCIA-eligible RPS 
energy & System/Flex RA

• IOU will offer to the market the unallocated RPS energy and/or 
System/Flex RA

• IOU will continue to manage the PCIA portfolio, performing the 
following functions:

• Schedule energy into the CAISO market;

• Show RA through a CAM-like mechanism;

• Transfer bundled RECs to benefiting LSEs; and

• Provide information to certify RPS energy for Power Content Label

• IOU may continue to perform portfolio optimization activities 
outside of Voluntary Allocation and Market Offer mechanism

9
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PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

Updates to Prior RPS Proposal
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PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

Update to RPS & GHG-Free Allocation Structure

• Co-Leads propose to use forecasted, vintage, load shares for 
determining allocation percentage; quantities will be determined 
by actual generation

• Co-Leads previously proposed to allocate RPS and GHG-free 
energy on an actual, vintaged, annual load share basis

• Concerns that load share uncertainty resulted in additional 
complexity, particularly for market offer process
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PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

Update to RPS Long-Term Attribute Preservation

• Stakeholder feedback supported the position that to preserve 
long-term attribute preservation, LSEs must accept allocations for 
10+ years

• CalCCA and SCE propose that in order for an LSE to receive the 
“long-term” benefits from RPS allocation, they must elect to 
receive their allocation share through the life of their vintage*

• LSEs that opt for short-term allocation will not receive long-term benefits

• To receive long-term credit, the longest RPS contract in their vintage must 
have a remaining term of at least 10 years

• Excluding UOG and evergreen contracts to extent they exist

• Allocations count as long-term regardless of underlying contract terms if 
allocation is accepted at LSE’s first election opportunity

• LSEs taking allocations may be required to enter into Commission 
pre-approved contract/confirm 

• Quantities available for allocation are subject to any IOU portfolio 
optimization

12

*Must commit to the longest term of any single contract in the vintage 
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PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

Update to RPS Voluntary Market Offer Structure

• Annually, the IOU will offer to sell all unallocated RPS energy for a 
term beginning in the prompt year

• Long-term sales will be offered up to a 35% cap applied to the lesser 
of LSE’s (a) total allocation share or (b) sales election

• RPS sales will convey long-term attributes only if sold for 10+ year terms

• Long-term sales amounts will be based upon the LSE’s forecasted 
minimum allocation for the term of the long-term offer

• The co-leads propose an annual report (new or existing) be 
published by Energy Division summarizing results of the auctions 
and potential impact of the cap on long-term sales on realized 
value

• Recommend a reassessment of the cap by CPUC after 2 years

13
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PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

Refinement of System/Flex RA 
Proposal
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PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

Proposal for Allocating System and Flexible RA

15

• RA allocation process

• Resources by attributes pooled together for distribution similar to 
current CAM process

• Distribution shown on the LSE Allocations tab of CPUC RA template

• Secondary Trading of RA allocations

• LSEs can trade their RA allocations in a secondary market outside of 
VAMO

• Trade amounts identified on the same LSE Allocations tab

• Trade process is based on modifications to existing CPUC RA 
template

• After initial allocation, no further IOU involvement is required

• Co-leads may consider further refinement
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PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

LSE Allocation Tab Example

16

Month Jan-20 Feb-20 Mar-20 Apr-20 May-20 Jun-20 Jul-20 Aug-20 Sep-20 Oct-20 Nov-20 Dec-20
SP26 CAM Capacity 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
NP26 CAM Capacity 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
RA Allocation North System 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
RA Allocation South System
RA Allocation LA Basin
RA Allocation Big Creek-Ventura
RA Allocation Sand Diego-IV
RA Allocation Bay Area 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11
RA Allocation Fresno 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
RA Allocation Sierra 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
RA Allocation Stockton 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
RA Allocation Kern 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
RA Allocation Humboldt 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
RA Allocation NCNB 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
RA Allocation Flex
NP26 Condition 2 RMR 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
SCE Preferred LCR Credit 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Then we can have a part II of Table 8 that shows a transfer to LSE and net any allocations. ↓

Net Monthly Position Jan-20 Feb-20 Mar-20 Apr-20 May-20 Jun-20 Jul-20 Aug-20 Sep-20 Oct-20 Nov-20 Dec-20
RA Allocation Sierra example 4
RA Allocation NCNB example 1
RA Allocation Bay Area example 7
RA Allocation Humboldt 1.5
List each of the allocations

Monthly Trades Product LSE Volume
LCPSF Sierra 1
CRLL NCNB -1
TPES Bay Area -4
CRLL Humboldt 1

Likely we can't unbundle Flex so we 

may need each of the RA 

Allocation categories to be with or 

sans Flex (just adding it here for 

simplicity of the illustration

Example for January only
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PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

Other Issue 1 Refinements
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PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

Spring System / Flex RA Market Offer

18

• Under the existing schedule for determining final LSE RA 
obligations, there is only a short window for procurement 
between receiving RA obligations and the year-ahead RA showing

• In order to relieve this pressure and maximize the RA value in the 
Market Offer process, the co-leads propose adding an additional 
System/Flex RA Market Offer in the spring of each year

• Volume available in the spring Market Offer would be determined 
as follows

• LSE’s would have an early opportunity to decline their allocation for 
the following year in Q1 (e.g., decline in Q1 2020 for allocation in 
2021)

• For any volumes declined for allocation in Q1, a percentage* of the 
declined allocation would be made available

• LSE’s who do not decline their allocation in Q1 will still be able to 
make their allocation decision in the fall

• The fall Market Offer will include unsold volumes from the spring 
market offer and any unallocated RA based on fall allocation 
decisions

* Co-leads are considering 50%-75% depending on timing of early market offer
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PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

PCIA Ratemaking Structures - Recap

• Seek to minimize complexity of PCIA ratemaking and billing

• All customers in the same vintage pay the same PCIA rate

• Option 1:

• All customers pay full resource costs, less CAISO revenues

• Product types available for allocation receive $0 value

• LSEs wishing to sell products receive a direct payment from the IOU 
according to the LSEs’ proportional share of the realized sales 
revenues

• Option 2:

• All customers pay full resource costs, less CAISO revenues, less the 
quantity of products in portfolio multiplied by PCIA product market 
price benchmark (“MPB”)

• LSEs wishing to take allocations must pay the PCIA product MPB for 
all products accepted as an allocation

19
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PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3 20

PCIA Ratemaking Proposal Comparison

Credit paid 
to LSEs who 

sell

Debit paid by  
LSEs who take 

allocation

Assumes LSEs take allocation
Credits LSEs who sell allocation

Assumes LSEs sell allocation
Charges LSEs who take allocation

Cost to 
take 
allocation

Cost if 
selling 
allocation

Credit paid
to LSEs who 

sell
o 

tion

f 
g
tion

Debit paid by 
LSEs who take 

allocation

 
 

D-21

                         201 / 371



PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

Long-Term Contracts and Rate Making Option 2

21

• Long-term sales can create the potential for cost shifts with Rate 
Making Option 2 when using the Market Price Benchmark approach, 
as adopted in Track 1, to set price that parties taking allocations 
should pay

• MPB does not factor in sales that occur prior to N-2 period

• Co-leads initially outlined an alternative “auction price benchmark” that 
addressed issue, but many parties have expressed interest in retaining 
current MPB construct

• CalCCA and SCE propose that the allocation price should factor in the 
weighted average price of historical* long-term transactions that 
occurred in periods prior to those considered in the MPB

• Weighted average based upon quantity of RECs sold under long-term 
contracts in historical* periods that are still delivering vs. volumes sold in 
periods included in MPB

• Conceptually, it can be thought of as the allocation participants having 
locked in a similar percentage of long-term pricing as represented in sales 
processes

• Result is that parties taking allocations pay approximately their allocation 
percentage share of total contract costs

* Transactions entered into prior to N-2
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PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

Issue 2: Active Management of IOU 
Portfolios
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PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

IOU Portfolio Management Activities

• IOUs manage their portfolios on a short-term and long-term basis, 
consistent with AB 57, as well as their BPP and RPS Plans

• Each IOU currently maintains a team of professionals dedicated to 
managing its contract portfolio. Responsibilities include:

• Ensuring terms and conditions are complied with;
• Resolving disputes with counterparties; and
• Identifying additional opportunities for cost reduction and value 

improvement

• The opportunity to modify a contract typically arises under three 
circumstances: 

• Either party requests a contract modification; 
• Buyer and/or seller identify an opportunity for a mutual benefit; or 
• Counterparty fails to perform

• Every contract, situation, and counterparty is unique

• Portfolio optimization activities require judgement, consideration of 
current market conditions, adherence to policies and Commission 
rules, and negotiation to be successful

• Commission has imposed a reasonable manager standard for IOU 
portfolio management activities, as prescribed metrics cannot account for 
diversity of situations

23
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PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

Examples of Existing IOU Portfolio Optimization 
Activities

1. Enforcing rights due to events of default

2. Contract buy-outs

3. Change of contract term 

4. Adjusting the contract capacity or facility design

5. Managing project design and timelines

6. Modifying site locations and/or on-line dates

7. Monitoring performance and enforcing compliance  

8. Modifying equipment requirements

9. Incorporating economic curtailment rights 

10. Managing force majeure claims

11. Reducing collateral requirements in exchange for an upfront 
payment

12. Other unique opportunities

24
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PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

Portfolio Management – Contract Assignments and 
Buy-Outs

25

• In addition to existing portfolio optimization practices, the co-leads 
propose to add an RFI process for contract assignments and buy-outs

• The process would have two parts

• A process where IOUs would connect interested sellers with LSEs or other market 
participants who are interested in taking assignment of contracts from the IOU 
portfolio

• An opportunity for sellers to propose contract-buy-outs

• Process will be held annually for the first two years; after which the Commission to 
consider whether the process should be modified or continued

• If continued, the process will be run every other year

• Resulting assignments or terminations would completely remove the 
contracts from the IOU portfolio

• IOUs would continue to have discretion to accept or reject any resulting 
proposal based upon existing AB 57 portfolio management standards

• Any accepted offers will be subject to approval by the CPUC

• Details related to RFI process are still being discussed by co-leads
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PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

Contract Assignment Process Proposal

26

IOUs notify 

generators 

meeting 

certain 

criteria* of 

solicitation

Interested 

generators 

identify key 

conditions 

required for 

consideration 

of assignment

IOUs notify 

market of 

interested 

generators 

and 

preconditions

LSEs notify 

IOUs of 

interest in any 

contracts and 

ability to meet 

pre-conditions

IOUs connect 

interested 

sellers with 

qualifying 

LSEs, who 

negotiate an 

assignment of 

the contract or 

new contract

*Exclusions under consideration:

• Contracts priced below 115% of the Market Price Benchmark

• Contracts that if assigned will result in a shortfall in IOU RPS compliance
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PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

Issue 3: Transition to New Standards, if 
Identified 

Issue 4: Shareholder Responsibility
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PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

Proposed Increase Reporting Standards

28

• The IOUs provide a variety of reporting of different events in their 
ERRA filings but the ERRA reporting may not be the same across 
all IOUs

• Increased reporting

• IOUs to report material events of defaults and any termination rights 
in ERRA compliance filings and any actions taken with respect 
thereto

• Report cost savings from active portfolio management
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PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

Next Steps
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PCIA Phase 2 - Working Group 3

Next Steps

• Co-Leads are seeking feedback on concepts presented by 12/20

• Please submit informal comments through CPUC Service List

• Working Group 3 Next Steps:

• Review informal comments received from workshop participants and 
refine proposals

• Continue preparation of Final Report

• Upcoming Deliverables:

• Final Report due January 30, 2020

• Stakeholders comment on Final Report due 10 working days after 
filing Final Report [February 13, 2020] – to be confirmed by 
Commission

• Commission Decision expected Q2 2020

30
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•

•
•

•
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/s/ Lisa A. Cottle 

Attorneys for NextEra Energy Resources, LLC 
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“ ”

“ ”

the “ ”

California Edison Company (“SCE”), the California Community Choice Association 

(“CalCCA”) and Commercial Energy “ ”)

“ ”

“ ” , and renewables portfolio standards (“RPS”) 

’s

1.
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in the IOUs’ portfolios as 

e Revenue Account (“ERRA”) 

’

(“POC”) proposal should be dismissed.
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“cherry picking” of the PCIA portfolio and unexpected results on the Power Content 

Label (“PCL”) (e.g., greenhouse gas emissions that do not show up on any load serving entities 

“ ” PG&E’s suggested changes to the 

italics 

’

GHG-
emitting Energy 

Needs 
further 

develop-
ment 

Actual 
Load 

(all 
or portion) on 
behalf of the 

receiving LSE 
(in 10% 

increments)

(all 
or portion) on 
behalf of the 

receiving LSE 
(in 10% 

increments)

(all or 
portion) on 
behalf of the 

receiving 
LSE (all or 

nothing) 

Mandatory 

Annual
N/A 

(CAISO 
Market) 
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Unit 
Contingent 

or Firm 

Year 1: 
Firm 

Years 2 and 
3: Unit 

contingent 

Spring1: Unit 
continent 

Fall: Firm 
 

Unit continent Unit 
contingent 

Unit 
Contingent 

Risk 
Mitigation 
for Firm 
Product 

Shared 
penalties 

Shared 
penalties N/A N/A 

Term 

3 years 
(100% Year 

N, 100% 
N+1, 50% 

N+2) 

1 year 

Allocation: 
vintage or 1 

year; 
Market Offer: 

1 year 

1 year 1year 

 

VAMO applies to the investor owned utilities’ (“IOU”) residual PCIA portfolio, i.e., the 

Commission (“the Commission”) and load serving entities (“LSEs”) will be ready to implement 
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o

California Independent System Operator (“ ”)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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o

o

o

o

“ ”

2 where “n” is defined as the forecast y
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.  The previous methodology’s at

current year’s 

E-26
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contract pricing to solve the price parity issue for LSE’s taking allocations

S’ PORTFOLIOS AS LON

propose that “in order for an LSE to receive the ‘long term’ benefits from 

vintage.”

The RPS statute, as revised in 2015 by Senate Bill 350, includes a “long term” 

percent of a retail seller’s procurement be from “its contracts of 10 

years or more in duration or in its ownership or ownership agreements” for RPS

E-27
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renewable energy credits (“ ”)

term contracts in the IOUs’ portfolios through a Commission

See 25 (discussing definition and characterization of “long term” procurement and 

E-28

                         240 / 371



the IOU’s procurement undertaken by the IOU prior to the customer’s decision to depart.
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correctly point out that “there is only a short window for procurement 

ahead RA showing” and the inten

“ ” “ ”
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Furthermore, limited detail was provided for the recommendation to “report cost savings form 

active portfolio management.” Again, more detail is needed to determ

, but PG&E’s initial thinking is that the current ex ante assessment in the ERRA 

an ‘open season’ or some other framework that helps limit 

on’s oversight of the reasonableness of IOU’s contract 
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“automatic” penalty as proposed by POC would hold IOUs to an unreasonable standard in light 

violating an IOU’s right to due process, if those penalties are applied without any opportunity of 

parties’ arguments to sunset departing load customers’ 

“ ”

timeframe, POC’s Portfolio Optimization proposal fails to consider the contractual co

See see also id. 61 (noting that “

”)
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.  POC’s proposal is unworkable in light of these commitments and fails to recognize the 

respective Bundled Procurement Plans.  It is for these reasons that PG&E believes that POC’s 

that these informal comments inform the Commission’s 
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Attorneys for Protect Our Communities 
Foundation 
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See 

See Id
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 Attorneys for Protect Our Communities 
Foundation 
 

E-48

                         260 / 371



E-49

                         261 / 371



E-50

                         262 / 371



E-51

                         263 / 371



E-52

                         264 / 371



E-53

                         265 / 371



E-54

                         266 / 371



E-55

                         267 / 371



E-56

                         268 / 371



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Review, 
Revise, and Consider Alternatives to the 
Power Charge Indifference Adjustment  

Rulemaking 17-06-026 
(filed June 29, 2017) 

COMMENTS OF THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK ON 
THE PHASE 2 WORKING GROUP #3 WORKSHOP #4 

Matthew Freedman, Staff Attorney 
The Utility Reform Network 
785 Market Street, 14th floor 

San Francisco, CA 94103 
Phone: 415-929-8876 x304 

matthew@turn.org 
December 20, 2019 
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COMMENTS OF THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK ON 
THE PHASE 2 WORKING GROUP #3 WORKSHOP #4 

 
TURN offers the following comments on certain issues reviewed in the 4th workshop of 

Working Group 3 (WG 3) on December 11, regarding portfolio optimization and cost 

reduction, and allocation and auction. Citations refer to slides presented at the 4th 

workshop (Presentation). 

 

Allocations of long-term contract compliance attributes 

The Presentation proposes to allow any LSE to accept their entire allocation of RPS-

eligible procurement within the IOU portfolio (subject to adjustments for IOU portfolio 

optimization activities). Assuming that there is at least one contract within the 

allocation with a remaining forward duration of at least 10 years, the working group 

proposes that the entire allocated portfolio quantity count towards the long-term 

contract compliance obligations established under Public Utilities Code §399.13(b).1 

 

Based on a review of the proposal, TURN is concerned that some of the individual 

contracts within the portfolio will not have forward durations of at least 10 years at the 

time the LSE elects to receive the allocation. TURN requested data from each IOU on 

the prospective durations of RPS-eligible contracts that would be included in portfolio 

allocations. PG&E and SCE responded to this request just as these comments were due. 

TURN has not been able to adequately review or analyze this data. Without more 

opportunity to review comprehensive data from all IOUs, it is difficult to assess what 

portion of the portfolio would be comprised of contracts that have less than 10 years 

remaining if an LSE were to take its allocation beginning in 2021. 

 

While TURN recognizes that each LSE would make a commitment of not less than 10 

years its entire allocation, that allocation is comprised of a large number of individual 

contracts. Some of those contracts would not qualify as long-term if they were 

                                                 
1 Presentation, page 12. 
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 2 

remarketed in a forward sale. This fact complicates any assessment as to whether the 

quantities should qualify as long-term when bundled within a package of deals that, 

taken together, runs more than 10 years in duration.  

 

In 2014 the Commission declined to authorize cost recovery for “long-term” contracts 

proposed by PG&E that would have provided 90% of total deliveries in the first year 

and spread the remaining deliveries over the following nine years.2 That rejection was 

based in large part on TURN’s critique that PG&E attempted to circumvent the long-

term contracting requirement by entering into a “10-year” contract that was 

functionally a short-term arrangement.3 While the proposed PCIA portfolio allocation 

proposal would not result in the same unbalanced delivery schedule included in PG&E 

contracts rejected by the Commission, it does raise questions about the types of 

arrangements that would satisfy the RPS long-term contract requirement. 

 

Due to the unique circumstances associated with the PCIA portfolio allocation, the 

Working Group should clarify that the requested treatment of long-term contract 

attributes under this proposal would only apply to PCIA portfolio allocation. To avoid 

the potential for abuse, the Commission must clarify that other market participants 

should not expect to receive RPS long-term contract credit for bilateral arrangements 

that include a mix of short and long-term commitments. 

 

Any voluntary allocation of RPS or GHG-free resources must be structured as a forward 

sale of a bundled product 

The proposed voluntary allocation of RPS and GHG-free resources would allow LSEs to 

accept an assignment of a share of the IOU portfolio. In prior comments, TURN 

identified the need for the WG3 proposal to conform to existing conventions relating to 

                                                 
2 PG&E Advice Letters 4299-E, 4300-E, 4301-E; The Commission rejected Draft Resolution E-
4649 that would have approved the contracts.  
3 TURN/CUE protest of PG&E AL 4299-E, 4300-E, 4301-E, October 30, 2013; TURN comments 
on Draft Resolution E-4649, March 27, 2014. 
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 3 

the forward sale of bundled products. The Presentation does not explicitly conform the 

allocation to the forward sale requirements.4 

 

In prior comments, TURN expressed concern about any initiative to create a new class 

of unbundled GHG-free attributes that can be traded separately from the electricity 

generated by the associated units. Any such scheme would run afoul of both the Clean 

System Power methodology used in the Integrated Resource Planning (IRP) process and 

the California Energy Commission’s Power Source Disclosure Program (PSDP). Neither 

program allows LSEs to acquire unbundled attributes that can be used to offset 

portfolio GHG emissions for reporting purposes. The final proposal should explicitly 

state that all allocated products would be conveyed on a forward basis and include 

attributes bundled with the associated electricity from the underlying generator to 

ensure that there is no conflict with the IRP and PSDP protocols. 

 

TURN appreciates the opportunity to submit these comments. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
MATTHEW FREEDMAN 

___________/S/____________ 
Matthew Freedman 
Staff Attorney 
The Utility Reform Network 
785 Market Street, 14th floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
Phone: 415-929-8876 x304 
matthew@turn.org 

Dated:  December 20, 2019 

                                                 
4 Presentation slides 8, 11. 
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= [Vintaged portfolio generation] * [LSE vintaged  load share] 

= [920, 0, 0, …, 0] * [66%, 66%, 76%, …, 100%]  

= 920 x 66% + 0 x 66% + 0 x 76% + … + 0 x 100%  

= 605 GWh 

i.e.,
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LSE Vintage Annual Load (GWh) Peak Load (MW) RPS Energy (Long Term) RPS Energy (Short Term) Nuclear Energy GHG Free Energy System RA
IOU 2020 50,000 13,000 100% 0% 100% 100% 100%

A 2004 2009 10,000 2,500 0% 0% 100% 100% 0%
B 2014 3,000 800 0% 0% 0% 0% 50%
C 2018 1,000 300 70% 30% 0% 100% 0%
D 2018 12,000 3,500 50% 0% 0% 100% 80%

Allocation Elections (1 Accept, 0 Decline)

Table 1
LSE Assumptions
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LSE Vintage CTC Eligible 2004 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
IOU 2020 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000
A 2004 2009 10,000 10,000
B 2014 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000
C 2018 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
D 2018 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000
Total 76,000 76,000 66,000 66,000 66,000 66,000 66,000 63,000 63,000 63,000 63,000 50,000 50,000

LSE Vintage CTC Eligible 2004 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
IOU 2020 66% 66% 76% 76% 76% 76% 76% 79% 79% 79% 79% 100% 100%
A 2004 2009 13% 13% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
B 2014 4% 4% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
C 2018 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0%
D 2018 16% 16% 18% 18% 18% 18% 18% 19% 19% 19% 19% 0% 0%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Annual Vintaged Loads (GWh)

Annual Vintaged Load Shares (%)

Table 2
LSE's Vintaged Annual Load Shares

Table 3
LSE's Vintaged Annual Load Share Percentages
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LSE Vintage CTC Eligible 2004 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
IOU 2020 13,000 13,000 13,000 13,000 13,000 13,000 13,000 13,000 13,000 13,000 13,000 13,000 13,000
A 2004 2009 2,500 2,500
B 2014 800 800 800 800 800 800 800
C 2018 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 300
D 2018 3,500 3,500 3,500 3,500 3,500 3,500 3,500 3,500 3,500 3,500 3,500
Total 20,100 20,100 17,600 17,600 17,600 17,600 17,600 16,800 16,800 16,800 16,800 13,000 13,000

LSE Vintage CTC Eligible 2004 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
IOU 2020 65% 65% 74% 74% 74% 74% 74% 77% 77% 77% 77% 100% 100%
A 2004 2009 12% 12% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
B 2014 4% 4% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
C 2018 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0%
D 2018 17% 17% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 21% 21% 21% 21% 0% 0%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Annual Vintaged Peak Loads (MW)

Annual Vintaged Peak Load Shares (%)

Table 4
LSE's Vintaged Coincident Peak Load Shares

Table 5
LSE's Vintaged Coincident Peak Load Share Percentages
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Contract # Vintage
Contract

Type Local RA System RA Flex RA RPS Energy
GHG Free

Energy
PPA Price
($/MWh)

RA Price
($/kW mo)

Online
Date

Term
(Years)

Termination
Date Technology

Installed AC
Capacity (MW)

Expected Annual Energy
Production (GWh)

1 CTC Eligible Bundled Yes Yes Yes No Large Hydro $20 1/1/1910 130 1/1/2040 Large Hydro 200 736
2 CTC Eligible Bundled No Yes Yes No Large Hydro $25 1/1/1935 100 1/1/2035 Large Hydro 50 184
3 CTC Eligible Bundled Yes Yes Yes No Nuclear $32 1/1/1965 70 1/1/2035 Nuclear 1000 8059
4 CTC Eligible Bundled Yes Yes Yes No No $35 1/1/1990 40 1/1/2030 Gas CCGT 800 3854
5 2004 2009 Bundled Yes Yes Yes No No $45 1/1/2010 40 1/1/2050 Gas Peaker 50 53
6 2004 2009 Bundled No Yes No Yes No $250 1/1/2011 20 1/1/2031 Wind 90 205
7 2004 2009 Bundled No Yes No Yes No $120 7/1/2011 20 7/1/2031 Geothermal 100 666
8 2010 Bundled No Yes No Yes No $200 1/1/2012 20 1/1/2032 Wind 50 114
9 2011 Bundled No Yes No Yes No $250 1/1/2014 20 1/1/2034 Solar 300 736

10 2014 Bundled No Yes No Yes No $180 1/1/2018 20 1/1/2038 Solar 150 368
11 2015 Bundled No Yes No Yes No $140 1/1/2018 15 1/1/2033 Wind 100 228
12 2016 Bundled No Yes No Yes No $50 1/1/2020 15 1/1/2035 Solar 150 368
13 2017 Bundled No Yes No Yes No $45 1/1/2020 20 1/1/2040 Solar 100 245
14 2017 Bundled No Yes No Yes No $42 1/1/2019 10 1/1/2029 Wind 60 137
15 2017 RA only Yes Yes No No No $4.50 1/1/2022 2 1/1/2024 Gas Peaker 50 0
16 2018 RA only Yes Yes Yes No No $5.00 7/1/2022 2 7/1/2024 Gas CCGT 800 0
17 2020 RA only Yes Yes No No No $3.40 1/1/2023 1 1/1/2024 Gas CCGT 500 0
18 2020 RA only No Yes Yes No No $5.50 7/1/2023 0.25 10/1/2023 Gas CCGT 300 0
19 2020 RA only No Yes No No No $3.00 3/1/2023 0.5 8/31/2023 Gas Peaker 100 0

Table 6
Model IOU Portfolio
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Contract Vintage 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036
1 CTC Eligible 736 736 736 736 736 736 736 736 736 736 736 736 736 736
2 CTC Eligible 184 184 184 184 184 184 184 184 184 184 184 184
3 CTC Eligible
4 CTC Eligible
5 2004 2009
6 2004 2009
7 2004 2009
8 2010
9 2011

10 2014
11 2015
12 2016
13 2017
14 2017
15 2017
16 2018
17 2020
18 2020
19 2020

Total 920 920 920 920 920 920 920 920 920 920 920 920 736 736

Table 7
GHG Free, Large Hydro Position by Contract
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Vintage 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036
CTC Eligible 920 920 920 920 920 920 920 920 920 920 920 920 736 736
2004 2009

2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
Total 920 920 920 920 920 920 920 920 920 920 920 920 736 736

Table 8
GHG Free, Large Hydro Position by Vintage
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LSE 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036
IOU 605 605 605 605 605 605 605 605 605 605 605 605 484 484

A 121 121 121 121 121 121 121 121 121 121 121 121 97 97
B 36 36 36 36 36 36 36 36 36 36 36 36 29 29
C 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 10 10
D 145 145 145 145 145 145 145 145 145 145 145 145 116 116

Total 920 920 920 920 920 920 920 920 920 920 920 920 736 736

LSE
Allocation
Election

2023 Large Hydro
Allocation (GWh) LSE

Re Allocation
Percentage

2023 Large Hydro Re
Allocation (GWh) LSE

2023 Large Hydro
Allocation (GWh)

IOU 100% 605 IOU 68% 25 IOU 630
A 100% 121 A 14% 5 A 126
B 0% B 0% B
C 100% 12 C 1% 0 C 13
D 100% 145 D 16% 6 D 151

883 36 Total 920
36

Total
Unallocated

Total

Table 9
GHG Free, Large Hydro Allocation Eligibility (GWh)

Table 10
Large Hydro Allocations Accepted

Table 11
Large Hydro Re Allocations

Table 12
Total Large Hydro Allocations
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Contract Vintage 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036
1 CTC Eligible
2 CTC Eligible
3 CTC Eligible 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059
4 CTC Eligible
5 2004 2009
6 2004 2009
7 2004 2009
8 2010
9 2011

10 2014
11 2015
12 2016
13 2017
14 2017
15 2017
16 2018
17 2020
18 2020
19 2020

Total 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059

Table 13
GHG Free, Nuclear Position by Contract (GWh)
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Vintage 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036
CTC Eligible 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059
2004 2009

2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
Total 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059

Table 14
GHG Free, Nuclear Position by Vintage (GWh)
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LSE 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036
IOU 5,302 5,302 5,302 5,302 5,302 5,302 5,302 5,302 5,302 5,302 5,302 5,302

A 1,060 1,060 1,060 1,060 1,060 1,060 1,060 1,060 1,060 1,060 1,060 1,060
B 318 318 318 318 318 318 318 318 318 318 318 318
C 106 106 106 106 106 106 106 106 106 106 106 106
D 1,273 1,273 1,273 1,273 1,273 1,273 1,273 1,273 1,273 1,273 1,273 1,273

Total 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059 8,059

LSE
Allocation
Election

2023 Nuclear Energy
Allocation (GWh) LSE

Re Allocation
Percentage

2023 Nuclear Energy Re
Allocation (GWh) LSE

2023 Nuclear Energy
Allocation (GWh)

IOU 100% 5,302 IOU 83% 1,414 IOU 6,716
A 100% 1,060 A 17% 283 A 1,343
B 0% B 0% B
C 0% C 0% C
D 0% D 0% D

Total 6,363 Total 1,697 Total 8,059
Unallocated 1,697

GHG Free, Nuclear Allocation Eligibility (GWh)
Table 15

Nuclear Allocations Accepted Nuclear Re Allocations Total Nuclear Allocation
Table 16 Table 17 Table 18
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Contract Vintage 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036
1 CTC Eligible
2 CTC Eligible
3 CTC Eligible
4 CTC Eligible
5 2004 2009
6 2004 2009 205 205 205 205 205 205 205 205
7 2004 2009 666 666 666 666 666 666 666 666
8 2010 114 114 114 114 114 114 114 114 114
9 2011 736 736 736 736 736 736 736 736 736 736 736

10 2014 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368
11 2015 228 228 228 228 228 228 228 228 228 228
12 2016 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368
13 2017 245 245 245 245 245 245 245 245 245 245 245 245 245 245
14 2017 137 137 137 137 137 137
15 2017
16 2018
17 2020
18 2020
19 2020

Total 3,066 3,066 3,066 3,066 3,066 3,066 2,929 2,929 2,059 1,945 1,717 981 613 613

Table 19
RPS Energy Position by Contract (GWh)
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Vintage 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036
CTC Eligible
2004 2009 871 871 871 871 871 871 871 871

2010 114 114 114 114 114 114 114 114 114
2011 736 736 736 736 736 736 736 736 736 736 736
2012
2013
2014 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368
2015 228 228 228 228 228 228 228 228 228 228
2016 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368
2017 382 382 382 382 382 382 245 245 245 245 245 245 245 245
2018
2019
2020
Total 3,066 3,066 3,066 3,066 3,066 3,066 2,929 2,929 2,059 1,945 1,717 981 613 613

Table 20
RPS Energy Position by Vintage (GWh)
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LSE 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036
IOU 2,271 2,271 2,271 2,271 2,271 2,271 2,163 2,163 1,590 1,504 1,323 765 473 473

A 115 115 115 115 115 115 115 115
B 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 55 50 50 17 17 17
C 45 45 45 45 45 45 43 43 32 30 26 15 9 9
D 545 545 545 545 545 545 519 519 382 361 317 184 114 114

Total 3,066 3,066 3,066 3,066 3,066 3,066 2,929 2,929 2,059 1,945 1,717 981 613 613

Table 21
RPS Energy Allocation Eligibility (GWh)
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LSE
Allocation Election

(Long Term) 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036
IOU 100% 2,271 2,271 2,271 2,271 2,271 2,271 2,163 2,163 1,590 1,504 1,323 765 473 473

A 0%
B 0%
C 70% 32 32 32 32 32 32 30 30 22 21 19 11 7 7
D 50% 273 273 273 273 273 273 260 260 191 180 159 92 57 57

Total 2,576 2,576 2,576 2,576 2,576 2,576 2,453 2,453 1,803 1,705 1,500 868 537 537

LSE
Allocation Election

(Short Term) 2023
IOU 0%

A 0%
B 0%
C 30% 14
D 0%

Total 14

LSE 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036
IOU 2,271 2,271 2,271 2,271 2,271 2,271 2,163 2,163 1,590 1,504 1,323 765 473 473

A
B
C 45 32 32 32 32 32 30 30 22 21 19 11 7 7
D 273 273 273 273 273 273 260 260 191 180 159 92 57 57

Total 2,589 2,576 2,576 2,576 2,576 2,576 2,453 2,453 1,803 1,705 1,500 868 537 537

Total RPS Energy Allocations Accepted (GWh)

Table 22
RPS Energy Long Term Allocations Accepted (GWh)

RPS Energy Short Term Allocations Accepted (GWh)
Table 23

Table 24
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LSE 2023 RPS Allocation Payment ($)
IOU 40,881,567$

A $
B $
C 817,631$
D 4,905,788$

Total 46,604,986$

Vintage 2023 RPS Allocation Payment ($)
CTC Eligible $
2004 2009 11,755,044.00$

2010 1,770,316.36$
2011 11,438,967.27$
2012 $
2013 $
2014 5,719,483.64$
2015 3,709,234.29$
2016 5,991,840.00$
2017 6,220,100.57$
2018 $
2019 $
2020 $
Total 46,604,986$

2023 RPS Allocation Payments

Distribution of 2023 RPS Allocation
Payments Across Vintages ($)

Table 25

Table 26
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LSE 2023
IOU

A 115
B 90
C
D 273

Total 477

Long Term RPS Sales Cap 35%

LSE 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036
IOU

A 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40
B 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 19 18 18 6 6 6
C
D 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 64 40 40

Max Long Term for Market Offer 167 167 167 167 167 167 167 167 115 113 113 70 46 46
Total for Market Offer 477

RPS Energy Available for Long Term Market Offer (GWh)
Table 28

RPS Allocations Declined (GWh)
Table 27
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Bid #
% of

Generation
Price

($/MWh)
Term

(Years)
Volume
(GWh)

Long Term
Volume
(GWh)

Cumulative
Long Term

Volume (GWh)

Total
Cumulative

Volume (GWh) Bid Selection
Volume Sold

(GWh) % Sold Term
2023 Revenues

($)
1 20% $22 1 95 0 0 95 Selected 95 20% Short Term $2,098,070
2 30% $17 1 143 0 0 238 Selected 143 30% Short Term $2,431,854
3 20% $16 10 33 33 33 272 Selected 33 20% Long Term $534,054
4 10% $15 1 48 0 33 319 Selected 48 10% Short Term $715,251
5 25% $14 1 119 0 33 439 Selected 119 25% Short Term $1,668,919
6 5% $12 12 8 8 42 447 Partially Selected 8 5% Long Term $100,135
7 40% $9 1 191 0 42 477 Partially Selected 30 6% Short Term $268,219
8 20% $8 10 33 33 75 477 Not Selected 0 0% Long Term $0
9 100% $2 14 167 167 167 477 Not Selected 0 0% Long Term $0

10 100% $1 1 477 0 167 477 Not Selected 0 0% Short Term $0
Total Total GWh 477 Total Revenues $7,816,503

Short Term 435 91% Weighted Avg Price $16.39
Long Term 42 25%

2023 RPS Market Offer Bids and Selections
Table 29
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Vintage
2023 Declined RPS Volumes

(GWh)
2023 Revenues

($)
CTC Eligible 0 $0
2004 2009 218 $3,568,418

2010 16 $254,561
2011 100 $1,644,853
2012 0 $0
2013 0 $0
2014 50 $822,427
2015 22 $355,577
2016 35 $574,393
2017 36 $596,275
2018 0 $0
2019 0 $0
2020 0 $0
Total 477 $7,816,503

LSE
2023 Declined RPS Volumes

(GWh)
2023 Revenues

($)
IOU 0 $

A 115 1,878,115$
B 90 1,470,715$
C 0 $
D 273 4,467,674$

Total 477 7,816,503$

Table 30
2023 RPS Market Offer Revenue Allocation by Vintage

Table 31
2023 RPS Market Offer Revenue Allocation by LSE
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LSE 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036
IOU

A 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
B 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 5 4 4 1 1 1
C
D 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 16 10 10

Total 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 29 28 28 18 11 11

LSE 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036
IOU 2,271 2,271 2,271 2,271 2,271 2,271 2,163 2,163 1,590 1,504 1,323 765 473 473

A 105 105 105 105 105 105 105
B 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 51 46 46 15 15 15
C 45 45 45 45 45 45 43 43 32 30 26 15 9 9
D 273 521 521 521 521 521 495 495 358 337 294 168 104 104

Total 2,589 3,024 3,024 3,024 3,024 3,024 2,888 2,888 2,030 1,916 1,689 964 602 602

RPS Energy Available for IRP CNS Credit (GWh)
Table 33

Table 32
Source of Long Term RPS Sales (GWh)
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Technology 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Solar 4% 3% 18% 15% 16% 31% 39% 27% 14% 2% 2% 0%
Wind 14% 12% 28% 25% 25% 33% 23% 21% 15% 8% 12% 13%
Geothermal 95% 92% 88% 76% 74% 70% 84% 82% 83% 86% 93% 95%
Biomass 82% 86% 84% 76% 83% 89% 87% 90% 90% 81% 85% 86%
Small Hydro 60% 70% 73% 72% 69% 74% 73% 72% 71% 64% 56% 64%
Large Hydro 60% 70% 73% 72% 69% 74% 73% 72% 71% 64% 56% 64%
Nuclear 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Gas CCGT 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Gas Peaker 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Monthly Effective Load Carrying Capacity (ELCC)
Table 34

Month
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Contract # Technology 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1 Large Hydro 120 140 146 144 138 148 146 144 142 128 112 128
2 Large Hydro 30 35 37 36 35 37 37 36 36 32 28 32
3 Nuclear 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
4 Gas CCGT 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800
5 Gas Peaker 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
6 Wind 13 11 25 23 23 30 21 19 14 7 11 12
7 Geothermal 95 92 88 76 74 70 84 82 83 86 93 95
8 Wind 7 6 14 13 13 17 12 11 8 4 6 7
9 Solar 12 9 54 45 48 93 117 81 42 6 6

10 Solar 6 5 27 23 24 47 59 41 21 3 3
11 Wind 14 12 28 25 25 33 23 21 15 8 12 13
12 Solar 6 5 27 23 24 47 59 41 21 3 3
13 Solar 4 3 18 15 16 31 39 27 14 2 2
14 Wind 8 7 17 15 15 20 14 13 9 5 7 8
15 Gas Peaker 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
16 Gas CCGT 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800
17 Gas CCGT 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500
18 Gas CCGT 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 300
19 Gas Peaker 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Total 3,915 3,924 4,081 4,036 4,034 4,171 4,209 4,114 4,004 3,884 3,883 3,894

Month

Table 35
Monthly Contract NQC Value (MW)
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Contract Vintage 1/1/2023 2/1/2023 3/1/2023 4/1/2023 5/1/2023 6/1/2023 7/1/2023 8/1/2023 9/1/2023 10/1/2023 11/1/2023 12/1/2023
1 CTC Eligible 120 140 146 144 138 148 146 144 142 128 112 128
2 CTC Eligible
3 CTC Eligible 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
4 CTC Eligible 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800
5 2004 2009 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
6 2004 2009
7 2004 2009
8 2010
9 2011

10 2014
11 2015
12 2016
13 2017
14 2017
15 2017 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
16 2018 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800
17 2020 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500
18 2020
19 2020

Total 3,320 3,340 3,346 3,344 3,338 3,348 3,346 3,344 3,342 3,328 3,312 3,328

Contract Vintage 1/1/2024 2/1/2024 3/1/2024 4/1/2024 5/1/2024 6/1/2024 7/1/2024 8/1/2024 9/1/2024 10/1/2024 11/1/2024 12/1/2024
1 CTC Eligible 120 140 146 144 138 148 146 144 142 128 112 128
2 CTC Eligible
3 CTC Eligible 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
4 CTC Eligible 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800
5 2004 2009 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
6 2004 2009
7 2004 2009
8 2010
9 2011

10 2014
11 2015
12 2016
13 2017
14 2017
15 2017
16 2018 800 800 800 800 800 800
17 2020
18 2020
19 2020

Total 2,770 2,790 2,796 2,794 2,788 2,798 1,996 1,994 1,992 1,978 1,962 1,978

Contract Vintage 1/1/2025 2/1/2025 3/1/2025 4/1/2025 5/1/2025 6/1/2025 7/1/2025 8/1/2025 9/1/2025 10/1/2025 11/1/2025 12/1/2025
1 CTC Eligible 120 140 146 144 138 148 146 144 142 128 112 128
2 CTC Eligible
3 CTC Eligible 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
4 CTC Eligible 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800
5 2004 2009 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
6 2004 2009
7 2004 2009
8 2010
9 2011

10 2014
11 2015
12 2016
13 2017
14 2017
15 2017
16 2018
17 2020
18 2020
19 2020

Total 1,970 1,990 1,996 1,994 1,988 1,998 1,996 1,994 1,992 1,978 1,962 1,978

Month

Local RA Position by Contract (MW)
Table 36

Month (continued)

Month (continued)
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Vintage 1/1/2023 2/1/2023 3/1/2023 4/1/2023 5/1/2023 6/1/2023 7/1/2023 8/1/2023 9/1/2023 10/1/2023 11/1/2023 12/1/2023
CTC Eligible 1,920 1,940 1,946 1,944 1,938 1,948 1,946 1,944 1,942 1,928 1,912 1,928
2004 2009 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50

2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
2018 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 800
2019
2020 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500
Total 3,320 3,340 3,346 3,344 3,338 3,348 3,346 3,344 3,342 3,328 3,312 3,328

Vintage 1/1/2024 2/1/2024 3/1/2024 4/1/2024 5/1/2024 6/1/2024 7/1/2024 8/1/2024 9/1/2024 10/1/2024 11/1/2024 12/1/2024
CTC Eligible 1,920 1,940 1,946 1,944 1,938 1,948 1,946 1,944 1,942 1,928 1,912 1,928
2004 2009 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50

2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018 800 800 800 800 800 800
2019
2020
Total 2,770 2,790 2,796 2,794 2,788 2,798 1,996 1,994 1,992 1,978 1,962 1,978

Vintage 1/1/2025 2/1/2025 3/1/2025 4/1/2025 5/1/2025 6/1/2025 7/1/2025 8/1/2025 9/1/2025 10/1/2025 11/1/2025 12/1/2025
CTC Eligible 1,920 1,940 1,946 1,944 1,938 1,948 1,946 1,944 1,942 1,928 1,912 1,928
2004 2009 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50

2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
Total 1,970 1,990 1,996 1,994 1,988 1,998 1,996 1,994 1,992 1,978 1,962 1,978

Table 37
Local RA Position by Vintage (MW)

Month (continued)

Month (continued)

Month
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LSE 1/1/2023 2/1/2023 3/1/2023 4/1/2023 5/1/2023 6/1/2023 7/1/2023 8/1/2023 9/1/2023 10/1/2023 11/1/2023 12/1/2023
IOU 2,432 2,445 2,449 2,447 2,444 2,450 2,449 2,447 2,446 2,437 2,427 2,437
A 245 248 248 248 247 249 248 248 248 246 244 246
B 78 79 79 79 79 80 79 79 79 79 78 79
C 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 44 45
D 520 524 525 524 523 525 525 524 524 522 519 522
Total 3,320 3,340 3,346 3,344 3,338 3,348 3,346 3,344 3,342 3,328 3,312 3,328

LSE 1/1/2024 2/1/2024 3/1/2024 4/1/2024 5/1/2024 6/1/2024 7/1/2024 8/1/2024 9/1/2024 10/1/2024 11/1/2024 12/1/2024
IOU 1,893 1,906 1,910 1,909 1,905 1,911 1,291 1,290 1,288 1,279 1,269 1,279
A 245 248 248 248 247 249 248 248 248 246 244 246
B 78 79 79 79 79 80 79 79 79 79 78 79
C 44 44 44 44 44 44 30 30 30 30 29 30
D 510 513 514 514 513 515 348 347 347 344 342 344
Total 2,770 2,790 2,796 2,794 2,788 2,798 1,996 1,994 1,992 1,978 1,962 1,978

LSE 1/1/2025 2/1/2025 3/1/2025 4/1/2025 5/1/2025 6/1/2025 7/1/2025 8/1/2025 9/1/2025 10/1/2025 11/1/2025 12/1/2025
IOU 1,274 1,287 1,291 1,290 1,286 1,292 1,291 1,290 1,288 1,279 1,269 1,279
A 245 248 248 248 247 249 248 248 248 246 244 246
B 78 79 79 79 79 80 79 79 79 79 78 79
C 29 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 29 30
D 343 347 348 347 346 348 348 347 347 344 342 344
Total 1,970 1,990 1,996 1,994 1,988 1,998 1,996 1,994 1,992 1,978 1,962 1,978

Month

Month (continued)

Month (continued)

Local RA Allocations (MW)
Table 38
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Contract Vintage 1/1/2023 2/1/2023 3/1/2023 4/1/2023 5/1/2023 6/1/2023 7/1/2023 8/1/2023 9/1/2023 10/1/2023 11/1/2023 12/1/2023
1 CTC Eligible
2 CTC Eligible 30 35 37 36 35 37 37 36 36 32 28 32
3 CTC Eligible
4 CTC Eligible
5 2004 2009
6 2004 2009 13 11 25 23 23 30 21 19 14 7 11 12
7 2004 2009 95 92 88 76 74 70 84 82 83 86 93 95
8 2010 7 6 14 13 13 17 12 11 8 4 6 7
9 2011 12 9 54 45 48 93 117 81 42 6 6

10 2014 6 5 27 23 24 47 59 41 21 3 3
11 2015 14 12 28 25 25 33 23 21 15 8 12 13
12 2016 6 5 27 23 24 47 59 41 21 3 3
13 2017 4 3 18 15 16 31 39 27 14 2 2
14 2017 8 7 17 15 15 20 14 13 9 5 7 8
15 2017
16 2018
17 2020
18 2020 300 300 300 300
19 2020 100 100 100 100 100 100

Total 195 184 435 392 396 523 863 770 562 456 171 166

Contract Vintage 1/1/2024 2/1/2024 3/1/2024 4/1/2024 5/1/2024 6/1/2024 7/1/2024 8/1/2024 9/1/2024 10/1/2024 11/1/2024 12/1/2024
1 CTC Eligible
2 CTC Eligible 30 35 37 36 35 37 37 36 36 32 28 32
3 CTC Eligible
4 CTC Eligible
5 2004 2009
6 2004 2009 13 11 25 23 23 30 21 19 14 7 11 12
7 2004 2009 95 92 88 76 74 70 84 82 83 86 93 95
8 2010 7 6 14 13 13 17 12 11 8 4 6 7
9 2011 12 9 54 45 48 93 117 81 42 6 6

10 2014 6 5 27 23 24 47 59 41 21 3 3
11 2015 14 12 28 25 25 33 23 21 15 8 12 13
12 2016 6 5 27 23 24 47 59 41 21 3 3
13 2017 4 3 18 15 16 31 39 27 14 2 2
14 2017 8 7 17 15 15 20 14 13 9 5 7 8
15 2017
16 2018
17 2020
18 2020
19 2020

Total 195 184 335 292 296 423 463 370 262 156 171 166

Contract Vintage 1/1/2025 2/1/2025 3/1/2025 4/1/2025 5/1/2025 6/1/2025 7/1/2025 8/1/2025 9/1/2025 10/1/2025 11/1/2025 12/1/2025
1 CTC Eligible
2 CTC Eligible 30 35 37 36 35 37 37 36 36 32 28 32
3 CTC Eligible
4 CTC Eligible
5 2004 2009
6 2004 2009 13 11 25 23 23 30 21 19 14 7 11 12
7 2004 2009 95 92 88 76 74 70 84 82 83 86 93 95
8 2010 7 6 14 13 13 17 12 11 8 4 6 7
9 2011 12 9 54 45 48 93 117 81 42 6 6

10 2014 6 5 27 23 24 47 59 41 21 3 3
11 2015 14 12 28 25 25 33 23 21 15 8 12 13
12 2016 6 5 27 23 24 47 59 41 21 3 3
13 2017 4 3 18 15 16 31 39 27 14 2 2
14 2017 8 7 17 15 15 20 14 13 9 5 7 8
15 2017
16 2018
17 2020
18 2020
19 2020

Total 195 184 335 292 296 423 463 370 262 156 171 166

Month (continued)

Month (continued)

Month

System RA Position by Contract (MW)
Table 39
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Vintage 1/1/2023 2/1/2023 3/1/2023 4/1/2023 5/1/2023 6/1/2023 7/1/2023 8/1/2023 9/1/2023 10/1/2023 11/1/2023 12/1/2023
CTC Eligible 30 35 37 36 35 37 37 36 36 32 28 32
2004 2009 108 103 113 99 97 100 105 101 97 93 104 107

2010 7 6 14 13 13 17 12 11 8 4 6 7
2011 12 9 54 45 48 93 117 81 42 6 6
2012
2013
2014 6 5 27 23 24 47 59 41 21 3 3
2015 14 12 28 25 25 33 23 21 15 8 12 13
2016 6 5 27 23 24 47 59 41 21 3 3
2017 12 10 35 30 31 51 53 40 23 7 9 8
2018
2019
2020 100 100 100 100 400 400 300 300
Total 195 184 435 392 396 523 863 770 562 456 171 166

Vintage 1/1/2024 2/1/2024 3/1/2024 4/1/2024 5/1/2024 6/1/2024 7/1/2024 8/1/2024 9/1/2024 10/1/2024 11/1/2024 12/1/2024
CTC Eligible 30 35 37 36 35 37 37 36 36 32 28 32
2004 2009 108 103 113 99 97 100 105 101 97 93 104 107

2010 7 6 14 13 13 17 12 11 8 4 6 7
2011 12 9 54 45 48 93 117 81 42 6 6
2012
2013
2014 6 5 27 23 24 47 59 41 21 3 3
2015 14 12 28 25 25 33 23 21 15 8 12 13
2016 6 5 27 23 24 47 59 41 21 3 3
2017 12 10 35 30 31 51 53 40 23 7 9 8
2018
2019
2020
Total 195 184 335 292 296 423 463 370 262 156 171 166

Vintage 1/1/2025 2/1/2025 3/1/2025 4/1/2025 5/1/2025 6/1/2025 7/1/2025 8/1/2025 9/1/2025 10/1/2025 11/1/2025 12/1/2025
CTC Eligible 30 35 37 36 35 37 37 36 36 32 28 32
2004 2009 108 103 113 99 97 100 105 101 97 93 104 107

2010 7 6 14 13 13 17 12 11 8 4 6 7
2011 12 9 54 45 48 93 117 81 42 6 6
2012
2013
2014 6 5 27 23 24 47 59 41 21 3 3
2015 14 12 28 25 25 33 23 21 15 8 12 13
2016 6 5 27 23 24 47 59 41 21 3 3
2017 12 10 35 30 31 51 53 40 23 7 9 8
2018
2019
2020
Total 195 184 335 292 296 423 463 370 262 156 171 166

System RA Position by Vintage (MW)
Table 40

Month

Month (continued)

Month (continued)
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LSE 1/1/2023 2/1/2023 3/1/2023 4/1/2023 5/1/2023 6/1/2023 7/1/2023 8/1/2023 9/1/2023 10/1/2023 11/1/2023 12/1/2023
IOU 133 124 336 306 309 404 733 664 483 404 115 111

A 17 17 19 17 16 17 18 17 16 16 16 17
B 7 6 10 9 9 13 14 11 8 6 6 6
C 3 3 5 5 5 7 8 6 4 2 3 3
D 36 33 64 55 56 82 90 71 49 28 31 30

Total 195 184 435 392 396 523 863 770 562 456 171 166

LSE 1/1/2024 2/1/2024 3/1/2024 4/1/2024 5/1/2024 6/1/2024 7/1/2024 8/1/2024 9/1/2024 10/1/2024 11/1/2024 12/1/2024
IOU 133 124 236 206 209 304 333 264 183 104 115 111

A 17 17 19 17 16 17 18 17 16 16 16 17
B 7 6 10 9 9 13 14 11 8 6 6 6
C 3 3 5 5 5 7 8 6 4 2 3 3
D 36 33 64 55 56 82 90 71 49 28 31 30

Total 195 184 335 292 296 423 463 370 262 156 171 166

LSE 1/1/2025 2/1/2025 3/1/2025 4/1/2025 5/1/2025 6/1/2025 7/1/2025 8/1/2025 9/1/2025 10/1/2025 11/1/2025 12/1/2025
IOU 133 124 236 206 209 304 333 264 183 104 115 111

A 17 17 19 17 16 17 18 17 16 16 16 17
B 7 6 10 9 9 13 14 11 8 6 6 6
C 3 3 5 5 5 7 8 6 4 2 3 3
D 36 33 64 55 56 82 90 71 49 28 31 30

Total 195 184 335 292 296 423 463 370 262 156 171 166

Month

System RA Allocation Eligibility (MW)
Table 41

Month (continued)

Month (continued)
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LSE Allocation Election % 1/1/2023 2/1/2023 3/1/2023 4/1/2023 5/1/2023 6/1/2023 7/1/2023 8/1/2023 9/1/2023 10/1/2023 11/1/2023 12/1/2023
IOU 100% 133 124 336 306 309 404 733 664 483 404 115 111

A 0%
B 50% 3 3 5 4 5 6 7 6 4 3 3 3
C 0%
D 80% 29 27 51 44 45 66 72 57 39 22 25 24

31 30 42 37 37 47 50 43 35 26 28 29
195 184 435 392 396 523 863 770 562 456 171 166

2023 System RA Allocations Accepted (MW)

Month

Table 42

Available for Market Offer (MW)
Total (MW)
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LSE 1/1/2023 2/1/2023 3/1/2023 4/1/2023 5/1/2023 6/1/2023 7/1/2023 8/1/2023 9/1/2023 10/1/2023 11/1/2023 12/1/2023 Total
IOU 596,396$ 558,848$ 1,514,158$ 1,377,230$ 1,390,707$ 1,820,104$ 3,300,170$ 2,989,235$ 2,173,958$ 1,819,580$ 517,723$ 497,713$ 18,555,821$

A $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $
B 14,879$ 14,335$ 23,122$ 20,227$ 20,373$ 28,196$ 31,770$ 25,760$ 19,031$ 12,541$ 13,337$ 13,086$ 236,657$
C $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $
D 128,454$ 120,367$ 229,203$ 199,711$ 202,614$ 295,099$ 323,113$ 256,143$ 177,468$ 101,140$ 111,510$ 107,200$ 2,252,023$

Total 739,729$ 693,550$ 1,766,483$ 1,597,168$ 1,613,694$ 2,143,400$ 3,655,053$ 3,271,138$ 2,370,457$ 1,933,262$ 642,569$ 617,998$ 21,044,501$

Vintage 1/1/2023 2/1/2023 3/1/2023 4/1/2023 5/1/2023 6/1/2023 7/1/2023 8/1/2023 9/1/2023 10/1/2023 11/1/2023 12/1/2023 Total
CTC Eligible 108,806$ 126,940$ 132,381$ 130,567$ 125,127$ 134,194$ 132,381$ 130,567$ 128,754$ 116,060$ 101,552$ 116,060$ 1,483,388$
2004 2009 390,251$ 372,842$ 410,561$ 357,246$ 349,993$ 361,599$ 379,733$ 365,951$ 349,993$ 338,024$ 376,469$ 386,987$ 4,439,646$

2010 28,994$ 24,852$ 57,989$ 51,776$ 51,776$ 68,344$ 47,634$ 43,491$ 31,065$ 16,568$ 24,852$ 26,923$ 474,264$
2011 49,705$ 37,278$ 223,670$ 186,392$ 198,818$ 385,210$ 484,619$ 335,506$ 173,966$ 24,852$ 24,852$ $ 2,124,869$
2012 $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $
2013 $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $
2014 24,852$ 18,639$ 111,835$ 93,196$ 99,409$ 192,605$ 242,310$ 167,753$ 86,983$ 12,426$ 12,426$ $ 1,062,435$
2015 59,250$ 50,786$ 118,500$ 105,804$ 105,804$ 139,661$ 97,339$ 88,875$ 63,482$ 33,857$ 50,786$ 55,018$ 969,161$
2016 25,393$ 19,045$ 114,268$ 95,223$ 101,571$ 196,795$ 247,580$ 171,402$ 88,875$ 12,696$ 12,696$ $ 1,085,545$
2017 52,479$ 43,168$ 147,279$ 126,964$ 131,196$ 214,993$ 223,457$ 167,593$ 97,339$ 28,779$ 38,936$ 33,011$ 1,305,193$
2018 $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $
2019 $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $
2020 $ $ 450,000$ 450,000$ 450,000$ 450,000$ 1,800,000$ 1,800,000$ 1,350,000$ 1,350,000$ $ $ 8,100,000$
Total 739,729$ 693,550$ 1,766,483$ 1,597,168$ 1,613,694$ 2,143,400$ 3,655,053$ 3,271,138$ 2,370,457$ 1,933,262$ 642,569$ 617,998$ 21,044,501$

Month

2023 System RA Allocation Payments by LSE ($)
Table 43

Month

Distribution of 2023 System RA Allocation Payments Across Vintages ($)
Table 44
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LSE
Allocation
Election % 1/1/2023 2/1/2023 3/1/2023 4/1/2023 5/1/2023 6/1/2023 7/1/2023 8/1/2023 9/1/2023 10/1/2023 11/1/2023 12/1/2023 Total

IOU 100%
A 0% 17 17 19 17 16 17 18 17 16 16 16 17 203
B 50% 3 3 5 4 5 6 7 6 4 3 3 3 53
C 0% 3 3 5 5 5 7 8 6 4 2 3 3 54
D 80% 7 7 13 11 11 16 18 14 10 6 6 6 125

Total 31 30 42 37 37 47 50 43 35 26 28 29 434

Month

Table 45
2023 Declined System RA (MW)
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Bid # Volume (MW) Price ($/kW mo) 1/1/2023 2/1/2023 3/1/2023 4/1/2023 5/1/2023 6/1/2023 7/1/2023 8/1/2023 9/1/2023 10/1/2023 11/1/2023 12/1/2023 Revenue ($) Selected
1 5 $6.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 $0 0
2 10 $5.50 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 $165,000 1
3 49 $1.50 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 $0 0
4 20 $2.50 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 $0 0
5 25 $4.25 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 $0 0
6 10 $5.25 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 $157,500 1
7 2 $5.75 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 $69,000 1
8 5 $3.50 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 $157,500 1
9 30 $4.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 $0 0

10 15 $2.75 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 $495,000 1
Total Revenues ($) $1,044,000

Weighted Average Sales Price ($/kW mo) $3.52
Weighted Average Price (Sold & Unsold) ($/kW mo) $2.40

Offer # 1/1/2023 2/1/2023 3/1/2023 4/1/2023 5/1/2023 6/1/2023 7/1/2023 8/1/2023 9/1/2023 10/1/2023 11/1/2023 12/1/2023 Total
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 0 0 0 0 0 10 10 10 0 0 0 0 30
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 10 10 0 0 0 30
7 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 12
8 0 0 0 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 45
9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 180
Total 15 15 15 22 22 32 42 42 32 20 20 20 297

Monthly Volumes Selected

Offer Term

Table 46
2023 System RA Market Offer Bids

Table 47
2023 System RA Volumes Sold in Market Offer (MW)
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1/1/2023 2/1/2023 3/1/2023 4/1/2023 5/1/2023 6/1/2023 7/1/2023 8/1/2023 9/1/2023 10/1/2023 11/1/2023 12/1/2023 Total
Unsold System RA (MW) 16 15 27 15 15 15 8 1 3 6 8 9 137

Total RA (Sold and Unsold) 434

Vintage 1/1/2023 2/1/2023 3/1/2023 4/1/2023 5/1/2023 6/1/2023 7/1/2023 8/1/2023 9/1/2023 10/1/2023 11/1/2023 12/1/2023
CTC Eligible 3.0 3.4 4.5 2.8 2.7 2.3 1.2 0.2 0.5 1.5 1.6 1.9
2004 2009 10.6 9.9 14.1 7.8 7.6 6.1 3.3 0.5 1.5 4.4 5.9 6.3

2010 0.3 0.2 0.7 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.2
2011 0.5 0.4 2.8 1.5 1.5 2.3 1.5 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.1
2012
2013
2014 0.2 0.2 1.4 0.7 0.8 1.2 0.8 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
2015 0.4 0.4 1.1 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2
2016 0.2 0.1 1.0 0.5 0.6 0.9 0.6 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1
2017 0.4 0.3 1.3 0.7 0.7 1.0 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1
2018
2019
2020
Total 16 15 27 15 15 15 8 1 3 6 8 9

LSE 1/1/2023 2/1/2023 3/1/2023 4/1/2023 5/1/2023 6/1/2023 7/1/2023 8/1/2023 9/1/2023 10/1/2023 11/1/2023 12/1/2023
IOU 10.3 9.8 18.3 10.2 10.1 10.2 5.7 0.7 1.8 4.2 5.4 5.7

A 1.7 1.7 2.3 1.3 1.3 1.0 0.6 0.1 0.3 0.7 0.9 1.0
B 0.6 0.6 1.0 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.3
C 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1
D 2.8 2.6 4.9 2.8 2.7 2.7 1.5 0.2 0.5 1.1 1.5 1.5

Total 16 15 27 15 15 15 8 1 3 6 8 9

Month

Month

2023 Unsold System RA (MW)
Table 48

Table 50
2023 Unsold System RA Re Allocations (MW)

Table 49
2023 Unsold System RA by Vintage (MW)

Month
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LSE 1/1/2023 2/1/2023 3/1/2023 4/1/2023 5/1/2023 6/1/2023 7/1/2023 8/1/2023 9/1/2023 10/1/2023 11/1/2023 12/1/2023
IOU 143 134 355 316 319 415 739 665 485 409 120 116

A 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1
B 4 4 6 5 5 7 7 6 4 3 3 3
C 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
D 31 29 56 47 48 68 73 57 40 24 26 25

Total Allocated 180 169 420 370 374 491 821 728 530 436 151 146
Total Sold 15 15 15 22 22 32 42 42 32 20 20 20
Total RA 195 184 435 392 396 523 863 770 562 456 171 166

Month

2023 Total System RA Allocations (MW)
Table 51

                         339 / 371



Vintage 1/1/2023 2/1/2023 3/1/2023 4/1/2023 5/1/2023 6/1/2023 7/1/2023 8/1/2023 9/1/2023 10/1/2023 11/1/2023 12/1/2023 Total
CTC Eligible 13,988$ 16,319$ 17,019$ 16,786$ 16,086$ 17,252$ 17,019$ 16,786$ 16,552$ 14,921$ 13,055$ 14,921$ 190,703$
2004 2009 50,170$ 47,932$ 52,781$ 45,927$ 44,995$ 46,487$ 48,818$ 47,046$ 44,995$ 43,456$ 48,399$ 49,751$ 570,758$

2010 1,338$ 1,147$ 2,676$ 2,389$ 2,389$ 3,154$ 2,198$ 2,007$ 1,434$ 765$ 1,147$ 1,242$ 21,887$
2011 2,294$ 1,720$ 10,322$ 8,602$ 9,175$ 17,777$ 22,365$ 15,483$ 8,028$ 1,147$ 1,147$ $ 98,062$
2012 $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $
2013 $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $
2014 1,147$ 860$ 5,161$ 4,301$ 4,588$ 8,889$ 11,182$ 7,742$ 4,014$ 573$ 573$ $ 49,031$
2015 2,003$ 1,716$ 4,005$ 3,576$ 3,576$ 4,720$ 3,290$ 3,004$ 2,146$ 1,144$ 1,716$ 1,860$ 32,756$
2016 858$ 644$ 3,862$ 3,218$ 3,433$ 6,651$ 8,368$ 5,793$ 3,004$ 429$ 429$ $ 36,690$
2017 1,774$ 1,459$ 4,978$ 4,291$ 4,434$ 7,266$ 7,553$ 5,664$ 3,290$ 973$ 1,316$ 1,116$ 44,113$
2018 $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $
2019 $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $
2020 $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $
Total 73,572$ 71,798$ 100,805$ 89,091$ 88,677$ 112,197$ 120,793$ 103,526$ 83,463$ 63,408$ 67,783$ 68,889$ 1,044,000$

LSE
Declined System RA

Volumes (MW) 2022 Revenues
IOU 0 $

A 203 488,116$
B 53 126,378$
C 54 128,852$
D 125 300,654$

Total 434 1,044,000$

2023 Market Offer Revenue Allocation by LSE
Table 53

Table 52
2023 Market Offer Revenue Allocation across Vintages ($)

Month
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MPBs Local RA System RA Flex RA RPS Energy
2023 $5.50 $4.50 $3.50 $18.00 $22.00

Table 54
2023 Market Price Benchmark Assumptions
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Contract Vintage Contract Cost Energy Value
Net Above

Market Cost
1 CTC Eligible 14,716,800$ (16,188,480)$ (1,471,680)$
2 CTC Eligible 4,599,000$ (4,047,120)$ 551,880$
3 CTC Eligible 257,894,400$ (177,302,400)$ 80,592,000$
4 CTC Eligible 134,904,000$ (84,796,800)$ 50,107,200$
5 2004 2009 2,365,200$ (1,156,320)$ 1,208,880$
6 2004 2009 51,246,000$ (4,509,648)$ 46,736,352$
7 2004 2009 79,891,200$ (14,646,720)$ 65,244,480$
8 2010 22,776,000$ (2,505,360)$ 20,270,640$
9 2011 183,960,000$ (16,188,480)$ 167,771,520$

10 2014 66,225,600$ (8,094,240)$ 58,131,360$
11 2015 31,886,400$ (5,010,720)$ 26,875,680$
12 2016 18,396,000$ (8,094,240)$ 10,301,760$
13 2017 11,037,600$ (5,396,160)$ 5,641,440$
14 2017 5,739,552$ (3,006,432)$ 2,733,120$
15 2017 2,700,000$ $ 2,700,000$
16 2018 48,000,000$ $ 48,000,000$
17 2020 20,400,000$ $ 20,400,000$
18 2020 4,950,000$ $ 4,950,000$
19 2020 1,800,000$ $ 1,800,000$

963,487,752$ (350,943,120)$ 612,544,632$Total

Table 55
2023 Costs and Energy Revenues by Contract
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Vintage Contract Cost Energy Value

Net Above
Market Cost
(Ratemaking

Option 1)
RA Allocation

Revenue
RA Market

Offer Revenue
RPS Allocation

Revenue
RPS Market

Offer Revenue

Net Above
Market Cost
(Ratemaking

Option 2)
CTC Eligible 412,114,200$ (282,334,800)$ 129,779,400$ (1,483,388)$ (190,703)$ $ $ 128,105,309$
2004 2009 133,502,400$ (20,312,688)$ 113,189,712$ (4,439,646)$ (570,758)$ (11,755,044)$ (3,568,418)$ 92,855,846$

2010 22,776,000$ (2,505,360)$ 20,270,640$ (474,264)$ (21,887)$ (1,770,316)$ (254,561)$ 17,749,612$
2011 183,960,000$ (16,188,480)$ 167,771,520$ (2,124,869)$ (98,062)$ (11,438,967)$ (1,644,853)$ 152,464,769$
2012 $ $ $ $ $ $ $
2013 $ $ $ $ $ $ $
2014 66,225,600$ (8,094,240)$ 58,131,360$ (1,062,435)$ (49,031)$ (5,719,484)$ (822,427)$ 50,477,984$
2015 31,886,400$ (5,010,720)$ 26,875,680$ (969,161)$ (32,756)$ (3,709,234)$ (355,577)$ 21,808,952$
2016 18,396,000$ (8,094,240)$ 10,301,760$ (1,085,545)$ (36,690)$ (5,991,840)$ (574,393)$ 2,613,292$
2017 19,477,152$ (8,402,592)$ 11,074,560$ (1,305,193)$ (44,113)$ (6,220,101)$ (596,275)$ 2,908,878$
2018 48,000,000$ $ 48,000,000$ $ $ $ $ 48,000,000$
2019 $ $ $ $ $ $ $
2020 27,150,000$ $ 27,150,000$ (8,100,000)$ $ $ $ 19,050,000$
Total 963,487,752$ (350,943,120)$ 612,544,632$ (21,044,501)$ (1,044,000)$ (46,604,986)$ (7,816,503)$ 536,034,642$

Table 56
2023 Net Above Market Costs to be Recovered in PCIA Rates by Vintage ($)
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Vintage
Net Above Market Cost
(Ratemaking Option 1)

Net Above Market Cost
(Ratemaking Option 2 Load (GWh)

Incremental Rate ($/kWh)
(Ratemaking Option 1)

Incremental Rate ($/kWh)
(Ratemaking Option 2)

Rate ($/kWh)
(Ratemaking Option 1)

Rate ($/kWh)
(Ratemaking Option 2)

CTC Eligible 129,779,400$ 128,105,309$ 76,000 0.001708$ 0.001686$ 0.001708$ 0.001686$
2004 2009 113,189,712$ 92,855,846$ 76,000 0.001489$ 0.001222$ 0.003197$ 0.002907$

2010 20,270,640$ 17,749,612$ 66,000 0.000307$ 0.000269$ 0.003504$ 0.003176$
2011 167,771,520$ 152,464,769$ 66,000 0.002542$ 0.002310$ 0.006046$ 0.005486$
2012 $ $ 66,000 $ $ 0.006046$ 0.005486$
2013 $ $ 66,000 $ $ 0.006046$ 0.005486$
2014 58,131,360$ 50,477,984$ 66,000 0.000881$ 0.000765$ 0.006927$ 0.006251$
2015 26,875,680$ 21,808,952$ 63,000 0.000427$ 0.000346$ 0.007353$ 0.006597$
2016 10,301,760$ 2,613,292$ 63,000 0.000164$ 0.000041$ 0.007517$ 0.006639$
2017 11,074,560$ 2,908,878$ 63,000 0.000176$ 0.000046$ 0.007693$ 0.006685$
2018 48,000,000$ 48,000,000$ 63,000 0.000762$ 0.000762$ 0.008455$ 0.007447$
2019 $ $ 50,000 $ $ 0.008455$ 0.007447$
2020 27,150,000$ 19,050,000$ 50,000 0.000543$ 0.000381$ 0.008998$ 0.007828$
Total 612,544,632$ 536,034,642$

Table 57
2023 Illustrative PCIA Rate Calculations
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LSE Vintage
Annual Load

(GWh)
Customer PCIA Rate Payments

(Ratemaking Option 1)
IOU RA Revenue
Payment to LSE

IOU RPS Revenue
Payment to LSE

Net LSE & LSE Customer
PCIA Cost Responsibility

IOU 2020 50,000 449,883,667$ $ $ 449,883,667$
A 2004 2009 10,000 31,969,620$ (488,116)$ (1,878,115)$ 29,603,389$
B 2014 3,000 20,780,591$ (126,378)$ (1,470,715)$ 19,183,498$
C 2018 1,000 8,454,673$ (128,852)$ $ 8,325,822$
D 2018 12,000 101,456,080$ (300,654)$ (4,467,674)$ 96,687,752$

612,544,632$ (1,044,000)$ (7,816,503)$ 603,684,129$

LSE Vintage
Annual Load

(GWh)
Customer PCIA Rate Payments

(Ratemaking Option 2)
LSE RA Allocation
Payment to IOU

LSE RPS Allocation
Payment to IOU

Net LSE & LSE Customer
PCIA Cost Responsibility

IOU 2020 50,000 391,396,971$ 18,555,821$ 40,881,567$ 450,834,359$
A 2004 2009 10,000 29,073,836$ $ $ 29,073,836$
B 2014 3,000 18,753,622$ 236,657$ $ 18,990,279$
C 2018 1,000 7,446,939$ $ 817,631$ 8,264,571$
D 2018 12,000 89,363,273$ 2,252,023$ 4,905,788$ 96,521,084$

536,034,642$ 21,044,501$ 46,604,986$ 603,684,129$

Table 58
2023 Total Cost Responsibility Ratemaking Option 1

Table 59
2023 Total Cost Responsibility Ratemaking Option 2
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i.e.
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LSE Vintage Annual Load (GWh)
IOU 2020 50,000

A 2004 2009 10,000
B 2010 3,000
C 2014 1,000
D 2018 12,000

LSE Assumptions
Table 1
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LSE Vintage CTC Eligible 2004 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
IOU 2020 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000
A 2004 2009 10,000 10,000
B 2010 3,000 3,000 3,000
C 2014 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
D 2018 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000
Total 76,000 76,000 66,000 63,000 63,000 63,000 63,000 62,000 62,000 62,000 62,000 50,000 50,000

LSE Vintage CTC Eligible 2004 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
IOU 2020 66% 66% 76% 79% 79% 79% 79% 81% 81% 81% 81% 100% 100%
A 2004 2009 13% 13% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
B 2010 4% 4% 5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
C 2014 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
D 2018 16% 16% 18% 19% 19% 19% 19% 19% 19% 19% 19% 0% 0%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Table 2
LSE's Vintaged Annual Load Shares

Annual Vintaged Loads (GWh)

LSE's Vintaged Annual Load Share Percentages
Table 3

Annual Vintaged Load Shares (%)
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Contract
#

Vintage
Online
Date

Term
(Years)

Termination
Date

Technology
Installed AC

Capacity (MW)

Expected Annual
Energy Production

(GWh)
1 2004 2009 1/1/2011 20 12/31/2030 Wind 90 205
2 2004 2009 7/1/2011 20 6/30/2031 Geothermal 100 666
3 2010 3/1/2012 20 2/29/2032 Wind 50 114
4 2011 1/1/2014 20 12/31/2033 Solar 300 736
5 2014 1/1/2018 20 12/31/2037 Solar 150 368
6 2014 3/1/2019 5 2/28/2024 Wind 120 273
7 2015 7/1/2018 15 6/30/2033 Wind 100 228
8 2016 1/1/2020 15 12/31/2034 Solar 150 368
9 2016 9/1/2018 8 8/31/2026 Solar 90 221

10 2017 1/1/2020 20 12/31/2039 Solar 100 245
11 2017 1/1/2019 10 12/31/2028 Wind 60 137

Table 4
Model IOU RPS Portfolio
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Contract
# Vintage

Term
(Years) 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040

1 2004 2009 20 205 205 205 205 205 205 205 205 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 2004 2009 20 666 666 666 666 666 666 666 666 333 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 2010 20 114 114 114 114 114 114 114 114 114 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 2011 20 736 736 736 736 736 736 736 736 736 736 736 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5 2014 20 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 0 0 0
6 2014 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 2015 15 228 228 228 228 228 228 228 228 228 228 114 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8 2016 15 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 0 0 0 0 0 0
9 2016 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10 2017 20 245 245 245 245 245 245 245 245 245 245 245 245 245 245 245 245 245 0
11 2017 10 137 137 137 137 137 137 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 3,066 3,066 3,066 3,066 3,066 3,066 2,929 2,929 2,391 1,963 1,831 981 613 613 613 245 245

Table 5
Contract Specific Long Term RPS Energy Production Forecast (GWh)
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Allocation Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
Vintage Delivery Year 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040

CTC Eligible 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2004 2009 871 871 871 871 871 871 871 871 333 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2010 114 114 114 114 114 114 114 114 114 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2011 736 736 736 736 736 736 736 736 736 736 736 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2012 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2013 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2014 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 0 0 0
2015 228 228 228 228 228 228 228 228 228 228 114 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2016 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 0 0 0 0 0 0
2017 382 382 382 382 382 382 245 245 245 245 245 245 245 245 245 245 245 0
2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2019 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2020 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 3,066 3,066 3,066 3,066 3,066 3,066 2,929 2,929 2,391 1,963 1,831 981 613 613 613 245 245

Vintage Specific Long Term RPS Energy Production (GWh)
Table 6
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Allocation Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
LSE Vintage 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040
IOU 2020 2,324 2,324 2,324 2,324 2,324 2,324 2,213 2,213 1,859 1,568 1,462 787 490 490 490 198 198

A 2004 2009 115 115 115 115 115 115 115 115 44
B 2010 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 18 1
C 2014 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 24 18 18 6 6 6 6
D 2018 558 558 558 558 558 558 531 531 446 376 351 189 118 118 118 47 47

Total 3,066 3,066 3,066 3,066 3,066 3,066 2,929 2,929 2,391 1,963 1,831 981 613 613 613 245 245

Table 7
Long Term RPS Energy Allocation Eligibility (GWh)
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Legend
BPP

ERRA
GHG-Free Term Sheet & Advice 

Letter

IOU Procurement / Sales Activity

IRP
PCIA OIR
RA OIR

RA Process
RPS OIR
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Proceeding Milestone Rough Date
Indicative 
Timeline

Delivery Year Impact

PCIA OIR File Final Report 2/21/2020 All
PCIA OIR Opening Comments 3/13/2020 All

GHG-Free Term Sheet & 
Advice Letter

SCE to file Interim GHG-Free 
Allocation Term Sheet & Advice 

Letter for Approval

Within 30 days of filing Final 
Report

3/22/2020 2020-2022

Request approval for 
interim GHG-free energy 

voluntary allocation 
approach on basis of 

actual load shares

PCIA OIR Reply Comments 3/27/2020 All

GHG-Free Term Sheet & 
Advice Letter

Receive Approval for GHG-free 
energy voluntary allocations

3 months after filing Advice Letter 6/20/2020 2020-2022
Enable interim GHG-free 

energy voluntary 
allocation approach

GHG-Free Term Sheet & 
Advice Letter

LSEs submit GHG-free energy 
allocation elections, pending 

approval of Advice Letter

Approval of Advice Letter + 30 
days

8/19/2020 2020

LSEs submit allocation 
elections, to permit 

rapid implementation of 
allocations

GHG-Free Term Sheet & 
Advice Letter

Commence interim GHG-free 
energy allocations and energy 

scheduling for 2020

Next month after LSEs submit 
elections

9/1/2020 2020
Commence scheduling 
energy for allocations

PCIA OIR WG 3 Proposed Decision Q3 2020 9/1/2020 All
PCIA OIR Opening Comments on PD PD + 20 days 9/21/2020 All
PCIA OIR Reply Comments on PD Opening Comments + 5 days 9/26/2020 All
PCIA OIR WG 3 Decision Reply Comments + 1 week 10/3/2020 All

GHG-Free Term Sheet & 
Advice Letter

LSEs submit GHG-free energy 
allocation elections for 2021

November 2020 11/15/2020 2021
LSEs submit allocation 

elections for 2021

RA OIR
Integrate PCIA WG3 Decision into 

2021 RA OIR Scoping Memo
December 2020 12/1/2020 2023

Introduce discussion of 
vintaged annual load 

forecasting 
methodologies into RA 

OIR Scoping Memo

BPP Update BPP via Tier 2 AL WG 3 Decision + 90 days 1/1/2021 2023

Request approval to 
conduct WG 3's 

proposed voluntary 
allocations

GHG-Free Term Sheet & 
Advice Letter

Commence interim GHG-free 
energy allocations and energy 

scheduling for 2021
January 1, 2021 1/1/2021 2021

Commence scheduling 
energy for allocations

BPP Receive Approval of BPP Update BPP AL + 90 days 4/1/2021 2023

Receive approval to 
conduct WG 3's 

proposed voluntary 
allocations

ERRA ERRA Forecast Application May 2021 5/31/2021 2022

Publish forecasted PCIA-
eligible GHG-free energy 

volumes and vintaged 
annual loads

RA OIR
Decision on RA OIR implementing 

changes for 2022+ filing(s)
June 2021 6/1/2021 2023

Rule upon vintaged 
annual load forecasting 

methodologies
GHG-Free Term Sheet & 

Advice Letter
LSEs submit GHG-free energy 
allocation elections for 2022

November 2021 11/15/2021 2022
LSEs submit allocation 

elections for 2022

ERRA
Update to ERRA Forecast 

Application
November 2021 11/15/2021 2022

Publish forecasted 
volumes and vintaged 
annual loads for 2022.

GHG-Free Term Sheet & 
Advice Letter

Commence interim GHG-free 
energy allocations and energy 

scheduling for 2022
January 1, 2022 1/1/2022 2022

Commence scheduling 
energy for allocations

Indicative GHG-Free Energy Voluntary Allocation Implementation Timeline
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IRP
Proposed Decision on RSP and 

Filing Requirements
February 2022 2/1/2022 All

Gives guidance on 
forecasting 

methodologies to be 
used for treatment of 

PCIA allocations in IRP, 
specific implementation 
mechanics for Clean Net 

Short credit, etc.

IRP
LSEs submit updated multi-year 

load forecasts for IRP
Late-February 2022 2/28/2022 All

Establishes basis for 
vintaged, annual load 

shares for allocation of 
Clean Net Short credit

IRP Decision on RSP March 2022 3/15/2022 All

Rules upon forecasting 
methodologies to be 
used for treatment of 

PCIA allocations in IRP, 
specific implementation 
mechanics for Clean Net 

Short credit, etc.

RA Process
LSEs submit vintaged, historical 

loads to ED & CEC
March 2022 3/15/2022 2023

Commence process of 
determining vintaged, 

annual load shares

RA Process
LSEs submit vintaged load forecasts 

for 2023 to ED & CEC
April 2022 4/19/2022 2023

Forecast annual load 
shares for 2023 

allocations

ERRA ERRA Forecast Application May 2022 5/31/2022 2023

Publish forecasted PCIA-
eligible GHG-free energy 

volumes and vintaged 
annual loads

IRP LSE IRP Filings Due July 2022 7/1/2022 All

LSEs include eligible 
allocation shares 

towards IRP 
procurement 
requirements

RA Process
ED publishes preliminary RA 

obligations, load shares, and PCIA 
allocations

July 2022 7/26/2022 2023
Establish preliminary 
allocations for 2023

RA Process
Final date for LSEs to file revised 
forecasts for 2023 with ED & CEC

August 2022 8/16/2022 2023
Update assumptions for 

calculating allocation 
shares

IOU Procurement / 
Sales Activity

LSEs submit System and Flex RA, 
and RPS and GHG-free energy 

allocation elections

Within 30 days of publication of 
preliminary forecasted, vintaged, 

annual load shares
8/25/2022 2023

Determine allocation 
elections

RA Process
ED publishes final RA obligations, 

vintaged load shares, and PCIA 
allocations

September 2022 9/20/2022 2023
Establish final allocation 

shares for 2023

ERRA
Update to ERRA Forecast 

Application
November 2022 11/15/2022 2023

Publish forecasted 
volumes and vintaged 
annual loads for 2023.

IOU Procurement / 
Sales Activity

Commence full RPS and GHG-free 
energy allocations and energy 

scheduling for 2023
January 1, 2023 1/1/2023 2023

Commence scheduling 
energy for allocations

ERRA ERRA Forecast Application May 2023 5/31/2023 2024

Publish forecasted PCIA-
eligible GHG-free energy 

volumes and vintaged 
annual loads

ERRA
Update to ERRA Forecast 

Application
November 2023 11/15/2023 2024

Publish forecasted 
volumes and vintaged 
annual loads for 2023.

IOU Procurement / 
Sales Activity

IOUs report volumes and resources 
sourced for RPS and GHG-free 

energy deliveries for Power 
Content Label reporting

By Q2 following delivery year 4/1/2024 2023
Facilitate Power Content 

Label reporting

ERRA
ERRA Review of Operations 

Application
April 2024 4/15/2024 2023

Publish actual volumes, 
costs, and revenues for 

2023.
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Proceeding Milestone Rough Date
Indicative 
Timeline

Delivery 
Year Impact

PCIA OIR File Final Report 2/21/2020 All
PCIA OIR Opening Comments 3/13/2020 All
PCIA OIR Reply Comments 3/27/2020 All
PCIA OIR WG 3 Proposed Decision Q3 2020 9/1/2020 All

PCIA OIR
Opening Comments on 

PD
PD + 20 days 9/21/2020 All

PCIA OIR Reply Comments on PD
Opening 

Comments + 5 days
9/26/2020 All

PCIA OIR WG 3 Decision
Reply Comments + 

1 week
10/3/2020 All Approval of WG 3 Decision

RA OIR
Integrate PCIA WG3 

Decision into 2021 RA 
OIR Scoping Memo

December 2020 12/1/2020 All

Introduce discussion of advancing 
RA process timelines and vintaged 

annual load forecasting 
methodologies into RA OIR Scoping 

Memo

RPS OIR
RPS Procurement 

Ruling/Scoping
March/April 4/1/2021 All

Opening of OIR to update RPS 
Procurement Plan for VAMO 

implementation

ERRA
ERRA Forecast 

Application
May 2021 5/31/2021 2023

Publish forecasted PCIA-eligible RPS 
volumes

RA OIR
Decision on RA OIR 

implementing changes 
for 2022+ filing(s)

June 2021 6/1/2021 All
Rule upon updated timelines for RA 
process and vintaged annual load 

forecasting methodologies

RPS OIR
File RPS Procurement 

Plan
June/July 6/15/2021 All

Incorporate mechanisms and 
processes for VAMO for RPS energy

RPS OIR
File updates to RPS 
Procurement Plan

August/September 8/15/2021 All
File updates to request for approval 

of VAMO processes

RPS OIR
RPS Procurement Plan 

PD
Mid- to Late-

November
11/15/2021 All

PD ruling upon proposed 
methodology for VAMO 

implementation

ERRA
Update to ERRA Forecast 

Application
November 2021 11/15/2021 2023

Publish forecasted PCIA-eligible RPS 
volumes

RPS OIR
Final Decision on RPS 

Procurement Plan

PD on RPS 
Procurement Plan 

+ 30 days
12/15/2021 All

Final Decision ruling upon 
proposed VAMO implementation

IRP
Proposed Decision on 

RSP and Filing 
Requirements

February 2022 2/1/2022 All

Gives guidance on forecasting 
methodologies to be used for 

treatment of PCIA allocations in 
IRP, specific implementation 

mechanics for Clean Net Short 
credit, etc.

IRP
LSEs submit updated 

multi-year load forecasts 
for IRP

Late-February 2022 2/28/2022 All
Establishes basis for vintaged, 

annual load shares for allocation of 
Clean Net Short credit

Indicative RPS Energy VAMO Implementation Timeline
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IRP Decision on RSP March 2022 3/15/2022 All

Rules upon forecasting 
methodologies to be used for 

treatment of PCIA allocations in 
IRP, specific implementation 

mechanics for Clean Net Short 
credit, etc.

RA Process
LSEs submit vintaged, 

historical loads to ED & 
CEC

March 2022 3/15/2022 2023
Commence process of determining 

vintaged, annual load shares

RA Process
LSEs submit vintaged 

load forecasts for 2023 
to ED & CEC

April 2022 4/19/2022 2023
Forecast annual load shares for 

2023 allocations

ERRA
ERRA Forecast 

Application
May 2022 5/31/2022 2023

Publish forecasted PCIA-eligible RPS 
volumes

IRP LSE IRP Filings Due July 2022 7/1/2022 All
LSEs include eligible allocation 

shares towards IRP procurement 
requirements

RA Process

ED publishes preliminary 
RA obligations, load 

shares, and PCIA 
allocations

July 2022 7/26/2022 2023 Establish preliminary allocations 

RA Process
Final date for LSEs to file 

revised forecasts for 
2023 with ED & CEC

August 2022 8/16/2022 2023
Update assumptions for calculating 

allocation shares

IOU 
Procurement / 
Sales Activity

LSEs submit System and 
Flex RA, and RPS and 

GHG-free energy 
allocation elections

Within 30 days of 
publication of 

preliminary 
forecasted, 

vintaged, annual 
load shares

8/25/2022 2023 Determine allocation elections

RA Process

ED publishes final RA 
obligations, vintaged 
load shares, and PCIA 

allocations

September 2022 9/20/2022 2023
Establish final allocation shares for 

2023

IOU 
Procurement / 
Sales Activity

IOUs launch RPS Market 
Offer

Within 1 week of 
publication of final, 

forecasted, 
vintaged annual 

load shares

9/27/2022 2023
Publish RFO instructions and 

inform the market of estimates of 
RPS energy volumes for sale

IOU 
Procurement / 
Sales Activity

CAM Review of RPS 
Selections

Coincident with 
Completion of RPS 

Market Offer
10/18/2022 2023

Review proposed RPS Market Offer 
sales with CAM group

IOU 
Procurement / 
Sales Activity

Complete RPS Market 
Offer

3 weeks start to 
finish

10/18/2022 2023 Select offers and sign contracts

ERRA
Update to ERRA Forecast 

Application
November 2022 11/15/2022 2023

Publish forecasted volumes, 
vintaged annual loads, and forecast 

MPB for 2023.

IOU 
Procurement / 
Sales Activity

Commence full RPS and 
GHG-free energy 

allocations and energy 
scheduling for 2023

January 1, 2023 1/1/2023 2023
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IOU 
Procurement / 
Sales Activity

Payment owed for 
allocations and sales

~20 days following 
close of compliance 

month
2/20/2023 2023

LSES accepting allocations or sales 
to pay for delivered RPS energy

ERRA
ERRA Forecast 

Application
May 2023 5/31/2023 2024

Publish forecasted PCIA-eligible RPS 
volumes

IOU 
Procurement / 
Sales Activity

Transfer RECs for each 
flow month

Within 120 days 
after flow month

5/31/2023 2023
Transfer RECs to parties accepting 

allocations or purchasing in Market 
Offer

ERRA
Update to ERRA Forecast 

Application
November 2023 11/15/2023 2023-24

Publish actual volumes and true-up 
MPB for 2023.

Publish forecasted volumes, 
vintaged annual loads, and forecast 

MPB for 2024.

IOU 
Procurement / 
Sales Activity

True-Up Payment Owed 
for Allocations

December 2023 12/15/2023 2023

LSEs accepting allocations to pay 
true-up payment relating to 

difference between forecast and 
actual MPB

IOU 
Procurement / 
Sales Activity

IOUs report volumes and 
resources sourced for 

RPS and GHG-free energy 
deliveries for Power 

Content Label reporting

By Q2 following 
delivery year

4/1/2024 2023
Facilitate Power Content Label 

reporting

ERRA
ERRA Review of 

Operations Application
April 2024 4/15/2024 2023

Publish actual volumes, costs, and 
revenues for 2023.
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Proceeding Milestone Rough Date
Indicative 
Timeline

Compliance 
Year Impact

PCIA OIR File Final Report 2/21/2020 All
PCIA OIR Opening Comments 3/13/2020 All
PCIA OIR Reply Comments 3/27/2020 All
PCIA OIR WG 3 Proposed Decision Q3 2020 9/1/2020 All

PCIA OIR Opening Comments on PD PD + 20 days 9/21/2020 All

PCIA OIR Reply Comments on PD
Opening 

Comments + 5 
days

9/26/2020 All

PCIA OIR WG 3 Decision
Reply Comments 

+ 1 week
10/3/2020 All

RA OIR
Integrate PCIA WG3 

Decision into 2021 RA OIR 
Scoping Memo

December 2020 12/1/2020 2023

Introduce discussion of 
advancing RA process 

timelines; vintaged peak load 
forecasting methodologies; 

and PCIA Showing 
implementation

BPP Update BPP via Tier 2 AL
WG 3 Decision + 

90 days
1/1/2021 2023

Request approval to conduct 
voluntary allocations and 

Market Offer sales

BPP
Receive Approval of BPP 

Update
BPP AL + 90 days 4/1/2021 2023

Receive approval to conduct 
voluntary allocations and 

Market Offer sales

ERRA ERRA Forecast Application May 2021 5/31/2021 2023
Publish forecasted PCIA-
eligible System/Flex RA 

volumes

RA OIR
Decision on RA OIR 

implementing changes for 
2022+ filing(s)

June 2021 6/1/2021 2023

Rule upon updated timelines 
for RA process; vintaged 

coincident peak-load 
forecasting methodologies; 

and PCIA Showing

ERRA
Update to ERRA Forecast 

Application
November 2021 11/15/2021 2023

Publish forecasted PCIA-
eligible System/Flex RA 

volumes

IRP
Proposed Decision on RSP 
and Filing Requirements

February 2022 2/1/2022 All

Gives guidance on forecasting 
methodologies to be used for 
treatment of PCIA allocations 

in IRP, specific 
implementation mechanics 
for RA procurement credit, 

etc.

IRP
LSEs submit updated multi-
year load forecasts for IRP

Late-February 
2022

2/28/2022 All
Establishes basis for vintaged, 
coincident, peak-load shares 

for allocation of RA credit

Indicative System and Flex RA VAMO Implementation Timeline

J-7
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IRP Decision on RSP March 2022 3/15/2022 All

Rules upon forecasting 
methodologies to be used for 
treatment of PCIA allocations 

in IRP, specific 
implementation mechanics 
for RA procurement credit, 

etc.

RA Process
LSEs submit vintaged, 

historical loads to ED & 
CEC

March 2022 3/15/2022 2023
Commence process of 
determining vintaged, 

coincident peak-load shares
IOU 

Procurement / 
Sales Activity

LSEs submit spring RA 
allocation elections to 

IOUs
April 2022 4/1/2022 2023

Determine System/Flex RA 
volumes to be sold in spring 

Market Offer
IOU 

Procurement / 
Sales Activity

IOUs launch spring RA 
Market Offer process

April 2022 4/19/2022 2023
Inform market of System/Flex 

RA volumes to be offered

RA Process
LSEs submit vintaged load 
forecasts for 2023 to ED & 

CEC
April 2022 4/19/2022 2023 Forecast peak-loads for 2023

IOU 
Procurement / 
Sales Activity

CAM review of selections
Coincident with 
completion of 
Market Offer

5/3/2022 2023
Review offer selections with 

CAM

IOU 
Procurement / 
Sales Activity

IOUs complete spring RA 
Market Offer process

2 weeks after 
launch

5/3/2022 2023
Execute System/Flex RA sales 

agreements

ERRA ERRA Forecast Application May 2022 5/31/2022 2023
Publish forecasted PCIA-
eligible System/Flex RA 

volumes

IRP LSE IRP Filings Due July 2022 7/1/2022 All
LSEs include eligible allocation 

shares towards IRP 
procurement requirements

RA Process
IOUs submit CAM and 

PCIA Showing RA volumes 
to ED

July 2022 7/12/2022 2023

Volumes to be allocated in 
PCIA Showing for 2023 

compliance year are frozen, 
subject to NQC/EFC 

adjustment 

RA Process

ED publishes preliminary 
RA obligations, load 

shares, and PCIA 
allocations

July 2022 7/26/2022 2023
Establish preliminary 

allocations 

RA Process
Final date for LSEs to file 

revised forecasts for 2023 
with ED & CEC

August 2022 8/16/2022 2023
Update assumptions for 

calculating allocation shares
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IOU 
Procurement / 
Sales Activity

LSEs submit System and 
Flex RA, and RPS and GHG-

free energy allocation 
elections

Within 30 days of 
publication of 

preliminary 
forecasted, 

vintaged, annual 
load shares

8/25/2022 2023
Determine LSE elections and 

rough allocation volumes

RA Process CAISO updates NQC/EFC September 2021 9/6/2022 2023
Finalize total PCIA-eligible 
System/Flex RA volumes 
available for allocation

IOU 
Procurement / 
Sales Activity

IOUs launch fall RA 
Market Offer process

September 2022
1 week after 

CAISO NQC/EFC 
Updates

9/13/2022 2023
Inform market of System/Flex 

RA volumes to be offered

RA Process

ED publishes final RA 
obligations, vintaged load 

shares, and PCIA 
allocations

September 2022 9/20/2022 2023
Establish final allocations for 

2023

IOU 
Procurement / 
Sales Activity

CAM review of 
System/Flex RA selections

Coincident with 
completion of 

System/Flex RA 
Market Offer

10/4/2022 2023
Review offer selections with 

CAM

IOU 
Procurement / 
Sales Activity

IOUs complete fall RA 
Market Offer process

October 2022
2 weeks after 
Year-Ahead 

updates

10/4/2022 2023
Sell unallocated System/Flex 
RA volumes and re-allocate 

unsold volumes

RA Process
Year-Ahead RA filing due 

to ED & CAISO
October 31, 2021 10/31/2022 2023

Allocations are shown for LSEs 
accepting allocations or 

buying sold PCIA Showing RA 
capacity

ERRA
Update to ERRA Forecast 

Application
November 2022 11/15/2022 2023

Publish shown System/Flex RA 
volumes, vintaged coincident 

peak-loads, and forecast 
MPBs for 2023.

IOU 
Procurement / 
Sales Activity

Payment owed for 
allocations and sales

~20 days 
following close of 

compliance 
month

2/20/2023 2023
LSES accepting allocations or 

sales to pay for shown 
System/Flex RA

ERRA ERRA Forecast Application May 2023 5/31/2023 2024
Publish forecasted PCIA-
eligible System/Flex RA 

volumes

ERRA
Update to ERRA Forecast 

Application
November 2023 11/15/2023 2023-24

Publish true-up MPB for 2023.
Publish shown System/Flex RA 
volumes, vintaged coincident 

peak-loads, and forecast 
MPBs for 2024.

IOU 
Procurement / 
Sales Activity

True-Up Payment Owed 
for Allocations

December 2023 12/15/2023 2023

LSEs accepting allocations to 
pay true-up payment relating 

to difference between 
forecast and actual MPB

ERRA
ERRA Review of 

Operations Application
April 2024 4/15/2024 2023

Publish actual volumes, costs, 
and revenues for 2023.
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Proceeding Milestone Rough Date
Indicative 
Timeline Compliance Year Impact

PCIA OIR File Final Report 2/21/2020 All

PCIA OIR
Opening 

Comments
3/13/2020 All

PCIA OIR Reply Comments 3/27/2020 All

PCIA OIR
WG 3 Proposed 

Decision
Q3 2020 9/1/2020 All

PCIA OIR
Opening 

Comments on PD
PD + 20 days 9/21/2020 All

PCIA OIR
Reply Comments 

on PD

Opening 
Comments + 

5 days
9/26/2020 All

PCIA OIR WG 3 Decision
Reply 

Comments + 
1 week

10/3/2020 All

RA OIR

Integrate PCIA 
WG3 Decision into 

2021 RA OIR 
Scoping Memo

December 
2020

12/1/2020 2024-25

Introduce discussion of 
vintaged peak load 

forecasting methodologies 
and PCIA Showing 
implementation

BPP
Update BPP via 

Tier 2 AL

WG 3 
Decision + 90 

days
1/1/2021 2024-25

Request approval to conduct 
allocations 

BPP
Receive Approval 

of BPP Update
BPP AL + 90 

days
4/1/2021 2024-25

Receive approval to conduct 
allocations 

ERRA
ERRA Forecast 

Application
May 2021 5/31/2021 2024-25

Publish forecasted PCIA-
eligible Local RA volumes 

RA OIR

Decision on RA OIR 
implementing 

changes for 2022+ 
filing(s)

June 2021 6/1/2021 2024-25

Rule upon vintaged 
coincident peak-load 

forecasting methodologies 
and PCIA Showing

ERRA
Update to ERRA 

Forecast 
Application

November 
2021

11/15/2021 2024-25
Publish forecasted PCIA-
eligible Local RA volumes 

IRP
Proposed Decision 
on RSP and Filing 

Requirements

February 
2022

2/1/2022 All

Gives guidance on 
forecasting methodologies 
to be used for treatment of 

PCIA allocations in IRP, 
specific implementation 

mechanics for RA 
procurement credit, etc.

Indicative Local RA Allocation Implementation Timeline

J-10
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IRP

LSEs submit 
updated multi-

year load forecasts 
for IRP

Late-February 
2022

2/28/2022 All

Establishes basis for 
vintaged, coincident, peak-
load shares for allocation of 

RA credit

IRP Decision on RSP March 2022 3/15/2022 All

Rules upon forecasting 
methodologies to be used 

for treatment of PCIA 
allocations in IRP, specific 

implementation mechanics 
for RA procurement credit, 

etc.

RA Process
LSEs submit 

vintaged, historical 
loads to ED & CEC

March 2022 3/15/2022 2024-25
Commence process of 
determining vintaged, 

coincident peak-load shares

RA Process

LSEs submit 
vintaged load 

forecasts for 2023 
to ED & CEC

April 2022 4/19/2022 2024-25
Forecast peak-loads for 

2023, which will be applied 
to 2024-25

ERRA
ERRA Forecast 

Application
May 2022 5/31/2022 2024-25

Publish forecasted PCIA-
eligible Local RA volumes 

IRP LSE IRP Filings Due July 2022 7/1/2022 All

LSEs include eligible 
allocation shares towards 

IRP procurement 
requirements

RA Process
IOUs submit CAM 
and PCIA Showing 
RA volumes to ED

July 2022 7/12/2022 2024-25

Volumes to be allocated for 
2022 filing year in PCIA 

Showing are frozen, subject 
to NQC adjustment

RA Process

ED publishes 
preliminary RA 

obligations, load 
shares, and PCIA 

allocations

July 2022 7/26/2022 2024-25
Establish preliminary 

allocations 

RA Process

Final date for LSEs 
to file revised 

forecasts for 2023 
with ED & CEC

August 2022 8/16/2022 2024-25
Update assumptions for 

calculating allocation shares

RA Process
CAISO updates 

NQC/EFC
September 

2021
9/6/2022 2024-25

Finalize total PCIA-eligible 
Local RA volumes available 

for allocation

RA Process

ED publishes final 
RA obligations, 
vintaged load 

shares, and PCIA 
allocations

September 
2022

9/20/2022 2024-25
Establish final allocations for 

2024-25
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RA Process
Year-Ahead RA 

filing due to ED & 
CAISO

October 31, 
2021

10/31/2022 2024-25

Allocations are shown for 
LSEs accepting allocations or 
buying PCIA Showing Local 

RA capacity sold in 
secondary market

ERRA
Update to ERRA 

Forecast 
Application

November 
2022

11/15/2022 2024-25

Publish shown Local RA 
volumes and vintaged 

coincident peak-loads for 
2024-25.

ERRA
ERRA Forecast 

Application
May 2023 5/31/2023 2024-26

Publish forecasted PCIA-
eligible Local RA volumes 

ERRA
Update to ERRA 

Forecast 
Application

November 
2023

11/15/2023 2024-26

Publish shown Local RA 
volumes and forecasted, 

vintaged coincident peak-
loads for 2024-26.
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