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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission' should adopt the following recommendations set forth in CalCCA’s
Opening Brief:

e The Commission should adopt CalCCA’s proposal to credit the value of all
banked RECs (including pre-2019 banked RECs) at the MPB of the year in which
they are retired. Doing so will ensure that all customers receive the benefit of the
REC:s for which they paid.

e The Commission should include a specific finding in its decision that the October
Update is intended to create updated estimates based on the methodologies
proposed in prepared or rebuttal testimony and not to propose new estimates
based on substantive changes to those methodologies.

The recommendations in CalCCA’s Opening Brief related to CalCCA’s AFR of D.25-06-
049 are now moot.

Acronyms used herein are defined in the body of this document.
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of Southern California Edison
Company (U338E) for Approval of its 2026 A.25-05-008
ERRA Forecast Proceeding Revenue
Requirement.

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S REPLY BRIEF

Pursuant to Rule 13.12 of the California Public Utilities Commission’s (Commission)
Rules of Practice and Procedure, and the Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling,?
dated July 17, 2025, the California Community Choice Association® (CalCCA) submits this reply
brief.

I. INTRODUCTION

Southern California Edison’s (SCE) banked Renewable Energy Credit (REC) proposal
violates Section 366.2(g) of the California Public Utilities Code,* and fails to comply with the
Commission’s settled indifference framework, as discussed in detail in CalCCA’s Comments on
the October Update and Concurrent Opening Brief (CalCCA Opening Brief). SCE’s Opening
Brief fails to repair these shortcomings.

SCE first argues that CalCCA’s REC proposal would require the Commission to make

new policy in this Energy Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) proceeding. But as CalCCA’s

2

2025).

3

Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, Application (A.) 25-05-008 (July. 17,

California Community Choice Association represents the interests of 24 community choice
electricity providers in California: Apple Valley Choice Energy, Ava Community Energy, Central Coast
Community Energy, Clean Energy Alliance, Clean Power Alliance of Southern California, CleanPowerSF,
Desert Community Energy, Energy For Palmdale’s Independent Choice, Lancaster Energy, Marin Clean
Energy, Orange County Power Authority, Peninsula Clean Energy, Pico Rivera Innovative Municipal
Energy, Pioneer Community Energy, Pomona Choice Energy, Rancho Mirage Energy Authority, Redwood
Coast Energy Authority, San Diego Community Power, San Jacinto Power, San José Clean Energy, Santa
Barbara Clean Energy, Silicon Valley Clean Energy, Sonoma Clean Power, and Valley Clean Energy.

4 All section references are to the California Public Utilities Code, unless otherwise noted.



Opening Brief explains, existing Commission policy and the indifference principle require SCE
to provide the value of RECs paid by customers. Now-departed customers who paid for a portion
of the banked RECs before departing SCE service do not receive value from SCE which is using
those RECs for compliance now. Therefore, those departed customers must now be provided that
value via a credit to the vintage in which those RECs were generated. SCE also argues that
CalCCA’s proposal would improperly require SCE’s bundled customers to pay for the same
thing twice. This is not true. CalCCA’s proposal simply completes the process of providing value
to customers who incurred costs in the past. Lastly, SCE claims that CalCCA has not explained
how its proposal would fairly treat differently-situated customers. But CalCCA has repeatedly
explained how its proposal takes advantage of the existing vintaging framework to assign the
value of the banked RECs, and that this process properly assigns different proportions of value to
different customer groups.

In short, none of SCE’s arguments are persuasive, and the Commission should adopt
CalCCA’s proposals.’
II. CALCCA’S PROPOSAL ON PRE-2019 BANKED RECS SHOULD BE ADOPTED

AS IT DOES NOT REQUIRE NEW POLICYMAKING AND ENSURES
INDIFFERENCE

First, the Commission should instruct SCE to implement CalCCA’s proposal for how to
treat any pre-2019 banked RECs that SCE might retire on behalf of its bundled customers.
CalCCA’s proposed treatment of those RECs ensures indifference, as required by Section 366.2.
Under CalCCA’s proposal, SCE’s currently bundled customers only pay for RECs that are

retired on their behalf one time. SCE is incorrectly focused on whether these customers pay twice

> With one caveat: the Commission denied CalCCA’s Application for Rehearing (AFR) of
Decision (D.) 25-06-049 after CalCCA filed its Opening Comments, so the recommendations contained
in CalCCA’s Opening Comments relating to that AFR are moot.



under CalCCA’s proposal,® but that is not the right question. The proper question to ensure
indifference 1s whether any of SCE’s bundled customers pay for the same REC twice. The
answer is a clear no. Critically, now-departed customers (those who were SCE customers when
the RECs were purchased and banked) are only paid for the portion of the RECs that they paid
for, and existing bundled customers credit them out for on/y that portion.

SCE’s proposal, to the contrary, violates Section 366.2’s indifference principle. SCE is
asking departed load to hand over assets they paid for, for free. Many SCE customers have
departed since those customers paid to purchase a portion of the RECs banked before 2019.
Depending on when a REC was banked, between .% (for 201 8—.% minus .%) and .%
(for 201 11% minus .%) of all of SCE’s load has departed between when the pre-2019

RECs were banked and 2026.” SCE is proposing to pay that entire group of customers $0 for the

use of any and all RECs those customers purchased. _
-If the Commission were to green light SCE’s unlawful proposal, however, departed
costomers v - -- I
e
bank.® Should the Commission allow SCE to draw down its- REC bank without any

credit to departed load, the impact on departed customers_

6 SCE Opening Brief, at 19-20.

7 CalCCA Opening Brief, at 28, Table 1.

5 Id. at5.

? See Exh. SCE-05CA CONFIDENTIAL Appendix B PCIA Workpapers (2026) October (RPS
Adjustments tab).



-_ This is a massively consequential issue for departed customers, who—even without
SCE’s unlawful banked REC proposal—will struggle to weather the perfect storm of revenue
requirement impacts described in CalCCA’s Opening Brief.!! Retiring all of those RECs on other
customers’ behalf without compensating them for the portion of those RECs they paid for (and
only that portion) fails to leave them indifferent and violates Section 366.2.

Furthermore, CalCCA’s Opening Brief explains how CalCCA’s proposal treats all
Retained RECs the same, and therefore does not require the Commission to establish new policy
in this proceeding.!? Specifically, CalCCA’s proposal implements and comports with existing
Commission decisions. Decision 11-12-018 created the category of “Retained” RECs, and
CalCCA'’s proposal implements this decision in a manner that ensures indifference. While D.19-
10-001 created new categories of “sold” and “unsold” RECs, it did not change the existing
category of “Retained” RECs that D.11-12-018 created. Therefore, the Commission need not
conduct any new policymaking to implement CalCCA’s proposal.

For all of these reasons, the Commission should therefore find that CalCCA’s proposal
should apply to pre-2019 banked RECs and that SCE’s proposal should be rejected.

In the alternative, even if SCE is correct that past Commission policy decisions and
controlling statutes do not require CalCCA’s treatment, the Commaission has clearly indicated
that this proceeding is the forum in which it will take up and answer the question of how to value
pre-2019 banked RECs. CalCCA’s testimony and briefing demonstrate that the answer should be

to adopt CalCCA’s proposal.

10 This figure was calculated by assuming pre-2019 banked
RECs are valued at this year’s market price benchmark (MPB) of $62.45 . As this MPB goes up or
down in future years, this estimated value will vary as well.

1 CalCCA Opening Brief, at 2-5.
12 Id., at 21-25.



III. THE COMMISSION SHOULD ADOPT CALCCA’S STANDARDIZED
APPROACH TO THE TREATMENT OF PRE-2019 BANKED RECS IN SCE’S
AND THE OTHER IOU TERRITORIES

While the issue of pre-2019 banked RECs in each of the investor-owned utility (IOU)
territories has been considered by the Commission for several years but not resolved or
standardized across the three IOU territories, the issue is now squarely before the Commission in
SCE’s and the other two IOUs” ERRA Forecast cases. Therefore, the time is right for the
Commission to adopt a standardized and consistent approach to valuing pre-2019 banked RECs
for unbundled customers. Specifically, the Commission should adopt CalCCA’s proposal, and
reject SCE’s arguments, regarding the pre-2019 banked RECs, as set forth below.

A. The Commission Recognized in D.24-08-004 the Need to Harmonize the
Valuation of Pre-2019 Banked RECs

In D.24-08-004, the Commission rejected SCE’s Petition for Modification to confirm
SCE’s proposed treatment of pre-2019 banked RECs. The Commission specifically
acknowledged that parties disagreed about how D.19-10-001 applies to pre-2019 RECs. It held
that the Commission “[did] not have the record to fully evaluate [those different perspectives]
here.”!* However, the Commission also noted that this issue generally cannot be “appropriately
addressed in a single IOU’s ERRA Forecast application.”!* The Decision therefore recognized
that the Commission would need to address this question in a manner that harmonizes treatment

across all three IOUs.!°

13 D.24-08-004, Decision Denying Petition for Modification of D.23-06-006, R.17-06-026 (Aug. 2,
2024), at 5.

14 D.23-11-094, Southern California Edison Company’s 2024 Energy Resource Recovery Account
Forecast, A.23-06-001 (Nov. 30, 2023), at 60 (emphasis added).

1 1bid. (explaining that the Commission “may consider the issue in a future rulemaking”)



B. The Past Inconsistent Treatment of Pre-2019 Banked RECs Should be
Replaced in the 2026 ERRA Forecast Cases by One Policy Applicable to All
I0OU Territories

The Commission’s treatment of pre-2019 banked RECs has in the past been inconsistent
across different IOUs’ ERRA cases. First, in Pacific Gas & Electric’s (PG&E) 2023 ERRA
Forecast case, the Commission approved a proposal crediting the value of banked RECs to the
PCIA for bundled customer compliance, even if bundled customers paid for those banked RECs
in the year the REC was generated.!¢ In SCE’s 2024 ERRA Forecast case, the Commission
approved an “interim solution” that did not do so.!” In SCE’s 2025 ERRA Forecast case, the
Commission limited its approval of SCE’s proposal to value pre-2019 banked RECs at $0 “for
this proceeding.”!® This disparity in treatment should not exist: the legal and factual issues
related to the different IOUs’ REC banks are largely the same across the ERRA cases. There is
no reason to treat RECs differently based on the IOU, and therefore, treatment across service
areas should be harmonized.

The Commission and the three IOUs have squarely teed up the question of how to treat
pre-2019 banked RECs. In PG&E’s 2026 ERRA Forecast case, over CalCCA’s objection,!” the
Commission included Scoping Issue #2: “Did D.19-10-001 establish a methodology for
treatment of pre-2019 banked RECs? If not, how should PG&E value pre-2019 banked RECs for
the purpose of calculating the PCIA?2° CalCCA and PG&E are now briefing that issue in that

case. San Diego Gas & Electric also explicitly invoked the question of how to value pre-2019

16 Exh. CalCCA-01, at 21:12-22:13.

17 D.23-11-094, at 60.

18 D.24-12-039, Decision Approving Southern California Edison Company’s 2025 Energy Resource
Recovery Account-Related Forecast Revenue Requirement, A.24-05-007 (Dec. 19, 2024), at 68.

19 See California Community Choice Association’s Protest to Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s
Application, A.25-05-011 (June 18, 2025), at 30.

20 Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, A.25-05-011 (Jul. 31, 2025), at 4.



banked RECs—albeit belatedly—in its Opening Brief.?! Intervenors are responding to that issue
in that docket as well. Therefore, the Commission will have the benefit of a sufficient record on
which to base its decision in all three of the IOUs’ ERRA Forecast cases.

As a general principle, CalCCA still maintains that the ERRA cases are not the proper
forum in which to set policy.?? However, as CalCCA experienced last year in SCE’s 2025 ERRA
Forecast case, the Commission has recently taken parties up on their invitation to use these
proceedings to make policy.? In the current ERRA cases, the IOUs are the parties that request
that the Commission approve their proposals to permanently enshrine their preferred treatment of
pre-2019 banked RECs. In PG&E’s case, the Commission directly put the treatment of pre-2019
banked RECs in scope (over CalCCA’s objections). Given this opportunity, the Commission
should finally harmonize the treatment of pre-2019 banked RECs across all IOUs” ERRA
proceedings this year in these three pending cases.?*

IV.  SCE’S ARGUMENTS IN OPPOSITION TO CALCCA'’S PRE-2019 BANKED
REC PROPOSAL SHOULD BE REJECTED

The Commission should reject SCE’s arguments in opposition to CalCCA’s proposal, as
discussed in more detail below. First, SCE’s claim that CalCCA’s proposal results in bundled
customers paying for the same RECs twice is not correct, given bundled customers will be

simply paying the now-departed customers for the portion of the RECs for which those departed

21

Opening Brief of San Diego Gas & Electric Company (U 902-E) Regarding Its Application for
Approval of Its 2026 Electric Procurement Revenue Requirement Forecasts, 2026 Electric Sales
Forecast, and GHG-Related Forecasts, A.25-05-012 (Oct. 3, 2025), at 7.

2 Accord D.24-08-004, Decision Denying Petition for Modification of D.23-06-006, R.17-06-026
(Aug. 2, 2024), at 60 (denying SCE’s Petition for Modification of D.23-06-006). See also Exh. CalCCA-
01, at 13:1-2.

3 See California Community Choice Association’s Comments on Proposed Decision, A.24-05-007
(Dec. 2, 2024), at 10.

# While the arguments will be formally made in the other case’s dockets, CalCCA clarifies for the
parties in this docket that it supports the Commission harmonizing treatment of pre-2019 banked RECs
across all three jurisdictions by adopting its proposal.



customers previously paid. Second, SCE’s unsubstantiated claim that valuing its pre-2019
banked RECs through the current MPB 1s improper because the MPB i1s calculated using
Portfolio Content Category 1 (PCC-1) RECs should be rejected as all RECs are already valued
through the MPB for purposes of the PCIA. CalCCA addresses each of these arguments mn turn,
below.

A. CalCCA’s Proposal Does Not Require Customers to Pay for the Same RECs
Twice as Asserted by SCE

SCE asserts that CalCCA’s proposal would require bundled customers to pay for RECs
twice.? This is false. Under CalCCA’s proposal, bundled customers would credit now-departed
customers who originally paid for a portion of RECs purchased but never received the value of
those RECs. As the below figures reproduced from CalCCA’s Opening Brief and CalCCA
Witness Dickman’s testimony illustrate, when RECs were banked, SCE’s now-bundled
customers paid to procure a portion of the RECs that were banked.?¢

Figure 1: Banked RECs are Generated and Paid For in 2011%’

2011 Bundled Customers
|

Paid for Banked RECs

Current Bundled Pai Now Departed Paic{

Y
2011 Unbundled Customers

» SCE Opening Brief, at 19-20.
26 CalCCA Opening Brief, at 31, Figures 8 and 9.
2 CalCCA Opening Brief, at 31, Figure 8; Exh. CalCCA-01C, at 30.



Under CalCCA’s proposal, now-bundled customers must also pay for the remaining portion of

banked RECs which was paid for by customers who were previously bundled but are now

departed.
Figure 2: Banked RECs are Used for Retained RPS in 2026%¢
2026 Bundled Customers 2011 Bundled /
Now Departed Customers
] |
I ¥ !

Pay 2026 MPB for Banked RECs

Current Bundled Pay 100%

Receive 2026 MPB Credit in PCIA ffor Banked RECs

Current Bundled Now Departed
Get of Credit Get of Credit

Y
2026 Unbundled Customers

This does not constitute two payments for the same RECs. The first payment was for the dark
blue portion in Figure 1, and the second payment is for the light blue portion in Figure 1. This is
equivalent to bundled customers being short RECs and needing to purchase additional RECs
from another party at the Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) MPB.

SCE claims it is “far from clear—and CalCCA has not sought to explain” how CalCCA’s
proposal would “avoid creating additional cost responsibility for those customers who were
within SCE’s bundled service before 2019 and remain so today.”?® CalCCA’s Testimony and
Opening Brief, however, clearly explain how the vintaging process would ensure that SCE’s

customers only paid for the proportion of banked RECs for which they did not pay at the time the

28 CalCCA Opening Brief, at 31, Figure 9; Exh. CalCCA-01C, at 30.
2 SCE Opening Brief, at 21.



RECs were generated. CalCCA proposes that SCE credit the value of the RECs used for
compliance (using the current year’s MPB) to the vintage of the year in which the REC was
generated and banked.?® This process will ensure that SCE’s bundled customers will only pay for
the proportion of RECs that were previously paid for by now-departed load. SCE’s current
customers are all included in the most recent vintage, so no matter which year the banked RECs
come from, those customers will receive a credit offsetting a large portion of their payment. The
credit will directly offset the percentage of the RECs that the currently bundled customers
purchased when the RECs were banked. That means that the only actual payment that occurs in
the year a banked REC is retired will be for the percentage of the RECs that were purchased by
customers who have since departed.

Contrary to SCE’s claim that CalCCA “‘has not sought to explain” this, CalCCA’s
Testimony and Opening Brief go through how this would work for a REC generated and banked
in 2011.3! Witness Dickman shows how—for 2011 banked RECs—a full . percent of the value
of the banked RECs cancels out. Another way to think about it is that—in the year the banked
RECs are retired—currently bundled customers end up paying nothing for. percent of the
REC:s retired from the bank. They therefore end up only paying for. percent of the RECs. This
is the proportion of the RECs’ value that the vintaging process assigns to now-departed load.

SCE filed Rebuttal Testimony regarding,?? and had the opportunity to dispute, whether
this flow of funds would happen as described. SCE could have tried to show how the . and.

percents in Witness Dickman’s Table 2% do not lead directly to the. and. percents in

30 CalCCA Opening Brief, at 27-34.

3 Exh. CalCCA-01C, at 28:1-32:4; CalCCA Opening Brief, at 30-33.
32 See Exh. SCE-04.

3 Exh. CalCCA-01C, at 27:1.

10



Witness Dickman’s Figures 8 and 9°* (reproduced above as Figures 1 and 2). SCE could also
have presented their own hypothetical or reasoning demonstrating how a customer or group of
customers was being treated unfairly. SCE chose to do neither. SCE chose instead to simply
repeat its general claim that CalCCA’s proposal somehow misallocates benefits, without directly
refuting CalCCA’s actual proposal.

B. SCE’s PCC-1 Argument is Not Relevant to Whether CalCCA’s Pre-2019
Banked REC Proposal is the Best Policy

SCE also argues that it would be improper to value its pre-2019 banked RECs with the
current-day RPS Adder MPB because that value is calculated using PCC-1 RECs and its banked
RECs are less valuable than PCC-1 RECs.?® Putting aside the lack of evidentiary foundation for
this claim, SCE’s argument here is not made in the proper forum and is a red herring.

If SCE wants to argue that the RPS Adder should apply differently to RECs depending on
whether or not they are PCC-1 RECs, that argument does not rely on whether a REC is a pre-
2019 banked REC. That is a question that applies to a// RECs—banked or not banked, pre-2019
or post-2018—valued using Energy Division’s RPS Adder MPB. But SCE’s offthanded footnote
fails to actually propose how to calculate the MPB in this case. SCE simply tosses that blanket
RPS Adder MPB criticism into its brief, hoping the Commission does not look at it too closely.

CalCCA is willing to consider all reasonable proposals regarding how to calculate best
and apply the RPS Adder in the proper forum, where the record can be developed, including in
Track Two of the ongoing PCIA OIR.*® In any event, such consideration would require much

more record development than a single, unsupported footnote. As a result, any SCE claim that

3 Exh. CalCCA-01C, at 30:1, 30:8.

33 SCE Opening Brief, at 22, fn. 79.

36 Order Instituting Rulemaking to Update and Reform Energy Resource Recovery Account and
Power Charge Indifference Adjustment Policies and Processes, R.25-02-005 (February 20, 2025).
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valuing its pre-2019 banked RECs through the current MPB and PCC-1 RECs should be
rejected.

V. CALCCA’S RECOMMENDATIONS RELATING TO ITS NOW-DENIED
APPLICATION FOR REHEARING OF D.25-06-049 ARE MOOT

CalCCA’s Opening Brief discussed the approach the Commission should have taken on
account of CalCCA’s pending Application for Rehearing (AFR) of D.25-06-049. The
Commission has since denied that AFR.?7 As a result, those recommendations are now moot.

V. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, CalCCA requests the Commission adopt the recommendations
listed in the Summary of Recommendations and Conclusions provided in CalCCA’s Opening
Brief, with the exception of the recommendations related to CalCCA’s AFR of D.25-06-049,
which are now moot.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Tim Lindl

Tim Lindl

Yonatan Moskowitz

KEYES & FOX LLP

580 California Street, 12th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94104

Telephone: (408) 621-3256
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ymoskowitz@keyesfox.com

Counsel to
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37 D.25-10-061, Order Denying Rehearing of D.25-06-049 (Oct. 31, 2025).
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