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DECISION MODIFYING GREEN ACCESS PROGRAM TARIFFS
AND ADOPTING A COMMUNITY RENEWABLE ENERGY PROGRAM

Summary
Pursuant to Assembly Bill (AB) 2316(Ward) Stats.2022and Public Utilities

(Pub. Util.) Code Section769.3,this decision presentsthe culmination of an
evaluation of current customer renewable energy subscription programs, also
known as Green AccessProgram tariffs, and the consideration of adoption of a
community renewable energy program.

As described herein, while the current Green AccessProgram tariff options
do not meet all the evaluation goals described in AB 2316,the California Public
Utilities Commission (Commission) finds it efficient — in terms of costsand
resources— to modify and streamline existing Green AccessProgram tariffs to
better meet thesegoals. Further, the Commission finds that it is beneficial to
ratepayers to adopt a community renewable energy program by layering a
customer subscription model and a non-ratepayer-funded adder onto identified
standard supply -side tariffs and contract mechanismsthat meet the requirements
of AB 2316and Pub. Util. Code Section769.3.

1. Background
The following subsectionsdescribe the legislation associatedwith three

filed applications to review existing Green AccessProgram tariff programs that
are the subject of this proceeding,* previous California Public Utilities
Commission (Commission) actions leading to the filing of the applications, and

the procedural background of the three applications.

1 The Commission’s Energy Division has coined the term Green AccessProgram tariffs
(sometimes referred to as GAP tariffs) to include the following tariffs: Green Tariff Shared
Renewables,Disadvantaged Communities — Green Tariff, and Community Solar Green Tariff.
Thesetariffs are described in Sections1.2.1:1.2.2.

-2-
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1.1. Legislative Background
Three California bills signed into law provide the statutory framework for

this proceeding: SenateBill (SB)43 (Wolk) Stats.2013,ch. 413;Assembly Bill
(AB) 327 (Perea)Stats.2013,ch. 611;and AB 2316(Ward) Stats.2022,ch. 350.The
subsectionsbelow present a description of eachpiece of legislation.

1.1.1. Senate Bill 43
On September28,2013,California Governor Edmund G. Brown approved

SB43which added Chapter 7.6 (beginning with Section2831)to Part 2 of
Division 1 of the Public Utilities (Pub. Util.) Code, creating the Green Tariff
Shared Renewables(GTSR)Program. The intention of the Legislature in creating
this program was to implement aprogram “in such a manner that facilitates a
large, sustainable market for offsite electrical generation from facilities that are
eligible renewable energy resources,while fairly compensating electrical
corporations for the servicesthey provide, without affecting nonparticipating
ratepayers.”? The Legislature also intended that the “program beimplemented in
a manner that ensuresnonparticipating ratepayer indifference for the remaining
bundled service, direct accessand community choice aggregator customers.”3
SB43directed the Commission to require participating utilities #to
administer a GTSRProgram that includes the following criteria: (1) the
participating generating facilities shall be eligible renewable energy resources

with a generating capacity lessthan or equal to 20 megawatts (MW); (2) using

2 Pub. Util. Code § 2831(g).
3 Pub. Util. Code § 2831(h).

4 A participating utility is an electrical corporation with 100,0000r more customer accountsin
California. (Pub. Util. Code §2831.5(b)(2).)
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Commission-approved tools and mechanisms? utilities shall procure eligible
renewable energy resourcesthat are in addition to those required by the
California RenewablesPortfolio Standard (RPS)Program; (3) utilities shall
permit their service areacustomersto purchase electricity pursuant to the
Commission approved tariff (up to the utility’s share of the 600MW limit) but
with a per customer limitation of no more than 100 percent of a customer’s usage
and no more than two megawatts of the nameplate generating capacity;

(4) participating customers shall pay arenewable generation rate established by
the Commission aswell asutilities’ administrative costsand other charges
determined to be just and reasonable;(5) participating customer’s rates shall be
debited or credited with other costs;(6) to the extent possible, utilities shall
procure resourceslocated in reasonableproximity to enrolled participants and
actively market the program to low -income and minority communities and
customers; (7) utilities shall not allow any single entity to subscribe to more than
20 percent of any single calendar year’s capacity; (8) customers shall receive bill
credits for generation using the classaverageretail generation costplus a
renewables adjustment value; (9) utilities shall provide support for enhanced
community renewables (ECR) programs; (10) utilities shall track and account for
all revenues and coststo ensure recovery of actual costs;(11) utilities shall retire
renewable energy credits utilized by a participating customer; (12) utilities shall
ensure that renewable energy resourcesprocured on behalf of customers

participating in this program comply with the California Air ResourcesBoard’s

5 Commission-approved tools and mechanisms are defined asthose procurement methods
approved by the Commission for an electrical corporation to procure eligible renewable energy
resourcesfor purposes of meeting the procurement requirements of the California RPS
Program. (Pub. Util. Code § 2833(c).)
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Voluntary RenewablesElectricity Program; and (13) the Commission shall
ensure no costsare shifted from participating customersto nonparticipating
customers.

SB43originally included atermination clausethat was removed by SB840
Stats.2016,ch. 341,Sec.12. Further, AB 2838(O’Donnell) Stats.2022,ch. 418
authorized the Commission, on and after April 1,2023,to allow electrical
corporations of 100,0000r more customer accountsto terminate a GTSRProgram
through an advice letter.

1.1.2. Assembly Bill 327
On October 7,2013,California Governor Brown approved AB 327.

Relevant to this proceeding and decision, AB 327added Section2827.1to the
Public Utilities Code requiring the Commission to: (1) develop a standard
contract or tariff for eligible customer-generators with a renewable electrical
generation facility; and (2) require large electrical corporations that have reached
the net energy metering program limit described in Pub. Util. Code Section2827
to offer the standard contract or tariff to eligible customer-generators. Most
relevant to this proceeding and decision, AB 327required that the Commission
ensure that the standard contract or tariff “includes specific alternatives designed
for growth among residential customersin disadvantaged communities.” ©

1.1.3. Assembly Bill 2316
On September16,2022,California Governor Gavin Newsom approved

AB 2316.AB 2316added Section 769.3to the Public Utilities Code. The intention
of the new code sectionis “to createa community renewable energy program so

that all Californians, especially those unable to host a rooftop solar system,

6 SeePub. Util. Code § 2827.1(b)(1).
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realize the benefits of distributed generation through a cost-effective program
that provides benefits to all ratepayers.” As further detailed below, AB 2316
requires the Commission to: (1) evaluate by March 31,2024,eachexisting
customer renewable energy subscription program (pursuant to Pub. Util. Code
Section2827.1);and (2) determine whether it would be beneficial to ratepayers to
establish a new community renewable energy program or tariff or modify the
existing customer renewable energy subscription programs (referred to from
here onward as Green AccessProgram tariffs.)

With the evaluation of the existing Green AccessProgram tariffs, the
Commission is required to determine whether eachtariff: (1) efficiently serves
distinct customer groups; (2) minimizes duplicative offerings; and (3) promotes
robust participation by low -income customers. The Commission is also required
to consider the energy load migration trends among bundled and nonbundled
customers and any associatedrisks with maintaining or creating a renewable
energy subscription program. Further, the legislation requires the Commission
“to authorize the termination or modification” of existing Green AccessProgram
tariffs should atariff not meet the three criteria.

AB 2316also provides the Commission with the option to establish a
community renewable energy program if it determines that such a program
would be beneficial to ratepayers. The community renewable energy program, if
established, shall do the following: (1) be complementary to and consistent with
the requirements of Section10-1150f the California Building Standards Code, i.e,
Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations; (2) ensure at least 51 percent of the
program’s capacity serveslow -income customers; (3) minimize impacts to
nonparticipating customers by prohibiting the program’s costsfrom being paid

by nonparticipating customersin excessof the avoided costs;(4) ensure

-6 -
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compliance with Section1773and Section1773.90f the Labor Code, i.e,
prevailing wagesrequirement; (5) provide bill credits to subscribersbasedon the
avoided costsof program’s facilities; and (6) prioritize the maximum use of state
and federal incentives and accelerateimplementation of the program to ensure
that time- or quality -limited federal incentives can be obtained for the benefit of
subscribers.

The legislation required that, by March 31,2024,the Commission shall
complete the evaluation of the existing Green AccessProgram tariffs and
determine whether to authorize the termination or modification of existing tariffs
and/or determine whether to develop a new community renewable energy
program tariff to be established on or before July 1, 2024

1.2. Commission Actions to Implement
Senate Bill 43 and Assembly Bill 327

The following subsectionsdescribe the Commission’s actions in
implementing SB43and AB 327.

1.2.1. Implementation of Senate Bill 43
through Decision 15-01-051
and Decision 16-05-031

On January 29,2015,the Commission approved Decision (D.) 1501-051,
which implemented SB43by creating the GTSRProgram administered by Pacific
Gasand Electric Company (PG&E), SanDiego Gas & Electric Company
(SDG&E), and Southern California Edison Company (SCE)(collectively,

Utilities). The program consistsof a green tariff option (GTSRGT), which allows
customersto purchase energy with a greater share of renewables, and an ECR
option (GTSRECR),which allows customersto purchase renewable energy from

community -basedprojects.

7 Pub. Util. Code §§ 769(b)(1)(A)(b)(2)(A).
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Pertinent to this decision, D.15-01-051created the GTSRGT and
GTSRECR programs to align with the requirements of SB43. Among those
requirements is a capacity limitation of 600MW of customer participation, which
Is “measured by nameplate rated generating capacity of facilities either used to
supply, or bult to supply, GTSRcustomers.”® Additionally, the decision
reiterated that “each utility shall be responsible for its proportionate share
‘calculated basedon the ratio of eachparticipating utility’s retail salesto total
retails salesof electricity by all participating utilities.” ° Noting that the statute
doesnot place restrictions on the portion of the 600MW delineated to either the
Green Tariff or the ECRoptions, D.15-01-051formally adopts the reservation
requirements from the statute: (1) 100MW for facilities lessthan or equal to one
megawatt located in the most impacted and disadvantaged communities are
identified by the California Environmental Protection Agency, which D.15-01-051
namesthe Environmental Justice(EJ)reservation;°(2) 100MW for residential
customers;t* and (3) 20 MW for the City of Davis.1?

The Commission found that it would be fair to allocate the required
megawatts to the EJreservation and residential facilities using the sameretalil
salesproportion calculation used for the overall 600MW limitation; although
using this calculation is not required by statute. Accordingly, the Commission

adopted the following allocation of capacity asshown in Table 1 below.

8D.15-01-051at 4; seealsoPub. Util. Code § 2833(d).
9D.15-01-051at 4 citing Pub. Util. Code § 2833(d).
10D.15-01-051at 4 citing Pub. Util. Code § 2833(d)(1).
11D.15-01-051at 4 citing Pub. Util. Code § 2833(d)(2).
12D.15-01-051at 4 citing Pub. Util. Code § 2833(d)(3).

-8-
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Table 1

Allocation of Capacity

Percentageof Total Total EJ Davis Unreserved

Utility Bundled Sales| (MW) (MW) | (MW) (MW)
PG&E 45.25% 272 45 20 207
SDG&E 9.87% 59 10 N/A 49
SCE 44.88% 269 45 N/A 224
Total 100% 600 100 20 480

Other adopted details of the programs that were not directed by the statute

include the: (1) tracking of customer enrollments by communities served,;

(2) establishment of a minimum project size of 500kilowatts (kW);

(3) requirement that prices for GTSRprojects be consistentwith similar

California RPSprojects; (4) limitation of procurement to solar resources;(5) use

of CalEnviroScreendata to identify the most impacted 20 percent of

communities; (6) establishment of an adjusted Default Load Aggregation Point

price asthe price for unsubscribed energy for the GTSRECR;(7) defining

community ascustomerswithin the samemunicipality or county;

(8) establishment of criteria to assesscommunity interest in the ECR;

(9) establishment of criteria for GTSRECR subscribers;and (10) establishment of

community advisor groups for GTSR.

Subsequently, the Commission also adopted D.16-05-006,which refined

the ECRoption by expanding the projects allowed to participate in Renewable

Auction Mechanism solicitations to include ECR projects between 500kW and

20MW and ECR-EJprojects between 500kW and one megawatt. D.16-05-006

also directed Utilities to hold two annual Renewable Auction Mechanism

solicitations.
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1.2.2. Implementation of Assembly Bill 327
Through Decision 18-06-027

D.18-06-027 adopted three new programs to promote the installation of
renewable generation among residential customersin disadvantaged
communities asrequired by AB 327.Thesethree programs (described below)
work with the previously adopted Solar on Multifamily Affordable Housing
(SOMAH) program13to provide various tools to facilitate the installation of
renewable generation to differently situated customersin disadvantaged
communities. Furthermore, in adopting three different programs, the
Commission intended to offer residential low -income households’ options that
are comparable to those accessedoy residential general market customers.

The Disadvantaged Communities — Single-family Affordable Solar
Homes (DAC -SASH) program was modeled after the Single-family Affordable
Solar Homes (SASH) program * and provides assistancein the form of upfront
financial incentives towards the installation of solar generating systemson the
homes of low -income homeowners. The Disadvantaged Communities (DAC)
Green Tariff (DAC-GT) program is modeled after the Green Tariff portion of the
GTSRdescribed above and was designed for customerswho live in

disadvantaged communities and meet the income eligibility requirements for the

13 Pursuant to AB 693 (Eggman), Stats.2015,ch. 582 (the Multifamily Affordable Solar Housing
(MASH) Roofs Program), the Commission adopted D.17-12-022that approved the SOMAH
program. The SOMAH program provides low -income customers accesso clean solar electric
generation, with a provision to increasesolar installations in disadvantaged communities.

14The Commission approved D.07-11-045,adopting the SASH program, pursuant to AB 2723
(Pavley) Stats.2006,ch. 864.AB 2763required the Commission to ensure that no lessthan ten
percent of the overall funding for the California Solar Initiative be used for installation of solar
energy systemson low -income residential housing. Subsequently, in D.08-10-036,the
Commission adopted the MASH program to provide incentives for solar installations on
multifamily affordable housing.

-10 -
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California Alternate Ratesfor Energy (CARE) and Family Electric Rate
Assistance (FERA) programs. The DAC -GT program provides a 20 percent rate
discount compared to the otherwise applicable tariff. D.18-06-027 also adopted
the Community Solar Green Tariff (CSGT)program, which is another variation
on the GTSRprogram and is structured similarly to the DAC-GT program. The
CSGTprogram allows a minimum of 50 percent low -income customersin
disadvantaged communities to benefit from the development of solar generation
projects located in their own or nearby disadvantaged communities. The
DAC-GT and CSGTprograms are funded through greenhousegasallowance
proceedsand public purpose program funds.

Most relevant to this proceeding, D.18-06-027 directed Ultilities to eachfile
an application for review of their DAC-GT and the CSGT programs no later than
January 1, 2021.The deadline was extended twice, first to January 1, 2022and
then to May 31,2022(60 days following issuanceof the DAC-GT and CSGT
Program independent evaluation report.)1°

1.3. Related Work in Application 12-01-008, et al.
In Application (A.) 12-01-008etal., the Commission adopted D.21-12-036,

DecisionResolvingThreePetitionsfor Modification of Decision(D.) 1501-051and
D.16-05-006that Adoptedor Modifiedthe GreenTariff SharedRenewableBrogram
D.21-12-036granted the petition filed by PG&E to addressa problem of
oversubscription in the GTSRand granted the request by Central Coast

Community Energy, the City and County of SanFrancisco, EastBay Community

15D.18-06-027 authorized Energy Division to overseean evaluation of the DAC-GT and the
CSGTprograms. The March 31,2022Procesgvaluationofthe DisadvantagedCommunitiesGreen
Tariff and Community SolarGreenT ariff Programs Final Reportcan be accessedat:
https://www.cpuc.ca.qgov/ -/media/cpuc -website/divisions/energy -division/documents/sola

r-in-disadvantaged-communities/dac -gt-and-csqgt-evaluation -final -report 033122v2.pdf.

-11 -
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Energy (EBCE),Marin Clean Energy (MCE), Peninsula Clean Energy (PCE),
Pioneer Community Energy, SanJoséClean Energy, Silicon Valley Clean Energy
Authority, SonomaClean Power, and Valley Clean Energy Alliance (collectively,
Joint Petitioning Community Choice Aggregators (Joint Petitioning CCAS)) to
revise PG&E'’s calculation of the Retained ResourceAdequacy rate adder.
However, related to this decision, D.21-12-036denied requests by the Joint
Petitioning CCAs to require SCEand SDG&E to align their GTSRtariffs with
PG&E's tariff, directing this issueto be addressedin the instant proceeding.'® The
third petition involved Coalition for Community Solar Access(CCSA), who
requested the Commission to modify the ECR program. The Commission
declined to grant this request, stating that theseand any issue considered beyond
the scopeof the Commission’s advice letter process,or requiring formal
approval, should be considered in the instant proceeding.1’ Lastly, Ordering
Paragraph 11 of D.21-12-036directed Utilities to include implementation details
of their GTSRprograms in their 2022DAC-GT and CSGT applications for

review.

1.4. Related Work in Rulemaking 20-08-020
Prior to the filings required by D.18-06-027,the Commission initiated a

revisit of the net energy metering tariffs in Rulemaking (R.) 20-08-020asrequired
by Pub. Util. Code Section2827.1.Partiesin the rulemaking served testimony

and filed briefs that included recommendations for a community renewable

16D.21-12-036at Ordering Paragraph 14 directed that the Joint Petitioning CCAs may raise the
remaining issuesin atimely and relevant proceeding that reexamines,reviews, or revisesthe
GTSRprogram, including the forthcoming 2022DAC-GT and CSGT applications for review.

17D.21-12-036at Ordering Paragraph 15 permits CCSA to raise the issuespresented in their
petition for modification in atimely and relevant proceeding that reexamines,reviews, or
revisesthe GTSRprogram, including the forthcoming 2022DAC-GT and CSGT applications for
review. (SeealsoD.21-12-036at Ordering Paragraph 16.)

-12 -
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energy program tariff. D.22-12-056pointed to the instant proceeding, stating that
the “Commission recognizesthat a community renewable energy program tariff
has the potential to benefit the grid and ratepayers” and thus called for the
review of options to be considered in a narrower context (i.e, A.22-05-022)
allowing acomparison of costsand benefits of the existing Green Access
Program tariff programs with those costsand benefits of the new proposals.1®

1.5. The Avoided Cost Calculator
This decision referencesthe Commission’s Avoided Cost Calculator. The

following description of the Avoided Cost Calculator is taken from D.20-04-010,
2020Policy Updatesto the AvoidedCostCalculator

The Avoided Cost Calculator is used to determine the primary
benefits of distributed energy resourcesacrossCommission
proceedings, the primary benefits being the avoided costs
related to the provision of electric and natural gasservice. The
Avoided Cost Calculator calculatessix types of avoided costs:
generation capacity, energy, transmission and distribution
capacity, ancillary services,renewables portfolio standard,
and greenhouse gasemissions. The outputs of the Avoided
Cost Calculator feed into the cost-benefit analysis for
distributed energy resources.

The Commission approved the first Avoided Cost Calculator
in 2005with the adoption of Decision (D.) 05-04-024.A
consultant for the Commission, E3, provided “a
straightforward costing methodology that is implemented
using a spreadsheetmodel and publicly available data,
resulting in avoided cost estimatesthat are transparent and
can be easily updated to reflect changesin major cost
drivers.” 1 In that decision, the Commission directed [Utilities]
to usethe adopted Avoided Cost Calculator to determine the
combination of programs that would bestprovide

18D.22-12-056at 187-189,i.e, Section8.6.3Community Project Tariffs.
19D.05-04-024 at 9.
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cost-effective energy savings and meet our adopted savings
goals.

Fifteen years later, the current Avoided Cost Calculator is an
Excelbasedspreadsheetmodel. The output of the model is a
setof hourly values over a 30-year time horizon that represent
marginal costsa utility would avoid in any given hour if a
distributed energy resource avoided the provision of energy
during that hour. It is important to note that the Avoided Cost
Calculator does not determine if a particular distributed
energy resourcesavoids a particular cost. Rather, these
avoided costsare compared with energy savings and other
program characteristicsto estimate program benefits, which
are used in determining the cost-effectivenessof aresource.

The Avoided Cost Calculator is updated annually to improve
the accuracy of how benefits of distributed energy resources
are calculated. The Avoided Cost Calculator has beenupdated
over the yearsto more closely reflect changing state policies,
such asadding value for avoided greenhouse gasemissions.
Other minor adjustments have been made asaresponseto
evolving markets.

In the DecisionRevisingNet EnergyMetering Tariff and Subtariffs the
Commission concluded it reasonableto baseretail export compensation rates on
values derived from the Avoided Cost Calculator.?? Up to that point, the
Commission had only used the outputs of the Avoided Cost Calculator, i.e,
avoided costvalues, asinputs to the four Standard Practice Manual testsused to
analyze the cost-effectivenessof a distributed energy resource. The Commission
stated that using the avoided costvalues instead of the retail import rate brings

the cost of the successortariff for utilities closerto its value.2!

20 D,22-12-056at Conclusion of Law 18.
21D, 22-12-056at 104.
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1.6. Procedural Background
On May 31,2022,pursuant to D.18-06-027and D.21-12-036, Utilities each

filed an application for review of the DAC-GT, the CSGT,and the GTSR
programs, i.e, Green AccessProgram tariffs. Responsesto the applications were
filed on July 1,2022by the Public Advocates Office at the Public Utilities
Commission (Cal Advocates) and the City and County of SanFrancisco,and on
July 6,2022by Center for Biological Diversity (CBD), CCSA, and Joint
Community Choice Aggregators (Joint CCAs),?? Small BusinessUTtility
Advocates (SBUA), Solar Energy Industries Association (SEIA), and The Utility
Reform Network (TURN). PG&E filed areply to the responseson July 18,2022.

The assigned Administrative Law Judgeissued a ruling on August 10,
2022consolidating the three applications. On December 2, 2022,the assigned
Commissioner issued a Scoping Memo and Ruling (Scoping Memo), which
established the scopeand schedule for the proceeding and ruled that evidentiary
hearings are not required (at that time).

As directed by the Scoping Memo schedule, parties served opening
testimony on January 20,2023,which included party evaluation of existing
programs and proposals for revised and new programs. On February 27,2023,
the Commission’s Energy Division hosted a workshop to discussthe proposals.

Pursuant to a February 23,2023,Administrative Law Judge’Ruling Revising
the ProceduralSchedulgparties served amended testimony on March 15,2023and

rebuttal testimony on April 7,2023.Parties served surrebuttal testimony on

22 Joint CCAs include EBCE,MCE, PCE, SanJoseClean Energy (SJCE)Clean Power Alliance of
Southern California, Lancaster Choice Energy, Pico Rivera Innovative Municipal Energy,
SanJacinto Power, and SanDiego Community Power (SDCP).
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April 28,202323 Pursuant to an April 21,2023Administrative Law Judge’sRuling
Updating ProceduralSchedulend RequiringUseof Briefing Outline, the following
parties filed opening briefs on May 17,2023:Arcadia Power; Cal Advocates;
California Building Industry Association (CBIA); California Environmental
JusticeAlliance (CEJA), Vote Solar, and Natural ResourcesDefense Council
(collectively, CEJA, etal.); Clean Power Alliance of Southern California (CPA)
and California Choice Energy Authority (CalChoice) (jointly, SoCalCCA);
Coalition of California Utility Employees (CUE); CCSA,; Cypress Creek
Renewables,LLC (Cypress Creek); Joint CCAs; PG&E; SDG&E; SDCPwith Clean
Energy Alliance; SBUA; SEIA; SCE;and TURN.

The following parties filed reply briefs on May 30,2023:Arcadia Power;
Cal Advocates; CBD; CEJA, etal.; Clean Coalition; CUE; CCSA; Cypress Creek;
Joint CCAs; PG&E; SDG&E; SBUA; SEIA; SCE;and TURN.

A June23,2023Administrative Law Judge’'Ruling Setting Aside Submissiorof
theRecordo SeekCommentson CostEffectivenes€onsiderationgJune 23 Ruling)
directed parties to file comments responding to specific questions. On July 31,
2023,the following parties filed opening comments to the June23 Ruling:
Arcadia Power; Cal Advocates; CBD; CEJA, etal.; Clean Coalition; CCSA, Joint
CCAs; PG&E; SDG&E; SBUA,; SEIA; Solar Landscape Origination, LLC (Solar
Landscape); SCE;TURN; and Valta Energy, LLC (Valta Energy). On August 10,
2023,the following parties filed reply comments: Arcadia Power; Cal Advocates;
CBD; CEJA, etal; Clean Coalition; CCSA,; Joint CCAs; PG&E; SDG&E; SBUA;
SEIA; Solar Landscape; SCE;and TURN.

23 Pursuant to Rule 11.60f the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure (Rules), PG&E
requested and was granted a one-week extension of time for parties to serve sur-rebuttal
testimony.
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A November 6, 2023Ruling Setting AsideSubmissiorofthe Recordo Seek
Commenton Aspectof Net Value BenefitTariff Proposal(November 6 Ruling)
provided additional information on the New York Value of Distributed Energy
Resources(NY VDER) tariff and directed parties to file comments on questions
regarding aspectsof the CCSA Net Value Billing Tariff (NVBT), focusing on the
value for capacity. (A description of the NY VDER is provided in Section3.4.1
below.) The following parties filed opening comments on November 27,2023:
Arcadia Power; Cal Advocates; California Independent System Operator
(CAISO); CEJA, etal.; CBD; Clean Coalition; CCSA; CUE; Joint CCAs; PG&E;
PearlX Infrastructure LLC (PearlX); SDG&E; SBUA; SEIA; Solar Landscape; SCE;
TURN; and Valta Energy. On December 4, 2023,the following parties filed
replies: Arcadia Power; Cal Advocates; CEJA, etal.; Clean Coalition; CCSA; CUE;
Joint CCAs; PG&E; PearlX; SDG&E; Solar Landscape; SCE;and TURN.

1.7.  Submission Date
This matter was submitted on December 4, 2023upon filing of reply

comments responding to questions posed in the November 6 Ruling.

2. Issues Before the Commission
Pursuant to the Scoping Memo, the issuesbefore the Commission and

addressedin this decision are:

Part A. Evaluation of the Existing Green AccessProgram
tariffs — A comprehensive evaluation of the performance of
the existing Green AccessProgram tariffs, pursuant to the
requirements of AB 2316,must address eachof the following
components:

1. Proposeworking definitions and criteria for the following
goals outlined in AB 2316,to determine whether each
program meetsthesegoals: (a) efficiently servesdistinct
customer groups; (b) minimizes duplicative offerings; and
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(c) promotes robust participation by low -income
customers.

2. Evaluate the GTSRprogram (including Green Tariff and
ECR programs), the DAC-GT program, and the CSGT
program, applying the objectives of AB 2316to determine
whether eachprogram meetsthe following goals:

(a) efficiently servesdistinct customer groups;
(b) minimizes duplicative offerings; and (c) promotes
robust participation by low -income customers.

3. Consider the continuing growth of Community Choice
Aggregators (CCAs) and any impact departing load may
have on existing programs.

Part B. Recommendations for Improving Green Access
Program tariffs — To improve the existing Green Access
Program tariffs, parties may provide [proposals] to modify an
existing tariff or program or provide arecommendation for
establishing a new tariff or program, if doing sowould be
beneficial to ratepayers (taking into account AB 2838).

1. A viable recommendation must address the following
iIssues:(a) How the recommendation specifically addresses
any findings or gapsidentified in your evaluation (or other
parties’ evaluations) of existing programs; (b) How anew
community renewable energy program meetsall of the
requirements outlined in AB 2316,Pub. Util. Code
Sections769.3(c)(1)(6); (c) Consider the continuing growth
of CCAs and any impact departing load may have on new
tariff proposals.

2. Depending on the program, a recommendation may
addressvarious issuesand objectives, which are outlined
in detail in Appendix A of the Scoping Memo.

3. Future of Green Access Program Tariffs
Parties were directed to brief the Commission on the objectives of the

existing Green AccessProgram tariffs, metrics to evaluate the existing tariffs, and
a party -evaluation of the existing tariffs using those metrics. Basedon these

objectives and evaluations, parties were to provide options for the future

-18 -



A.22-05-022, et al. ALJ/KHY/DBB/nd3

including proposals to modify the existing Green AccessProgram tariffs and
proposals for a new community renewable energy program.

Below, this decision describesthe party positions on the objectives and
adopts a setof objectivesfor the Green AccessProgram tariffs. Basedon the
discussedobjectives and party evaluations, the Commission finds that it is
reasonableto modify existing Green AccessProgram tariffs. Further, basedon
the record of this proceeding, the Commission finds that the NVBT proposal for
anew community renewable energy program basedon the Commission’s
unique Avoided Cost Calculator does not meet the requirements of AB 2316,
specifically the prohibition in Pub. Util. Code 8769.3(c)(3) against program costs
being paid by nonparticipating customersin excessof the avoided costs?4.
However, asdiscussedbelow, the Commission finds it is beneficial to ratepayers
to adopt acommunity renewable energy program that layers the proposed
customer subscription model and a non-ratepayer-funded “adder” onto one of
severalidentified and existing standard supply -side tariffs and contract
mechanisms. The Commission finds that this combination is compliant with
federal law and meetsthe requirements of AB 2316.

3.1.  Objectives of the Green Access
Program Tariffs

AB 2316directs the Commission to do the following on or before March 31,
202425

(A) Evaluate eachcustomer renewable energy subscription
program, including the Green Tariff Shared Renewables
Program... and any program established asan alternative
designed for growth among residential customersin

24 As described below, given this finding, the Commission declines to decide whether the NBVT
proposal is compliant with federal law.

25 pyb. Util. Code §§ 769.3(b)(1)(A)}(C).
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disadvantaged communities... to determine if the
program meetsall of the following goals:

(1) Efficiently servesdistinct customer groups.
(2) Minimizes duplicative offerings.

(3) Promotesrobust participation by low-income
customers.

(B) Consider, aspart of the evaluation, the energy load
migration trends among bundled and nonbundled
customers and any associatedrisks with maintaining or
creating a customer renewable energy subscription
program.

If the Commission determines a customer renewable energy subscription
program does not meet all of the goals described in subparagraph (A), the
Commission may authorize the termination or modification of the program.

AB 2316further statesthat the Commission shall by March 31,2024:
“[d]etermine whether it would be beneficial to ratepayers to establish a new tariff
or program for an electrical corporation, or modify an existing tariff or program
administered by an electrical corporation, to establish a community renewable
energy program consistentwith the criteria described in subdivision (c).”2¢

Subdivision (c) of Pub. Util. Code Section769.3provides that a community
renewable energy program, if established, shall do all of the following
(summarized below):

(1) Becomplementary to, and consistentwith, the
requirements of Section10-115of the California Building
Standards Code (Title 24 of the California Code of
Regulations).

(2) Ensure at least51 percent of the program’s capacity serves
low -income customers.

26 pup. Util. Code § 769.3(b)(2).
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(3) Minimize impacts to nonparticipating customers by
prohibiting the program’s costsfrom being paid by
nonparticipating customersin excessof the avoided costs.

(4) That certain prevailing wage and other requirements
apply to the construction of acommunity renewable
energy facility pursuant to the program.

(5) Provide bill credits to subscribersbasedon the avoided
costsof the program’s facilities.

(6) Prioritize the maximum use of state and federal incentives
and accelerateimplementation of the program to ensure
that time- or quantity -limited federal incentives canbe
obtained for the benefit of subscribers.

This decision first considers what the objectives of the Commission’s final
outcome should be, whether that outcome be a modification of an existing Green
AccessProgram tariff, an adoption of a community renewable energy program,
or adoption of a combination of these.

3.1.1. Summary of Party Comments
Parties’ positions on which criteria should be used to evaluate Green

AccessProgram tariff options differ depending on whether the program is an
existing, modified, or new program.

CUE, CEJA, etal.,, CCSA, Cypress Creek, and SDG&E assertthat in
addition to the three goals of Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(b)(1)(A),a new or
modified program must be evaluated using the six criteria in Pub. Util. Code
Section 769.3(c)?’ CCSA statesthat while AB 2316is silent asto the goals of a
modified program, a holistic reading suggestsa modified program should meet

the three goals, in addition to the six criteria.?8

2T CEJA, etal. Reply Brief at 2, CCSA Opening Brief at 3, Cypress Creek Opening Brief at 2,
SDG&E Opening Brief at 10, CUE Opening Brief at 2.

28 CCSA Opening Brief at 3.
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PG&E and Joint CCAs contend that while the three goals of Pub. Util.

Code Section769.3(b)(1)(A)apply to existing programs, the three goals and the
six criteria of Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(c)do not apply to modifications of
existing Green AccessProgram tariffs, and the six criteria only apply to new
program tariffs. 2° PG&E reasonsthat if the Legislature intended for modifications
to existing programs to comply with theserequirements, it would have stated so.
PG&E adds that it doesnot make senseto apply Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(c)
to modifications of existing programs becauseif the Commission determined a
modified existing program failed any of the six criteria, it could only terminate
the existing program (and could not modify the existing program), which
contradicts what is permitted under Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(b)(1)(C).

Joint CCAs argue that basedon statutory interpretation rules, the plain
language of AB 2316must first be considered to determine if there is ambiguity. 3°
Joint CCAs statesthat AB 2316is clear that the three goals of Pub. Util. Code
Section769.3(b)(1)apply to the evaluation of existing programs, and that
Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(c)applies to a new community renewable energy
program if one is established. Joint CCAs further argue that the word
“established” is defined as“bringing something into existence,”asin anew
program, not an existing program.

Arcadia Power, SCE,and TURN state that the three goals of Pub. Util.
Code Section 769.3(b)(1)(A)must be considered for existing programs, but do not

take a position on the six criteria.3! CBIA recommends that any new community

29 PG&E Reply Brief at 5, Joint CCAs Opening Brief at 3.
30 Joint CCAs Reply Brief at 5.
31 Arcadia Power Opening Brief at 2, SCEOpening Brief at 1, TURN Opening Brief at 2.
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renewables program should be consistentwith Section10-1150f the Title 24
regulations, asstated in Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(c)3?

Cypress Creek, CCSA, SEIA, and SDG&E state that the preamble of
AB 2316provides the Legislature’s intent “to createa community renewable
energy program sothat all Californians, especially those unable to host a rooftop
solar system, realize the benefits of distributed generation through a
cost-effective program that provides benefits to all ratepayers.”32 Theseparties
claim that another objective of any Green AccessProgram tariff should be
whether the program allows broad participation by all Californians (especially
those that cannot host a rooftop solar system) through a cost-effective program. 34

Someparties advocate for additional objectives beyond those outlined in
AB 2316.Cypress Creek, SCE,and SEIA propose that an objective should be to
align participating resourceswith grid needs3> SCEstatesthat additional
objectives should be to advance the state’s climate goals by making green power
available to customers, to contract basedon customer demand, and to be lawful.
SCEnotes that requiring procurement of dedicated facilities does not offer
adequate Green AccessProgram tariff options asit takes yearsfor new facilities
to come online.

PG&E recommends the following additional objectives:that programs are
affordable and cost-efficient, provide customer choicein the simplest way, are

technology neutral, are an accurateand transparent assessmentof performance,

32 CBIA Opening Brief at 1.
33 SDG&E Opening Brief at 10, Cypress Creek Opening Brief at 2.

34 Cypress Creek Opening Brief at 2, CCSA Opening Brief at 4, SDG&E Opening Brief at 10,
SEIA Opening Brief at 3.

35 Cypress Creek Opening Brief at 2, SEIA Opening Brief at 3, SCEOpening Brief at 2.
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maintain system safety, security, and reliability, and are equitable.3® PG&E states
that cost-shifting should be transparent and intended to support renewable
accesdor low -income customers.

Cal Advocates supports additional objectivesto include alocational
requirement to encourage projects that realize the potential of avoided
transmission and distribution costs,and a battery storage component to promote
grid reliability. 3" CEJA, etal. recommend objectivesinclude the Environmental
and Social JusticeAction (ESJ)Plan and in particular, to integrate equity and
accessconsiderations in Commission proceedings (Goal 1) and to increase
investment in clean energy for ESJcommunities (Goal 2).38 CUE proposes
developing new renewable resourcesand guaranteed bill savings for low -income
customers3? SBUA recommends Green AccessProgram tariffs include small
businesscustomers.*° CBIA advocatesfor Green AccessProgram tariffs to meet
the California Energy Commission’s (Energy Commission) Building Energy
Efficiency Standards, Title 24,Part 1 and Part 6, which provide that new
residential construction of three stories or lessbe powered by solar energy.**

Arcadia Power opposesadopting criteria in addition to the objectives

included in AB 231642 Arcadia Power statesthat there is no consensusaround

36 PG&E Opening Brief at 3.

37 Cal Advocates Opening Brief at 6.
38 CEJA, etal. Opening Brief at 1.

39 CUE Opening Brief at 2.

40 SUBA Opening Brief at 3.

41 CBIA Opening Brief at 1.

42 Arcadia Power Reply Brief at 3.
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the additional criteria, such asadopting locational requirements and project
hiring parameters.

3.1.2. Discussion
A broad range of parties agreethat the three goals outlined in Pub. Util.

Code Section 769.3(b)(1)(A)should be applied to evaluate eachGreen Access
Program tariff. Partiesalso agreethat Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(b)(1)(B)
should be part of the evaluation: to consider the energy load migration trends
among bundled and nonbundled customers and any associatedrisks with
maintaining or creating a customer renewable energy subscription program. The
Commission concurs that thesegoals should be used to evaluate eachGreen
AccessProgram tariff, whether existing, modified, or new.

While parties concedethat the six criteria provided in Pub. Util. Code
Section 769.3(c)apply to new program tariffs, parties disagree asto whether the
six criteria apply when evaluating a modification to an existing program tariff.
Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(c)provides that “[tjhe community renewable
energy program, if established, shall do the following” before enumerating the
six criteria. The Commission finds that the use of the phrase “if established”
indicates that the criteria should apply only to new program tariffs that may be
“established,” and not modifications to existing program tariffs. This is also
consistentwith Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(b)(2)where the term “establish” is
used in referenceto a new tariff or program: “[d]etermine whether it would be
beneficial to ratepayers to establisha new tariff or program for an electrical

corporation, or modify an existing tariff or program administered by an electrical
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corporation, to establisha community renewable energy program consistent
with the criteria described in subdivision (c).”43

Further, the legislative history of AB 2316makes clear that the six criteria
were meant to apply to new program tariffs, not modified program tariffs. The
August 24,2022Assembly Floor analysis describing the amendments provides
that “[tihe newly established program” must meet the enumerated criteria.** The
August 26,2022SenateFloor analysis also provides that the bill amendments
“narrow[ed] the application of criteria exclusively to the new proposed
program....” 4°In addition, the Commission is persuaded by PG&E that if the six
criteria were to apply to a proposed modification of an existing tariff, and the
proposal failed to meet one of the six criteria, the Commission would not be
permitted to modify the existing tariffs. This interpretation would then
contradict Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(b)(1)(C)which provides that “if the
commission determines a customer renewable energy subscription program does
not meet all the goals described in subparagraph (A),” it may authorize the
termination or modification of the program.

Accordingly, the Commission concludesthat in evaluating any Green
AccessProgram tariff, the Commission shall determine if the tariff meetsthe
following goals:

(1) Efficiently servesdistinct customer groups.
(2) Minimizes duplicative offerings.

(3) Promotes robust participation by low -income customers.

43 Pub. Util. Code § 769.3(b)(2)(emphasis added).
44 AB 2316,August 24,2022,Assembly Floor Analysis at 2.
45 AB 2316,August 26,2022,SenateFloor Analysis at 2.
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The Commission shall also consider aspart of the evaluation the energy
load migration trends among bundled and nonbundled customersand any
associatedrisks with maintaining or creating a customer renewable energy
subscription program, asprovided in Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(b)(1)(B)If the
Commission determines that a tariff doesnot meetall of the goals, the
Commission may authorize the termination or modification of the tariff.

For anew Green AccessProgram tariff, if established, the tariff shall meet
the requirements of Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(c),assummarized below:

(1) Becomplementary to, and consistentwith, the
requirements of Section10-115of the California Building
Standards Code (Title 24 of the California Code of
Regulations).

(2) Ensure at least51 percent of the program’s capacity serves
low -income customers.

(3) Minimize impacts to nonparticipating customers by
prohibiting the program’s costsfrom being paid by
nonparticipating customersin excessof the avoided costs

(4) That certain prevailing wage and other requirements
apply to the construction of acommunity renewable
energy facility pursuant to the program.

(5) Provide bill credits to subscribersbasedon the avoided
costsof the program'’s facilities.

(6) Prioritize the maximum use of state and federal incentives
and accelerateimplementation of the program to ensure
that time- or quantity -limited federal incentives can be
obtained for the benefit of subscribers.

Someparties propose that another objective should be “to createa
community renewable energy program so that all Californians, especially those
unable to host arooftop solar system, realize the benefits of distributed

generation through a cost-effective program that provides benefits to all
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ratepayers,” asstated in the preamble of AB 2316.The Commission declines to
adopt this asa specific objective of the Green AccessProgram evaluation. While
this statementis included in the preamble of AB 2316,it is not listed asone of the
specific evaluation goals outlined by the Legislature in Pub. Util. Code
Section769.3(b)(1).

Other parties recommend various additional objectivesthat are not
expressly included in AB 2316.The Commission agreeswith Arcadia Power that
there is no consensusasto what the additional objectives should be. As such, the
Commission declines to adopt any additional objectivesfor evaluating the
existing and proposed program tariffs.

3.2.  Foundation for Evaluating
Green Access Program Tariffs

This decision next considers what methods should be used to measure
whether eachGreen AccessProgram tariff has met the evaluation criteria to:
(i) efficiently servedistinct customer groups; (i) minimize duplicative offerings;
and (iii) promote robust participation by low -income customers, asprovided for
in Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(b)(1)(A).

3.2.1. Efficiently Serves
Distinct Customer Groups

The first goal under Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(b)(1)(A)for evaluating
Green AccessProgram tariffs is to determine whether the existing tariffs
“[e]fficiently servedistinct customer groups.”

Parties propose a wide range of customer groups beincluded in the
evaluation. PG&E recommends the groups should be low -income residential,

non-low -income residential/commercial, and new construction.4 TURN

46 PG&E Opening Brief at 5.
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proposes the groups should be those unable to benefit from rooftop solar,
low -income residential, and low -income customersin disadvantaged
communities. 4’ TURN adds that small businesscustomers, new residential
homes, and customers served by CCAs should also be considered customer
groups.

CEJA, etal. statesthat the groups should include communities whose
median income is lessthan 60 percent of statewide median income, communities
in the 25 percent most disadvantaged communities, communities in the top
5 percent of polluted censustracts according to CalEnviroScreenthat do not have
aranking, and communities on lands belonging to a California Native American
Tribe.*® Cypress Creek recommends the groups should be customers from
diverse locations (urban/rural/suburban/tribal  or investor-owned utility
territories), of different income levels (low/medium/high), and of different
residencetypes (renting/owning). “°Joint CCAs propose customer groups be
residential customersin disadvantaged communities. 5 CCSA supports the
groups to include residential, commercial, agricultural, and industrial (including
renters, new home buyers, and residents of disadvantaged communities).>! CBIA
recommends the evaluation consider whether potential options serve builders. 52

As to measuring whether atariff “efficiently” servesdistinct customer

groups, parties recommend a wide range of options. PG&E proposes measuring

47TURN Opening Brief at 3.

48 CEJA, etal. Opening Brief at 2.

49 Cypress Creek Opening Brief at 3.
50 Joint CCAs Opening Brief at 8.

51 CCSA Opening Brief at 4.

52 CBIA Opening Brief at 3.
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the ratio of customer benefit to overall program cost>® SDG&E endorsesbasing
this on whether the tariff can attract sufficient customer enroliment and
developer interest, while supporting administration and marketing costswhen
compared to solar installation. > TURN recommends basing this on relative costs
(administration plus any subsidies for subscribers),impacts on renewable
development, number of historic/current subscribers, benefits to subscribers,
and the extent that Green AccessProgram tariffs can serve additional customers
within distinct groups that are not enrolled.>®

Cypress Creek statesthat the criteria should require providing broad
accesdo renewables while guaranteeing participant savings, ensuring that tariff
and program design support commercial development, minimizing impacts to
non-participants, and minimizing administrative burdens on participants,
Utilities, and Commission Staff.5¢ SEIA recommends defining the category as
achieving a high subscription rate among more than one customer group
through guaranteed bill credit savings.®” PG&E disagreeswith SEIA asthis
would provide bill savings to a customer group without consideration for need,
which could not be achieved without shifting coststo non-participants. 58 PG&E
adds that this would conflict with AB 2316’sintent to provide renewable access

through a cost-effective program.

53 PG&E Opening Brief at 5.

54 SDG&E Opening Brief at 12.
SSTURN Opening Brief at 3.

56 Cypress Creek Opening Brief at 3.
57 SEIA Opening Brief at 6.

58 PG&E Reply Brief at 6.
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Joint CCAs state that the category should consider: whether the tariff
provides customers accessto 100percent renewable resourceswith success
determined if at least 80 percent of capacity is procured in five years;and
whether bill savings are efficiently enabled for low -income customersin DACs
with successdetermined if it provides a 20 percent discount.>® CCSA proposes
that the tariff should be open to bundled/unbundled customersthat links bill
credit compensation to the value a facility provides to the grid. % SCE
recommends identifying the green power needsof eachcustomer group, offering
at leastone program that addressesthe needs,and minimizing the need for
additional costsor resources(such asadditional procurement).6?

3.2.1.1. Discussion
There is no consensusamong parties asto how to define distinct customer

groups, asparties put forth awide range of proposals. This decision notes that
the existing tariffs were established basedon different requirements and targeted
customer groups, asrequired by statute. That is, SB43 established the
implementation requirements of the Green Tariff and ECR programs, and AB 327
directed the development of alternatives to increaseadoption of renewable
generation in DACs, resulting in the CSGTand DAC-GT programs. Thus, the
Commission must consider that the originating legislation required that the
current programs target specific customer groups.

For the purposes of this goal, the Commission deemsit unnecessaryto
expressly define customer groups. Rather, the Commission finds it appropriate

to consider the distinct customer groups that are intended to be targeted by a

59 Joint CCAs Opening Brief at 8.
60 CCSA Opening Brief at 7.
61 SCEOpening Brief at 2.
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respective program, and then determine whether the program efficiently serves
those distinct customer groups.

To determine whether a program “efficiently serves” distinct customer
groups, there was again no consensusamong parties asto how to define this
goal. However, multiple parties, including PG&E, SDG&E, and TURN, advocate
that the Commission considers whether a program has sufficient customer
enroliment ascompared with a program’s overall cost (including administration
costs,marketing costs,or subscriber subsidies). The Commission finds this to be
areasonablemeasure of whether a program efficiently servesadistinct customer
group. Accordingly, whether a program “efficiently serves” distinct customer
groups will be evaluated by balancing sufficient enrollment by customer groups
with a program’s overall costs(including administration costs,marketing costs,
non-participant costs,or subsidies to subscribers).

3.2.2.  Minimizes Duplicative Offerings
The secondgoal under Pub. Util. Code Section769.3.3(b)(1)(A)for

evaluating eachcustomer renewable energy subscription program is to
“[m]inimize duplicative offerings.”

CCSA, PG&E, SEIA, SCE,and TURN recommend generally that this
category assessvhether a program offering overlaps with similar offerings to the
samegroup of customers 8?2 PG&E statesthat each Green AccessProgram tariff
should serve a clear and separate purpose and any overlap should be incidental.
SCEsuggestsidentifying whether the needsof eachcustomer group can be

addressedthrough one program or require multiple programs.

62 CCSA Opening Brief at 6, PG&E Opening Brief at 5, SCEOpening Brief at 2, SEIA Opening
Brief at 7, TURN Opening Brief at 4.
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Cypress Creek statesthat a duplicative offering should be measured by
whether a program targets customer groups not served by other renewable
programs and enablesnew renewable projects to come online that have
historically beenmissing.®3 Joint CCAs recommend considering whether the
programs complement eachother, other ratepayer-funded renewable programs
targeting low -income customers, or other ratepayer-funded community -solar
program offerings.% SDG&E notes that eachprogram’s authorizing Commission
proceeding addressedthe needto avoid duplication at that time and therefore,
eachprogram targets different customer types.®®* SDG&E statesthat CSGTand
DAC -GT were specifically targeted to customersin DACs, and GTSRwas
targeted at customersthat could not otherwise install solar in the territory.

In considering parties’ proposals, the Commission agreeswith parties that
propose defining “minimizing duplicative offerings” aswhether a program
offering overlaps with similar offerings to the same customer groups. The
Commission finds this to be a reasonabledefinition, and accordingly, adopts it
here.

3.2.3. Promotes Robust Participation
by Low-Income Customers

The third goal under Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(b)(1)(A)for evaluating
existing customer renewable energy subscription programs is to “[pJromote
robust participation by low -income customers.”

Parties put forth various proposals on how to measurethis goal. SCE

recommends identifying barriers to participation by low -income customers, and

63 Cypress Creek Opening Brief at 5.
64 Joint CCAs Opening Brief at 10.
85 SDG&E Opening Brief at 16.
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designing or modifying programs to addressbarriers by measuring participation
compared to customer segmentsize and procured megawatt capacity.®® SDG&E
supports considering the number of enrolled customers, the rate customers face,
and whether programs attract developer interest.®” TURN suggestsconsidering
existing levels of low -income customer participation and whether the programs
are likely to result in broad low -income customer participation. 68

CEJA, etal. generally recommend that participation rates of low -income
customers be compared to other income groups or programs, such as
non-low -income groups participating in net energy metering, to seeif there are
disparities in access®® Joint CCAs propose considering whether the program is
on track to enroll the maximum number of customers basedon the capacity cap,
with arecommended 90 percent enrollment. 70 Cypress Creek advocate for
considering whether a program requires projects to dedicate a majority of their
capacity to low -income customers.”t CCSA statesthat a program should promote
strong, healthy participation levels within the pool of low -income customers.’?
PG&E statesthat while programs should promote low -income participation,
becauseof the other two goals, eachprogram doesnot need to focus on

low -income participation. 73

66 SCEOpening Brief at 2.

67 SDG&E Opening Brief at 17.

58 TURN Opening Brief at 5.

69 CEJA, etal. Opening Brief at 2, SEIA Opening Brief at 7.
70 Joint CCAs Opening Brief at 11.

"L Cypress Creek Opening Brief at 6.

2 CCSA Opening Brief at 7.

3 PG&E Opening Brief at 5.
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In terms of how to define “low -income” customer, SEIA, CCSA, and
Cypress Creek point out that AB 2316provides a definition under Pub. Util.
Code Section 769.3(a)(3)™*

3.2.3.1. Discussion
While there is no consensusamong parties asto how to measure “robust

participation” among low -income customers, parties generally agreethat the
Commission should consider the number of enrolled customersin a program.
The Commission concurs that it is reasonablethat this category includes
consideration of the number of enrolled low -income customers, or in the caseof
a proposed program, the number of prospective low -income customers.
Accordingly, robust participation will be measured by the number of enrolled
low -income customers for existing programs, and the number of prospective
low -income customers for new programs.

Regarding the definition of “low -income customer,” under Pub. Util. Code
Section 769.3(a)(3),low -income customer” meanseither:

(A) An individual or household who qualifies for one of more
of the following programs:

() The CARE program, describedin Section739.1.
(i) The FERA program, described in Section739.12.

(i) The CalFreshprogram, pursuant to Chapter 10 of
Part 6 of Division 9 of the Welfare and Institutions
Code.

(iv) The federal Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program (SNAP) (Chapter 51 of Title 7 of the United
StatesCode).

(v) The Low-income Heating Energy Assistance Program
(42U.S.C.Sec.8621).

74 SEIA Opening Brief at 7, Cypress Creek Opening Brief at 2, CCSA Opening Brief at 5.
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(B) An individual or household who resideswithin an
underserved community.

“Underserved community” is further defined asincluding the following:

(A) A “low-income community” asdefined in Section39713
of the Health and Safety Code.

(B) A community within an areaidentified asamong the
25 percent most disadvantaged areasin the state
according to the California Environmental Protection
Agency and basedon the most recent California
Communities Environmental Health ScreeningTool, also
known as CalEnviroScreen,that is used to identify
disadvantaged communities pursuant to Section39711of
the Health and Safety Code.

(C) A community located on lands belonging to a California
Native American tribe, asdefined in Section21073of the
Public ResourcesCode.

Accordingly, the Commission applies this definition of “low -income
customer” for purposes of Pub. Util. Code Section769.3,including evaluating
Green AccessProgram tariffs.

This decision notes that the low -income definition of Pub. Util. Code
Section769.3is broader than the low -income eligibility thresholds establishedin
other Commission proceedings, which usually target participants in the CARE or
FERA programs. This decision emphasizesthat this broader definition in
AB 2316applies only to the programs addressed by that statute, and is therefore,
not relevant to definitions of low -income customersin other Commission
programs. Nothing in this decision impacts definitions of low -income customers
applicable to other Commission programs. This decision also notes that several
categoriesunder the “low -income customer” definition are duplicative; for
example, those eligible for CARE or FERA are likely also eligible for CalFresh
program or SNAP.
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3.3. Evaluation of Current
Green Access Program Offerings

Pursuant to Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(b)(1),the Commission shall
evaluate eachexisting customer renewable energy subscription program to
determine whether the program meetsthe outlined goals. Using the objectives
outlined above, this decision evaluatesthe existing Green AccessProgram tariffs
in turn.

3.3.1. Green Tariff and Enhanced Community
Renewables Programs

In parties’ briefs, multiple parties refer to the Green Tariff and ECR
programs jointly or refer to them collectively asthe GTSRprograms. This
decision therefore summarizes parties’ positions on the Green Tariff and ECR
programs collectively, noting differences in the programs aswarranted.

3.3.1.1. Efficiently Serves Distinct
Customer Groups

Numerous parties assertthat the current Green Tariff and ECR programs
fail to efficiently servedistinct customer groups, including Cal Advocates, CUE,
Cypress Creek, CCSA, PG&E, SBUA, SCE,SDG&E, SEIA, SoCalCCAs, and
TURN.7®

Regarding the ECR program, Utilities state that their respective programs
have had no active customer enrollment since the inception of the programs.’®
SCE,which markets its ECR program asthe Green Tariff Shared Renewables

Community Renewables(GTSRCR) program, reports that it hasthree facilities

5 Cal Advocates Opening Brief at 11, CUE Reply Brief at 3, Cypress Creek Opening Brief at 6,
CCSA Opening Brief at 8, PG&E Opening Brief at 6, SBUA Opening Brief at 5, SCEOpening
Brief at 27, SDG&E Opening Brief at 19, SEIA Opening Brief at 7, SoCalCCAs Opening Brief
at 9, TURN Opening Brief at 6.

76 SDG&E Opening Brief at 22, PG&E Opening Brief at 8, SCEOpening Brief at 28.
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under contract (totaling 35MW) that are expectedto come online in 2023and
202477 SDG&E statesthat its ECR program has not attracted any developers, and
PG&E statesthat any potential ECR projects have beenterminated by developers
and its program currently hasno prospective projects.

Regarding the Green Tariff program, SDG&E maintains that its program
was successfuluntil 2018,at which point most of SDG&E’s customers were
automatically unsubscribed from Green Tariff and defaulted to CCA service.”®
SDG&E statesthat this causedratesto spike for its few remaining participating
customers, leading to customer attrition and ultimately program suspensionin
2022.PG&E statesthat its Green Tariff program has beensuspended for new
enrollment at PG&E’s request due to rapid customer enroliment, which exceeds
purpose-built renewable resources,stemming from favorable Green Tariff rates
that becamelower than the default rate.”® Despite PG&E's solicitations to procure
additional resourcesfor the program, PG&E statesthat it has beenunsuccessful
in contracting new resources.SCEreports that, at its peak, its Green Tariff
program served 1,128residential and 1,982non-residential enrolled customers
(totaling 50 MW of capacity), but the program has been suspended to new

enrollment becauseit is fully subscribed and becauseits demand exceedsits

supply. &

T SCE’sfirst Commission-approved ECR project, with active subscribers,cameonline in August
2023.(SeeSCE’sQuarterly Green Tariff Shared RenewablesProgram ProgressReport, filed

July 27,2023,available at:
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M515/K329/515329524.PDF )

8 SDG&E Opening Brief at 19.
" PG&E Opening Brief at 6.
80TURN Opening Brief at 7 (citing Exhibit (Ex.) SCE2 at 6), SCEOpening Brief at 27.
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Many parties, including Cal Advocates, CUE, Cypress Creek, CCSA,
PG&E, SBUA, SEIA, SoCalCCAs, and TURN, posit that the Green Tariff
program is inefficient and haslow participation becauseit offers an
unpredictable product with rate volatility. 8 Parties cite PG&E’s Green Tariff
program asan example of the rate instability. The Green Tariff rate, which is
established in a different proceeding, has at times switched between being
positive (anet premium) and negative (a net discount), resulting in large shifts in
enrollment. Suchan enrollment surge occurred in 20202021,as subscribed load
increasedfrom 35MW in December2020to 235MW by April 2021in responseto
a shift in the Green Tariff balancefrom anet premium to a net discount. 22
Cal Advocates and Cypress Creek assertthat the Green Tariff program’s tariff
and design structure does not support commercial development, and that only
about one-third of the allotted capacity for all GTSRprograms has been procured
since the program was authorized. 83

Cypress Creek, CBD, Cal Advocates, PG&E, SEIA, and TURN state that
the ECR program also experiencesrate volatility that makesit unappealing to
customers and developers.8* CBD, Cypress Creek, SEIA, and TURN argue that
fluctuations in the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment and generation rates
make it difficult to reliably forecastfuture premiums or discounts. PG&E,

Cypress Creek, and SEIA state that the ECR program’s community interest

81 Cal Advocates Opening Brief at 13, CUE Reply Brief at 3, Cypress Creek Opening Brief at 7,
CCSA Opening Brief at 9, PG&E Opening Brief at 9, SBUA Opening Brief at 5, SEIA Opening
Brief at 7, SoCal CCAs Opening Brief at 9, TURN Opening Brief at 7.

82 PG&E Opening Brief at 6, TURN Opening Brief at 7, CCSA Opening Brief at 9.
83 Cypress Creek Opening Brief at 7, Cal Advocates Opening Brief at 13.

84 Cypress Creek Opening Brief at 11, CBD Reply Brief at 5, Cal Advocates Opening Brief at 13,
PG&E Opening Brief at 8, SEIA Opening Brief at 11, TURN Opening Brief at 10.
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processis a burdensome requirement that has beena significant barrier to the
program’s successPG&E statesthat a customer’s bill credits are tied to a solar
project’s variable generation, which makesit complex for a customer to
understand costsand benefits. PG&E adds that a developer assumesthe risk of
unsubscribed energy being compensated at a lower -than-expected price if
enrollments do not meet minimum thresholds.

3.3.1.2.  Minimize Duplicative Offerings
Severalparties state that the Green Tariff and ECR programs are

duplicative offerings to eachother, or to other offerings, including PG&E,
Cypress Creek, SEIA, SCE,and TURN.® PG&E statesthat the Green Tariff and
ECR programs are technically separateofferings with different rules, but in
practice the programs are duplicative becausethey are designed to serve
customers that cannot host a renewable system. Cypress Creek and SEIA
similarly statethat in theory the Green Tariff and ECR programs are meant to
target different customers, but that both programs offer an unattractive product
compared to other customer renewable programs. TURN remarks that the Green
Tariff and ECR programs are duplicative asboth are available to bundled
customers, and that becausethe ECR program has broad eligibility, any eligible
customer can participate in another Green AccessProgram offering.

SCEstatesthat its GTSRand DAC programs are duplicative becausethey
rely on program -dedicated procurement but notesthat its programs target

different markets, which minimize duplication. 8 SDG&E notes that all of the

85 PG&E Opening Brief at 7, Cypress Creek Opening Brief at 9, SEIA Opening Brief at 9, SCE
Opening Brief at 29, TURN Opening Brief at 8.

86 SCEOpening Brief at 27.
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current Green AccessPrograms were designed to serve distinct customer groups
and minimize duplication with incentive programs.®8’

3.3.1.3. Promotes Robust
Low -Income Participation

Multiple parties assertthat the Green Tariff and ECR programs do not
promote robust low -income patrticipation, including CCSA, CUE, Cypress Creek,
CEJA, etal.,, SCE,SDG&E, SEIA, and TURN. 88

As discussedabove, Utilities report that their respective ECR programs
have had no active customer enrollment since the inception of the programs.8?
For its Green Tariff program, SCEstatesthat currently 129 CARE/FERA
customers are enrolled (approximately 11 percent of its participating residential
customers) and that since 2016,269 CARE customers have enrolled.*° SCEadds
that new enrollment is not possible becausethe capacity limit hasbeenreached
and there are no other facilities under contract. SDG&E statesthat in early 2022
(the last year the Green Tariff program was available before suspension), it had
362 CARE customers enrolled.®! PG&E informs that asof 2022,it had 764 CARE
customers enrolled, and that since 2016,1,082CARE customers have enrolled. %>

CCSA, CBD, CEJA, etal., CUE, Cypress Creek, SDG&E, SEIA, and TURN

state that the Green Tariff program fails to promote low -income participation

87 SDG&E Opening Brief at 20.

88 CCSA Opening Brief at 11, CUE Reply Brief at 3, Cypress Creek Opening Brief at 10, CEJA,
etal. Opening Brief at 6, SCEOpening Brief at 27, SDG&E Opening Brief at 20, SEIA Opening
Brief at 10,and TURN Opening Brief at 9.

89 SDG&E Opening Brief at 22, PG&E Opening Brief at 8, SCEOpening Brief at 28.
90 SCEOpening Brief at 27, TURN Opening Brief at 9.
91 SDG&E Opening Brief at 20.

92 PG&E GTSRProgram: 2022Annual Report A.12-01-008(March 15,2023)at 11, TURN
Opening Brief at 9.
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becauseit is designed asa premium product such that enrollees must pay more
for their bill than they would under standard service 2 Cypress Creek, CEJA,
etal., and SEIA reasonthat enrolling low -income customers at scalerequires
guaranteed savings for customers.

Cypress Creek, SCE,SEIA, and TURN argue that the ECR program fails to
promote low -income participation becausethe rate structure results in either a
potential premium or savings, and a developer or customer does not know
which it will be,which makesthe product an unattractive option. %

3.3.1.4. Impact of Departing Load from
Community Choice Aggregators

As provided in Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(b)(1)(B)we consider the
energy load migration trends among bundled and nonbundled customersand
any associatedrisks with maintaining or creating a customer renewable energy
subscription program.

Numerous parties point out that the ECRand Green Tariff programs are
only available to bundled load customers?> CCSA, PG&E, SDG&E, and TURN
view the departure of load to CCA expansion as problematic for the ECRand
Green Tariff programs.®® PG&E posits that the Green Tariff program may be

challenged by CCA load departure if customersin CCA areasopted out of CCA

93 CCSA Opening Brief at 11, CBD Reply Brief at 5, CEJA, etal. Opening Brief at 6, CUE Reply
Brief at 3, Cypress Creek Opening Brief at 10, SDG&E Opening Brief at 20, SEIA Opening Brief
at 10, TURN Opening Brief at 9.

94 Cypress Creek Opening Brief at 12, SCEOpening Brief at 29, SEIA Opening Brief at 14, TURN
Opening Brief at 12.

9 SeeCypress Creek Opening Brief at 10, CCSA Opening Brief at 8, SCEOpening Brief at 28,
SEIA Opening Brief at 10, TURN Opening Brief at 10.

9 CCSA Opening Brief at 8, PG&E Opening Brief at 9, SDG&E Opening Brief at 21, TURN
Opening Brief at 10.
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service, later take the Green Tariff offering, and then opt into CCA service;or if
bundled customers choosethe Green Tariff offering before CCA expansion and
later default to CCA service when the CCA expands. SDG&E explains that load
departure to CCAs is one of the main reasonsthat commodity programs are not
viable in its territory and that by the end of 2024,85 percent of SDG&E'’s
customerswill no longer receive bundled service due to CCA expansion.

Cypress Creek and SCEargue that departing load from CCAs has minimal
impact on the Green Tariff and ECR programs.®’ SCEstatesthat it has a waitlist
for the Green Tariff program of interested customers, which mitigates potential
impact of departing load. In its brief, SCEnotesthat while it doesnot have
customersin its ECR program, three facilities are expectedto come online in 2023
and 2024,and those facilities may be substantially impacted if they arein a
community that forms a CCA. As of the writing of this decision, SCEhas four
ECR projects under contract, totaling 38 MW of capacity.®® On August 1, 2023,
the three-MW Phelan Solar, LLC project cameonline and has active customer
enroliment. *°

3.3.1.5.  Discussion
The Commission agreeswith numerous parties that the current ECR

program hasfailed to efficiently serve distinct customer groups. Utilities’ ECR
programs have had limited customer enrollment sincethe rollout of these
programs, and only SCEhasfacilities under contract, which total 38 MW. We are
persuaded by parties that assertthat the ECR program’s rate volatility makesit

an unfavorable option for customers and developers, becauseit is unclear in a

97 SCEOpening Brief at 28, Cypress Creek Opening Brief at 10.
98 SCEOpening Brief at 28.
9 EX.SCEOlat 21.
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given year whether the program will result in a premium or savingsto a
participating customer. When balancing the ECR program’s enrollment (or lack
of enrollment) with the program’s overall costs,the ECR program tariff fails to
efficiently serveany distinct customer group.

The Commission also agreeswith parties that the ECR tariff fails to
promote robust participation among low -income customers. As we determine
that the current ECR program tariff fails to meettwo of the three goals of
Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(b)(1)(A),it is not necessaryto determine whether
the ECRtariff minimizes duplicative offerings. Accordingly, the Commission
concludes that the existing ECR tariff fails to meetthe goals of Pub. Util. Code
Section769.3(b)(1)(A).

The Commission concurs with a broad range of parties that state that the
current Green Tariff program hasfailed to efficiently serve distinct customer
groups. Utilities’ Green Tariff programs have all been suspended in some
capacity: for PG&E and SCE’sprograms, the programs are suspended to new
enrollment due to full capacity subscription; for SDG&E, the program is
suspended due to lack of enroliment asresult of customer attrition to CCAs. The
Commission agreesthat the Green Tariff program experiencesrate volatility,
which negatively impacts customer interest and enrollment. When balancing the
Green Tariff program’s enroliment (and inability to enroll new customers) with
the program’s overall costs,the Green Tariff program fails to efficiently serve any
distinct customer group.

The Commission also finds that the Green Tariff program fails to promote
robust participation among low -income customers basedon the low enrollment
by low -income customers. While Utilities’ Green Tariff programs have enrolled a

small number of CARE/FERA customers since the inception of the program, the
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number of enrolled CARE/FERA customersis a small portion of the eligible
number of low -income customers and a small portion of all enrolled customers.

As the Commission determines that the current Green Tariff program fails
to meettwo of the three goals of Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(b)(1)(A),it is
unnecessaryto determine whether the Green Tariff minimizes duplicative
offerings. Accordingly, the Commission concludes that the GT tariff hasfailed to
meet the goals of Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(b)(1)(A).

Pursuant to Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(b)(1)(C),asthe Commission has
determined that the ECRtariff and Green Tariff have not met all of the goals of
Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(b)(1)(A),we consider whether to authorize the
modification of or closure to new procurement in thesetariffs in Section3.4.5
below.

3.3.2. Disadvantaged Communities -Green Tariff
The Commission next evaluates whether the DAC -GT program meetsthe

outlined goals.

3.3.2.1. Efficiently Serves Distinct
Customer Groups

Numerous parties contend that the DAC-GT program does not efficiently
serve distinct customer groups, including CCSA, CUE, Cypress Creek,
Cal Advocates, PG&E, SDG&E, SCE,and TURN.1%0SDG&E and SCEreport that

they have no customers enrolled in their programs and have beenunable to

100 CCSA Opening Brief at 13, CUE Reply Brief at 5, Cypress Creek Opening Brief at 13,
Cal Advocates Opening Brief at 13, PG&E Opening Brief at 11, SDG&E Opening Brief at 25, SCE
Opening Brief at 30, TURN Opening Brief at 14.
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securecontracts for qualifying renewable power.101 PG&E statesthat its DAC-GT
program is fully subscribed through auto-enrollment. 102

PG&E maintains that the DAC -GT program’s benefits are not delivered
efficiently when comparing the costof the bill savings, the primary benefit to
participants, to the overall costof the program. 193 PG&E notes that in 2021,for
example, it spent about $1 million more on solar resource coststhan it did to
deliver discounts to customers. With overall program costsat $11.4million,
PG&E statesthat only 43 percent of program costsprovided benefits in the form
of bill savings. PG&E adds that the largest portion of costswere for
above-market contract payments to solar resources,at 55 percent of the program
costs.

CCSA statesthat the program relies on direct subsidies, and that the
power purchase agreementsto obtain resourcesdo not incentivize resourcesto
export power when energy is needed most.1%4 Cypress Creek remarks that
becauseDAC -GT projects are procured through solicitations and power
purchase agreements,the processis administratively costly, while TURN and
CUE claim that the 20 percent discount is arbitrary and not tied to the costor
value of a project provides to the grid. 1% TURN and Cal Advocates state that the
current cap for the program is modest with most of the allocated amount

unsubscribed.196

101 SDG&E Opening Brief at 24, SCEOpening Brief at 30.

102 PG&E Opening Brief at 10.

103PG&E Opening Brief at 11.

104 CCSA Opening Brief at 13.

105 Cypress Creek Opening Brief at 14, TURN Opening Brief at 14, CUE Reply Brief at 5.
106 TURN Opening Brief at 13, Cal Advocates Opening Brief at 13.
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SEIA and Joint CCAs, however, maintain that the DAC-GT program does
efficiently servedistinct customer groups.°’ SEIA statesthat the DAC-GT
program was designed to serve a specific customer group (residential customers
in DACs) and that the DAC-GT program is successfulbecauseit offers
guaranteed savings with a 20 percent discount. Joint CCAs argue that multiple
DAC-GT program administrators entered into power purchase agreementsto
procure new solar in DACs and many have procured enough solar to reachthe
program’s capacity cap.t®® Joint CCAs state that CCA program administrators
have provided over $2 million in bill savings to customers under the DAC-GT
program through November 2023,with PG&E providing an additional
$4.8million in bill savings.

Cypress Creek and SEIA state that PG&E’s program provided broad access
to renewables for the targeted customers due to auto-enroliment, and Cypress
Creek statesthat PG&E’s DAC -GT customers make up 90 percent of all DAC-GT
customersin the state 10°

3.3.2.2.  Minimizes Duplicative Offerings
Severalparties view the DAC-GT and CSGT programs asduplicative

offerings to eachother, or other offerings, including PG&E, SCE,SEIA, and
TURN.119PG&E and SCEclaim that DAC-GT is duplicative of CSGTasit
provides a nearly identical product to nearly the samecustomers, exceptthat

customers must be proximate to a CSGT project. SEIA statesthat the DAC-GT

107 SEIA Opening Brief at 16, Joint CCAs Opening Brief at 12.
108 Joint CCAs Opening Brief at 13.
109 Cypress Creek Opening Brief at 13, SEIA Opening Brief at 16.

H0PG&E Opening Brief at 12, SCEOpening Brief at 30, SEIA Opening Comments at 17, TURN
Opening Brief at 15.
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and CSGTprograms are duplicative of eachother, asthey target a specific group
of customers and offer 20 percent savings. TURN statesthat the DAC-GT
program significantly overlaps with CSGT,aswell asother Green Access
Program offerings, asthose eligible for DAC-GT can enroll in every other Green
AccessProgram.

Cypress Creek, Joint CCAs, and SDG&E assertthat DAC-GT minimizes
duplicative offerings becauseit offers a product to a new group of customers:
low -income investor-owned utilities and CCA customers!!'t SDG&E statesthat
the CSGTand DAC-GT programs were specifically designed to target DAC
customers and minimize duplication with other incentive programs, such asthe
SOMAH and DAC -SASH programs.

Joint CCAs state that while there are similarities in the DAC-GT and CSGT
programs, in that they provide options for residential low -income customersin
DACs, the programs are complementary becauseDAC-GT is only available to
residential customersin DACs that are CARE/FERA -eligible, while CSGTis
available to all residential customersin DACs.1*?Joint CCAs further note that
DAC -GT minimizes duplicative offerings ascompared to other solar programs
targeting vulnerable customers, suchas SOMAH and DAC -SASH, and finds that

these programs target specific groups of low -income customers.

111 SDG&E Opening Brief at 26, Cypress Creek Opening Brief at 14, Joint CCAs Opening Brief
at 21.

112 Joint CCAs Opening Brief at 19.
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3.3.2.3. Promotes Robust
Low-Income Participation

Multiple parties assertthat the DAC-GT program does not promote robust
low -income participation, such as CCSA, CEJA, etal., SCE,and TURN.13CEJA,
etal. statesthat PG&E’s nearly 10,000CARE/FERA enrollees cannot be
considered robust participation considering the 3 million investor-owned utility
customers eligible for CARE or 9.6 million residents living in DACs. SDG&E and
SCEreport no CARE/FERA subscribers1t4

CCSA and TURN argue that DAC-GT servesonly a subsetof low-income
customers basedon AB 2316’sdefinition, asonly CARE/FERA -enrolled
customersin the top 25percent of DACs are eligible. 1> CCSA claims that at
most, the DAC-GT program can serve about 39,500customers, which cannot
reasonably be considered robust participation. TURN reasonsthat there cannot
be robust participation due to the unavailability of resourcesand becausethe
program cannot serve low -income customers outside of DACs or renters that are
not eligible for CARE/FERA.

Cypress Creek, Joint CCAs, and SEIA contend that DAC-GT does promote
robust participation by low -income customers.!'6 Cypress Creek and SEIA state
that the program is designed to promote low -income participation, asonly
low -income customersin atop 25percent DAC or censustract in the highest five

percent of CalEnviroScreen’s Pollution Burden are eligible. Joint CCAs state that

113 CCSA Opening Brief at 13, CEJA, etal. Opening Brief at 7, SCEOpening Brief at 30, TURN
Opening Brief at 15.

114 SCEOpening Brief at 30, SDG&E Opening Brief at 26.
15TURN Opening Brief at 15, CCSA Opening Brief at 13.

116 Cypress Creek Opening Brief at 15, Joint CCAs Opening Brief at 22, SEIA Opening Brief
at 18.
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the DAC-GT program administrators with active programs have enrolled
enough customersto be at or closeto reaching the maximum number of
allowable enrollees.

3.3.2.4. Impact of Departing Load from
Community Choice Aggregators

Cypress Creek, Joint CCAs, SDG&E, and PG&E state that departing load
from CCAs could impact DAC-GT if an eligible CCA doesnot participate in the
DAC-GT program. 17 PG&E statesthat as customers transition to CCAs, there are
likely fewer customers eligible to participate in DAC-GT in the samearea,and
notes that becauseit has executed DAC-GT contracts for its remaining capacity,
CCAs may have limited accessto megawatts to serve customers. SDG&E states
that CCA expansion greatly reducesthe number of eligible SDG&E customersin
DACs.

SEIA arguesthat while departing load from CCAs could negatively impact
DAC-GT, it hasnot becauseDAC -GT is available to CCA customersif the CCA
offers it.118 SCEstatesthat there is no impact for CCA departing load as SCEhas
no customer participation in its DAC-GT program. 11°

3.3.2.5. Discussion
Of the investor-owned utilities, SDG&E and SCEhave no customers

enrolled in their DAC-GT programs and have not secured any qualifying

contracts; PG&E, however, is fully subscribed through auto-enroliment. 20 Of the

117 Cypress Creek Opening Brief at 15, Joint CCAs Opening Brief at 24, PG&E Opening Brief
at 13, SDG&E Opening Brief at 26.

118 SEIA Opening Brief at 18.
119 SCEOpening Brief at 31.

120 SeeJoint CCAs Opening Comments to November 6 Ruling at 14,22 and footnotes citing
various Program Administrators’ Quarterly Disadvantaged Communities Green Tariff and
Community Solar Green Tariff Program Reports, filed in R.1407-002.
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eight CCA program administrators, asof March 2023,four program

administrators (CPA, MCE, PCE,and SJCE)have beenable to securenew

qgualifying contracts. While seven CCA program administrators have enrolled

customersin the DAC-GT program using interim RPSresources,five of those

program administrators have procured new capacity to serve those customers as

of October 2023.Basedon October 31,2023reported data on the DAC-GT

program, the Commission observesthat the program has procured

approximately 47 percent of allocated capacity for new resourcesand subscribed

23,708customers!?! (seeTable 2 below).

Table 2122
Allocated | Total Procured Allocated
Program Capacity Capacity Capacity Subscribed
Administrator (MW) (MW) 123 Procured (%) | Customerst?*
CPA 12.190 12.190 100% 6,010
CleanPowerSF 1.826 0.000 0% 1,183
CalChoice 1.310 0.000 0% 0
EBCE 5.726 0.000 0% 2,719
MCE 4.646 4.640 99.87% 3,170
PCE 3.740 3.000 80% 1,473
PG&E 52.320 52.320 100% 8,505
SCE 56.500 0.000 0% 0
SDCP 15.780 0.000 0% 0

121 SeeJoint CCAs Opening Brief at 14,22 (citing various Program Administrators’ Quarterly
Disadvantaged Communities Green Tariff and Community Solar Green Tariff Program Reports,

filed in R.1407-002).

122 Joint CCA and SFOpening Comments to November 6 Ruling at 4, Table 1.

123 Defined assigned PPA for new resources.

124 From Q3 Quarterly Reports.
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Allocated | Total Procured Allocated
Program Capacity Capacity Capacity Subscribed
Administrator (MW) (MW) 123 Procured (%) | Customerst?*
SDG&E 2.220 0.000 0% 0
SJCE 1.736 1.736 100% 648
TOTAL 157.99 73.89 46.76% 23,708

Basedon the subscription and procurement figures, the Commission finds

that, overall, the existing DAC -GT program is under-subscribed and

under-procured. While we recognize that some CCA program administrators

and PG&E are fully subscribed and fully procured, and have provided hbill

savings to customers, we are persuaded that the program’s benefits are not

served efficiently when compared to the significant overall costof providing the

bill savings and the low customer participation. The Commission therefore

concurs with the broad range of parties that assertthat the existing DAC-GT

tariff fails to efficiently serve any distinct customer group.

In addition, the Commission finds that the tariff fails to promote robust

participation among low -income customers. The DAC-GT tariff is specifically

targeted to CARE/FERA -eligible customerslocated in certain DAC areas.As the

DAC -GT program is under-subscribed and under-procured, the Commission

determines that the low level of enrollment in the DAC-GT program cannot be

considered robust participation among low -income customers.

As the Commission concludes that the existing DAC-GT tariff fails to meet

two of the three goals of Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(b)(1)(A),it is not necessary

to determine whether the tariff minimizes duplicative offerings. Accordingly, the

Commission finds that the existing DAC -GT tariff fails to meet the goals of

Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(b)(1)(A).
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Pursuant to Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(b)(1)(C),asthe Commission has
determined that the existing DAC-GT program tariff has not met all of the goals
of Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(b)(1)(A),we consider whether to authorize the
termination or modification of the program in Section3.4.6below.

3.3.3.  Community Solar Green Tariff

3.3.3.1.  Efficiently Serves
Distinct Customer Groups

Multiple parties statethat the CSGTtariff does not efficiently serve distinct
customer groups, including CCSA, Cypress Creek, CEJA, etal., PG&E,
Cal Advocates, SCE,and TURN. 2% Currently, no program administrators have
enrolled any customersin the CSGT program. 126

PG&E, Cypress Creek, CCSA, Cal Advocates, and CEJA, etal. argue that
the tariff's complex, strict requirements result in failed projects and unused
capacity, including the geographic limitations, required sponsor partnership, and
that 50 percent of capacity must befilled by low -income customersin DACs
before non-low -income customers. Cypress Creek and Cal Advocates state that
the program createsbill impacts on non-participating customersthrough higher
energy prices. CCSA and CEJA, etal. assertthat the program is inefficient
becauseit relies on direct subsidies that have limited ability to scalebeyond the
program cap of 40 MW.

Joint CCAs statethat the CSGT program overall efficiently servesdistinct

customer groups considering the number of new solar projects and capacity.'?’

125 CCSA Opening Brief at 14, Cypress Creek Opening Brief at 16, CEJA, etal. Opening Brief at 9,
PG&E Opening Brief at 11, Cal Advocates Opening Brief at 16, SCEOpening Brief at 31, TURN
Opening Brief at 17.

126 SeeSCE Opening Brief at 31, PG&E Opening Brief at 11, SDG&E Opening Brief at 28, Joint
CCAs Opening Brief at 23.

127 Joint CCAs Opening Brief at 13.
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SEIA points out that a few contracts have beensigned for the CSGT program but

there has not beensufficient time to bring the projects online. 1?2 SEIA statesthat

the fact that there are no current customersis not evidence that the program

cannot efficiently servethe targeted groups. As indicated in Table 3 below (from

October 31,2023reported CSGTdata) the CSGT program has procured

approximately 45 percent of allocated capacity for new resourcesand zero

subscribed customers.129

Table 3

CSGT Program Data

Previous Total Capacity Allocated
Program Allocated Procured as of Capacity
Administrator Capacity (MW) Oct. 31,2023(MW) Procured (%)
CPA 3.3700 3.37 100.00%
CleanPowerSF 0.5525 0.00 0.00%
CalChoice N/A N/A N/A
EBCE 1.5625 0.00 0.00%
MCE 1.2800 0.00 0.00%
PCE 0.4025 0.00 0.00%
PG&E 14.2000 12.00 84.51%
SCE 14.6300 3.00 20.51%
SDCP 4.3800 0.00 0.00%

128 SEIA Opening Brief at 16.

129 Joint CCAs Opening Comments to November 5 Ruling at 5, Table 2 and footnotes citing
Program Administrator's Quarterly Disadvantaged Communities Green Tariff and Community
Solar Green Tariff Program Reports, filed in R.1407-002.Unlike DAC-GT, CSGTProgram
Administrators cannot serve customers using interim Green Tariff or RPSresources.(See
Resolution E-4999at 24.) Before a CSGT project can operate, it must receive what is known as
Permission to Operate from the utility consistentwith the GTSRprogram. (See

Resolution E-4999at 80.) As of October 31,2023,no CSGT project had begun operation.
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Previous Total Capacity Allocated
Program Allocated Procured as of Capacity
Administrator Capacity (MW) Oct. 31,2023(MW) Procured (%)
SDG&E 0.6200 0.00 0.00%
SJCE N/A N/A N/A
TOTAL 40.9975 18.37 44.81%

3.3.3.2.  Minimize Duplicative Offerings
As summarized in Section3.3.1.2above, PG&E, SCE,SEIA, and TURN

argue that the DAC-GT and CSGT programs are duplicative offerings to each
other.13% Joint CCAs, by contrast, state that the programs are complementary. 3!
Cypress Creek statesthat CSGTtheoretically minimizes duplicative offerings
becausethe program’s market rate corollary is the ECR program and both
programs offer Utilities’ customers a new renewable product (low -income
customers for CSGTor market-rate customers for ECR)32In practice, however,
Cypress Creek statesthat the programs are duplicative becauseno customers
have enrolled in either program.

3.3.3.3. Promotes Robust
Low-Income Participation

Multiple parties assertthat the CSGT program does not promote robust

low -income participation, including CCSA, Cypress Creek, CEJA, etal., Joint

0 PG&E Opening Brief at 12, SCEOpening Brief at 30, SEIA Opening Brief at 17, TURN
Opening Brief at 15.

131 Joint CCAs Opening Brief at 21.
132 Cypress Creek Opening Brief at 17.
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CCAs, SCE,SDG&E, PG&E, and TURN. 33 Theseparties point out that there are

no customers enrolled in the CSGT program and there are no projects online.
Joint CCAs statesthat CSGT does promote robust participation by

low -income customers becausesome program administrators have eligible

customers on the CSGTwaitlist. 134 SEIA remarks that CSGTwas designed to

promote participation from low -income customers and while there are no

enrolled customers, contracts have beenexecutedto meet this customer group. 13°

3.3.3.4. Impact of Departing Load from
Community Choice Aggregators

Cypress Creek, Joint CCAs, SDG&E, and PG&E state that departing load
from CCAs could impact CSGTif an eligible CCA does not participate in the
CSGT program. 136 PG&E notes that ascustomers transition to CCAs, fewer
customers are eligible to participate in the CSGT program in the samearea.
PG&E explains that it has executedall but two megawatts of its CSGT capacity,
limiting CCAs’ accesdo additional megawatts to serve participating customers.
SDG&E statesthat CCA expansion greatly reducesthe number of eligible
SDG&E customersin DACs.

SEIA arguesthat while departing load from CCAs could negatively impact

CSGT,it hasnot becauseCSGTis available to CCA customersif the CCA offers

133 CCSA Opening Brief at 14, Cypress Creek Opening Brief at 18, CEJA, etal. Opening Brief at 8,
Joint CCAs Opening Brief at 24, PG&E Opening Brief at 13, SCEOpening Brief at 32, SDG&E
Opening Brief at 28,and TURN Opening Brief at 19.

134 Joint CCAs Opening Brief at 23.
135 SEIA Opening Brief at 18.

136 Cypress Creek Opening Brief at 15, Joint CCAs Opening Brief at 24, PG&E Opening Brief
at 13,and SDG&E Opening Brief at 28.
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it. 137 SCEstatesthat there is no impact for CCA departing load as SCEhasno
customer participation in its DAC-GT program. 138

3.3.3.5.  Discussion
The Commission agreeswith numerous parties that the current CSGT

program hasfailed to efficiently servedistinct customer groups. There have been
no customers enrolled in CSGT sincethe rollout of the program, and no projects
have come online. We concur with parties that the CSGTtariff's complex
requirements and customer eligibility criteria have made it challenging to attract
developers and customers. When balancing the CSGT program’s lack of
enroliment with the program’s overall costs,the CSGTtariff fails to efficiently
serve any distinct customer group.

The Commission also agreeswith parties that the CSGTtariff fails to
promote robust participation among low -income customers basedon the lack of
enroliment by low -income customers. As the current CSGTtariff fails to meet
two of the three goals of Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(b)(1)(A),it is not necessary
to determine whether the CSGTtariff minimizes duplicative offerings.
Accordingly, the Commission finds that the CSGTtariff fails to meet the goals of
Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(b)(1)(A).

Pursuant to Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(b)(1)(C),asthe Commission has
determined that the existing CSGTtariff hasnot met all of the goals of Pub. Util.
Code Section 769.3(b)(1)(A),we consider whether to authorize the termination or

modification of the program in Section 3.4 below.

137 SEIA Opening Brief at 18.
138 SCEOpening Brief at 33.
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3.4. The California Shared Renewables Portfolio
Pub. Util. Code Section769.3directs that, following an evaluation of the

current Green AccessProgram tariffs, the Commission determine whether it is
beneficial to ratepayers to establish a new tariff or program for an electrical
corporation, or modify existing tariffs or programs administered by an electrical
corporation, to establish a community renewable energy program consistent
with the criteria described in subdivision (c). As determined in Section3.3above
(and all parties agree),the current Green AccessProgram tariff options do not
meet all the goals defined in AB 2316:(a) efficiently servesdistinct customer
groups; (b) minimizes duplicative offerings; and (c) promotes robust
participation by low -income customers. This is where consensusends.

Below, this decision provides an overview of party recommendations for
modifications to existing Green AccessProgram tariff options followed by a
proposal for anew community renewable energy program (the NVBT proposal)
aswell asrecommendations for modifications of the NVBT proposal. Basedupon
areview of the proposals, the Commission concludes that the NVBT proposal
does not meet the requirements of AB 2316and Pub. Util. Code Section769.3%3°
Despite this conclusion and the conclusion that the legislation does not require
the Commission to establish a community renewable energy program, asdefined
in Pub. Util. Code Section769.3,the Commission finds it is beneficial to adopt a
community renewable energy program basedon elements proposed by parties

but that avoids shifting coststo non-participating ratepayers. The Commission

139 Severalparties also objected that the NBVT proposals were not compliant with federal law.
Becausethe Commission concludes that the NBVT proposals are not compliant with state law, it
is unnecessaryto reachfederal law compliance, and the Commission declinesto do so.
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finds it is also beneficial to ratepayers to modify certain existing Green Access
Program tariff options.

In Section 3.4.7,this decision provides the necessarystepsto implement
the modified Green AccessProgram tariffs and the next stepsfor implementation
of the community renewable energy program.

3.4.1. Party Recommendations to
Modify Existing Green Access
Program Tariff Options

Parties provide differing opinions on whether to modify existing Green
AccessProgram options but, asdescribed above, agreeto differing degreesthat
the existing options do not meet all the goals described in AB 2316:(a) efficiently
servesdistinct customer groups; (b) minimizes duplicative offerings; and
(c) promotes robust participation by low -income customers. Below, this decision
provides a brief overview of party recommendations to modify the existing
Green AccessProgram options. Further details are provided in the discussion of
whether to adopt these proposals.

As described in Section3.3above, a majority of the parties, including
CCSA, SEIA, TURN, Cal Advocates, SBUA, and Cypress Creek contend that the
existing Green AccessProgram options fail to meet the goals described in
AB 2316and assertthe Commission should halt further enrollment and instead
replace the existing options with a new community renewable energy program,
asdescribed in Section3.4.2below. SBUA also supports the creation of a
successorprogram but one that encouragesthe participation of small businesses

in disadvantaged communities and minimal program constraints (e.g., minimum
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size requirements) to encourage sufficient power supply and reduce barriers to
entry. 140

On the other end of the spectrum, the Joint CCAs contend that the existing
tariffs meet the goals of AB 2316to varying degreesbut require modification.
SDG&E statesthat it supports the Joint CCAs but, due to the hurdles previously
described, requests permission to submit advice letters terminating DAC-GT and
GTSRtariffs in its service territory. PG&E and SCErecommend consolidation
and modification of existing tariffs in addition to a new tariff, which is also
described in Section3.4.2below. As athreshold issue, both Joint CCAs and SCE
argue that statutory language does not require the Commission to treat modified
existing Green AccessProgram tariff and new Green AccessProgram tariff
options the same. This threshold issueis addressedbelow in Section3.4.5.1.

Joint CCAs recommend maintaining the existing DAC-GT and CSGT
tariffs with the following modifications: (a)increasethe DAC-GT capacity cap for
administrators who have met or are near the capacity cap;**! (b) adopt a process
to allocate additional program capacity for DAC-GT and CSGTupon CCA
expansion;42 (c) adopt a processto transfer unused DAC-GT and CSGT program
capacity between administrators; 143 (d) allow CSGT projects to be located within
10 miles from a benefiting customer’s disadvantaged community; 144 (e) expand

DAC-GT and CSGT project siting limitations from those located within a DAC

140 SBUA Opening Brief at 1 and SBUA Opening Comments to November 6 Ruling at 2 -3.
141 Joint CCAs Opening Brief at 25-27.
142 Joint CCAs Opening Brief at 27-29.
143 Joint CCAs Opening Brief at 29-31.
144 Joint CCAs Opening Brief at 31-32.
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censustract to those located in a censustract within five miles of a DAC; 4
(f) expand DAC censustract eligibility criteria for DAC-GT and CSGT projects in
SDG&E's territory; 146 (qg) clarify the DAC-GT and CSGT project rules regarding
solar resourcespaired with storage;#’ (h) delay the required filing of the annual
DAC-GT and CSGT program budget advice letter to April 1;*48(i) require
cooperation of PG&E toward development of automated billing solution for
CCA DAC-GT and CSGTprogram participants;4°and (j) eliminate Green-e
certification requirement for DAC-GT and CSGT programs. 150

PG&E recommends consolidating DAC-GT and CSGTasone large
DAC -GT program with a storage option, maintaining the DAC-GT eligibility
rules but adding optional auto-enrollment. 11 PG&E recommends continued use
of the CalEnviroScreento determine DAC eligibility with the addition of an
advice letter processto remove DACs no longer in the top quartile. 2 PG&E
proposes a top-off methodology approach where program dedicated resources
would deliver anincremental percentage of renewable energy to customersto

enable participants to be served using 100percent renewable energy, including

145 Joint CCAs Opening Brief at 32-33.
146 Joint CCAs Opening Brief at 33-34.

147 Joint CCAs state that it is their understanding that D.18-06-027 directs parties to D.17-12-005
for guidance for eligible paired generation and storage projects. (SeeJoint CCAs Opening Brief
at 35citing D.18-06-027at 88-89 and D.17-12-005at 4.) The Joint CCAs state that they interpret
D.17-12-005asallowing co-located solar and storage resourcesto participate in the DAC-GT
and CSGT programs. (Joint CCAs Opening Brief at 34-36.)

148 Joint CCAs Opening Brief at 37.

149 Joint CCAs Opening Brief at 38-41.

150 Joint CCAs Opening Brief at 42.

151 PG&E Opening Brief at 19 citing Ex. PGE-02 at 24-25.
152 PG&E Opening Brief at 19citing Ex. PGE-Olat 1-12.
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energy received through PG&E’s RPSportfolio. %3 Like the Joint CCAs, PG&E
recommends the Commission eliminate the Green-e certification requirement but
proposes the Commission adopt an alternative form of program validation and
tracking. > Not providing a specific solution, PG&E recommends the
Commission explore alternate methods for providing programs benefits. Finally,
PG&E cautions the Commission to sunsetthe modified program and basesthis
recommendation on the increasing procurement of clean energy resourcesover
the next 10to 15years and anticipated changesto the Integrated ResourcePlan
procurement framework. 15> PG&E also recommends a new tariff, which is
described below.

SCEproposes modifications to the DAC-GT and CSGT tariffs. 156 Focusing
on the DAC -GT tariff, SCEproposesto automatically enroll eligible low -income
customers, contending this will increaseparticipation while simultaneously
targeting disadvantaged communities. To further drive robust low -income
customer participation, SCErecommends modifying the current cost
containment cap to reflect current market prices and developer costs.With
respectto both the DAC-GT and CSGTtariffs, SCErecommends expanding
project site requirements to allow developers to site projects within five miles of
a censustrack eligible to be treated asDAC -eligible. For efficiency, SCE
recommends leveraging the California Distributed Generation Statistics
(DGStats)asa centralized databaseto store public program evaluation metrics

for both tariffs, which SCEproposeswill alsoreplacethe DAC-GT and CSGT

153 PG&E Opening Brief at 20 citing Ex. PGE-02 at 28.
154 PG&E Opening Brief at 20 citing Ex. PGE-02 at 29.
155 PG&E Opening Brief at 16 citing Ex. PGE-02 at 22.

156 SeeSCEOpening Brief at 36-41for an overview of its proposed recommendations.
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Quarterly ProgressReports. In responseto developer feedback, SCE
recommends limiting the now biannual solicitations for both DAC-GT and CSGT
to one annual solicitation in order to increasedeveloper participation. SCEhas
reported in this proceeding that it has more customers eligible to participate in
the DAC -GT tariff than allowed by available capacity.'®’ Thus, SCEproposesthe
Commission retain the DAC -GT and the CSGT existing capacity allocation for
SCEaspermitted by Resolution E-49990r reassignment of unused capacity.
Further, SCEassertsthat there may come a time when SCE’scapacity allocation
is reduced such that it may be difficult to attract viable solicitation offers. SCE
recommends the Commission adopt a de minimis policy whereby if the
remaining capacity falls below 500kW, SCEis permitted to sunsetthe program
with no further solicitations. SCEcontends this ensuresthat solicitation costsdo
not unreasonably exceedthe value of fulfilling the de minimis capacity. Lastly,
with respectsolely to the GTSRCR tariff, SCErecommends retaining the
Community Renewablesprogram and keeping it open for enrollment through at
least 2025,at which point SCEproposes a comprehensive evaluation. SCEalso
recommends removal of the community interest requirement of one-sixth
residential load. SCEalso recommends a new tariff, which is described in the
following section.

3.4.1.1. Southern California Edison
Company’s Proposed Green
Share Program Tariff

SCEproposes a new tariff to replace the GTSR-GT,the Green Share
program, where bundled service customers are provided the option to purchase

through their retail bill additional green power from RPScertified facilities that

157 SCEOpening Brief at 38.
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currently existin SCE’srenewable energy portfolio, if available.*> Eligible
customers (seebelow) would enroll on afirst-come, first-served basisduring an
annual enroliment window, anticipated to be approximately October 15to
November 15eachyear. In addition to their otherwise applicable tariff, these
customerswould pay the costof the green power at the Final RPSMarket Price
Benchmark, which replacesthe current revenue-neutral, fluctuating rate design
basedon other rate components such asclassaverage generation credits, a
vintaged Power Cost Indifference Adjustment, a ResourceAdequacy adjustment,
and Renewable Energy Value adjustment.1®® The Green Sharerate structure will
have three components: delivery charges,bundled service generation charges,
and the Green Shareadder rate. SCEassertsthat Green Sharewill leverage SCE’s
existing authorized procurement processesby providing participants with the
green power already in SCE’srenewable energy portfolio but not neededto meet
the RPScompliance requirements.

SCEcontends the proposed Green Shareprogram is a substantial
improvement over SCE’sexisting Green Tariff program, the GTSRGR or GR,
becausethere would be no program -dedicated procurement; SCEclaims Green
Sharepower is incremental. SCEassertsthat program dedicated procurement is
not necessarybecauseSCEis procuring thousands of megawatts of new capacity
for midterm reliability needs,which are basedon system reliability needsand
not the need to service bundled customers’ RPScompliance.'%° SCEfurther
assertsthat the amount of incremental renewable resourcesprocured through the

midterm reliability solicitations far exceedthe amounts SCEexpectsto need to

158 SeeSCEOpening Brief at 44-59.
159 SCE-02at 18-19.Seealso D.15-01-051at 96.
160 SCEOpening Brief at 49.
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serve Green Sharel6tIf there is not “enough excessRPSgreen power to servethe
Green Sharecustomers” SCEproposesto use “its banked Portfolio Content
Category-1renewable energy credits to meetits own RPScompliance
requirements and useits RPSportfolio for Green Sharecustomers.”62 SCE
assertsthat leveraging “excessgreen power” allows the Green Shareprogram to
changewith customer demand more efficiently than GTSRGR, which takes
yearsto bring dedicated resourceson-line.63

SCEcontends that the Green Sharetariff will provide stable,transparent
market prices that maintain non-participant costindifference. SCEsubmits that
the current GTSRGR participants are charged a rate that includes charges
applicable to those CCA or departing load customersto maintain indifference
with non-participating bundled service customers. The Power Charge
Indifference Adjustment is dependent on market values leading to price
volatility in GTSRGR. By avoiding program dedicated procurement, this
volatility is eliminated. 164

SCEproposes a two -phase approach. In the first phase, SCEwould enroll
nongovernmental and nonresidential customers (with at leastone customer
service account of two to 50 MW of peak load) beginning in the year 2024and
establish a capacity cap of 250MW. In phasetwo, to be implemented in 2025,
Green Sharewould be expanded to all other customersand SCEwould increase
the capacity cap to 400MW. At that time, SCEproposes transferring enrolled
GTSRGT customersto the Green Sharetariff and, by the end of 2025,to sunset

161 SCEOpening Brief at 49.
162 SCEOpening Brief at 50.
163 SCEOpening Brief at 51.
164 SCEOpening Brief at 50-51.
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the existing GTSRGR tariff. In phasetwo, renewable energy credits will be
retired for the program asawhole for residential and small/medium
nonresidential participating customers.

SCEseeksauthorization to incur up to $5.471million in incremental
implementation costsfor both phasesthrough 2028and will seekrecovery of
ongoing program implementation costsin its general rate cases.

SCEproposesthat GTSRCR be retained with modifications but evaluated
again in 2025.SCEassertsthat a new project waiting to come online should be
considered in this evaluation to ascertain successof the GTSRCR program. 16>

3.4.1.2. Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s
Proposed Green Tariff Shared
Renewables Successor Tariff

PG&E proposes a GTSRsuccessortariff whereby customers remain on
their otherwise applicable tariff and are “topped off” to achieve 100percent clean
energy.1%6 PG&E contends the successortariff would enable customersto achieve
100percent renewable energy in a more efficient and lessduplicative manner
than current offerings while ensuring nonparticipants are not harmed by this
tariff. PG&E proposes an annual enrollment window with a one-year
commitment unlessthe customer departs to service provided by a CCA.
Successottariff customerswould pay apredetermined fixed annual price for
incremental clean energy, which, PG&E states,is designed to ensure no program
costsare shifted to nonparticipants.

Similar to SCE,PG&E proposes elimination of the existing requirement

that customers enrolled in this tariff be served by dedicated resources.Instead,

165 SCEOpening Brief at 43.
166 SeePG&E Opening Brief at 15-17.
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PG&E proposesthat any RPSeligible resource procured by PG&E would be
eligible to serve the demand for this tariff. Further, in order to ensure least-cost
bestfit procurement, PG&E recommends that future solicitations to meet tariff
demand be coupled with procurement activities in the Integrated ResourcePlan.
PG&E also proposes a 272-megawatt capacity cap for the tariff, with flexibility to
raise the cap.

PG&E recommends the Commission sunsetthe tariff when “its core
bundled service reachesa 100percent clean energy target through a combination
of compliant RPSand non-RPSclean energy resources.”¢’

3.4.2. Party Recommendations for a New
Community Renewable Energy Program

In testimony, parties offered one proposal for the new community
renewable energy program, the NVBT proposed by CCSA. The NVBT is
supported by Arcadia, Cypress Creek, Clean Coalition, CBIA, CUE, and SEIA.
Additionally, TURN, CEJA,etal., and Cal Advocates support the NVBT if
suggestedmodifications are made. Following the reopening of the record, SCE
also proposed a community renewable energy program. This decision provides
an overview of eachof theseproposals below and includes modifications made
later in this proceeding.

3.4.2.1. Coalition for Community
Solar Access’ Net Value
Billing Tariff Proposal

CCSA proposesthe creation of the NVBT, which CCSA contends “offers
an experience similar to the net metering experience,” allows for flexibility, and

has a framework that provides credits basedon the avoided costvalue of the

167PG&E Opening Brief at 16.
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exported energy to the grid.” 18 CCSA assertsthe NVBT proposal is a California
version of the NY VDER tariff. CCSA describescommunity solar aslarge projects
(several megawatts in size) connectedto a utility’s distribution system with
subscribers!®® (customers) who enroll to receive the generation from a portion of
that project through abill credit. The bill credit would be basedon a proposed
generation value that is time-differentiated pricing, which rewards delivery of
power at times of greater value to the grid. 170

Subscriptions would be commercial arrangements between the facility
owner!’tand the subscribers.In the proposed NVBT, the commercial
arrangements are not prescribed but caninclude the subscriber paying the
facility owner: (1) for a portion of the project’s capacity; (2) an amount for each
kilowatt -hour (kWh) produced ($/kWh); (3) afixed amount per month
($100/month); or (4) a portion of the bill credit received. CCSA proposesa
Shared Savings Model whereby the subscriber is assigneda portion of the credits
for the value of the electricity generation ascribedto the individual subscriber’s
subscription, with the remaining value of the electricity generation going to the

developer.

168Ex. CCSA-0lat 4.
169 CCSA also refers to the Subscriber asthe Benefiting Account holder.
10 Ex. CCSA-02at 4.

171 CCSA defines the Facility Owner asthe entity with the legal control of the physical asset(the
facility) and legal responsibility for managing the asset,including responsibility for any
contractors that assistin project managementand/or customer subscription. The Facility
Owner, and by extension any Subscription Coordinator used to subscribe customers, is the
entity responsible for consumer protections. (SeeEx. CCSA-Ol1at 41-42.)

- 68 -



A.22-05-022, et al. ALJ/KHY/DBB/nd3

CCSA describesthe core elements of the NVBT as: (1) export compensation
rate structure or generation value; (2) terms of service and billing rules; and
(3) consumer protection elements17?

Looking first at generation value, CCSA proposes that electricity generated
and sentto the grid would be compensatedashbill credits basedupon the value
of that energy on an hourly basis. CCSA statesthat, similar to the NY VDER
tariff (described in Section3.4.1.) time-differentiated pricing would reflect the
value sum of different elementsof a value stack for distributed resources!’3In
the NY VDER, the value stackincludes energy, capacity, environmental, demand
reduction, and locational system values.t’#In the NVBT, however, CCSA
proposes a four -element value stack: avoided energy, avoided capacity (which
includes generation, and transmission and distribution) and environmental
(greenhouse gasrebalancing, greenhousegasadder, and methane leakage)
values.

CCSArecommends using Day-Ahead Zonal prices used in the CAISO
market asthe avoided energy value. The other values would be fixed basedon
values from the Avoided Cost Calculator, similar to the approach in the recently
adopted Net Billing tariff. However, instead of using all 8,760hourly data points
for eachnon-energy component of the Avoided Cost Calculator, CCSA proposes
that hourly values for eachyear from the transmission, distribution, generation
capacity, greenhouse gasrebalancing, methane leakage,and greenhousegas
adder categoriesin the Avoided Cost Calculator would be summed into annual

values, levelized over aterm period of 25years, and then divided by the number

172The description for theseelementsis provided by CCSAin Ex. CCSA-01at 44-51.
13Ex. CCSA-02at 4.

174 November 6 Ruling at 3. (SeealsoNovember 6 Ruling at Attachment 3.)
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of peak hours (368)to createan hourly price applied to peak hours of each
year.1’> The peak hours would be July through Septemberfrom 5:00p.m. to
9:00p.m. Pacific Standard Time, including weekends. CCSA contends these
capture over 99 percent of the hourly 2022generation capacity in the 2022
Avoided Cost Calculator.1’¢ CCSA proposesthat compensation would only be
provided for thesepeak hours and that there is no off-peak compensation to
customers.t’’

The terms of service and conditions proposed by CCSA include eligibility,
duration of service, true-up period, netting interval, and the form of
subscriptions. CCSA proposes that subscriber eligibility be broad to include any
customer class(bundled or unbundled) with the only requirement being that the
customer be located in the sameuutility service territory asthe generating facility.
CCSA statesthat generating facilities include generatorswith a generation
profile that produces similar benefits to participants and non-participants, e.g,
solar, solar paired with storage, distributed wind projects, or small hydro -electric
facilities. However, CCSA recommends limiting eligibility in the NVBT to new
solar photovoltaic systemspaired with four-hour storage and distributed wind
energy projects.t’®Eligible generator accounts'’® may or may not have load
beyond that required by the facility who takes service with the facility owner but

must be a non-residential account. CCSA recommends no minimum duration of

SEx. CCSA-02at 7.

176 Ex. CCSA-02at 8.
7Ex. CCSA-02at 11.
178Ex. CCSA-0lat 49-51.

179 CCSA defines a Generator Account asthe customer account associatedwith the solar or
wind generation facility interconnected to an investor-owned utility’s distribution system
through asingle meter. (Ex. CCSA-Olat41.)
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service for Subscribers,but the generator accountswould have accesgo the tariff
for 25years from the date of commercial operation. With respectto the true-up
period and netting, CCSA proposes allowing for maximum flexibility by
adopting monthly netting with indefinite rollover. If acustomer leavesutility
service, those credits would be forfeited. Unsubscribed generation capacity can
be banked on the generating account for two years. The form of subscription
would be capacity-based,sized to produce an amount equivalent to the
subscriber’s anticipated usage.

The final element of the NVBT is consumer protections. CCSA
recommends the following three components: (1) facility owner and subscription
coordinator registration and monitoring; (2) standardized disclosure forms; and
(3) prohibitions on the use of credit scoresand exit/termination feesfor
low -income customer (asdescribed by AB 2316)subscribers 8 CCSA also
proposes ensuring that subscription feesare not charged prior to
operationalization of the generating facility and are lower than bill credits.8!
CCSA assertsthese assurancescan be guaranteed through Simplified Billing
whereby the utility would deduct the customer’s subscription price from the
customer bill credit prior to crediting the customer’s bill and then the utility
would remit the subscription price to the facility owner in the form of an
Automated Clearing House payment!82to the generating facility owner for the

total of the portion of the bill credit retained by the generating facility owner.183

180 Ex. CCSA-01at 52-63.

18B1Ex. CCSA-01at 63.

82 An Automated Clearing House payment is a form of an electric fund transfer.
B3 EX. CCSA-0lat 77.
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CCSA provided additional details and proposed compromises following
the initial service of its proposal. First, while CCSA did not propose a limitation
to the capacity size of the tariff, in responseto other proposals, CCSA
recommends a statewide 10-gigawatt cap. However, in comments to the
November 6 Ruling, CCSA agreeswith CEJA, etal.that if a program capis
considered, it should be setat aminimum of four gigawatts.184 Second,in
responseto CAISO concernsabout visibility of the NVBT generation resources
(seeSection3.4.2.5below), CCSA supports arequirement to provide CAISO with
telemetry data for all NVBT generation resourcesgreater than one megawatt. 18>
Third, CCSA statesthey are open to incorporating a critical peak pricing
component for addressing system needsoutside the established peak period. 186
Fourth, CCSA proposes a limited ability for load serving entities to shift the
four-hour block of peak hours (seediscussion above) on to another window on a
day-ahead basis,up to 10-days per year with prior notice to the NVBT generation
resource 8’ Previously, CCSA proposed that the peak hours (in the Avoided Cost
Calculator) would be July through Septemberfrom 5:00p.m. to 9:00p.m. Pacific

Standard Time, including weekends.

184 CCSA Reply Comments to November 6 Ruling at 21-22.
185 CCSA Reply Comments to November 6 Ruling at 10-11.
186 CCSA Reply Comments to November 6 Ruling at 9-10.

187 CCSA Reply Comments to November 6 Ruling at 12-13.
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3.4.2.2. Cal Advocates’ Proposed
Modifications to the Net Value
Billing Tariff Proposal

Cal Advocates support a modified NVBT.188 This section describes
Cal Advocates’ proposed modifications that either differ from the NVBT, as
proposed by CCSA, or go beyond the requirements of AB 2316.

Cal Advocates proposesthree guardrails for the NVBT; the guardrails
include an evaluation in combination with a sunsetdate and a cap on the amount
of capacity all projects operating under the tariff. Cal Advocates suggeststhat to
prevent a ballooning costshift the Commission should collect data during the
first two years of the NVBT and perform an evaluation following those two
years 189 Cal Advocates proposes that the Commission establish a sunsetdate
that occurs shortly after the evaluation, noting that if the NVBT is successful,the
sunsetdate could be extended.1®° Cal Advocates recommends implementing a
four -gigawatt capacity limit on the NVBT to prevent runaway cost shifts from
developing without recoursel®!As discussedbelow, Cal Advocates revisesthis
recommendation later in comments.

In responseto the forecastby the California Air ResourcesBoard of storage
capacity for years 2023through 2028,Cal Advocates proposes decreasingthe
capacity limit from four to two gigawatts becausethe forecasted storage capacity
is not exclusive to paired storage community renewable energy resources!®?

Cal Advocates also highlights that the NY VDER, which NVBT is basedon,

B8 TURN Opening Brief at 22-28.

189 Cal Advocates Opening Brief at 19and 21.
190 Cal Advocates Opening Brief at 18-19.

91 Cal Advocates Opening Brief at 30.

192 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to November 6 Ruling at 6.
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quickly reachedtwo gigawatts of installed community solar resourcesdespite
having a much smaller population than California. Cal Advocates assertsthat
implementation of atwo -gigawatt program cap will ensure an appropriate
amount of time for atrial period and proper program evaluation. %3

In addition to the guardrails discussedabove, Cal Advocates proposes
several other modifications to meet the requirements of AB 2316.To ensure
robust low -income consumer participation, Cal Advocates proposes the
implementation of transparent quarterly reporting, the engagementof a
third -party administrator to overseecompliance with the 51 percent low -income
capacity requirement, and establishment of a one-year limit to banking bill
credits received by customers.®*To ensure the protection of participating
customers, Cal Advocates recommends the adoption of penalties for consumer
protection violations by facility owners.1®>To ensure that projects are community
focused, Cal Advocates proposes that the new community renewable energy
program haslocational requirements and utilizes both on-site and contiguous
locations.'°6 Finally, to appropriately balancethe risks to ratepayers of any
potential misalignment in true avoided coststo the compensation structure,
Cal Advocates recommends that in adopting the use of the Avoided Cost
Calculator values, as proposed by CCSA, the Commission should adopt an

incremental 10-year tariff lock-in of Avoided Cost Calculator values.'®’

193 Cal Advocates Reply Comments to November 6 Ruling at 5.
194 Cal Advocates Opening Brief at 20-23.

195 Cal Advocates Opening Brief at 23.

196 Cal Advocates Opening Brief at 23-24.

197 Cal Advocates Opening Brief at 25-27.
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In later additions to the record, Cal Advocates propose that the
Commission allow for co-location of projects that, when combined, remain under
a five-megawatt project cap. Cal Advocates surmises this will allow for more
flexibility in project siting and increasethe variation in subscribing customers.t%®

3.4.2.3. The Utility Reform Network’s
Proposed Modifications to the
Net Value Billing Tariff Proposal

TURN also supports a modified NVBT.1*°This section describesTURN'’s
proposed modifications that either differ from the NVBT asproposed by CCSA
or go beyond the requirements of AB 2316.

Looking first at facility owner-specific elements, TURN recommends the
Commission require that generatorsin the modified NVBT must: (1) meet the
definition of renewable energy resource asdescribed in Pub. Util. Code
Section399.12(e){2) incorporate a minimum of four -hour energy storage
capacity equivalent to the rate generation; and (3) be located and sized in a
manner that does not trigger significant distribution circuit upgrades. TURN
maintains that theselocation and size limits will ensure NVBT resourceswill not
exacerbatedelays in the connection of new customers or increased customer
load.?° TURN supports Cal Advocates’ original recommendation of a
four -gigawatt cap on the program aswell asan evaluation of the program. 201
TURN alsorecommends a directive that utilities identify suitable distribution

circuits that can accommodate projects up to five megawatts.?0?

198 Cal Advocates Reply Comments to November 6 Ruling at 4.
199 TURN Opening Brief at 22-28.

200TURN Opening Brief at 35.

201 TURN Reply Comments to November 6 Ruling at 6.
202TURN Opening Comments to November 6 Ruling at 8.
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Turning to compensation for generated energy exported to the grid, TURN
recommends that the facility owner would receive a 20-year contract term with
either: (1) a 10-year lock-in of Avoided Cost Calculator values with day-ahead
wholesale market prices for the energy supply portion that can be renewed for a
subsequent10-year period basedon updated Avoided Cost Calculator values; or
(2) a20-year lock-in of Avoided Cost Calculator values with day-ahead
wholesale market prices for the energy supply portion but ongoing flexibility for
Commission review and modification of certain aspectsof the Avoided Cost
Calculator.?* TURN notesthat the Avoided Cost Calculator provides value
basedon the assumption that customer load reductions occurring during peak
system hours “lower the overall ResourceAdequacy requirements for aload
serving entity” if the Energy Commission considersthe NVBT resourcesasload
modifiers. 204 TURN contends that such a CEC determination would allow NVBT
output to serve asaload modifier, thus justifying generation capacity values
under the Avoided Cost Calculator.?2° TURN agreeswith CCSA that the
Commission should allow generator accountsto bank unused export credits but
recommends limiting this to one year.206

Turning to subscriber-specific elements, TURN specifiesthat subscribers

should be permitted to subscribeto a quantity of annual generation output

203 TURN recommends the Commission should review and update: the number of peak hours,
the allocation of value amongst hours, and the specific hours and months during which
compensation is paid relative to Avoided Cost Calculator values and grid needs.(TURN
Opening Brief at 23 citing Ex. TURN-02at 17-18.)

204TURN Opening Comments to November 6 Ruling at 2.
205TURN Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 10.
206 TURN Opening Brief at 25citing Ex. TURN-02 at 18.
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consistentwith their typical usage?°’Like CCSA, TURN proposes monthly bill
credits but recommends that subscriber savings must exceeda minimum
percentage of the Avoided Cost Calculator values used to compensatethe project
with additional savings parameters for projects receiving the enhancedfederal
Investment Tax Credit (ITC).2% As required by AB 2316for new community
renewable energy programs, 51 percent of the program’s capacity must serve
low -income residential customers; TURN recommends this should be applied to
eachproject and failure to comply should result in capacity for that project being
derated.?®® TURN proposesthat all renewable energy attributes associatedwith
energy exports credited to a subscriber account should be retired. 210

With respectto utilities, TURN proposesthe Commission should allow
limited energy storage dispatch rights while protecting the generator account’s
expected annual bill credits.?2? TURN supports a pilot to test this conceptas
proposed by PG&E.?12 As previously stated, TURN recommends the Commission
develop standards to allow eachutility to designate distribution circuits as
unsuitable for NVBT projects.?!3

TURN proposes new consumer protection standards, some of which
overlap with the CCSA proposal and some of which overlap with current

Commission standards. Additionally, TURN recommends the Commission

207”TURN Opening Brief at 25citing Ex. TURN-01 at 29.

208 TURN Opening Brief at 23 citing Ex. TURN-01at 27-29.

209TURN Opening Brief at 24 citing Ex. TURN-02at 18and Ex. TURN-03 at 5.
210TURN Opening Brief at 24 citing Ex. TURN-01 at 26.

2I1TURN Opening Brief at 24 citing Ex. TURN-02at 11-12.

212TURN Reply Comments to November 6 Ruling at 6.

21I3TURN Opening Brief at 25citing Ex. TURN-02at 13.
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establish a penalty and appeal program for facility owners receiving excessive
customer complaints regarding consumer abuses?*TURN also proposesthe
Commission retain the servicesof a third -party administrator to operate a
centralized website and “act asa clearinghouse for comparing project offers and
overseeconsumer protections.” 215

Lastly, TURN promotes a subcategory of projects it calls Community
Benefit Partner projects, which are partnerships between developers and
community entities with optional ownership at the end of the contract.?1* TURN
recommends the Commission require Utilities to give preferenceto these projects
through priority interconnection queue status and longer-term tariff payments.
Additionally, TURN proposesformal endorsement by the Commission of
prioritization of external funds to support theseprojects.

3.4.2.4. Southern California Edison
Company’s Community
Renewable Energy Proposal

In responseto their concernsabout the legality of the NVBT proposal
described above (seeSection 3.4.3below), SCEproposes a community renewable
energy program that SCEallegeswould comply with the federal Public Utility
Regulatory Policies Act (PURPA). SCEproposes a capped feed-in tariff where
generation resourcesare compensated at an avoided costrate that is compliant
with PURPA 2" With this proposal, a power purchase agreement (Agreement)
would require the generation resourcesto participate in the wholesale market so

that CAISO would have visibility/dispatchability  of the resources’energy and

214TURN Opening Brief at 27 citing Ex. TURN-01 at 34.

215TURN Opening Brief at 27 citing Ex. TURN-02 at 22-25and Ex. TURN-01at 31.
216TURN Opening Brief at 26 citing Ex. TURN-01 at 36-48and Ex. TURN-02 at 14.

217 SCE’sproposal is provided in SCEOpening Comments to November 6 Ruling at 2-3.
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capacity. The Agreement would provide the PURPA avoided costrate as
compensation for providing ResourceAdequacy.

As part of this program, SCEproposesto include a subscription
component, with a majority of the subscribers,i.e, 51 percent, being low -income
customers. Subscriberswould receive a portion of the ResourceAdequacy
compensation through abill credit. SCEproposes a Simplified Shared Savings
Model to implement the subscriber’s bill credit.?1® This model would require the
load serving entity to sign the Agreement and make contractual payments to the
generation resource owner. This could be on a $/kWh energy basisor a
combination of energy and capacity payments, both of which include day-ahead
market prices from CAISO. SCEproposesthat the subscribing customers’ share
of the compensation be setaside in a balancing accountto be distributed through
aflat $/kwh credit that can betrued up annually basedon the generation
resource’s performance. SCEalso proposes that the share of compensation be ten
percent for non-low -income customers and 20 percent for low -income customers.
SCEsubmits that other details of the model could be addressedthrough an
advice letter process.

Other parameters of SCE’sproposal include a maximum facility size of
three megawatts, a capacity constrained site location requirement, a combined
solar and storage requirement (allowing for Renewable Energy Credits), and a

requirement that storage dispatch rights be provided to the contracting utility.

218 SCE’sSimplified Shared Savings Model is described in SCEOpening Comments to
November 6 Ruling at 23-24.
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3.4.2.,5. Adding to the Proceeding Record
Following the filing of briefs, the Commission setaside submission of the

record twice in this proceeding, in the July 23 Ruling and the November 6
Ruling.

In the July 23 Ruling, the Commission asked parties to respond to
guestions on cost-effectivenessconsiderations and potential costshift estimates
for the new community renewable energy program proposals. The questions
posed also queried parties on the appropriateness of using the Avoided Cost
Calculator and the enumeration of the quantifiable and measurable benefits to
participating and nonparticipating ratepayers. Parties’ comments on
cost-effectivenessand the cost-shift are captured in the discussion below on
compliance with AB 2316in Section3.4.4.2.

In the November 6 Ruling, the Commission asked parties questions about:
(1) grid reliability and generation capacity values; (2) potential guardrails; and
(3) interconnection matters. The ruling provided descriptions of the NY VDER
tariff, which CCSA often refers to in describing the export compensation rate
elements of the NVBT. With respectto questions on generation capacity, the
ruling provided a description of the Commission’s ResourceAdequacy program.
The Commission provided parties with this additional information asa
foundation to further develop the record of this proceeding.

Parties’ comments to the November 6 Ruling are discussedthroughout
Section3.4but generally espouseprevious positions. CCSA and other
proponents of NVBT options argue that participating resourceswill provide
reliability and generation capacity becausethey will beincluded in the Energy
Commission’s load forecastand deducted from eachlocal serving entity’s

ResourceAdequacy requirements. Joint CCAs and Utilities argue that potential
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NVBT resourcesdo not provide the claimed reliability and capacity benefits
becausethey will not participate in ResourceAdequacy and would instead
increasegeneration capacity costsfor the sametype of wholesale resources,as
well asraise major safety and visibility issuesfor the CAISO. CAISO provided its
own comments regarding these safety and visibility concerns.Given the
Commission’s responsibility to ensure Utilities maintain a safeand reliable grid,
this decision presentsan overview of the CAISO comments below.

In responseto the November 6 Ruling, CAISO sought and received party
statusin this proceeding and provided relevant operational and planning
implications. CAISO’s comments focused on two issuesrelated to this
proceeding: ResourceAdequacy requirements and NVBT project alignment with
grid needs.

In their comments, CAISO requeststhe Commission to ensure that if
NVBT resourceseither count toward ResourceAdequacy requirements as
supply -side resourcesor reduce ResourceAdequacy requirements as
load-modifying resources,the resourcesshould consistently, coincidently, and
systematically contribute to meeting or reducing load serving entities’ share of
coincident demand.?!®Noting that the CAISO does not have operational control
of load-modifying resources,CAISO contends that if theseresources
demonstrably offset ResourceAdequacy requirements by reducing the metrics
that drive ResourceAdequacy requirements, then the resourcescould reduce
system capacity needsin lieu of procuring additional supply side Resource
Adequacy capacity. CAISO assertsthat if the resourcesare not “consistently used

and dispatched coincident with the hours and times of peak demand and,

219 CAISO Opening Comments to November 6 Ruling at 3.
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therefore, do not favorably reshapeand modify the demand that drives
[Resource Adequacy] requirements, then avoiding [Resource Adequacy] and
capturing [Resource Adequacy] savings will not be realized.” 220 CAISO cautions
that there is “risk associatedwith self-deployed load modifying resources,where
resourcesmay not be utilized when and where needed, resulting in potential
inefficiencies and reliability issuesif the deployment of load-modifying

programs do not align with grid needs.”??!

CAISO also cautions the Commission that if NVBT resourcessend a
significant amount of power onto distribution systems(aswell astransmission
grids) but are not visible to the CAISO, it would “create operational and demand
forecasting challengesfor distribution operators and the CAISO.” %22 CAISO
assertssuch challengeswould be exacerbatedif projects regularly export without
incentives “to operate consistently and aligned with grid needs.”?3CAISO
highlights the recent reestablishment of a one-megawatt project cap on exporting
net energy metering resourcesthat interconnect directly to the transmission grid
via Electric Rule 21. CAISO notesthat in that samedecision, the Commission
determined that large, non-market participating exporting and load masking
systemsgreater than one megawatt that backfeed onto the transmission system
should provide operational data to the CAISO to manage operational and
forecasting issuesand re-instituted a one-megawatt cap on theseresources??*

CAISO recommends a similar requirement for large exporting solar and storage

220 CAISO Opening Comments to November 6 Ruling at 5.
221 CAISO Opening Comments to November 6 Ruling at 5.
222 CAISO Opening Comments to November 6 Ruling at 2.
223 CAISO Opening Comments to November 6 Ruling at 2.
224 CAISO Opening Comments to November 6 Ruling at 2 and 5-6.
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projects becausethe NVBT resourcesare not proposed to participate in the
CAISO market and thus not visible to CAISO.??°

3.4.3. Overview of NY VDER
Throughout testimony, CCSA frequently comparesits NVBT proposal to

the NY VDER calling the NVBT a California version of the NYVDER. Several
other parties referencedthe NY VDER aswell. However, CCSA also notes that
“California and the NVBT are not entirely analogousto New York and the NY
VDER."??6To ensure a complete record on the NY VDER, the Commission issued
the November 6 Ruling to provide aclearer picture of the tariff and its
differences from the NVBT. This decision presentsa brief overview of the NY
VDER sothat the reader can compare and contrast the two tariffs.

According to the website for the New York State Energy Development
Agency (NYSERDA), the “Value of Distributed Energy Resources(VDER), which
includes the Value Stack,is a methodology or tariff usedto compensateenergy
created by distributed energy resources(DERs). Compensation under the Value
Stackis basedon the actual benefits a resource provides to New York’s electric
grid and is in the form of bill credits. This is determined by a distributed energy
resources’ energy value, capacity value, environmental value, demand reduction
value, and locational system relief value. The Value Stackmethodology applies
to onsite nonresidential projects larger than 750kilowatts AC and all remote

metered projects including those using a Community Distributed Generation

225 CAISO Opening Comments to November 6 Ruling at 2, 5-7. (SeealsoD.22-07-001,which
reinstituted the one-megawatt cap on net energy metering resourcesinterconnecting to the
transmission grid and requires theseresourcesto provide telemetry data to CAISO, and
D.23-06-005,which requires nonexporting resourcesgreater than one-megawatt to provide
telemetry data to CAISO.)

226 CCSA-07at 35.
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(CDG) configuration. Eligible technologies include solar photovoltaics (PV),
stand-alone and co-located energy storage, certain types of combined heat and
power (CHP), anaerobic digesters, wind turbines, small hydro and fuel cells.”22”
As indicated on the NYSERDA Technical Assistancewebsite, the NY VDER hasa
five-megawatt capacity cap for all projects.??8

The website goeson to say that the Value Stackis used by a utility to
determine the value of the energy produced and the monetary value through bill
credits is distributed by the utility to offtakers (subscribers)asdirected by the
distributed energy resource developer and the offtakers pay a subscription feeto
the developer. The website explains that the Value Stackwas developed to
ensure an accurateand fair compensation model to provide project owners and
developers with reasonablerevenue certainty and bankability.

CCSA hascompared the Avoided Cost Calculator values to the Value
Stackvalues but concedesthere are differences. According to the NYSERDA
website, the Value Stack has six elements or values: (1) the Energy Value, which
changeshourly and varies according to geography zone, is the day-ahead
wholesale energy price asdetermined by the New York Independent System
Operator; 2) the Capacity Value, which can change monthly, is the value of how
well a project reducesNew York State’senergy usageduring the most energy-
intensive days of the year; 3) the Environmental Value, which is locked in for 25
years, is the value of how much environmental benefit a clean kilowatt-hour
brings to the grid and society; 4) the Demand Reduction Value, which is locked

in for 10years, is determined by how much a project reducesthe utility’s future

22TNYSERDA NY VDER website at: nyserda.ny.gov/vder.

228 https://www.nyserda.ny.gov/All-Programs/Energy-Storage-Program/Developers-and-
Contractors/Technical-Assistance
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needsto make grid upgrades; 5) the Locational System Relief Value, which is
locked in for 10years,is available in utility-designated locations where
distributed energy resourcesprovide additional benefits to the grid; each
location hasalimited number of available megawatt capacity; and 6) a
Community Credit is available on alimited basisto encourage development of
community distributed generation projects but is locked in for 25years. The
Community Credit?2°is an additional upfront incentive.

3.4.4. Compliance with Assembly Bill 2316 and
Public Utilities Code Section 769.3(c)

This section addressesissuesrelated to AB 2316and Pub. Util. Code
Section769.3(c):(1) whether the legislation and statute requires the Commission
to adopt a new community renewable energy program; and (2) whether the
NVBT proposal complies with AB 2316and Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(c).

3.4.4.1. Assembly Bill 2316 Does Not
Require the Commission to
Adopt a New Community
Renewable Energy Program

SCEassertsthat AB 2316does not require a new community renewable
energy program. SCEcontends AB 2316“provides the Commission with
discretion asto whether to order its implementation.” 23°Citing Pub. Util. Code
Sections769.3(b)(2)(A)(B), SCEsubmits that Section769.3(b)(2)(B)‘makes plain
the Legislature did not restrict the Commission’s discretion” to order a new
community renewable energy program in stating “If the commission establishes

acommunity renewable energy program pursuant to subparagraph (A).” 231 The

229 https://lwww.nyserda.ny.gov/All-Programs/NY-Sun/Contractors/Dashboards-and-
incentives/Community-Adder

230 SCEOpening Brief at 45.
231 SCEOpening Brief at 45and fn. 126citing Pub. Util. Code §769.3(b)(2)(B).
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Commission agreeswith this interpretation; the plain language of AB 2316
allows the Commission to make its own determination on the reasonablenessof
establishing a community renewable energy program, i.e, the Commission is not
required to adopt a community renewable energy program. However, as
discussedin Section 3.4.5below, the Commission finds it beneficial to ratepayers
to establish a community renewable energy program consistentwith the criteria
in AB 2316.

3.4.4.2. Net Value Billing Tariff Proposals
Conflict With Assembly Bill 2316

As described below, the Commission finds that the NVBT proposal does
not meet the requirement of AB 2316and Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(c)(3)to
minimize impacts to nonparticipating customers by prohibiting the program’s
costsfrom being paid by nonparticipating customersin excessof avoided costs.
First, adopting any form of NVBT would result in ratepayers paying more than
the avoided costfor theseresources.Second,analysis of the NVBT proposal
indicates that a cost shift would exist. Both findings are in direct conflict with
Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(c)(3).

3.4.4.2.1. The Net Value Billing Tariff
Results in Ratepayers Paying
More Than the True Avoided
Costs

The foundation of the NVBT proposal is the use of hourly Avoided Cost
Calculator values to calculate retail export compensation rates. The Avoided Cost
Calculator is used for the net billing tariff recently adopted by the Commission in
D.22-12-056but is not an accurate measure of value for the NVBT proposal
becauseNVBT resourcesdo not truly avoid certain costs,asdiscussed below.
Hence, adopting the NVBT proposal would result in ratepayers paying more

than the avoided costsfor theseresources.Further, the interaction of NVBT
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resourceswith the grid is different from the interaction of net billing tariff
resourceswith the grid. Hence, the Commission finds that the NVBT resources
do not result in the sameavoided costsasthe net billing tariff resources.

As SEIA states,the Avoided Cost Calculator has multiple avoided cost
components: (1) avoided energy costs;(2) line loss; (3) avoided ancillary services
costs;(4) avoided generation; (5) avoided transmission and distribution;

(6) greenhousegas costs;and (7) reduction in methane leakage?3?In the caseof
the NVBT, certain components are treated differently: (1) avoided energy costs
are replaced with actual day-ahead market prices;?*3and (2) generation,
transmission and distribution, and “environmental values”?3*are basedon the
Avoided Cost Calculator values but consolidated into arate that applies during a
four-hour peak period of 5:00p.m. to 9:00p.m. during July, August, and
September?3> CCSA maintains this model is similar to that usedin NY VDER.
Noting that the NY VDER provides all avoided capacity value basedon actual
projection during asingle peak hour of the year, TURN assertsthat this approach
may not align with the multi -hour net peak load that occurs on the CAISO
system 238 TURN cautions the Commission in comparing California to New York,
noting that the New York approach relies on short-term capacity values that
resetfrequently. TURN contends thesevalues are not easyto forecastand may

createsignificant revenue risks for projects, which could require higher investor

232 SEIA Opening Brief at 39 citing Ex. SEIA-02 at 5.
233Ex. CCSA-08at 3, Table 2: Value StackElementsn the RevisedExport Credit RateProposal

234 Environmental values are the Avoided Cost Calculator greenhouse gasrebalancing,
Greenhouse GasAdder, and methane leakage adder. (SeeEx. CCSA-008at 3, Table 2.)

25 Ex. CCSA-008at 3, Table 2.
238 TURN Opening Comments to November 6 Ruling at 5.
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returns and, thus, higher project costs??” SCEcontends that using the Avoided
Cost Calculator values would result in a non-energy payment that is
approximately six times the capacity payment a similarly situated resource
would receive under PURPA.238

Parties have differing opinions on the proposed use of the Avoided Cost
Calculator for calculating retail export compensation rates for the NVBT. This
section does not addressthe specific values of the avoided costsbut, rather,
presentsthe arguments regarding whether every one of the avoided costs
proposed in the NVBT framework truly avoids costs.Below, this decision sets
forth the arguments made by parties, provides the opposing rebuttal, and
presentsthe Commission’s determination.

CCSA maintains that NVBT resourcesare proposed to be
state-jurisdictional behind-the-meter resourcesthat will export energy to the grid
just asa net-metered system does and will offset nearby demand, thus reducing
energy required from wholesale markets. 239 CCSA contends that CAISO has
used the term ExcessBehind the Meter Production to identify thesesametypes
of injections and has described them as*“serving nearby demand, offsetting
energy required from the CAISO markets.” 240 CCSA assertsthat clarifications to
the CAISO Tariff are neededto apply the sametreatment to NVBT resourcesas
net energy metering resources?** SCEdisputes theseclaims stating there is no

evidence that NVBT production will ever be treated in the samemanner as

27TURN Opening Comments to November 6 Ruling at 5.
238 SCEOpening Comments to November 6 Ruling at 21.
239 CCSA Reply Brief at 14.

240 CCSA Reply Brief at 14 citing Ex. CCSA-007 at 19.
241Ex. CCSA-007at 19.
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ExcessBehind the Meter Production. 24> SCEassertsthat with NVBT, energy
output could occur every hour of every day, whereas the CAISO considers
ExcessBehind the Meter Production to be a narrow category of energy; i.e,
occurring infrequently. 243 SCEcontends that under the existing CAISO Tarriff,
there would be “no value in NVBT output asaload reducer becauseit is not in
fact behind the meter of a businessor residence.”?*4

CEJA, etal. offer that it is appropriate for Avoided Cost Calculator values
to value NVBT resources“whether the systemis behind or in front of the
meter.” 24> CEJA, etal. assertthat Avoided Cost Calculator documentation does
not differentiate between the two becausedistributed energy resourcesprovide
transmission and distribution benefits whether they are sited in front of or
behind the meter.246 SEIA agreesthat the location behind or in front of the meter
is inconsequential noting that the Commission has stated that the Avoided Cost
Calculator determines the primary benefits of distributed energy resourcesand
the Commission’s Distributed Energy ResourcesAction Plan defines distributed
energy resourcesas connectedto the distribution grid behind the customer’s
meter, and some are connectedin front of the customer’s meter.24’

Contending that the generators anticipated to be usedin the NVBT are
front of the meter resources,Joint CCAs assertthat the Avoided Cost Calculator

“was developed to value the avoided costof [front of the meter] resourceswhen

242 SCEReply Brief at 18.

243SCEReply Brief at 16-17.(SeealsoSCEReply Brief at 16-17 citing Ex. SDG&E-04, Appendix C
at 12and Ex. SDG&E-04, Appendix 3at2.)

244 SCEReply Brief at 17.

245 CEJA, etal. Opening Comments to June23 Ruling at 8.
246 CEJA, etal. Opening Comments to June23 Ruling at 8.
247 SEIA Opening Brief at 43.
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using behind the meter resources.”*8 Joint CCAs argue that front of the meter
projects “do not directly offset, and are not sized to, customer load” leaving it
“unclear whether a[front of the meter] resource compensatedwith the [Avoided
Cost Calculator] would actually deliver the purported benefits in the [Avoided
Cost Calculator].” 242 Joint CCAs offer that becausefront of the meter resources
use both the transmission grid and distribution grid to deliver energy, the
transmission and distribution avoided costsin the Avoided Cost Calculator are
not avoided.?>

PG&E cautions that without visibility and operational control to ensure
resourcesdeliver at the right time and right place to provide deferral, reliability,
and resiliency, the NVBT could not realize transmission and distribution
benefits.251 PG&E contends that the NVBT asproposed would not include on-site
consumption of generation (the Avoided Cost Calculator assumesall generation
is intended to offset on-site consumption), but instead would export onto
secondary, primary, or transmission systemscreating a challenge to substantiate
avoided line lossesand avoided transmission and distribution capacity.252
Underscoring that the NVBT would not participate in the CAISO market, PG&E
cautions this would lead to alack of deliverability and participation in the
ResourceAdequacy program or incorporation into the load forecasting process,

which would result in zero generation capacity value for ratepayers.2>3 PG&E

248 Joint CCAs Opening Comments to June23 Ruling at 10.

249 Joint CCAs Opening Comments to June23 Ruling at 11.

250 Joint CCAs Opening Comments to June23 Ruling at 11.

251 PG&E Opening Comments to June23 Ruling at 3.

252Ex. PGE-O4 at 5.

253PG&E Opening Comments to June23 Ruling at 4-5. (SeealsoEx. PG&E-04 at 5.)
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contends that without a deliverability study that occurs with ResourceAdequacy
participation, megawatt-scale“distribution connectedNVBT resourcescould
causebackfeed-related issuesand trigger costly transmission upgrade
requirements.” 2>*TURN recommends “the Commission better align the elements
of Avoided Cost Calculator compensation with the forecastedvalue of
distribution -level exports” and only provide generation capacity value to
subscribersif output reducesthe ResourceAdequacy obligation of the utility
serving the generating account owner.?>> PG&E contends a competitively priced
ResourceAdequacy contract would provide closervalue for this than using the
Avoided Cost Calculator to calculate this value.?>®

Supporting PG&E’s view on ResourceAdequacy, SCEadds that given
CCSA's assertion that utilities are not “obtaining any title to capacity,” “SCE
certainly cannot lawfully claim the capacity for [Resource Adequacy]
purposes.”?” SCEconcludes that NVBT resourcescannot provide assurancesof
deliverability. 258 SCEalso contends the NVBT resourcesdo not reduce load and
therefore do not avoid costswhen demand for energy decreaseswhich is what
the Avoided Cost Calculator measures?>® SCEassertsthat, instead, NVBT
resourcesoffset the needto procure energy from another resource, therefore

negating the need to use the Avoided Cost Calculator to value the offsets.?6°

254 PG&E Opening Comments to June23 Ruling at 5.
255TURN Opening Comments to June23 Ruling at 2-3.
256 PG&E Opening Comments to June23 Ruling at 6.
257 SCEReply Brief at 34.

258 SCEReply Brief at 34.

259 SCEReply Brief at 30-31.

260 SCEReply Comments to June23Ruling at 31.
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This decision turns to the question of whether a project sited (as proposed)
anywhere in a utility’s territory will avoid transmission and distribution costs.
The Commission is persuaded by the comments of Cal Advocates. A supporter
of the NVBT, Cal Advocates recognizesthat the siting of generation facilities
away from subscribers makesit unlikely that there are future avoided costsfor
transmission and distribution. Cal Advocates statesthat “absent significant
modification to the Avoided Cost Calculator or how it is utilized, projects that
are not located closeto the customersthey serve also cannot realize the avoided
[transmission and distribution] costsin the Avoided Cost Calculator and should
not be able to recoup theseavoided costs. 61

The Commission is not persuaded by CCSA’s claims that the NVBT
resource “injections” canbe or will be determined by CAISO asExcessBehind
the Meter Production. Absent project siting requirements, beyond being in the
sameservice territory asthe subscribers,the Commission finds it is unable to
determine whether a project would avoid any transmission or distribution costs,
much lesswhat those avoided costsequal. CCSA contends that such siting
requirements make the NVBT project finances unworkable, although CCSA
allegesthat most resourceswould be located in urban areas?%?Without the
certainty that the NVBT resourceswould be located closeto subscribers,the
Commission finds that the avoided costsof transmission and distribution cannot
be confirmed.

In comments on the proposed decision, both CCSA and TURN state that

the Avoided Cost Calculator usesgeneric, system-wide avoided transmission

261 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to June23 Ruling at 19.
262Ex. CCSA-04 at 24 and CCSA Reply Brief at 26.
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and distribution costvalues that are neither tied to specific projects nor linked to
exports on any particular distribution circuit. 23 TURN contends that becausethe
Avoided Cost Calculator usesgeneric values, there is no rational basisto find
that exports from arooftop or virtual net metering project produce transmission
and distribution avoided costbenefits but an NVBT project exporting the
electricity to the distribution system during the samehours doesnot. CCSA
assertsthat it is unreasonable and inequitable to deny NVBT facilities the same
benefits that other distributed energy resourceshave received.?64

Both CCSA and TURN are correct that the Avoided Cost Calculator uses
generic, system-wide values for avoided transmission and distribution.

However, TURN’s contention that there is no rational basisfor distinguishing
between the avoided costsof smaller solar generators located closeto load and
larger in-front-of-meter distribution-connected solar generatorsthat are not co-
located with load is erroneous and inconsistent with the Commission’s prior
guidance on the use of the Avoided Cost Calculator.

As PG&E noted in comments on the June23 Ruling, when determining
which avoided coststo include in the Avoided Cost Calculator, the Commission
doesnot attempt to evaluate whether any particular technology, measure, or
installation provides transmission and/or distribution avoided costsavings.
Rather, those determinations are made in specific proceedings, such asthis one,

in which the avoided costsare applied. The values developed for the Avoided

263 CCSA Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 10and TURN Opening Comments to
Proposed Decision at 9.

264 CCSA Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 10.
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Cost Calculator representthe value provided IF the peak loading reductions can
be obtained in the right amount, right location, and with the right durability. 26°
The key question in this proceeding, then, is not the method used to
determine the avoided costvalues in the Avoided Cost Calculator. It is whether
or not the NBVT actually avoids coststhat ratepayers would otherwise bear,
which is necessaryfor the Commission to reasonably apply the values in the

Avoided Cost Calculator.

Basedon an extensive record, this decision finds that NVBT resource
would not reliably avoid coststhat ratepayers would otherwise bear for
generation capacity, distribution, and transmission. Thosefindings determine the
(un)reasonablenessof applying Avoided Cost Calculator values, not the method
by which Avoided Cost Calculator values are estimated. As such, TURN’s
contention that the Avoided Cost Calculator’s use of a generic method of
determining avoided transmission and distribution costsmeansthere is no
rational basisto distinguish between NVBT resourcesand other distributed
energy resourcesis inaccurate. Further, CCSA’s assertionsof unreasonable and
inequitable treatment are unfounded.

Turning to avoided capacity costs,the Commission finds that without the
ability of Utilities and CCAs to claim ResourceAdequacy credits, proposed
NVBT projects could not avoid generation capacity costs. TURN, a supporter of
the NVBT proposal, cautions the Commission on the potential impact on
ResourceAdequacy obligations. In addition, the Commission is also concerned

that the lack of a deliverability study, required in the ResourceAdequacy

265 pG&E Opening Comments to June23 Ruling at 5, fn 5 citing to 2022ACC Documentation
version 1b.
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process,could lead to the need for transmission upgrades that could result in
higher costsfor all ratepayers.

The Commission finds that the NVBT resourcesdo not avoid transmission,
distribution, and capacity cost categoriesin the Avoided Cost Calculator. Thus,
requiring ratepayersto pay for NVBT resourcesusing the Avoided Cost
Calculator would result in ratepayers paying “in excessof the avoided costs” of
the NVBT resources,which is prohibited by Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(c)(3).

This decision addressesseveral additional arguments related to the use of
the Avoided Cost Calculator to establish compensation values for generation
from NVBT resources.

CCSA's proposal for the NVBT provides that becausethe generator
accountis a customer account of the relevant load serving entity, the resourceis
behind-the-meter, asthis is the practice in New York, Maine, and
Massachusetts?6 SEIA statesthat the proposed NVBT would require generator
resourcesto be interconnected, via Electric Rule 21,to the distribution system.?6”
SEIA also agreeswith CCSA that the NVBT resourcesare behind-the-meter
becausethe generator account associatedwith the resourceis a customer account
of the relevant load serving entity. 268

Joint CCAs submit that it is their understanding that in California,

resourcesthat are interconnected to the distribution system are considered

266 Ex, CCSA-07 at 11.

267 The Electric Rule 21 tariff describesthe interconnection, operating, and metering
requirements for certain generating and storage facilities seekingto connectto the electric
distribution system. Electric Rule 21 provides customers accesgo the electric grid to install
generating or storage facilities while protecting the safety and reliability of the distribution and
transmission systemsat the local and system levels. (D.19-03-013at 4 citing the Order Instituting
Rulemakingl7-07-007 at 2.)

268 SEIA Opening Brief at 44.
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front -of-the-meter resources.Joint CCAs maintain there is insufficient detail to
support the argument that the generator account is behind -the-meter.2%° Further,
Joint CCAs assertthat simply calling a NVBT resource a distributed energy
resource does not make it so. Joint CCAs offer that the point of interconnection to
the utility grid should determine whether the NVBT resourcesare
front -of-the-meter or behind-the-meter resources?"°

CCSA arguesthat NVBT resourcesare behind-the-meter in a manner
similar to existing distributed energy resourcesprograms such asthe Renewable
Energy Self-Generation Bill Credit Transfer (RESBCT) program, the Net Energy
Metering Aggregation (NEMA) subtariff, and the VNEM tariff, all of which
“allow for the interconnection of distributed energy resourcesbehind a meter
that does not have load beyond that of the generator and the exports are treated
asif they were behind a meter with non-project load.” 2’1 Additionally, CCSA
submits that evenif found to be front -of-the-meter resources,NVBT resources
should still be able to use the Avoided Cost Calculator for compensation for
generation to the grid becausetheseresourcesare distributed energy resources
that are connectedto the distribution system, asdefined by the Commission’s
Distributed Energy ResourcesAction Plan.?’2 Also pointing to the RESBCT tariff,
NEMA subtariff, and VNEM tariff, SEIA contends theseprograms have been

implemented by the Commission in a manner that eschewsthe distinction

269 Joint CCAs Reply Brief at 25.
270 Joint CCAs Reply Brief at 25-26.
211 CCSA Opening Comments to June23 Ruling at 35-36.

212CCSA Opening Comments to June23 Ruling at 36-37 citing to CaliforniaPublic Utilities
CommissiorDistributed EnergyResource#éction Plan Aligning Vision andAction (April 2021)at 23.
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between front -of-the-meter and behind-the-meter categorization and further
assertsthat they function in the samemanner asproposed for the NVBT.?73

The typical VNEM tariff configuration (which is generally a multitenant
property) contains an on-site sized-to-customer-loads behind-the-meter
generating facility that feedsdirectly to the grid through its own meter, with
eachindividual tenant having a separatemeter measuring that tenant’s usage.
The NEMA configuration contains a behind-the-meter sized-to-customer-load
generating facility that feeds excesselectricity directly to the grid, with each
contiguous property having a meter measuring the usage of the property.

The RESBCT tariff 24is open exclusively to local and tribal governments,
asdefined by the statute, and has a 250-megawatt statewide limit. 2’> Generation
sized at no more than five-megawatt facilities and sized to offset all or part of the
electrical load of the generating account and benefiting account(s)is
compensatedin the form of bill credits calculated basedupon the time-of-use
electricity generation component of the electricity usage charge of the generating

account, multiplied by the quantities of electricity generated by an eligible

213 SEIA Opening Comments to June23 Ruling at 17-21.

274 Pyb. Util. Code Section2830created the RESBCT tariff; Resolution E-4243implemented the
tariff.

2715 As defined in Pub. Util. Code Section2830(a)(6),ocal governments meansa city, county,
whether general law or chartered, city and county, special district, school district, political
subdivision, other local public agency,or ajoint powers authority formed pursuant to the Joint
Exerciseof Powers Act (Chapter 5 (commencing with Section6500)of Division 7 of Title 1 of the
Government Code) that has as members public agencieslocated within the samecounty and
sameelectrical corporation service territory, but shall not mean the state,any agency or
department of the state, other than an individual campus of the University of California or the
California StateUniversity, or any joint powers authority that hasasmembers public agencies
located in different counties or different electrical corporation service territories, or that hasasa
member the federal government, any federal department or agency, this or another state, or any
department or agency of this state or another state.
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renewable generating facility that are exported to the grid during the
corresponding time period.

While the three existing tariffs/subtariff, highlighted by SEIA and CCSA,
and the NVBT use generating accountsand benefiting accounts,the Commission
doesnot consider the NVBT to be functionally the same.For example, in the
NEMA subtariff, and VNEM and RESBCT tariffs, the generator is sized to fit the
load, which is basedon historical usage.In the NVBT, it is the other way
around — the customer subscriptions (i.e, portion of the project size) are sized to
fit the production of the generator.?’¢ For both the VNEM and NEMA tariffs, the
generating facility is located on-site, or on a contiguous property; whereas, with
the NVBT, the generating facility will be located anywhere within a utility’s
service territory. While the RESBCT provides more flexibility to the location of
the generating facility, there remains a proximate connection between the
location of the generating facility and the benefiting account locations.?’”” The
Commission does not seethe same proximate connection in the NVBT proposal,
which only limits the location of the generating facility to the utilities’ service
territory. As such, the Commission does not consider the NVBT proposal to be
functionally the sameasthe VNEM, NEMA, and RESBCT tariffs in that the
NVBT proposal doesnot similarly avoid transmission and distribution costs.

This decision turns to the arguments asserting the NVBT generating
facilities are front -of-the-meter resources.There should be no argument

surrounding this. Factually, front -of-the-meter resourcesare in front of a

216Ex. CCSA-0l1at 38.

217 Additionally, for REC-BCT, aswell asNEMA, the host customer and the benefiting account
holder is the sameentity.
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customer’s meter. Behind-the-meter resourcesare behind a customer’s meter and
will addresson-site load, if any, and then feed back into the grid.

Relatedly, the Commission disagreeswith SEIA that the proximity of the
resourcein relationship to the customer meter does not matter. If aresourceis
behind the meter then the resourcewill offset any load from the customer before
producing energy to the distribution grid. If the resourceis in front of the meter,
a customer’s load may not be offset. Instead, the energy will be sentdirectly to
the distribution grid. The location of the resource and its proximity to customers
will determine what happens to the produced energy.

3.4.4.2.2. The Net Value Billing Tariff
Proposal Creates a Cost Shift

Turning to the matter of a potential costshift, parties were askedto
perform a costbenefit analysis of their proposals. CCSA presented an updated
analysis including results of the three Standard Practice Manual 2’8 Tests:the
Total ResourceCost (TRC) test,?”°the Participant Cost Test (PCT),2°and the
Ratepayer Impact Measure (RIM) test281In D.22-12-056,the Commission found

that the “RIM testis useful for examining whether disproportionate impacts

278 The California Standard Practice Manual: Economic Analysis of Demand-Side Programs and
Projects, California Public Utilities Commission (October 2001)(Standard Practice Manual),
available at: cpuc-standard-practice-manual.pdf . The Standard Practice Manual provides
guidelines for measuring the cost-effectivenessof utility -sponsored programs and consists of
the application of a seriesof testsrepresenting a variety of perspectives: participants,
nonparticipants, all ratepayers, society, and the utility.

29 The TRC measuresthe net costsof a demand-side management program asa resource option
basedon the total costsof the program, including both the participants’ and the utility’s costs.
(Standard Practice Manual at 18.)

280The PCT is the measure of the quantifiable benefits and coststo the customer due to
participation in a program. (Standard Practice Manual at 8.)

281 The RIM test measureswhat happensto customer bills or rates due to changesin utility
revenues and operating costscausedby a program. The Rim test has beendescribed asthe
Non-Participant Test. (Standard Practice Manual at 13.)
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occur on non-participants, aspart of complying with the statute’s requirements
to ensure benefits approximately equal coststo all customers; such an
examination cannot be conducted with the TRCtest.” AB 2316and Pub. Util.
Code Section 769.3requires that the community renewable energy program, if
established, minimize impacts to nonparticipating customers by prohibiting the
program’s costsfrom being paid by nonparticipating customersin excessof the
avoided costs.Accordingly, in general, it is reasonablefor the Commission to
rely on the RIM teststo determine the impacts of a resource on nonparticipating
customers.

Table 4 presents CCSA’s generated RIM test results for its NVBT proposal.
CCSA underscoresthat this analysis was performed under several caveats,as
follows. CCSA analyzed a five -megawatt ground mounted project, included the
utilities’ “highest preliminary costestimatesfor billing upgrades and program
administration” but excluded the costsof utility billing and program

administration becausethesecostsare borne by the projects.?82

Table 4
CCSA-Generated RIM Test Results of Its NVBT Proposal
(Utility, Term, ITC %) CCSA Results?8?
PG&E 20yr 30%ITC 0.92
PG&E 25yr 30%ITC 0.91
SCE 20yr 30%ITC 0.81
SCE 25yr 30%ITC 0.81
SDG&E 20yr 30%ITC 0.85
SDG&E 25yr 30%ITC 0.85

282 CCSA Opening Comments to June23 Ruling at 7. (SeealsoEx. CCSA-008at 6.)
283 CCSA Opening Comments to June23Ruling at 9, Table 1.
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CCSA-Generated RIM Test Results of Its NVBT Proposal
(Utility, Term, ITC %) CCSA Results?®3
PG&E 20yr 50%ITC 0.92
PG&E 25yr 50%ITC 0.91
SCE 20yr 50%ITC 0.81
SCE 25yr 50%ITC 0.81
SDG&E 20yr 50%ITC 0.85
SDG&E 25yr 50%ITC 0.85

Responding to CCSA’s analysis, Joint CCAs and PG&E assertthat neither
the RIM test nor any of the other Standard Practice Manual testsshould be
applied to the NVBT becausecompensating NVBT resourcesfor transmission
and distribution benefits would not be appropriate. 284 This decision has already
determined that NVBT resourceswill not reduce transmission and distribution
costs,nor will they avoid generation capacity costs.Accordingly, the
Commission agreesthat the Avoided Cost Calculator and, therefore, the RIM test
results (which are basedon outputs of the Avoided Cost Calculator) should not
be relied upon to determine the impact of the NVBT proposal on
nonparticipating customers.

This decision turns to the question of an alternate method to analyze and
determine whether the NVBT hasan impact on nonparticipating customers.

PG&E cautions that the Commission must understand the actual value of
generation for the NVBT resourcesand proposes a comparison with a CAISO
gualified facility. PG&E presentsa comparison of the proposed NVBT

compensation for a ground mount solar facility (in PG&E’s service territory) with

284 SeeJoint CCAs Reply Comments to June23 Ruling at 12-13, PG&E Reply Comments to
June23Ruling at 2-4.
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the compensation using PURPA pricing for a qualified facility of the samesize.
PG&E usesshort-run avoided energy costs(from April 2023)of
$69.83/megawatt-hour to estimate the energy value of the solar system output
and a 2023as-delivered capacity price at peak of $65.381/megawatt-hour,
escalatedat two percent per year.?8> PG&E’s analysis purports arevenue stream
of $25.8million over 25yearsfor the PURPA qualifying facility and an NVBT
compensation of $63.2million over the sametime period. PG&E contends this
results in a costshift of $37.4million for one five-megawatt project.286 Using
CCSA's estimate that one gigawatt of NVBT projects could be deployed during
the first two years of the program, PG&E further contends that the cost shift of
200five-megawatt NVBT projects acrossall three utilities’ service territories over
CCSA's proposed 25-year project life could result in a costshift of $8.1billion
dollars. Appendix A of this decision provides PG&E’s analysis. PG&E highlights
that theseresults are for projects built in years 2025and 2026.

CCSA arguesthat the PG&E analysis should be disregarded becausethe
comparison with wholesale resourcesis inappropriate. CCSA statesthat
“wholesale procurement serve all customers, do not provide the same
transmission and distribution benefits asdistributed energy resources,and do
not provide benefits to program participants.” 28 CCSA cautions the Commission
that such a comparison “is directly at odds with how the Commission has

historically evaluated distributed energy resources.”?®

285Ex. PG&E-04 at 5-6.

286 Ex. PGE-04 at 6. (SeealsoEx. PG&E-04 at Figure 1.)
287 CCSA Reply Comments to June23 Ruling at 14.
288 CCSA Reply Comments to June23 Ruling at 14.
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The Commission agreesthat comparing wholesale procured resources
with the proposed NVBT resourcesis not how the Commission has historically
evaluated distributed energy resources.But, asthis decision has already
determined that the NVBT resourceswill not provide all the avoided costsin the
Avoided Cost Calculator, the Commission should not rely on it to provide an
accurate analysis of theseresources’ cost-effectivenessand, equally important,
the impact of theseresourceson nonparticipating ratepayers. The Commission
finds that the NVBT proposal would result in ratepayers compensating
customers for avoided coststhat are not truly avoided, which would result in a
cost shift.

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the NVBT does not meet the
requirement of Pub. Util. Code Section769.3in that that the NVBT would not
prevent “the program’s costsfrom being paid by nonparticipating customersin
excessof avoided costs.”

3.443. Assembly Bill 2316 and
Public Utilities Code Section 769.3
Do Not Require Use of the
Avoided Cost Calculator

This decision addressesparties’ dispute over whether AB 2316and
Pub. Util. Code Section769.3allow the Commission to use any method other
than the Commission’s Avoided Cost Calculator to determine the avoided costs
of acommunity renewable energy program.

Focusing solely on the plain language in AB 2316and the associated
statute, nowhere doesthe legislation specifically usethe term “Avoided Cost
Calculator.” The plain language of the legislation and statute only usesthe term

“avoided costs” and only usesthis term in two instances.
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The first use of the term appearsin Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(c)(3),
which statesthe Commission is required to ensure that the community
renewable energy program, if established, shall “[m]inimize impacts to
nonparticipating customers by prohibiting the program’s costsfrom being paid
by nonparticipating customersin excessof the avoided costs.” This requirement
relatesto the intention of the Legislature to ensure that if a community
renewable energy program is created, Californians “realize the benefits of
distributed generation through a cost-effective program that provides benefits to
all ratepayers.” Furthermore, the Legislature also “intends to facilitate
community renewable energy options that can help the state cost effectively meet
the energy efficiency mandatesin the California Building Standards Code.”

TURN arguesthat this language refers to the Avoided Cost Calculator,
stating that this is “a fact that is confirmed by areview of the Committee
Analysis of the bill.” 222 The Commission underscoresthat analysis of a bill is not
law. Moreover, areview of the referenced analysis indicates that the language of
the signed bill may be different from the language of the bill at the time of the
analysis, asthe analysis includes fewer than the final six requirements of the
community renewable energy program: “a) be complementary to, and consistent
with, the requirements of the California Building Standards Code (Title 24
requirements for community solar); b) ensure at least51 percent of its capacity
serveslow -income customers; c) prohibit its costsfrom being paid by
nonparticipating customers;d) require that the construction of its community

renewable energy facilities comply with specified prevailing wage requirements;

289 TURN Reply Comments to November 6 Ruling at 1 citing SenateFloor Analysis of AB 2316,
August 26,2022.
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and e) provide bill credits to subscribers.”??0 Further, while the analysis
referencesthe Avoided Cost Calculator asbackground, aspointed out by Joint
CCAs,?°Lthe analysis itself never statesthat the Commission is required to use
the Avoided Cost Calculator or required to measurethe avoided cost. Joint CCAs
statethat the legislative and statutory language requires the use of avoided costs
“as determined by the [ClJommission’s methods.”?°? Joint CCAs submit “[t]his
implies that the Legislature entrusted the Commission to determine the most
appropriate methods for calculating avoided costsasappropriate.” 223 A
reasonableinterpretation of the term avoided costsin Pub. Util. Code

Section 769.3could refer to either the PURPA avoided costsor the avoided costs
in the Avoided Cost Calculator.

The second appearanceof the term avoided costsis in Pub. Util. Code
Section769.3(c)(5)and statesthat the Commission is required to ensure that the
community renewable energy program, if established, shall “[p]rovide bill
credits to subscribersbasedon the avoided costs of the program'’s facilities, as
determined by the commission’s methods for calculating the full setof benefits of
distributed energy resources.The commission may use actual wholesale market
prices for the energy supply portion of an avoided cost calculation or credit
value.” Here again, there is no specific requirement to usethe Avoided Cost
Calculator or any other specific method. The only requirement is to use a
Commission method of calculating the avoided cost. SEIA assertsthat the

Commission cannot use the PURPA avoided coststo value the resourcesin a

2% SenateFloor Analysis of AB 2316,August 26,2022at 3.

291 Joint CCAs Reply Comments to November 6 Ruling at 5.
292 Joint CCAs Reply Comments to November 6 Ruling at 5.
293 Joint CCAs Reply Comments to November 6 Ruling at 5.
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new community energy renewable program asthe Commission must use its
“methods for calculating the full setof benefits of distributed energy
resources.”% As previously statedin Section3.4.3.2above, FERChasissued
guidance on how to calculate avoided cost, but statesimplementing
PURPA-compliant programs have discretion to determine how avoided costis
calculated. This would equateto the “[Clommission’s methods” for calculating
avoided costs.Accordingly, the Commission concludes that neither AB 2316nor
Pub. Util. Code Section769.3require the use of the Avoided Cost Calculator or
any other specific method.

3.4.5. Consistency with Federal Law
Partiesto this proceeding dispute whether the proposed NVBT was

inconsistent with and preempted by the Federal Power Act (FPA) and PURPA.
The FPA veststhe Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)with
exclusive jurisdiction over the sale of electric energy at wholesale in interstate
commerce. The FPA obligates FERCto overseeall prices for those interstate
transactions and all rules and practices affecting such prices.?°* Broadly speaking,
however, FERCdoesnot and may not regulate within-state wholesale salesor
retail salesof electricity, meaning salesdirectly to users?2%

PURPA createsan exception to FERC’sauthority over wholesale rates and
permits statesto setwholesale ratesin accordancewith PURPA requirements.
PURPA createsa “must take” obligation on utilities to purchase electricity and

capacity from “qualifying facilities” (which includes renewable energy and

294 SEIA Reply Comments to November 6 Ruling at 5.
295 F E.R.C.v. ElectricPowerSupplyAss'n, 577U.S. 260,266 (2016).
2%|d. at 267.
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generators and cogeneration facilities below a certain size threshold)2°7 at their
“avoided cost,” or the price the utility would have paid to someoneelsefor that
energy generation and/or capacity.2%8

Congressalso requires statesto consider implementing net metering (also
called net energy metering) but does not require such implementation. 2%°
Specifically, a state may decide the terms of the retail saleand billing practices
applicable to retail transactions if a state choosesto implement a net metering
program where generation offsets customer load.3%° Federal jurisdiction does not
extend to situations where a net metering customer remains a net consumer of
power during the netting period. Rather, FERChas held that its jurisdiction over
net metering is potentially triggered “when afacility operating under a state net
metering program produces more power than it consumesover the relevant

netting period.” 301

297 A qualifying facility meetsthe criteria under subpart B starting with Section292.2010f
18 C.F.R.Section292.101.

298 PURPA requires a qualifying facility to be paid “the costto the electric utility of the electric
energy which, but for the purchase from such cogenerator or small power producer, such utility
would generateor purchase from another source.” (16 U.S.C.§ 824&a3(b), (d); 18 C.F.R.
§292.101(b)(6)such prices are known asthe utility’s avoided cost).)

29916U.S.C.§ 2621(d)(11).

300 SeeMidAmerican EnergyCo, 94 F.E.R.C.7 61,340,62,263(2001);S. Cal. EdisonCo.v. FERC
604 F.3d 996,1002(D.C. Cir. 2010)(“In implementing PURPA, the [FERC] similarly recognized
that net billing arrangements like those at issue here would be appropriate, in some situations,
and left the decision of when to do so.”); and SunEdisonLLC, 129F.E.R.C.{ 61,146,P 17 quoting
FERCOrder No. 2003A.

301 Electric StorageParticipationin MarketsOperatedby RegionalTransmissiorOrganizationsand
IndependengBystemOperators Opinion No. 841,162F.E.R.C.{ 61,127at n.49(2018)citing
MidAmericanEnergyCo, 94 F.E.R.C.Y 61,340,62,263(2001).(SeealsoSun EdisonLLC,
129F.E.R.C.1 61,146,61,620(2009)(explaining that a net saleonly occurred where the “end -use
customer participating in the net metering program produces more energy than it needsover
the applicable billing period.”) citing Standardizatiorof GeneratointerconnectiorAgreementand
ProceduresOrder No. 2003A, 106F.E.R.C.{ 61,220at 744(2004).)
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SCEand PG&E argue that the proposed NVBT conflicts with federal law.
SCEassertsthat a community renewable energy program that “requires a utility
to take title to electricity produced by athird party and then resell it to retail
customer” results in awholesale salethat is subjectto PURPA 392 PG&E responds
that the NVBT proposal would provide compensation to customersin the form
of bill credits, calculated basedon the Commission’s Avoided Cost Calculator,
which was adopted by the Commission in D.22-12-056asthe basisfor
compensation under net energy metering/net billing, and which was originally
created asan evaluation tool for measuring the cost effectivenessof energy
efficiency programs.3°2 SCEand PG&E both point out that “avoided cost” means
something different in the context of the Avoided Cost Calculator than it does
under PURPA and that avoided costas calculated using the Commission’s
Avoided Cost Calculator does not comply with PURPA 304

SCEand PG&E further argue that the NBVT proposal does not equate to
net energy metering. SCEmaintains that the NBVT proposal involves
front -of-the-meter resources,unlike net energy metering where generation is
behind-the-meter and servesload on-site. PG&E claims that “the exports from a
NVBT project are better likened to a net metered customer’s exports that exceed

on-site consumption over the netting period... and over which FERCasserts

302SCEOpening Brief at 8.
303 PG&E Reply Brief at 13-14, citing Ex. CCSA-01 at 45, lines 20-46, line 8.

304“The avoided costsdetermined in the Avoided Cost Calculator should not be confused with
the term ‘avoided cost’ used in federal law, where avoided costis the costof energy or capacity
to a purchasing utility of the next increment of that wholesale energy or capacity.” (SCEReply
Brief at footnote (fn.) 20, citing D.22-12-056at 59-60; seealsoPG&E Reply Comments to
November 6 Ruling at 14 (“Use of the Commission’s approved Avoided Cost Calculator to
value exports from NVBT participating projectsis not comparable to rooftop solar net billing
projects; rather, exports from NVBT projects implicate federal law.”).)
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jurisdiction.” 3% PG&E contends that FERC considers net energy metering to
involve a generator that supplies energy to on-site load and exports energy to the
grid, and that energy is netted over areasonabletime period. 36

In responseto thesecontentions, TURN arguesthat the NVBT does not
conflict with PURPA, stating that “FERC had repeatedly held that net metering
and net billing tariffs between aretail customer and its utility are not within its
jurisdiction and not subjectto the requirements of PURPA.”3%" TURN highlights
that “[tjo date, there is no instance of FERCasserting jurisdiction over, or
ordering changesto, avirtual net metering tariff or community renewable
energy program approved pursuant to state law.3® CCSA and TURN both assert
that 22 statesand the District of Columbia currently operate community solar
programs similar to the proposed NVBT, none of which have beenfound to
implicate federal jurisdiction or PURPA 3% SEIA assertsthat the NBVT does not
result in wholesale salesof electricity asit is the samestructure as California’s
existing virtual net metering programs, and that even if it did, the Commission
has discretion to determine the appropriate avoided costsfor such a

transaction.?19In comments to the proposed decision, multiple parties, including

305 PG&E Reply Brief at 16.

306 PG&E Reply Brief at 15 citing PJM InterconnectionL..L.C.New York StateElec.& GasCorp.
Dunkirk Power,LLC, Huntley Power,LLC, & Oswegdarbor,LLC (2001)94F.E.R.C.{ 61,251,
61,891;MidAmericanEnergyCo, 94 F.E.R.C.7 61,340,62,263(2001).

307”TURN Reply Brief at 18-19 citing Cal.Indep.Sys.OperatorCorp.,94 F.E.R.C.Y 61,266(2001)
at 6; MidAmericanEnergyCo.,94 F.E.R.C.§ 61,340(2001)at 5-6; and SunEdison129F.E.R.C.
1 61,146, 18.

38 TURN Reply Brief at 19.
309 CCSA Opening Brief at 32and TURN Reply Brief at 19.
310 SEIA Reply Brief at 5-7.
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CCSA, SEIA, TURN, CBD, CEJA,NRDC, and the Clean Coalition, made further
arguments asto why the NVBT does not conflict with federal law.

For the reasonsdescribed in Section3.4.2above, the Commission finds the
NBVT proposal does not comply with the requirements of Statelaw.
Consequently, the Commission finds it unnecessaryto reach questions of
preemption under the FPA and PURPA asthey pertain to the proposed NVBT.

3.4.6. Adoption of a Community
Renewable Energy Program

While the Commission finds the NVBT proposal in the record of this
proceeding does not meet the requirements of AB 2316and Pub. Util. Code
Section769.3,the record indicates strong support for the adoption of a new
community renewable energy program from adiverse array of entities including
CCSA (the proponent of the NVBT); Cal Advocates; CEJA, etal.; CUE; SBUA;
SEIA; and TURN. As discussedbelow, the Commission determines that a
community renewable energy program that basescompensation on existing
standard supply-side and contract mechanism can meet the requirements of
Pub. Util. Code Section769.3.The Commission, therefore, finds it reasonableto
layer a customer subscription model and a non-ratepayer-funded adder onto one
of severalidentified and existing standard supply -side tariffs and contract
mechanisms. Following a discussion of the Commission’s deliberations and a
description of the adopted community renewable energy program, this decision
describeshow this alternative community renewable energy tariff meetsthe six

requirements of Pub. Util. Code Section769.3.
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3.4.6.1. ItlIs Reasonable to Adopt a
Public Utility Regulatory
Policies Act Compliant Feed-In Tariff

As previously describedin Section3.4.2.4above, SCEproposesthe
creation of a new feed-in tariff that setsan avoided costbasedon the actual costs
the generation resource avoids and includes a customer subscription framework,
which SCEcalls the Simplified Shared Savings Model, to implement the
subscriber’s bill credit. PG&E recommends that SCE’sproposal rely on the
existing PURPA program and contracts, contending that this would reduce the
administrative complexity of creating a new feed-in-tariff while ensuring
payments do not diverge from similar classesof resources3!

In responseto the SCEproposal, CCSA arguesthat the proposal raises
significant due processconcerns,contending “that it is out of scopeand the
docket is at an extremely late stage.”*? The Commission disagrees.The
Commission twice setaside submission of the record of this proceeding because
of concernswith the NVBT regarding cost effectivenessand reliability matters.
SCEsimply is offering an alternative to the NVBT to addressthese specific
concerns.As to the assertionthat SCE’sproposal raisesdue processconcerns,
here again, the Commission disagrees.All parties have beenprovided with an
opportunity to dispute SCE’sproposal and, indeed, CCSA aswell asother
parties offer arguments in opposition to the SCEproposal, asdiscussedbelow.
Hence, the Commission finds that the SCEproposal is neither out of scopenor

doesit violate other parties’ due processrights.

311 PG&E Reply Comments to November 6 Ruling at 12.
312 CCSA Reply Comments to November 6 Ruling at 27-28.
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As to CCSA’s arguments opposing the SCEproposal on technical grounds,
the Commission agreeswith CCSA that SCEprovides no analysis that the SCE
alternative proposal would comply with the Title 24 requirement (Pub. Util.
Code Section 769.3(c)(1))or the eligibility for enhancedfederal ITC (Pub. Util.
Code Section 769.3(c)(6))2'®* The Commission notes, however, that ultimately the
Energy Commission will decide whether a proposal would comply with Title 24
requirements. Further, Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(c)(1)directs that “[f]or
purposes of this paragraph, the Commission shall consult with the Energy
Commission.” Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(c)(1)equires that the community
renewable energy program must be complementary to and consistent with the
requirements of Section10-115of the California Building Standards Code, i.e,
Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. As noted by other parties in this
proceeding, “homebuilders ultimately have the obligation of ensuring the
buildings they build are compliant with the building code whether through
traditional compliance options or via acting as, or relying on, [community
renewable energy program] administrators operating projects and managing
compliance on their behalf.”314 There is nothing in the record of this proceeding
that leads the Commission to determine this would not be the casewith the
community renewable energy program adopted herein.

Continuing with CCSA's technical objections to the SCEproposal, the
Commission disagreesthat SCEhas neglected to present evidence on cost
containment (Pub. Util. Code § 769.3(c)(3))and basing bill credits on avoided cost
(Pub. Util. Code §769.3(c)(5)).SCE’sentire reasoning for presenting its proposal

313CCSA Reply Comments to November 6 Ruling at 28.
314 CCSA Opening Brief at 28 describing how the NVBT meetsthis requirement.
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is that the PURPA avoided cost (which is what is proposed for the power
purchase agreementprice) is lessthan the Avoided Cost Calculator avoided
cost 315 SCEcontends that using the Avoided Cost Calculator values would result
in a non-energy payment that is approximately six times the capacity payment a
similarly situated resourcewould receive under PURPA."”316

With respectto the requirement of Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(c)(5)SCE
statesthat the subscribing customer’s share of the generation resource’s
compensation would be setaside in a balancing account and distributed through
aflat $/kWh credit that canbe trued -up annually basedon facility performance
and credits distributed. 317 Although the customer’s shareis proposed to be aflat
$/kWh credit for administrative ease,that credit is deducted from compensation
to the generation resource,which is calculated based on the avoided costs of the
program’s facilities, asdetermined by the Commission’s methods for calculating
the full setof benefits of distributed energy resources.In the caseof SCE’s
proposal, the avoided costsare the wholesale avoided costsasdetermined by the
Commission’s method. This decision has previously determined that Pub. Util.
Code Section 769.3does not specify the manner by which the Commission shall
determine avoided cost, i.e, the statute does not require the Commission to use
the avoided costsvalues asdetermined in the Commission’s Avoided Cost
Calculator. Consequently, the Commission finds that SCEhas provided sufficient
evidence of how its proposal complies with Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(c)(3)

and subdivision (5).

315 SCEOpening Comments to November 6 Ruling at 20-21.
316 SCEOpening Comments to November 6 Ruling at 21.
317 SCEOpening Comments to November 6 Ruling at 23.
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SEIA and Clean Coalition also oppose the adoption of the SCE
feed-in-tariff contending SCE’sproposal is not commercially viable. Referring to
ReMAT and Standard Offer Contracts for qualifying facilities, SEIA assertthese
PURPA basedprograms have not beensuccessfuland have seenlittle to no
uptake.3® SEIA maintains that if the pricing terms for those programs do not
allow adeveloper to recover the capital and operating costsof small-scale
solar-only projects, “they cannot be a viable alternative to acommunity solar
program which hasto support a decentlevel of savings for low -income
customers and other subscribers.”31° Clean Coalition statesthat “from a practical
standpoint the proposal with asize limit of three megawatts will not be
appetizing for developers, nor will it enablethe state to achieve the procurement
targets.”320

With respectto Clean Coalition’s assertion about the ability to meet
procurement targets, the Commission hasreviewed the language of Pub. Util.
Code Section 769.3and concludes that the statute does not require the
community renewable energy program to attain any specific procurement target.
However, asevidenced by the evaluation results of the Green AccessProgram
tariffs, community solar tariffs have had limited successaccording to certain
criteria. The limited past successwas one of the reasonsfor requiring an
evaluation of the Green AccessProgram tariffs and the subsequentrequired
applications for review filed asthe basisof this proceeding. SCEstatesthat the
company “acknowledges that generator compensation under PURPA may not be

sufficient to allocate a portion to fund abill credit for subscribing customers” and

318 SEIA Reply Comments to November 6 Ruling at 5.
319 SEIA Reply Comments to November 6 Ruling at 5-6.

320 Clean Coalition Reply Comments to November 6 Ruling at 6.
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suggests“the Commission can use other funding sources,such asrevenue
generated by the sale of [g]reenhouse [g]as allowances.”3%!

Pub. Util. Code Section769.3requires the Commission to determine, by
March 31,2024,whether it is beneficial to adopt a community renewable energy
program. As concluded above, the NVBT proposal in the record of this
proceeding would result in ratepayers paying more than true avoided costs;.The
other option in the record of this proceeding is the SCEproposal. However,
rather than createa new, untested tariff, this Commission finds it reasonableto
adopt a community renewable energy program that usescurrent tariffs (ReMAT
and the PURPA Standard Offer Contract) asa foundation.

Briefly, the ReMAT program allows RPSeligible facilities of three
megawatts or lessto sell their energy to the interconnected utility. The developer
is required to sign a power purchase agreementwith the utility and the
generator resourceis required to integrate into the CAISO market. Pursuant to
D.20-10-005,ReMAT compensation pricing is administratively setfor three
ReMAT product categories(on-peak, off-peak and baseload)with a
time-of-delivery adjustment, basedon the weighted average of recently executed
long-term RPScontracts of 20 MW or less.ReMAT contracts can be initiated for
10,15, 0r 20years of deliveries. The tariff is capped at 493.6MW.

The PURPA Standard Offer Contract is available to any qualifying facility
or small power production facility of 20MW or lessseeking to sell electricity
and/or capacity to a Commission-jurisdictional utility pursuant to PURPA
(described in Section3.4.3.1above). Like the ReMAT program, a developer is

required to sign a power purchase agreementwith the utility and the generator

321 SCEOpening Comments to November 6 Ruling at 4.
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resourceis required to integrate into the CAISO market. The Standard Offer
Contract allows for a 12-year maximum contract length for new facilities and has
two pricing options for capacity and energy, pursuant to D.20-05-006.The
Standard Offer Contract hasno program cap. Table 5 below provides a
comparison of ReMAT and the Standard Offer Contract elements.

Table 5
Comparison of ReMAT and Standard Offer Contract Elementss?2

Element ReMAT Standard Offer Contract

Market Integration Developer is required to sign | Developer is required to sign
a PPA with autility, CAISO |aPPA with autility, CAISO
market-integrated, Energy is | market-integrated, Energy is

treated assupply and bid treated assupply and bid into
into CAISO day-aheadand CAISO day-ahead and
real-time markets.323 real-time markets.

Avoided Energy Administratively set 3-year average of CAISO
annually basedon recent price.

wholesale RPScontracts
with W MW facilities.

Avoided Payment to selleris included | Payment to seller is basedon

Generation aspart of the all-in energy five -year historical average

Capacity price, if resource provides escalatedby 2.5%and applied
ResourceAdequacy. on a time-differentiated

$/MWh -basisif resource
provides ResourceAdequacy.

322 SeeSCEReply Comments to November 6 Ruling at 10-12.

323|n comments to the proposed decision, Dimension Renewable statesthat the proposed
decision wrongly statesthat ReMAT requires CAISO market participation. Dimension
Renewable also statesthat ReMAT projects caninterconnect under Rule 21. (Dimension
Renewable Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 6.) Dimension Renewableis correct
that ReMAT projects may interconnect through Rule 21.However, ReMAT requires CAISO
market participation unlessthe project is lessthat 0.5MW. (SeeSection 6.1 of the ReMAT Power
PurchaseAgreement that statesthat the Selleris required to enter into a Participating Generator
Agreement with the CAISO is the facility’s net capacity is 500kilowatts or greater or if the
CAISO Tariff requires or provides Sellerthe option to enter into such an agreement.)
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Element

ReMAT

Standard Offer Contract

Avoided Future
Transmission and
Distribution

None; may participate in
DDIF324solicitations to
receive additional value for
distribution deferral.

None; may participate in
DDIF solicitations to receive
additional value for
distribution deferral.

Avoided Methane
Leakage,GHG Adder
and Rebalancing

REC<s?> may be used by the
utility towards their RPS
requirements.

RECs,if any, may be used by
the utility towards their RPS
requirements.

Cost

Payment to seller is the all-in
energy price.

Payment to seller basedon
energy price and capacity
price.

Contract Length

Includes 10-, 15, and 20-year
options.

Up to 12yearsfor new
resources.

Defined On- and
Off-Peak Periods

Time-differentiated pricing
allowed.

On-, Mid -, Off-, and
Super-Off-peak periods as
specified in the SOC.

Guardrails

Project Size:3 MW or less
Program Size:493.6MW
statewide cap

Project Cap: 20 MW
Program Size:uncapped

Subscriber Bill Credit

No existing subscription
element.

No existing subscription
element.

3.4.6.2.

Adopted Elements of

the Community Renewable

Energy Program

Below, this decision discussesthe elements of the adopted community

renewable energy program. Generally, the adopted community renewable

energy program will usethe current tariffs (ReMAT and the PURPA Standard

Offer Contract or any other existing PURPA-compliant wholesale tariffs as

identified by Utilities) asafoundation and layer on a subscription model.

324 Djstribution Deferral Investment Framework.

325 Renewable Energy Credits.
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First, to addressthe concernthat wholesale tariff compensation such as
ReMAT and PURPA avoided costsmay be insufficient to createand grow
interest in community renewable energy program projects, the Commission
adopts the use of $33million appropriated to the Commission for community
energy renewable program usageand storage-backed renewable generation
programs.32¢ Furthermore, the California Infrastructure and Economic
Development Bank, on behalf of California, hasapplied for grant funding from
the Environmental Protection Agency’s Solar for All competition. 327

In addition to taking maximum advantage of federal capital support and
tax credits for community solar projects, developers are encouraged to utilize
direct lending and credit support to be made available under the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency’s National Clean Investment Fund and Clean
Communities Investment Accelerator.

Turning to eligibility requirements, in compliance with Pub. Util. Code
Section769.3,eachparticipating project shall have a minimum of 51 percent of
subscribers’ capacity asascribed to low -income customer subscribers (as defined
in Pub. Util. Code Section769.3).The remaining portion is not limited, but
developers are encouraged to focus on enrolling non-low -income customers who
rent or leasetheir spaceasthese (along with low -income customers) are the
customersthe Legislature intended to target with AB 2316.To reduce

administrative costsand minimize market, education, and outreach costswhile

326 AB 102,Budget Act of 2023,Section244appropriated $33million to the Commission with
additional requirements.

3270n April 22,2024,the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) announced that California
was selectedto receive $249,800.00in grant funding. The EPA anticipates that awards to the
selectedapplicants will befinalized in the summer of 2024.The Commission anticipates using
some portion of thesefunds to support the community renewable energy program. (See
https://www.epa.gov/greenhouse-gas-reduction-fund/solar-all.)
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also reducing barriers to accessjow -income subscribers meeting each Utility or
CCA'’s Arrearage Management Program enrollment criteria will be prioritized
for automatic enrollment, followed by all other low -income customers (as
defined in Pub. Util. Code Section769.3)who subscribeto the tariff. These
low -income customerswill be automatically enrolled by their utility or
participating CCA but provided an opportunity to opt out of the tariff. The
Commission finds this reasonableasit adopted this practice previously in
D.20-07-008,the DecisionimplementingAutomatic Enrolimentof Disadvantaged
CommunitiesGreenTariff. Non -low -income subscribers do not require
auto-enroliment by autility or participating CCA. This decision clarifies that,
while AB 2316and Pub. Util. Code §769.3focus attention on low-income
customers and customersin disadvantaged communities, eligibility for
participation in the community renewable energy program includes all
customersincluding small commercial customers.

With respectto bill credits, the Commission finds the SCEproposal to use
the simplified Shared Savings Model using balancing accountsto provide aflat
monetary credit on subscriber bills is reasonable,as compensation in energy
units is not applicable becausenetting on the accountis not being performed.
Additionally, PG&E contends that providing aflat monetary credit basedon
percentage of resource revenue rather than subscriber usagewould “avoid the
volumetric discount prohibition that prevents [greenhouse gas] auction revenue
being used to fund participant bill credits.” 3?2 SCEproposes the credit would be
basedon a percentage of the contracted compensation. SCEproposes 20 percent

for low -income subscribersand 10 percent for non-low -income subscribers. The

328 pG&E Reply Comments to November 6 Ruling at 13.
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Commission finds that a minimum 20 percent revenue share for low -income
subscribersis reasonableand provides protection for subscribers. However, the
record of this proceeding does not contain adequate details on a specific
percentagecredit. A future ruling in this proceeding will allow for additional
record development. The Commission also declines to specify a minimum
revenue sharefor non-low -income subscribersasthey will not receive a subsidy
through external funding.

Utilities would have the role of fiscal agentsand apply monetary credits to
the generation, i.e, benefiting, and customer, i.e, subscriber, accounts. The
Commission finds that it is reasonableto direct Utilities to establish a balancing
accountto track the subscriber revenue sharesand distribute the appropriate
sharesthrough the bill credit. Further, changesto the credits basedon facility
performance and credit distribution can be easily updated through an annual
true-up process3?®

In comments to the proposed decision, several parties expressconcern
over the viability of the community renewable energy program. In its proposed
modifications to the NVBT, Cal Advocates proposed an evaluation in
combination with a sunsetdate that occurs shortly after the evaluation, noting
that if the program is successful,the sunsetdate could be extended.3* As
discussedin Section3.4.8.below, this decision adopts an evaluation of the
community renewable energy program aswell asthe other tariffs adopted
herein. However, the record of this proceeding contains no details on what

would be considered a successfulcommunity renewable energy program.

329 SeeSCEOpening Comments to November 6 Ruling at 23-24 and PG&E Reply Comments to
November 6 Ruling at 33.

330 Cal Advocates Opening Brief at 18-19.
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Accordingly, the workshop with parties to discussthe objectives, methodology,
and metrics for the evaluations of the community renewable energy program

will include discussion of what a successfulcommunity renewable energy
program would look like, including metrics for successand a megawatt baseline
expectation for the community renewable energy program.

3.4.6.3. Adopted Community
Renewable Energy Program
Meets the Requirements of
Public Utilities Code Section 769.3(c)

As discussedbelow, the Commission finds that the new community
renewable energy program adopted in Section3.4.5.1above meetsthe
requirements of Pub. Util. Code Section769.3.

First, anew community renewable energy program is required to be
complementary to, and consistent with, the requirements of Section10-115of the
California Building Standards Code, i.e, Title 24. The Commission concludes that
the Energy Commission will make the final determination asto whether the
adopted community renewable energy program meetsthe requirement of
Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(c)(1)As directed, the Commission has consulted
with the Energy Commission.

In terms of party expectations, this decision turns to a discussion of how
other proposals in this record would meet this requirement. CCSA contends the
proposed NVBT will help facilitate compliance with Title 24 mandates through
required coordination between an NVBT tariff applicant and the Energy
Commission. CCSA assertsthat the applicant will have the obligation to

demonstrate to the Energy Commission that the applicant’s proposal complies
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with Section10-115331 PG&E assertsthe NVBT doesnot addressall the
requirements of Title 24,including that a customer transitioning service from an
investor-owned utility to a CCA would not comply with Title 24,nor would a
project over 20 MW. 332

Accordingly, to ensure compliance with Pub. Util. Code Section769.3,the
Commission requires the adopted community renewable energy program tariff
to include the following requirements: (1) developers shall have the obligation to
demonstrate to the Energy Commission that the proposal is complementary to
and consistentwith Section10-1150f the California Building Standards Code;
and (2) all projects, no matter what foundational tariff is used, e.g, ReMAT, shall
be limited to 20 MW.

SBUA 333 TURN, 334 Solar Landscape 23> and Acadia33® oppose the capacity
limit of 20 MW, with TURN warning that a capacity limit above five MW is not
compliant with requirements for the enhanced 50 percent ITC. This decision
finds that maintaining the capacity limits of the current tariffs doesnot conflict
with federal requirements for the ITC. First, ReMAT hasa capacity limit of three
MW and therefore does not conflict with the ITC. Second,while the PURPA
Standard Offer Contract hasa 20 MW cap, this is a cap, and developers should be

motivated to submit offers for five MW or lessin order to acquire the ITC funds.

331 CCSA Opening Brief at 28.

332 PG&E Reply Brief at 29-30.

333 SBUA Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 2.

334TURN Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 4.

335 Solar Landscape Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 2.

336 Acadia Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 12-13.
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Imposing afive MW cap on Standard Offer Contracts is not necessaryand by
omitting such a cap, developers have flexibility.

In comments to the proposed decision, Arcadia arguesthat the proposed
community renewable energy program is not compliant with the Title 24
requirement “to provide energy reduction credits that will result in virtual
reductions in the building’s energy consumption that is subjectto energy bill
payments or payments to the building that will have an equivalent effect as
energy bill reductions.” 33’ Arcadia contends that becausethe primary means of
customer participation in the community renewable energy program is through
automatic enrollment, “most of the capacity allocated under the program will
flow to those automatically enrolled customers.”338 The Commission considers
this an implementation issue and plans to addressthis concernthrough a
subsequentimplementation decision.

Second,a new community renewable energy program is required to
ensure at least 51 percent of the program’s capacity serveslow -income
customers. The adopted community renewable energy program limits eligibility
of 51 percent of the program’s capacity to low -income customers (asdefined by
Pub. Util. Code Section769.3),which the Legislature specifically referencedin
AB 2316.Finally, to ensurethat projects under the tariff align with Pub. Util.
Code Section 769.3,the tariff will specifically statethat in order for the project’'s
low -income customers to be eligible for additional external funding or subsidies,

51 percent of eachproject’s capacity must be subscribed to low -income

337 Arcadia Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 10.

338 Arcadia Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 10.
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customers. The Commission concludes the adopted community renewable
energy program complies with Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(c)(2).

Third, anew community renewable energy program is required to
minimize impacts to nonparticipating customers by prohibiting the program’s
costsfrom being paid by nonparticipating customersin excessof the avoided
costs. This decision adopts a community renewable energy program that uses
PURPA avoided coststo compensategeneration resources.Becausethe adopted
community renewable energy program usesnon-ratepayer funds for the adder,
the Commission finds the community renewable energy program will not result
in program costsabove the avoided costsbeing paid by non-participating
ratepayers. The Commission concludes the adopted community renewable
energy program is compliant with Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(c)(3).

Fourth, anew community renewable energy program shall comply with
certain regulations regarding the payment of prevailing wages pursuant to
Section17730f the Labor Code and, relatedly, Section1776.This decision turns
to the record discussion of how proposals in the record would meet this
requirement. The record indicates little discussion. CCSA submits that the
provisions of Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(c)(4)ely on existing enforcement
mechanismsand do not createany new requirements.33°No party presented
contentions the NVBT does not meet this requirement. SCEdid not provide any
discussion on how its proposal would comply with this element of Pub. Util.
Code Section 769.3.In order to ensure this requirement is followed by projects,
the tariff shall specifically statethat in order for the project’s low -income

subscribersto be eligible to receive the adder, projects shall comply with the

339 CCSA Opening Brief at 33.
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prevailing wage requirement. The Commission concludes this additional tariff
language aligns the community renewable energy program with Pub. Util. Code
Section769.3(c)(4).

Fifth, a new community renewable energy program is required to provide
bill credits to subscribersbasedon the avoided costsof the program’s facilities,
asdetermined by the Commission’s methods for calculating the full setof
benefits of distributed energy resources.The adopted community renewable
energy program will compensategenerating resourcesbasedon the PURPA
avoided costsof the facility. Subscribing customerswill receive a portion of this
compensation asa bill credit. While the federal government provides guidance
on PURPA avoided costs,statesimplementing PURPA-compliant programs have
discretion to determine how avoided costis calculated. Hence, the Commission
will useits own method to determine the avoided costof the generating
resource,with PURPA guidance. The Commission concludes the community
renewable energy program meetsthe requirements of Pub. Util. Code
Section769.3(c)(5).

Sixth, the new community renewable energy program is required to
prioritize the maximum use of state and federal incentives and accelerate
implementation of the program to ensure that time- or quantity -limited federal
incentives can be obtained for the benefit of subscribers. Further, the
Commission is required to ensure that the community renewable energy
program facilities are eligible for an enhancedfederal ITC available asa qualified
low -income economic benefit project. Parties point to the availability of grants

from the federal Inflation Reduction Act, noting thesegrants could be usedto
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reduce the costsof the community renewable energy program to subscribers34°
Parties also point to the availability of state funding. 34! The adopted community
renewable energy program takes advantage of several state and federal funds
and incentives including AB 102,the Environmental Protection Agency’s Solar
for All grant competition, and the enhancedfederal ITC. The programs remain
open to Utility Greenhouse GasAllowance Proceedsor California’s Greenhouse
GasReduction Fund. The Commission concludes the community renewable
energy program complies with Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(c)(6).

3.4.7. Modification of Existing
Green Access Program Tariff Options

Pub. Util. Code Section769.3directs that, following an evaluation of the
current Green AccessProgram tariffs, the Commission shall determine whether
it is “beneficial to ratepayersto establish a new tariff or program for an electrical
corporation, or modify an existing tariff or program administered by an electrical
corporation, to establisha community renewable energy program consistent
with the criteria described in subdivision (c).” As previously determined through
the evaluation (and all parties agree),the current Green AccessProgram tariff
options do not meet all the goals described in AB 2316:(a) efficiently serves
distinct customer groups; (b) minimizes duplicative offerings; and (c) promotes
robust participation by low -income customers. In Section3.4.3.1the Commission
determined that the modifications to the existing Green AccessProgram tariffs
are not required to meet the requirements for community renewable energy
programs, asthe modified programs are customer renewable energy

subscription programs and not community renewable energy programs. While

340Seefor example, TURN Opening Brief at 39 citing Ex. TURN-01 at 36-38.
341 Seefor example, TURN Opening Brief at 39 citing SB846(Dodd, 2022).
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the current Green AccessProgram tariff options do not meet all the evaluation
goals described in AB 2316,the Commission finds it efficient — in terms of costs
and resources— to modify and streamline existing Green AccessProgram tariffs,
and simultaneously adopt a community renewable energy program that layers a
customer subscription model and a non-ratepayer-funded adder onto one of
severalidentified and existing standard supply -side tariffs and contract
mechanismsthat use the PURPA framework.

As previously discussed,several parties including Cal Advocates, TURN,
and CCSA recommend terminating the current Green AccessProgram tariffs as
they assertthesetariffs have had limited operational success.Cal Advocates,
TURN, CCSA, and SEIA submit that the current contracts should be retained for
the Green Tariff and ECRtariff. SEIA proposesto maintain and modify the
DAC-GT and CSGTtariffs but establish a sunsetdate. Theseparties also support
adoption of acommunity renewable energy program and contend adoption of
the NVBT would be beneficial to ratepayers.

Supporting the continuance of some of the Green AccessProgram tariffs,
Joint CCAs, SCE,and PG&E propose modifications to certain existing tariffs, as
described above in Section3.4.1.As discussedbelow, this decision agreesthe
Commission should make modifications to the current customer renewable
energy subscription programs, also referred to as Green AccessProgram tariffs.

3.4.7.1. Green Access Program
Tariff Modifications

This decision adopts some of the broader modifications proposed by Joint
CCAs, SCE,and PG&E, such asconsolidation and elimination.
The evaluation of the Green AccessProgram tariffs finds that: (1) CSGT

has had no customers enrolled sincethe rollout of the program and no projects
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have come online as of the issuanceof the proposed decision. However, sincethe
iIssuanceof the proposed decision, a project has beenplaced in service as of
March 20,2024,and two other projects are considered to be mechanically
complete by the developer, with enrollment obligations stated to be met.3#2

(2) the DAC-GT is under-subscribed and under-procured; (3) the Green Tariff
fails to promote robust participation due to limited enrollment by low -income
customers; and (4) the ECRtariff is duplicative and has had little customer
enrollment sincethe rollout of the program.343The Commission recognizesthere
are challengesto attracting customers and developers. As described in
Section3.3above, the challengesemanate from the enroliment rate, eligibility
requirements, rate volatility, duplication, and market confusion. Accordingly, the
modifications adopted in this section of the decision are focused on addressing
thesechallenges.

Borrowing arecommendation for the proposed community renewable
energy program, this decision requires the development of one central marketing
website including, but not limited to, information on eachprogram and how to
apply, procurement opportunities, and statewide program enrollment. Subjectto
budget appropriation, the Commission should authorize the Director of Energy
Division to hire a consultant to develop a statewide website to overcome barriers
in customer and project developer awarenessof the Commission’s portfolio of
renewable energy programs. Energy Division is authorized to provide early

accesdo adraft version of the website and related content to the service list of

342 Dimension Energy Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 4.

343 SeeSection 3.3 of this decision.
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this proceeding for informal party and other stakeholder comments to ensure the
webpagesare clear and complete.

In the improved version of the tariffs, the Commission will allow the
voluntary inclusion of storagein solicitations. While the Commission recognizes
this will likely result in more costly projects, ascompared to stand-alone solar
projects, this additional costis balancedwith the additional value to the grid that
resourcescombined with storagewill provide, which the Commission
determined in D.22-12-056344

To improve costs,this decision eliminates the requirement to (1) report on
the California Air ResourcesBoard Voluntary Renewable Electricity (VRE)
ReserveAccount and (2) retire Renewable Energy Credits in connection with the
VRE Reserveaccount. Further, beginning in 2024,this decision also eliminates
the requirement to report on the Green-e Certification processin order to reduce,
time, effort, and cost3*° PG&E and SCEassertthese programs are expensive,
noting that the capacity in the California Air ResourcesBoard VRE is nearly at its
maximum availability. The Commission finds that use of the DAC-GT and Green
Tariff program administrators provides an opportunity for a more cost-effective
method of verification. Hence, in lieu of the Green-e Certification process,the
Commission requires that for the modified tariffs, the program administrators
will be required to conduct their own validation and tracking, asproposed by

PG&E, and supported by the Joint CCAs.346 Specifically, Utilities and

344D,22-12-056 at Finding of Fact87.

345 SeePG&E Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 5 and footnote 10and TURN
Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 13.

346 Ex. PGE-02at 29-31and Ex. JCCA-02 at 14-15.
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participating CCAs shall include the following details within their quarterly
DGStatsreporting after the retirement of the RECs,asfurther discussedbelow:
MWh of participant usage;
MWh of RPSRECsretired for participants (e.g.40percent from RPS
would mean 40 percent of usageis accounted for by RPSRECSs);and
Remaining MWh of usageto account for with program RECSs.

In lieu of filing program -specific monthly, quarterly, and semi-annual
reports to the relevant service list, eachmodified DAC-GT and modified Green
Tariff Program Administrator is directed to conduct data collection and
reporting on program operation and outcomes for public posting on the DGStats
website. For the modified DAC-GT, D.18-06-027instructed Utilities to work with
the Energy Division to develop reporting requirements and Resolution E-4999
further directed Program Administrators to file quarterly and semi-annual
reports to the R.17-07-002service list. For the modified Green Tariff, D.15-01-051,
Resolution E-5028,and D.21-12-036directed Utilities to submit monthly or
quarterly program progress reports. Specific program metrics, such as projects
approved and completed, project status and capacity, location of project,
subscriber information, job training, local hiring, and coordination with
low -income and clean energy programs shall be posted on the DGStatswebsite,
or another website asdetermined by the Energy Division, on a quarterly basis.
Additionally, the elementsof the RPSTransfer Report related to the modified
Green Tariff shall also be included on the DGStatswebsite.3*’ The data shall be

uniformly formatted and contain no confidential material. Energy Division may

347 SeeResolution E-4734,approving the Joint Procurement Implementation Advice Letter.
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modify thesereporting requirements asneededto inform evaluation,
measurement, and verification activities.

Utilities and participating CCAs shall facilitate a workshop no later than 60
days after the adoption of this decision to determine the format and specific data
to beincluded in the DGStats program reporting. No later than 45 days after the
workshop, Utilities and participating CCAs shall submit ajoint Tier 1 Advice
Letter outlining what was agreed upon aswell asany efforts planned to better
coordinate amongst the various Program Administrators and to automate the
data collection and transfer process.

Finally, the Commission does not prescribe a name for these modified
tariffs in this decision. A future ruling and decision, asdiscussedin Section3.4.6.
will address aspectsof the modifications where the record is deficient.

3.4.7.2. Modified Disadvantaged
Communities Green Tariff

This decision consolidates CSGT capacity into a modified successor
DAC-GT, this includes capacity assignedto existing contracts and to projects in
negotiation pursuant to a previously held solicitation. 3*8 The record shows that
DAC-GT is more cost-effective and easierto implement ascompared to CSGT34°
Further, the record also shows that CSGT overlaps with DAC-GT, has a higher
forecasted cost per customer, and lower enrollment and procurement rates. Such
consolidation will addressthe evaluation finding of duplication in Green Access
Program tariffs. Additionally, the Commission finds it efficient to combine the
capacity of the two programs, transition eligible customers enrolled in the

existing CSGTto the modified DAC-GT, allow the enrollment of previously

348 SeeJoint CCAs Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 7-8.
S99 Ex. PGE-02at 26.
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wait -listed customers, and then focus on improving future enrollment of

low -income customers. Customers currently enrolled in the existing CSGTwho
are not eligible for DAC-GT shall be offered the opportunity to participate in the
modified Green Tariff. Thesechangesaddressthe need for increased accesso
renewable energy for thesehouseholds.

The existing DAC-GT program requires that projects be sited in the top
quarter of disadvantaged communities within the service territory of the
respective utility or CCA. The record indicates this requirement hasled to fewer
projects being eligible. SCEand Joint CCAs recommend softening this
requirement to enable more projects to be eligible. SCErecommends the project
site requirement be expanded such that projects within five miles from one of
thesedisadvantaged community would be considered eligible for the tariff. Joint
CCAs support such expansion. As one of the objectives of the statute is to
promote robust participation by low -income customers, i.e, provide for
increased accesdo renewable energy by challenged communities, the
Commission finds it reasonableto expand the DAC -GT site requirements such
that eligible projects are located no more than five miles from any DAC-GT-
eligible community.

Utilities also propose that the Commission expand accessby softening
another resourcerequirement. The existing tariff requires dedicated incremental
new resources.PG&E proposesthat, instead of replacing 100percent of a
subscriber’s energy supply with thesededicated incremental new resources,the
Commission could allow the use of a “top -off” approach, whereby dedicated
resourceswould only deliver an incremental percentage of renewable energy to
subscribers,in addition to the clean energy the subscriber receivesthrough their

“otherwise applicable tariff.” PG&E contends this approach does not have any
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impact on PG&E’s expenditures for the dedicated resources,including the net
costsof any power purchase agreementsor the costsof the renewable energy
credits.*>0 Joint CCAs oppose this change asserting the “top -off” approach could
inappropriately shift the costsof resourcesfrom the RPSto the DAC-GT. While it
Is the Commission’s objective to increaseaccesso renewable energy, this should
only be done with caution regarding the impact on nonpatrticipating ratepayers.
As several efforts to improve accesso renewables have beenapproved in this
decision, the Commission declines to adopt the “top off” approach for the
modified DAC-GT until theseefforts are tested.

To address historical enrollment concerns,the Commission adopts the
proposal for automatic enrollment or auto-enroliment of eligible customersin the
modified DAC-GT. PG&E has adopted auto-enrollment for customers at high
risk of disconnection.3 To be clear, Utilities and participating CCAs shall follow
the auto-enrollment practice adopted by the Commission in D.20-07-008and
reiterated in Resolution E-5124.This is efficient and should improve the current
enrollment statistics for low -income customers. Becausethe focus of this tariff is
low -income customers, the non-generation costsof this tariff will be fully
subsidized by public purpose program funds. However, costsshould be driven
down by leveraging the enhancedfederal ITC and any federal and state funding.

The existing DAC -GT includes a cost containment cap that is setat the
higher of either 200percent of the maximum executed price of the as-available
peaking category in the previous RAM or the existing Green Tariff. SCEasserts

that updating the costcontainment using current market prices and developer

30Ex. PGE-02at 29.

351D.20-07-008 Ordering Paragraph 1 and Ordering Paragraph 2 authorizing auto-enrollment
for PG&E DAC-GT and CSGT customers.
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costswill reduce customer risks of rate volatility. 3°2 The record shows that SCE’s
most recent RAM or Green Tariff contract was executedin 2016353 Accordingly,
it is reasonablefor the Commission to update the cost containment cap such that
it reflects current market prices and developer costs.However, the record does
not contain any proposal for the processto update the costcontainment cap.
Utilities and participating CCAs shall work together to develop a proposal for
updating the costcontainment cap. No later than 90 days from the adoption of
this decision, Utilities shall submit ajoint Tier 2 Advice Letter proposing a
method for updating the cost containment cap.

To allow for improved accuracyin tracking costs,this decision revisesthe
submission date of the DAC -GT Program Administrators’ annual budget advice
letters from February 1stto April 1st. The Commission agreesthat two extra
months will not impact the timing of the Energy ResourceRecovery Account
proceedings and will provide additional time to ensure accuracy of the costs3>*

There are several matters related to CCAs and their customers that require
Commission consideration.

First, Joint CCAs recommend the Commission direct PG&E and the CCAs
to engagein working sessionsto define the costsand timeline for development
of an automated billing solution for CCA program participants. 3** The
Commission finds that it is prudent to consider the costsand benefits of
implementing an automated billing solution for DAC-GT and CSGT customers

given that the customers are eligible to remain enrolled for up to 20years. This is

352Ex. SCEOlat 7.

353EXx. SCEOlat 7.

354Ex. PGE-Olat 1-41; Ex. JCCA-01 at 42;and JCCA Opening Brief at 37.
355 Joint CCAs Opening Brief at 38-41.
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alsoin accordancewith Resolution E-5124,which required PG&E to include in
their 2022Budget Advice Letter, “efforts taken by PG&E to eliminate manual
data transfers between PG&E and patrticipating [CCAs] through [IT] software
updates or other automated processes’

In responseto this requirement, PG&E indicated in the supplement to
PG&E’s 2022Budget Advice Letter that it would “evaluate the costsand benefits
of acomplete billing solution, including an analysis of the costsand benefits of
the current system ascompared to a fully automated solution” in 2023.The
Commission has not seena comprehensive analysis from PG&E “evaluating the
costsand benefits of a complete billing solution” for CCA program participants.
Accordingly, the Commission finds it reasonableto require PG&E to provide a
detailed scopeand cost estimate of developing afully automated billing solution
for DAC-GT and CSGTCCA customersthat follows the samebilling processthat
is provided to participating Utility customers. This information shall be provided
to the Commission on February 1, 2025,in PG&E’s annual Tier 2 Budget Advice
Letter asrequired by Resolution E-49993% The submission shall document how
PG&E’s billing implementation efforts required by this decision would be
integrated into PG&E’s ongoing billing system upgrade.

Turning to energy load migration trends, in AB 2316,the Legislature
required that the energy load migration trends among bundled and nonbundled

customers should be considered in the evaluation. In the existing DAC-GT,

356 Resolution E-4999,issued June 3, 2019,requires Utilities to annually submit their
separatebudget estimatesfor eachprogram (DAC-GT and/or CSGT)that includes line
items for any above market generation costs,bill discounts, marketing, education and
outreach, and administrative costsby Tier 1 Advice Letter by February 1.

Resolution E-5125updated the original Tier 1 requirement to a Tier 2 Advice Letter to allow for
additional review and oversight.
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unprocured capacity may be transferred if the associatedutility and CCA agree
through the current practice of submission of a joint advice letter. Utilities and
Joint CCAs offer differing proposals for addressing capacity and migrating
customers.

PG&E proposesthat in a consolidated DAC-GT, any available capacity
created by customerstransitioning to a CCA would be subscribed by remaining
eligible PG&E customers. Joint CCAs, who support modifying both the DAC-GT
and the CSGT,propose to allow utility CSGT projects, which are no longer viable
due to customers migrating to CCAs, to transition to the DAC-GT but do not
automatically transition the customer subscribersto the modified DAC-GT.
Asserting that the DAC-GT program efficiently serveslow -income communities,
Joint CCAs contend the program is limited by the capacity cap. Hence, Joint
CCAs alsorecommend the Commission allocate additional capacity to the
DAC -GT such that program administrators whose collective capacity capis close
to being fully procured within a particular utility service territory canenroll ad
additional 50 percent of eligible customersin the program.3>” At the other end of
the spectrum, SCEproposesthere be no allocation of SCE'sDAC-GT or CSGT
capacity to other program administrators but that the Commission allow CSGT
contracts to move to DAC-GT. SCEalso recommends the Commission prohibit
CCAs the ability to apply asprogram administrators, contending this is
disruptive to procurement and increasesadministrative burden with respectto
the management of costrecovery for multiple tariffs.

The Commission finds some of theserecommendations to be reasonablein

improving the accesdo this program. This decision permits Utilities and CCAs

357 Joint CCAs Opening Brief at 27.
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the option to move legacy CSGT projects to the modified DAC-GT successor.

Utilities and CCAs may also allow the transfer of previously enrolled utility or

CCA customersto the modified DAC-GT, unlessthere is no remaining capacity.

If capacity is at subscription maximum, the new load serving entity is

responsible for informing them of the loss of their discount. This decision also

adopts the Joint CCA'’s proposal to increasecapacity allocations for those

DAC-GT Program Administrators whose collective capacity cap is closeto being

fully procured within a particular utility service territory and allow to enroll an

additional 50 percent of eligible customers 3% As shown in Table 6 below, this

will result in 37.316MW of additional DAC-GT capacity before consolidation

with CSGT,which addressesthe Pub. Util. Code Section769.3goal of promoting

robust participation by low -income customers.

DAC -GT Capacity Estimates By Program Administrator

Table 6

Previous Total Capacity 50%
Allocated Procured as of Allocated Additional
Program Capacity Oct. 31,2023 Capacity Capacity
Administrator (MW) (MW) Procured (%) (MW)
CPA 12.190 12.190 100.000% 6.0950
CleanPowerSF 1.826 0.000 0.000% 0.000
CalChoice 1.310 0.000 0.000% 0.000
EBCE 5.726 0.000 0.000% 0.000
MCE 4.646 4.640 99.870% 2.323
PCE 3.740 3.000 80.000% 1.870
PG&E 52.320 52.320 100.000%, 26.160
SCE 56.500 0.000 0.000% 0.000

358 Joint CCAs Opening Brief at 24-27.
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Previous Total Capacity 50%
Allocated Procured as of Allocated Additional
Program Capacity Oct. 31,2023 Capacity Capacity
Administrator (MW) (MW) Procured (%) (MW)
SDCP 15.780 0.000 0.000% 0.000
SDG&E 2.220 0.000 0.000% 0.000
SJCE 1.736 1.736 100.000% 0.868
TOTAL 157.99 73.89 46.77% 37.316

Table 7 below shows the estimated total available capacity after tallying

the unprocured DAC-GT capacity and the unprocured CSGT capacity as of

October 31,2023,with the 50 percent additional capacity allocation for DAC-GT

Program Administrators that are closeto or fully procured within a particular

utility service territory.

Table 7

Modified DAC -GT Capacity Estimate By Program Administrator

Un-Procured 50% Un-Procured
DAC -GT Additional CSGT Modified
Capacity asof | DAC-GT Capacity as DAC -GT
Program Oct. 31,2023 | Capacity of Oct. 31, | Total Available
Administrator (MW) (MW) 2023(MW) Capacity (MW)
CPA 0.000 6.095 0.0000 6.0950
CleanPowerSF 1.826 0.000 0.5525 2.3785
CalChoice 1.310 0.000 N/A 1.3100
EBCE 5.726 0.000 1.5625 7.2885
MCE 0.006 2.323 1.2800 3.6090
PCE 0.740 1.870 0.4025 3.0125
PG&E 0.000 26.160 2.2000 28.3600
SCE 56.500 0.000 11.6300 68.1300
SDCP 15.780 0.000 4.3800 20.1600
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Un-Procured 50% Un-Procured
DAC -GT Additional CSGT Modified
Capacity asof | DAC-GT Capacity as DAC -GT
Program Oct. 31,2023 | Capacity of Oct. 31, | Total Available
Administrator (MW) (MW) 2023(MW) | Capacity (MW)
SDG&E 2.220 0.000 0.6200 2.8400
SJCE 0.000 0.868 N/A 0.8680
TOTAL 84.108 37.316 22.6275 144.0515

In addressing the issue of capacity and migrating customers, the

Commission considers the circumstancesof SDG&E. As indicated in the

evaluation discussion above, SDG&E has experienced a massmigration of

customers from its service territory to the local CCA. SDG&E describesthis

situation in its opening brief noting that “because of recentand unprecedented

adoption of CCA by local governments in SDG&E’s service territory, SDG&E

lacks sufficient bundled customersto support these programs.” 3°° SDG&E asserts

that “any discounts in new [Green AccessProgram tariffs] to the disadvantaged

in SDG&E's service territory would be paid for by other customers.”36° Noting

that it supports the adoption of Green AccessPrograms by CCA, SDG&E

requeststhe Commission to not require SDG&E to implement any new programs

and to allow it to terminate its remaining Green AccessProgram tariffs. 361

The Commission agreesthat SDG&E’s small customer basemay not

support participation and could result in the small volume of bundled customers

being unfairly burdened by the costsassociatedwith Green AccessProgram

359 SDG&E Opening Brief at 2.
360 SDG&E Opening Brief at 2.
361 SDG&E Opening Brief at 2-4.
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tariffs .362 Accordingly, this decision doesnot allocate additional capacity to
SDG&E asthe result of the changesadopted for the modified DAC-GT. This
decision allows for the facilitation of participating CCAs within the SDG&E
territory. Further, this decision allows SDG&E to terminate its CSGTand
DAC-GT programs to its bundled customers. However, SDG&E shall continue its
cooperation with any CCA that seeksto offer these Green AccessProgram tariffs
In its territory by proposing avenue in which to seekcostrecovery aspart of its
Tier 2 Advice Letter updating its Green AccessProgram tariffs due no later than
60 days after the adoption of this decision.

With respectto procurement for this capacity, parties discussed solicitation
frequency, which is currently biannual. SCEhighlighted that changing the
frequency of solicitations is consistentwith recommendations in the DAC-GT
and CSGT ProcessEvaluation report.363 This decision adopts the
recommendation to decreasethe frequency of solicitations to a minimum of once
ayear in order for the solicitations to be more efficient and, asstated in the
evaluation report, to be on amore predictable schedule that allows time for
developers to prepare and submit offers.364

Severalparties discussthe proposal for a sunsetdate for the existing
DAC-GT. In the existing tariffs, Utilities would no longer take new subscriptions
when the capacity capis fully procured. Contending that the tariffs have failed
the evaluation, Cal Advocates recommends establishing a sunsetfor all the

existing tariffs. 36> SCEproposes that should the remaining capacity for the tariff

362 SeeSDG&E Opening Brief at 33.
363EX. SCEOlat 7.

364Ex. SCEOlat 7-8.

365 Cal Advocates Opening Brief at 13-17.
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fall below 500kwW, SCEwould automatically sunsetprogram procurement
without the need for any further solicitations. 3¢ PG&E recommends submission
of an advice letter when a utility’s capacity drops to three megawatts or lessand
there has beenno participation by developers in two consecutive solicitations. 367
PG&E also proposes that, upon expiration of the DAC-GT and CSGT contracts,
Utilities would use RPSresourcesto bridge any capacity shortfalls. PG&E
contends that a clear sunsetfor a successorprogram is neededto clarify how
subscribersare to be served as contracts for dedicated facilities expire.368

The Commission agreesthat the implementation of atariff sunsetis
advisable to provide clarity to subscribers. Accordingly, when the remaining
capacity for the modified DAC-GT reaches500kW, or less,or there hasbeenno
participation by developers in two consecutive solicitations, Utilities shall submit
aTier 1 Advice Letter informing the Commission that the modified DAC-GT
solicitations have beensuspended and that, pursuant to this decision, the
DAC -GT program is sunsetting. However, the Commission declines to adopt the
PG&E proposed use of RPSresourcesto bridge capacity shortfalls due to the lack
of record on how to determine when PG&E should procure additional resources.

Implementation of the modified DAC-GT is discussedin Section3.4.6.4.

3.4.7.3. Modified Green Tariff
Turning to the needsof non-low -income customers who have not had

accesdo renewable energy, this decision approves the secondtariff of the
Commission’s portfolio of renewable energy programs, a modified Green Tariff

with the objective of improving the outcomes of the evaluation, including

366 Ex. SCEOlat 7.
367Ex. PGE-Olat 18-19.
368 PG&E Opening Brief at 16-17.
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ensuring more predictable rates and focusing on improved solicitation efforts by
integrating with the Integrated ResourcesPlanning procurement process.In
addition, this decision closesthe ECRtariff to new procurement not currently
under negotiation or contract due to the findings of the evaluation (e.g,
duplicative of the Green Tariff, low enrollment — especially low -income
participants, and failure to efficiently serve any distinct customer group).

To begin, this decision points to AB 2838,which authorizes the
Commission to terminate the Green Tariff. The Commission exercisesthat
authority and establishesa new but modified Green Tariff. While the modified
Green Tariff retains several elements of the prior tariff, the Commission removes
other elementsthat have constrained the successof the tariff. For example, the
modified Green Tariff doesnot require that only purpose-built dedicated
resourcesbeyond an interim period can be used to serve Green Tariff
customers 3% Accordingly, while participation in the modified Green Tariff must
still result in commensurate, incremental green power generation, the modified
Green Tariff doesnot require a strict, direct causation between customer
enrollment and program-specific procurement. This restriction may have
contributed to the program’s limited performance.

The modified Green Tariff will betargeted to market-rate customers only
and therefore is cost neutral, i.e, all costsshall be recovered by participating
customer subscribersthrough a simplified, streamlined rate design basedon the
annual final RPSMarket Price Benchmark. The modified Green Tariff requires
Utilities to ensurethat program costsand revenuesare fully transparent and

auditable. BecauseGreen Tariff participants will be responsible for all costs,the

369 SeeD.15-01-051at 43 stating that “[u]se of existing RPSresourcesfor GTSRcustomersis a
temporary measure applicable until newly dedicated GTSRresourcesare brought online.”
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Commission does not prescribe location requirements for the solicited resources,
exceptthat the resourcesand customers be in the sameinvestor-owned utility
service territory. The details of the modified Green Tariff are discussedfurther
below.

In the evaluation of the existing Green Tariff, Utilities statethat their
respective tariffs had successearly on but, for multiple reasons,have experienced
participation decline. For example, due to the migration of alarge percentage of
SDG&E’s customersto the local CCA and the requirement for GTSRexpensesto
be captured by the decreasingnumber of remaining bundled customers,the
resulting rate for the tariff increasedsharply, which led to further attrition and
program suspensionin 2022379 |n the caseof PG&E and SCE,both tariffs are
fully subscribed against procured capacity.37?

The evaluation of the existing Green Tariff also discussedthe concern of
rate volatility. PG&E statesthat due to a substantial changein commodity rates
that flowed through to result in an overall lower GTSRrate for customers, which
was lower than the otherwise applicable rate at the end of 2020,enrollment
greatly increasedbetween December2020and April 2021and participating
customers experienced an increasein their bill credits. This created a surge in
enrollments to the tariff, which exceededthe available dedicated capacity.3’?

To combat the rate volatility, PG&E proposestwo efforts: (1) increasethe
capacity for the tariff to 272MW, with flexibility to raise the cap higher, and
(2) instead of procuring 100percent new green incremental projects, allow for the

procurement of resourcesnot allocated to the RPSprogram. Here, similar to

370 SDG&E Opening Brief at 19.
371 PG&E Opening Brief at 6 and SCEOpening Brief at 27.
372 PG&E Opening Brief at 6, TURN Opening Brief at 7, and CCSA Opening Brief at 9.
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SCE’sproposal, customers remain on their otherwise applicable tariff and are
“topped off’ to achieve 100percent clean energy.3’3 SCEalso recommends
increasing the capacity. Further, in order to ensure least-cost bestfit
procurement, PG&E recommends that future solicitations to meet tariff demand
be coupled with procurement activities in the Integrated ResourcePlan.

The Commission finds PG&E’s proposal for combatting rate volatility to be
reasonablebut requires fine tuning. Again, the Commission finds it reasonableto
disallow new projects from participating in the ECRtariff due to the findings of
the evaluation (e.g, duplicative of the Green Tariff, low enrollment — especially
low -income participants, and failure to efficiently serve any distinct customer
group). However, the Commission clarifies that projectsin contract or in
negotiation (including shortlisted projects in existing solicitations) remain
eligible to participate in the GTSR-ECR37#The Commission recognizesthe time
and resourcesthat developers and Utilities have spentto get to that point of a
solicitation and the Commission would not want to hamper future participation
by stepping on such efforts. Accordingly, the Commission reassignsthe
unprocured capacity for the ECRtariff to the modified Green Tariff, creating a
cap of 562MW statewide for the modified Green Tariff. This cap may require
adjustment upon implementation. Utilities may requestto increasethis cap in the
future through aTier 2 advice letter. The modified Green Tariff is an optional
rate and price volatility hasbeenchallenging. As such, the Commission allows
for the adoption of the top-off approach for this tariff. The Commission

anticipates use of the top-off approach in the modified Green Tariff will assistin

373 SeePG&E Opening Brief at 15-17.

374 SeeSCEReply Comments to Proposed Decision at 5.
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limiting future price volatility. For clarity, this decision defines the top-off
approach ascustomers remaining on their otherwise applicable tariff but
“topped off’ to achieve 100percent clean energy.

As previously directed, any requestto increasethe modified Green Tariff
statewide procurement cap must provide the details of how the program has,
and will, result in incremental new renewable energy being purchased beyond
other state mandates. The Commission’s aim is to ensure that dedicated
resources(the topped off portion of 100percent clean energy) are built to serve
customers enrolled in the modified Green Tariff. While this decision allows for
the coupling of energy procurement with the Integrated ResourcePlan asa
mechanism to drive additional renewable energy development, the Commission
agreeswith party comments and requires that the solicited resourcesshall be
incremental to RPSresourcesand not merely unallocated to RPS37°The
Commission confirms its previous policy that “subscriber demand should result
in commensurate incremental renewable energy facilities being developed
beyond what would have beenbuilt in the absenceof the [modified Green
Tariff].” 376

As is the casewith the community renewable energy program, the
Commission does not prescribe the location of the generation resource for the
modified Green Tariff, exceptto require that subscribing customers and the
generator must be located in the same utility service territory.

Currently, customers subscribing to the Green Tariff are limited to a

subscription of two megawatts per customer. PG&E proposesto increasethis to

375SeeTURN Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 15and SoCalCCAs Opening
Comments to November 10,2022Proposed Decision at 3.

376 SeeTURN Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 15 quoting D.15-01-051at 20.
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an annual soft cap range of 100,000to 150,000megawatt hours, with a one-year
notice.®”” SCEproposes to increasethe cap to a 50-megawatt soft cap. The
Commission adopts a 40-megawatt customer subscription cap for each
customer3®and requires Utilities to annually report participation by both
megawatts and megawatt hours. The Commission may consider increasing this
customer subscription cap if the modified Green Tariff hasthe successintended
by the modifications. Any project capswill be determined by the underlying
procuring mechanism.

This decision declines to adopt SCE’sproposal for the Green Share
program, including its two-phase approach, and its rate design and cost recovery
proposal. Instead, the Commission adopts the modified Green Tariff, which is
intended to be paid for completely through customer subscriptions. This decision
addressesthe request by SCEto recover up to $5.471million in incremental
Green Shareprogram implementation coststhrough 2028.As the Commission
has declined to adopt the Green Shareprogram, implementation is unnecessary.
Further, implementation costsfor the modified Green Tariff should be recovered
through customers subscribed to the modified Green Tariff.

The implementation of the modified Green Tariff is discussedin the next

section of this decision.

377 PGE-02at Appendix A-7.

378|n comments to the proposed decision, PG&E statesthat the proposed decision seemingly
adopts a40 MW customer subscription cap in the dicta but a 40 MW project cap in the ordering
paragraph. The decision has been corrected to adopt a 40 MW per customer subscription cap in
the dicta and the associatedordering paragraph. PG&E Opening Comments to Proposed
Decision at 3.
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3.4.7.4. Implementation of Modified and
New Tariffs

The adopted tariffs of the Commission’s portfolio of renewable energy
programs do not require alengthy implementation timeline, asthey are
essentially modifications of existing tariffs. However, there are stepsthat needto
be taken prior to updating the existing tariffs. As previously determined, the
record does not contain any costdata for the portfolio’'s marketing website.
Hence aruling will beissued following the adoption of this decision to take
comments on aspectsof the budget, aswell asthe responsibilities of the website
administrator. Also in this ruling, parties will be provided the opportunity to
propose namesfor the two tariffs and the overall portfolio. A proposed decision
will beissuedto finalize theseissues.

No later than 60 days from the adoption of the seconddecision, Utilities
and participating CCA program administrators shall eachsubmit a Tier 2 Advice
Letter updating their existing Green AccessProgram tariffs according to the
directives of this decision, including details on how their programs will result in
incremental new renewable energy being purchased. Utilities and participating
CCAs shall coordinate before submitting the advice letters to ensure language
uniformity, to the extent possible, to ensure that tariff language is uniform across
the state,asis the intention of this statewide portfolio of renewable energy
programs.

3.4.8. Next Steps
Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(b)requires that the Commission complete an

evaluation of existing Green AccessProgram tariffs and determine whether it is
beneficial to establish a new tariff or modify existing tariffs. As described above,
both of theserequirements have beencompleted in this decision. Further,

Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(b)also requires the Commission to determine
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whether to authorize the termination or modification of existing programs
and/or determine whether to develop anew tariff to be established. This
decision determines that it is beneficial to ratepayers to establish a community
renewable energy program. Accordingly, this decision adopts the community
renewable energy program asdescribed in this decision.

No later than 60days from the adoption of this decision, Utilities shall
eachsubmit aTier 1 Advice Letter proposing supply -side tariffs, in addition to
ReMAT and the PURPA Standard-Offer-Contract that are applicable for the
community renewable energy program, assetforth in this decision.. As CCAs
are permitted to participate in the new community renewable energy program,
the foundational tariffs will needto be revised to accommodate this
participation. At this time, the record does not contain the specificsfor CCA
participation. A future ruling will seekparty comment on such specifics.

Also within 60 days of the adoption of this decision, Utilities shall submit a
separateTier 1 advice letter requesting to establish a memorandum accountto
receive and track external funds to supplement eligible projects through the
community renewable energy program adder.

As discussedabove, several parties recommend that the Commission
require an evaluation of the adopted community renewable energy program. As
this decision createsthe community renewable energy program and modifies the
Green AccessProgram tariffs, it is prudent that the Commission ensure these
actions fulfill the objectives of this proceeding. As such, Energy Division is
authorized to take stepsfor an evaluation of the entire portfolio of renewable
energy programs adopted in this decision. Specifically, the Commission’s Energy
Division is authorized to develop and issue a Requestfor Proposal to hire a

consultant with expertise in evaluation methods and processesto conduct an
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evaluation of the modified Green Tariff and new community renewable energy
program components of the Portfolio of renewable energy programs,
incorporating an evaluation of metrics for successjncluding a megawatt baseline
expectation for the community renewable energy program.

In D.18-06-027,the Commission authorized funding for atri-annual
evaluation of the DAC-GT program. That decision required an evaluation to be
conducted every three years beginning in 2021.This decision revisesthe
schedule for the DAC -GT evaluation suchthat it aligns with the evaluation
schedule for the modified Green Tariff and new community renewable energy
program.

Referencing Resolution E-4999,Cal Advocates statesthat the resolution
found it appropriate for program evaluation funding for the DAC-GT to be
shared by Utilities in proportion to their share of capacity for the DAC-GT and
the CSGT?37? Cal Advocates assertsthat becausethis decision reallocatesthe
CSGT capacity to PG&E and SCE,the proportion of funding must be revised. Cal
Advocates maintains that revised allocations should be asfollows: 50 percent for
PG&E, 40 percent for SCE,and 10 percent for SDG&E, asindicated in Table 8
below.38° This decision finds that for consistencythe Commission should
maintain the practice adopted in Resolution E-4999for funding the DAC-GT

evaluations required by this decision and adopts theserevised percentages.

Table 838!
DAC-GT and CSGT Capacity and MW Shareby Program Administrator
(After Modified DAC-GT Capacity Increase)

379 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 5-7.
380 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 7.

381 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 7.
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Program DAC-GT Capacity CSGT Capacity Percentof thal
Administrator (MW) (MW) MW Capacity
(236.306MW)
PG&E 80.68 12 39.22
CleanPower SF 2.3785 0 1.01
Ava Community 7.2885 0 3.08
Energy3®?
MCE 8.2515 0 3.49
PCE 6.008 0 2.54
SJCE 2.604 0 1.10
PG&E Service 107.2085 12 50.45
Territory
SCE 68.13 3 30.10
CPA 18.285 3.37 9.16
CalChoice 1.31 0 .55
SCEService 87.725 6.37 39.82
Territory
SDG&E 2.84 0 1.20
SDCP 20.16 0 8.53
SDG&E Service 23 0 9.73
Territory
Total 217.936 18.37 100

No later than 90 days following the effective date of the contract or

agreementwith the selectedconsultant or consultants, the consultant(s), under

direction of the Energy Division, should facilitate a workshop with parties to

discussthe objectives, methodology, and metrics for the evaluations of the

modified Green Tariff and community renewable energy program. The

evaluations shall be completed, and results (including recommendations) shared

with the service list no later than three years from the adoption of this decision.

Partieswill be provided an opportunity to comment on the results of these

evaluations and potential next steps.

382 Formerly EastBay Community Energy.
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In comments to the proposed decision, Cal Advocates recommends the
Commission establish a scopeof implementation issuesthat remain to be
considered in this proceeding with respectto the community renewable energy
program and the modified tariffs adopted in this decision.®83 Previously, this
decision stated that a future ruling would beissuedto develop arecord to
addressremaining details. This decision confirms a future ruling regarding
details on the community renewable energy program will pose questions
regarding, but not limited to, the following issues;(1) method for dispersing
external funding to the projects and participating customers of Utilities and
CCAs; (2) customer protections; (3) reporting requirements; (4) auto-enrollment
processes;(5)processfor CCA participation in the program; (6) eligible CCA
tariffs for the program; and (7) an evaluation of stranded legacy Green Tariff
costsand appropriate costrecovery mechanisms.

4. Summary of Public Comment

Rule 1.18allows any member of the public to submit written comment in
any Commission proceeding using the “Public Comment” tab of the online
Docket Card for that proceeding on the Commission’s website. Rule 1.18(b)
requires that relevant written comment submitted in a proceeding be
summarized in the final decision issued in that proceeding.

Fifty-five members of the public have posted a comment on the Docket
Card for this proceeding. However, only 10 of thesecomments discussthe issues
in this proceeding. The other 45 address net energy metering, virtual net energy
metering, net energy metering aggregation, and the proposal on an income-

basedfixed charge. Of the 10discussing concernsrelated to the Green Access

383 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 3.
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Program tariffs or the community renewable energy program, two are from
Boston and eight are from various areasof California including Bakersfield,
Fresno,Oakland, SanFrancisco,SanLuis Obispo, and SantaBarbara. A majority
of the eight commenters expressopposition to the proposed decision, others seek

clarity on aspectsof the Green AccessProgram tariffs.

5. Comments on Proposed Decision
The proposed decision of Administrative Law Judge Debbie Chiv and

Administrative Law JudgeKelly A. Hymes in this matter was mailed to the
parties in accordancewith Pub. Util. Code Section311and comments were
allowed under Rule 14.3.Comments were filed on March 24,2024by the
following parties: Arcadia Power; Cal Advocates: CBD; CEJAet al.; Clean
Coalition; CUE; CCSA: Cypress Creek Renewables;Dimension Energy; Joint
CCAs; PG&E; PearlX Infrastructure; SanDiego Community Power and Clean
Energy Alliance (SDCPetal.); SDG&E; SoCalCCAs; SCE;SEIA; SBUA,; Solar
Landscape; TURN; and Valta Energy. Reply comments were filed on April 2,
2024by the following parties: Arcadia Power, Inc.; Cal Advocates: CBD; CEJAet
al.; Clean Coalition; CUE; CCSA: Cypress Creek Renewables;Joint CCAs; PG&E;
SDG&E; SoCalCCAs; SCE;SEIA; SBUA; TURN; and Valta Energy.

Revisions and corrections have been made to the decision in responseto
comments. Comments that reiterate arguments made in party briefs are not
repeated here.SDG&E requeststhe Commission to exempt them from
participation in the community renewable energy program, citing the

undisputed and unique situation in SDG&E territory with respectto the
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unworkability of small renewable generation programs.384 Pub. Util. Code §769.3
(b)(2)(A) requires that if the Commission determines that it would be beneficial

to ratepayers to establish the community renewable energy program, the
Commission shall establish the program and require eachelectrical corporation

to participate in the program. SDG&E’s requestto be exempt from participation

in the community renewable energy program is denied.

6. Assignment of Proceeding
Alice Reynolds is the assigned Commissioner and Debbie Chiv and

Kelly A. Hymes are the assigned Administrative Law Judgesin this proceeding.

Findings of Fact
1. In evaluating any existing, modified, or new Green AccessProgram tariff,

the Commission determines if the program meetsthe following goals:
(1) efficiently servesdistinct customer groups; (2) minimizes duplicative
offerings; and (3) promotes robust participation by low -income customers.

2. When a Green AccessProgram tariff doesnot meetthe goals provided in
Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(b)(1)(B),Pub. Util. Code Section769.3authorizes
the Commission to terminate or modify the tariff.

3. Whether aprogram “efficiently serves” distinct customer groups is
evaluated by balancing sufficient enrollment by customer groups with a
program’s overall customer costs.

4. Whether aprogram “minimizes duplicative offerings” is defined as
whether a program offering overlaps with similar offerings to the samecustomer

groups.

384 SDG&E Opening Comments Proposed Decision at 1-2 citing Finding of Fact115.
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5. Whether aprogram “promotes robust participation by low-income
customers” is measured by the number of enrolled low -income customers for
existing programs, and the number of prospective low -income customers for
new programs.

6. Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(c)establishesthe requirements for new
Green AccessProgram tariffs.

7. The current ECR program fails to efficiently serve distinct customer
groups because,among other reasons,the investor-owned utilities’ programs
have had no customer enroliment sincethe programs’ inception. The current
ECR program fails to promote robust participation among low -income customers
basedon the lack of enrollment by low -income customers.

8. The current GT program fails to efficiently serve distinct customer groups
because,among other reasons,the investor-owned utilities’ programs have all
beensuspended in some capacity. The current GT program fails to promote
robust participation among low -income customers basedon the lack of
enrollment by low -income customers.

9. The current DAC-GT program fails to efficiently servedistinct customer
groups because,among other reasons,the program is under-subscribed and
under-procured. The current DAC-GT program fails to promote robust
participation among low -income customers basedon the low level of enroliment
among low -income customers.

10. The current CSGT program fails to efficiently servedistinct customer
groups because,among other reasons,there have beenfew customers enrolled in
the CSGTprogram. The current CSGT program fails to promote robust
participation among low -income customers basedon the lack of enrollment by

low -income customers.
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11. Section769.3(b)(2)(B)contains the following language: “If the commission
establishesa community renewable energy program pursuant to
subparagraph (A).”

12. The plain language of AB 2316and Pub. Util. Code Section769.3allows the
Commission to make its own determination on the reasonablenessof adopting
and implementing acommunity renewable energy program.

13. Becausethe NVBT proposals would compensategenerators and customers
basedon the Avoided Cost Calculator values and not the required PURPA
avoided costs,adopting the NVBT proposal would result in ratepayers paying
more than the utility’s avoided costsfor theseresources.

14. Absent project citing requirements, beyond being in the sameservice
territory asthe subscribers,the Commission is unable to determine whether a
project would avoid any transmission or distribution costs,much lesswhat that
avoided costsequals.

15. Without the certainty that the NVBT resourceswould be located closeto
customers, the avoided costsof transmission and distribution cannot be
confirmed.

16. Without Utilities’ ability to claim ResourceAdequacy credits, NVBT
projects cannot avoid generation capacity costs.

17. The lack of a deliverability study, required in the ResourceAdequacy
process,could lead to the need for transmission upgrades that could result in
higher costsfor all ratepayers.

18. In the VNEM, NEMA, and RESBCT tariffs, the generator is sized to fit the
load; in the NVBT proposal the customer subscriptions are sized to fit the

production of the generator.
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19. For both the VNEM and NEMA tariffs, the generating facility is located
onsite, or on a contiguous property; whereas, with the NVBT, the generating
facility will belocated anywhere within a utility’s service territory.

20. The proposed NVBT doesnot have a proximate connection between the
location of the generating facility and the subscribersin the proposed NVBT.

21. The NVBT doesnot similarly avoid transmission and distribution costsas
the VNEM, NEMA, and RES-BCTtariffs.

22. Front-of-the-meter resourcesare in front of a customer’s meter.

23. Behind-the-meter resourcesare behind a customer’s meter and will
addressonsite load, if any, and then feed back into the grid.

24. If aresourceis behind the meter then the resourcewill offset any load from
the customer before producing energy to the distribution grid.

25. If the resourceis in front of the meter, a customer’s load may not be offset.
Instead, the energy will be sentdirectly to the distribution grid. The location of
the resource and its proximity to customerswill determine what happensto the
produced energy.

26. The Avoided Cost Calculator and, therefore, the RIM test results should
not be relied upon to determine the impact of NVBT proposal on
nonparticipating customers.

27. Comparing wholesale procured resourceswith the proposed NVBT
resourcesis not how the Commission has historically evaluated distributed
energy resources.

28. The NVBT proposal would result in ratepayers compensating customers
for coststhat are not avoided, which would result in a cost shift.

29. Neither the plain language in AB 2316nor in Pub. Util. Code Section769.3

usesthe term Avoided Cost Calculator.
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30. A reasonableinterpretation of the term “avoided costs” in Pub. Util. Code
Section769.3could refer to either the PURPA avoided costsor the avoided costs
in the Avoided Cost Calculator.

31. Pub. Util. Code Section769.3makes no requirement to use the Avoided
Cost Calculator or any other specific method.

32. Pub. Util. Code Section769.3requires the use of a Commission method of
calculating the avoided cost.

33. FERChasadopted regulations specifying how to calculate avoided cost,
but allows state discretion to determine how avoided costis calculated within
the parameters established by FERC.

34. Therecord indicates strong support for the adoption of a new community
renewable energy program from adiverse array of entities.

35. The Commission twice setaside submission of the record of this
proceeding becauseof concernswith NVBT proposal regarding cost effectiveness
and reliability matters; SCE’'sPURPA compliant proposal is an alternative
community renewable energy program to addresstheseconcerns.

36. All parties have beenprovided with an opportunity to comment on SCE’s
PURPA compliant proposal.

37. Pub. Util. Code Section769.3does not require the community renewable
energy program to attain any specific procurement target.

38. Pub. Util. Code Section769.3requires the Commission to determine by
March 31,2024,whether it is beneficial to adopt a community renewable energy
program.

39. SCE’'sPURPA compliant proposal is neither out of scopenor doesit

violate due processrights.

- 157 -



A.22-05-022, et al. ALJ/KHY/DBB/nd3

40. SCEprovides no analysis that its PURPA compliant proposal would
comply with Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(c)(1)or Pub. Util. Code
Section769.3(c)(6).

41. The Energy Commission will decide whether a proposal complies with
Section 769.3(c)(1).

42. Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(c)(1)directs that “[flor purposes of this
paragraph, the Commission shall consult with the Energy Commission.”

43. In SCE'sPURPA compliant proposal, the subscribing customer’s share of
the generation resource’scompensation would be setaside in a balancing
account and distributed through aflat $/kWh credit that can be trued-up
annually basedon facility performance and credits distributed; the credit is
deducted from compensation to the generation, which is calculated basedon
PURPA avoided costsof the program'’s facilities.

44. SCEhaspresented evidence on how its proposal’'s PURPA-compliant
avoided cost meetsthe requirements of Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(c)(3).and
Green AccessProgram tariff evaluation results indicate there has beenlimited
successdeveloping community solar.

45. The limited past successwas one of the reasonsfor requiring an evaluation
of the Green AccessProgram tariffs and the subsequentrequired applications for
improvement filed asthe basisof this proceeding.

46. PURPA prices alone may not be sufficient compensation for garnering
additional interest in the community renewable energy program by developers.

47. The SCEproposal is incomplete.

48. Theincomplete SCEproposal requires additional record building time that
the Commission does not have.

49. The Commission has several existing tariffs that are PURPA compliant.
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50. It is reasonableto addressthe concernthat PURPA avoided costsmay be
insufficient by using the $33million appropriated to the Commission asa
subsidy to subscribing low-income customerswho enroll or are enrolled in the
adopted community renewable energy program.

51. In Pub. Util. Code Section769.3,the Legislature intended low -income
households and those who rent or leasetheir spaceto be the target market for the
community renewable energy programs.

52. Only low -income households are eligible for the $33million funds
appropriated to the Commission through AB 102.

53. The Commission adopted automatic enroliment in DAC-GT in
D.20-07-008.

54. Automatic enrollment reducesadministrative costs,minimizes marketing,
education, and outreach costs,and reduces barriers to access.

55. Compensating customersin energy units is not applicable when netting is
not being performed.

56. Limiting the size of PURPA-compliant community renewable energy
program projectsto 20 MW and requiring developers to demonstrate to the
Energy Commission that a project complies with Section10-115o0f the California
Building Code ensurescompliance with Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(c)(1).

57. Requiring that 51 percent of a PURPA-compliant community renewable
energy program generation facility’s capacity be subscribed to low -income
households ensurescompliance with Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(c)(2).

58. Requiring the PURPA-compliant community renewable energy program
to use PURPA avoided coststo compensategeneration resourcesensures
program costsare not paid by nonparticipating customersin excessof avoided

costs.
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59. Requiring the PURPA-compliant community renewable energy program
project developers to comply with the prevailing wage requirement ensures
compliance with Section1773o0f the Labor Code and Pub. Util. Code
Section769.3(c)(4).

60. Requiring the PURPA-compliant community renewable energy program
to: (1) compensategenerating resourcesbasedon the PURPA avoided costsof
the facility and (2) provide subscribing customers with their portion of this
compensation asa bill credit results in compliance with Pub. Util. Code
Section769.3.(c)(3)and (c)(5).

61. There are several state and federal funding sourcesavailable for
PURPA-compliant community renewable energy programs AB 102,the
Environmental Protection Agency’s Solarfor All, the enhancedfederal ITC, and
the Greenhouse GasReduction Fund.

62. Requiring developers of community renewable energy program projects to
take advantage of the available state and federal funding results in compliance
with Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(c)(6).

63. The results of the evaluation above and the record of this proceeding
indicate the need for improvement in the existing Green AccessProgram tariffs.
64. The original intention of the filing of the applications in this proceeding

was to review and improve the Green AccessProgram tariffs.

65. Challengesto attracting customers and developers in the Green Access
Program tariffs emanatefrom enrollment rate, eligibility requirements, rate
volatility, and duplication.

66. Voluntary inclusion of storagewill likely result in more costly projects, but
this costis balanced with the additional value to the grid that resources

combined with storagewill provide.
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67. California Air ResourcesBoard VRE programs are costly and should be
eliminated.

68. Validation and tracking by program administrators on a single website is a
more cost-effective method of verification and is consistentwith prior
Commission directives.

69. It is efficient to combine the unprocured capacity of the CSGTand
DAC-GT, transition customers on the existing CSGTto the modified DAC-GT,
allow the enrollment of previously wait-listed customers, and focus on
improving future enrollment of low -income customers.

70. Requiring projects to be sited in the top quarter of disadvantaged
communities within the service territory of the respective utility or CCA hasled
to fewer projects being eligible for the DAC-GT.

71. An objective of DAC-GT is to promote robust participation by low -income
customers, i.e, provide for increasedaccesso renewable energy by challenged
communities.

72. Expanding the DAC-GT site requirements to allow eligible projectsto be
located no more than five miles from any DAC-GT-eligible community will help
to meet the objective of promoting robust participation by low -income
customers.

73. Using the “top off” approach in the DAC-GT would have negative impacts
on nonparticipating ratepayers.

74. PG&E hasadopted auto-enroliment in the DAC-GT for customers at high
risk of disconnection.

75. The Commission hasadopted the practice of customer self-certification in

other public purpose programs.
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76. Adopting the auto-enrollment practice adopted by the Commission in
D.20-07-008for usein the modified DAC-GT is efficient and will improve the
current enrollment statistics for low -income customers.

77. SCE’smost recent Green Tariff contract was executedin 2016.

78. A current costcontainment cap reflects current market prices and
developer costs.

79. The record doesnot contain any proposal for the processto update the cost
containment cap.

80. Reuvising the submission date of the DAC-GT Program Administrator’s
annual budget advice letter to April 1stwill not impact the timing of the Energy
ResourceRecovery Account proceedings and will provide additional time to
ensure accuracy of the costs.

81. Resolution E-5124required PG&E to provide in their 2022Budget Advice
Letter adiscussion on its efforts to eliminate manual data transfers between
PG&E and participating CCAs.

82. While PG&E stated it would evaluate the costsand benefits of
implementing abilling solution, the Commission has not seena comprehensive
analysis.

83. Becausecustomers are eligible to be enrolled in DAC-GT and CSGTfor up
to 20years, it is prudent to consider the costsand benefits of implementing an
automated billing solution for DAC-GT and CSGT customers.

84. Thefollowing improvements will lead to potential enrollment increasesin
the modified DAC -GT, thus addressing the Pub. Util. Code Section769.3goal of
promoting robust participation by low -income customers: (1) move legacy CSGT
projects to the modified DAC-GT,; (2) transfer previously enrolled utility or CCA

customersto the modified DAC-GT; and (3) increasethe cap of eachProgram
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Administrator that is closeto being fully procured within a particular utility
service territory to allow enrollment of an additional 50 percent of eligible
customers.

85. SDG&E’s small customer basemay not support participation in Green
AccessProgram tariffs and could result in the small volume of bundled
customers being unfairly burdened by the costsassociatedwith the Green Access
Program tariffs.

86. The DAC-GT and CSGT ProcessEvaluation report recommends the
Commission decreasethe frequency of solicitations to once a year in order for the
solicitations to be more efficient and to be on a more predictable schedule that
allows time for developers to prepare and submit offers.

87. A tariff sunsetfor DAC-GT provides clarity to subscribers.

88. The PG&E proposed use of RPSresourcesto bridge capacity shortfalls
doesnot indicate when PG&E should buy versus procure additional resources.

89. The ECRtariff hasexperiencedlow -enrollment and fails to efficiently serve
any distinct customer group.

90. Due to adecreasein rates at the end of December 2020, participating Green
Tariff customers experienced an increasein their bill credits, which createda
surge in enrollments to the tariff leading to more customers.

91. Use of the top-off approach in the modified Green Tariff will assistin
limiting future price volatility.

92. Integrating Green Tariff resource availability with other Integrated
Resourceplans could lead to lessrate volatility.

93. All costsfor the modified Green Tariff are borne by the participating

subscribers.
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94. Resolution E-4999%ound it appropriate for program evaluation funding for
the DAC-GT to be shared by Utilities in proportion to their share of capacity for
the DAC-GT and the CSGT.

95. It is consistent for the Commission to maintain the practice adopted in
Resolution E-4999for funding the DAC-GT evaluations required by this decision.

Conclusions of Law
1. The current ECRtariff fails to meetthe goals of Pub. Util. Code

Section 769.3(b)(1)(A).

2. The current GT tariff fails to meetthe goals of Pub. Util. Code
Section769.3(b)(1)(A).

3. The current DAC-GT tariff fails to meetthe goals of Pub. Util. Code
Section769.3(b)(1)(A).

4. The current CSGTtariff fails to meetthe goals of Pub. Util. Code
Section 769.3(b)(1)(A).

5. The Commission should not adopt the NVBT proposal asa foundation for
acommunity renewable energy program.

6. AB 2316and Pub. Util. Code Section769.3does not require the
Commission to adopt acommunity renewable energy program.

7. The NVBT proposal doesnot comply with the requirements of Pub. Util.
Code Section 769.3.

8. Neither AB 2316nor Pub. Util. Code Section769.3require the use of the
Avoided Cost Calculator or any other specific method to determine the avoided
costsof the NVBT facilities.

9. The Commission should usethe PURPA avoided costsfor calculating

avoided costsof the community renewable energy program facilities.
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10. To prioritize the maximum use of state and federal incentives and
accelerateimplementation of the program to ensure that time- or
gquantity -limited federal incentives can be obtained for the benefit of subscribers,
the Commission should require that developers of PURPA-compliant
community renewable energy program projects should take advantage of state
and federal funds including AB 102,the Environmental Protection Agency’s
Solar for All grant competition, the enhancedfederal ITC, and the Greenhouse
GasReduction Fund.

11. The Commission should find it beneficial to adopt a community renewable
energy program.

12. The Commission should not adopt the top-off approach.

13. The Commission should adopt automatic enroliment in the community
renewable energy program.

14. The Commission should adopt the proposal to provide customers a flat
monetary credit on customer bills.

15. The Commission should adopt a community renewable energy program
that usesthe current PURPA compliant tariffs asa foundation.

16. A community renewable energy program compliant with PURPA can
meet the requirements of Pub. Util. Code Section769.3.

17. The community renewable energy program meetsthe requirements of
Pub. Util. Code Section769.3.

18. The Commission should adopt the community renewable energy program
compliant with PURPA.

19. The Commission should take the bestelements of the existing Green
AccessProgram tariffs and consolidate and, where necessary,eliminate to

Improve accesdfor customers.
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20. The Commission should consolidate unprocured CSGT capacity into a
modified DAC-GT.

21. The Commission should expand the DAC-GT site requirements to locate
eligible projects no more than five miles from any DAC-GT-eligible community.

22. The Commission should not adopt the “top off” approach for the modified
DAC-GT until other efforts to increaseaccesso renewable energy are tested.

23. The Commission should adopt the proposal for auto-enrollment in the
modified DAC-GT.

24. The Commission should direct Utilities and CCAs to work together to
develop a proposal for updating the cost containment cap.

25. The Commission should revise the submission date of the DAC-GT
Program Administrators’ annual budget advice letters from February 1stto
April 1st.

26. The Commission should require PG&E to provide a detailed scopeand
costestimate of developing afully automated billing solution for DAC-GT and
CSGTCCA customersthat follows the samebilling processthat is provided to
participating Utility customers.

27. The Commission should adopt the following revisions to improve access
to renewable energy: (1) move legacy CSGT projects to the modified DAC-GT;
(2) transfer previously enrolled utility or CCA customersto the modified
DAC-GT; and (3) increasethe capacity cap of eachDAC-GT Program
Administrator who is closeto being fully procured within a particular utility
service territory and enroll an additional 50 percent of eligible customers.

28. The Commission should not allocate additional capacity to SDG&E for the

modified DAC-GT.
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29. The Commission should allow for the facilitation of participating CCAs
within the SDG&E territories.

30. The Commission should allow SDG&E to terminate its CSGTand DAC-GT
programs to its bundled customers.

31. The Commission should decreasethe frequency of DAC-GT solicitations to
aminimum of onceayear.

32. The Commission should implement atariff sunsetfor the DAC-GT.

33. The Commission should remove Green-ecertification and institute annual
validation and reporting after the retirement of the applicable RECs.

34. The Commission should not adopt the PG&E proposed use of RPS
resourcesto bridge capacity shortfalls.

35. The Commission should increasethe customer subscription capto 40 MW.

36. The Commission should disallow any future solicitations in the ECR tariff
and reassignall uncontracted capacity to the modified Green Tariff leading to a
total of 562 MW statewide.

37. The Commission should require that all costsfor the modified Green Tariff
be borne by the participating subscribers.

38. The Commission should adopt the use of the top-off approach in the
modified Green Tariff.

39. The Commission should deny the SCErequestto recover up to
$5.471million in incremental Green Shareprogram implementation costsfrom
all bundled service customers and authorize recovery from program subscribers.

40. The Commission should maintain the practice adopted in Resolution E-
4999for funding the DAC-GT evaluations required by this decision and should

adopt the revised percentagesherein.

- 167 -



A.22-05-022, et al. ALJ/KHY/DBB/nd3

ORDER
IT IS ORDERED that:

1. A community renewable energy program is adopted and shall contain the
following elements:

(@) Foundational Tariff — Selectionof one of the existing
tariffs that are compliant with the federal Public Utility
Regulatory Policies Act including, but not limited to,
the Renewable Market Adjusting Tariff (ReMAT) and
Standard-Offer-Contract. Developers shall adhere to
the previously adopted tariff rules for the selected
foundational tariff.

(b) Subscription Model and Bill Credit — Subscribing
customerswill receive aflat monetary credit on their
monthly bill basedon a percentage of eachproject’s
overall revenue share paid for through external
funding or incentives. Low -income customers, as
defined in Public Utilities (Pub. Util.) Code
Section 769.3will receive no lessthan 20 percent. The
bill credit will bereviewed on an annual basisand
updated through atrue-up process.

(c)  Adder— A fund of monies will be kept in a balancing
accountand will be provided to eligible subscribers.
Incentive levels will be dependent upon the amount of
funds in the balancing account, including new funds
when they becomeavailable.

(d) Eligibility Requirements — All customerswill be
eligible to enroll assubscribersin this tariff.

(e) Automatic Enrollment — Pacific Gasand Electric
Company, SanDiego Gas& Electric Company and
Southern California Edison Company shall implement
the sameauto-enroliment procedures asapproved by
the Commission in Decision 20-07-008and
Resolution E-5124.

() Compliance with Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(c)(1)—
In addition to the requirements of the foundational
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(9)

(h)

(i)

tariff and the subscription model, the community
renewable energy program tariff shall require that:
(1) developers demonstrate to the California Energy
Commission that the proposal complies with
Section10-1150f the California Building Code; and
(2) all projects shall be limited to 20 megawatts.

Compliance with Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(c)(2)}—
In addition to the requirements of the foundational
tariff and the subscription model, the community
renewable energy program tariff shall require that
developers demonstrate that 51 percent of a project’'s
capacity is subscribed to low -income customers.

Compliance with Pub. Util. Code Section769.3(c)(4)—
In addition to the requirements of the foundational
tariff and the subscription model, the community
renewable energy program tariff shall require that
developers demonstrate that all projects shall comply
with the prevailing wage requirement.

Storage— The community renewable energy program
tariff shall allow for co-located solar and storage.

2. The Community Solar Green Tariff (CSGT)is discontinued. Pacific Gas

and Electric Company, SanDiego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern

California Edison Company (collectively, Utilities) and Community Choice

Aggregators (CCASs) shall transfer all remaining un-procured capacity assigned

to this tariff to the modified Disadvantaged Communities Green Tariff

(DAC-GT). Procured CSGT capacity and procurement in existing active

solicitations may be transferred to DAC-GT. Utilities and CCAs may transition

DAC-GT-eligible customerscurrently enrolled in CSGTinto the modified

DAC-GT, unlessthere is no remaining capacity. If capacity is at subscription

maximum, Utilities and CCAs are responsible for informing the customer of the

loss of their discount.
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3. The Disadvantaged Communities Green Tariff shall be modified as
follows:

(@) Siterequirements are revised to allow eligible projects
to be located no more than five miles from eligible
disadvantaged communities censustracts.

(b) Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas&
Electric Company (SDG&E), and Southern California
Edison Company shall implement automatic
enroliment aspreviously adopted in Decision 20-07-008
and reiterated in Resolution E-5124.

(c) SDG&E is permitted to terminate its tariff to its
bundled customers but must continue its cooperation
with any Community Choice Aggregator that seeksto
offer the tariff in its territory by including a proposed
venue in which to seekcostrecovery in the Tier 2
Advice Letter required by Ordering Paragraph 9.

(d) Capacity is increased by an additional
37.316megawatts of additional capacity.

(e)  The capacity cap of eachProgram Administrator, who
is closeto being fully procured within a particular
utility serviceterritory, isincreasedto allow the
enroliment of an additional 50 percent of eligible
customers.

() Solicitations are decreasedto a minimum of oncea
year.

()  Voluntary inclusion of storageis permitted.

(h) The cost containment cap shall be updated using the
stepsin Ordering Paragraph 4.

0] The submission date of the DAC-GT Program
Administrators’ annual budget advice letters is
changedto April 1st.

0) A sunsetfor the tariff is adopted whereby when the
remaining capacity for the modified tariff reaches
500kilowatts or there hasbeenno participation by

- 170 -



A.22-05-022, et al. ALJ/KHY/DBB/nd3

(k)

developers in two consecutive solicitations, a utility
shall submit a Tier 1 Advice Letter informing the
Commission that solicitations have beensuspended.

Green-ecertification is no longer required. Consistent
with Ordering Paragraph 6 below, Quarterly reporting
to California Distributed Generation Statistics
(DGStats) website, or another website asdetermined
by Energy Division, shall include: megawatt-hours
(MWh) of participant usage;MWh of Renewable
Portfolio Standard (RPS)Renewable Energy Credits
(RECs)retired for participants; and remaining MWh of
usageto account for with program RECs.

4. Pacific Gasand Electric Company (PG&E) and Southern California Edison

Company (SCE),and participating Community Choice Aggregators shall work

together to develop a proposal for updating the cost containment cap for the

Disadvantaged Communities Green Tariff. The costcontainment cap shall reflect

the option for paired storage.No later than 90 days from the adoption of this

decision, PG&E and SCEshall submit a Tier 2 Advice Letter proposing a method

for updating the cost containment cap.

5. The Green Tariff shall be modified asfollows:

(@)

(b)

(€)

Eligibility is aimed at market rate customers and all
costsshall be recovered by participating customer
subscribers.

The Green Tariff Shared Renewablesenhanced
community renewables (GTSRECR)option is closedto
new procurement not currently under negotiation or
contract. The unprocured capacity for this option is
reassignedto the modified Green Tariff, creating a cap
of 562 megawatts (MW) statewide. Southern California
Edison Company (SCE)may eliminate the one-sixth
residential requirement.

Customer subscriptions are capped at 40 MW per
customer. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego
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Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California
Edison Company may requestto increasethesecaps
through aTier 2 Advice Letter.

(d) The “topped-off” approach is adopted, whereby
customers subscribed to the tariff remain on their
otherwise applicable tariff and are “topped off” to
achieve 100percent clean energy.

(e)  Voluntary inclusion of storageis permitted.

() A sunsetis adopted whereby when the remaining
enrolled capacity for the modified tariff falls below
500kilowatts or there hasbeenno participation by
developers in two consecutive solicitations, a utility
shall submit a Tier 1 Advice Letter informing the
Commission that solicitations have beensuspended.

(9) Green-ecertification is no longer required. Consistent
with Ordering Paragraph 6 below, Quarterly reporting
to California Distributed Generation Statistics
(DGStats) website, or another website asdetermined
by Energy Division, shall include: megawatt-hours
(MWh) of participant usage;MWh of Renewable
Portfolio Standard (RPS)Renewable Energy Credits
(RECs)retired for participants; and remaining MWh of
usageto account for with program RECSs.

(h) Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas&
Electric Company, and Southern California Edison
Company are no longer required to file a marketing
and budget plan through aTier 2 Advice Letter.

6. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas & Electric Company,
Southern California Edison Company, and Program Administrators of tariffs in
the California Renewable Energy Portfolio shall conduct data collection and
reporting on program operation and outcomes for public posting on the
California Distributed Generation Statistics (DGStats) website. This directive

replacesreporting requirements in Decision (D.) 15-01-051D. 16-05-006
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D.18-06-027,Resolution E-4999,D.21-12-036and Resolution E-5028.Specific
program metrics, such as projects approved and completed, project status and
capacity, location of project, subscriber information, job training, local hiring, and
coordination with low-income and clean energy programs shall be posted on the
DGStatswebsite, or another website asdetermined by the Energy Division, on a
quarterly basis.The data shall be uniformly formatted and contain no
confidential material. Energy Division is authorized to modify thesereporting
requirements asneededto inform evaluation, measurement, and verification
activities.

7. No later than 60 days from the adoption of this decision, Pacific Gasand
Electric Company, SanDiego Gas& Electric Company, and Southern California
Edison Company, and participating Community Choice Aggregators shall
facilitate a workshop with Energy Division, parties to this proceeding, and other
relevant stakeholders to determine the format and specific data to be included in
the California Distributed Generation Statistics website reporting, asdirected by
Ordering Paragraph 6 above.

8. No later than 45days after facilitating the workshop, asdirected by
Ordering Paragraph 7 above, Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego
Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company, and
participating Community Choice Aggregators shall submit a joint Tier 1 Advice
Letter outlining what was agreed upon aswell asany efforts planned to better
coordinate amongst the various Program Administrators and to automate the
data collection and transfer process.

9. No later than 120days from the adoption of this decision, Pacific Gasand
Electric Company, SanDiego Gas& Electric Company, and Southern California

Edison Company (Utilities) and/or participating Community Choice
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Aggregators (CCASs) shall eachsubmit a Tier 2 Advice Letter updating their
Community Solar Green Tariff according to Ordering Paragraph 2, their
Disadvantaged Communities Green Tariff according to Ordering Paragraph 3,
and/or their Enhanced Community Renewablesand Green Tariff according to
Ordering Paragraph 5 above. Utilities and participating CCAs shall coordinate
before submitting the advice letters to ensure uniformity, to the extent possible to
ensure that tariff language is uniform acrossthe state. The advice letter shall
include details on how the tariff(s) will result in incremental new renewable
energy being purchased to specifically serve subscribersof that tariff.

10. No later than 60days from the adoption of this decision, Pacific Gasand
Electric Company, SanDiego Gas& Electric Company, and Southern California
Edison Company shall eachsubmit a Tier 1 Advice Letter proposing any
additional supply -side tariffs applicable for the community renewable energy
program, assetforth in this decision, and adopted in Ordering Paragraph 1
above.

11. No later than 60 days of the adoption of this decision, Pacific Gasand
Electric Company, SanDiego Gas& Electric Company, and Southern California
Edison Company (collectively, Utilities) shall eachsubmit a Tier 1 Advice Letter
establishing a balancing account to track the subscriber revenue sharesand
distribute the appropriate sharesthrough the bill credit described in Ordering
Paragraph 1 above. Utilities shall also use this balancing accountto receive and
track external funds to supplement eligible projects through the community
renewable energy program low -income incentive.

12. In its next Tier 2 Disadvantaged Community Green Tariff (DAC-GT)
Annual Budget Advice Letter, required by Resolution E-4999and due on April 1,
2025,Pacific Gasand Electric Company (PG&E) shall provide a detailed scope
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and cost estimate of developing afully automated billing solution for
Community Choice Aggregator customers enrolled in the modified DAC-GT.
The proposed billing solution shall follow the samebilling processthat is
provided to participating PG&E customers. The filing shall also describe how
PG&E’s billing implementation efforts here would be integrated into PG&E'’s
ongoing billing system upgrades.

13. Energy Division is authorized to hire a consultant to develop a statewide
website for the Commission’s portfolio of renewable energy programs adopted
in this decision, subjectto budget appropriation. The objective of the website is to
assistin overcoming barriers in customer and project developer awarenessof the
tariffs in the portfolio. Energy Division is authorized to provide early accesso a
draft version of the website and related content to this service list for informal
party and other stakeholder comment to ensure the webpagesare clear and
complete.

14. Energy Division is authorized to develop and issue a Requestfor Proposal
for an independent consultant with expertise in evaluation methods and
processesto conduct evaluations of the modified Green Tariff program and new
community renewable energy program. The Disadvantaged Communities Green
Tariff (DAC-GT) evaluation schedule, asordered in Decision 18-06-027,is revised
to align with the evaluations ordered here. Funding for the DAC-GT evaluation
shall continue to be shared by Pacific Gasand Electric Company (PG&E), San
Diego Gas& Electric Company (SDG&E), and Southern California Edison
Company (SCE)in proportion to their share of capacity for the DAC-GT as
follows: 50 percent for PG&E, 40 percent for SCE,and 10 percent for SDG&E. The
evaluations shall be completed, and results (including recommendations) shared

with the service list no later than three years from the adoption of this decision.
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Partieswill be provided an opportunity to comment on the results of the
evaluations and potential next steps.No later than 90 days following the effective
date of the contract or agreementwith the selectedconsultant or consultants, the
consultant(s) under the direction of the Energy Division, should facilitate a
workshop with parties to discussthe objectives, methodology, and metrics for
the evaluations.

15. Application (A.) 22-05-022,A.22-05-023,and A.22-05-024remain open to
addressfurther implementation issuesrelated to the California Shared
RenewablesPortfolio of tariffs.

This order is effective today.

Dated May 30, 2024,at Sacramento,California.

ALICE REYNOLDS
President

JOHN REYNOLDS

KAREN DOUGLAS
Commissioners

Commissioner Matthew Baker,
being absent,did not participate.

| reservethe right to file a dissent.

/s/ DARCIE L. HOUCK
Darcie L. Houck
Commissioner
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Concurrence and Dissent of Commissioner Darcie L. Houck

DECISION MODIFYING GREEN ACCESSPROGRAM TARIFFS AND
ADOPTING A COMMUNITY RENEWABLE ENERGY PROGRAM

The decision evaluates current customer renewable energy subscription
programs, also known as Green AccessProgram tariffs, and rejectsthe proposed
community solar program, identified asthe Net Value Billing Tariff (NVBT) and
adopts a new program identified asthe Community Renewable Energy (CRE)
program. For the reasonsexplained below, | respectfully concur in part and
dissent asto the Community Renewable Energy (CRE) Program.*

| believe Community Solar hasthe potential to be a critical tool in ensuring an
equitable clean energy transition. | understand that many considerations were
balanced and asaresult we now have the CRE program. | also believe that the
assigned office and Commission staff worked very hard to balance many
competing interests. However, in my opinion, the program needsmore work to
ensure benefits from Community Solar are realized for all California ratepayers.
California is a global leader in the clean energy transition, and we have an
opportunity here to develop a cost-effective, equitable, program that could
provide reliability, resiliency, and affordability benefits for California —
specifically to some of California’s most vulnerable populations. ?

Environmental and Social Justice Concerns

Community solar presentsan opportunity that hasgreat potential for furthering
ajust and equitable energy transition. It could further reliable, resilient energy
systemsfor all Californians. Community solar programs, have the potential to
provide benefits for all ratepayers, and particularly for environmental and social
justice (ESJ)and Tribal communities, which advance our ESJAction Plan 2.0
policy goals. | have concernsthat the adopted CRE program does not achieve
the benefits that a community solar program should be designed to achieve. As
explained below, a community solar program that includes both locational and
system benefit requirements can be a significant tool for providing safe,reliable
and affordable energy to ESJand Tribal communities.

1My dissentis focused on the CRE Program portion of the decision, not other portions of the
final decision.

2 Taking this position is not an endorsement of the Net Value Billing Tariff (NVBT) Program
that was considered in this proceeding.
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Community Solar Programs do not Conflict with Federal Law

Severalparties, including Pacific Gas& Electric Company (PG&E), and Southern
California Edison (SCE),assertedthat the NVBT was preempted under federal
law by the Federal Power Act (FPA) and the Public Utility Regulatory Policies
Act (PURPA).2 In my opinion, the legal authorities cited by the parties do not
support that assertion. Interestingly, the reply comments filed by PG&E and
SDG&E do not counter the numerous opening comments that were critical of the
federal law compliance analysis, offering only summary statementsasto PURPA
compliance.* Coalition for Community Solar Access(CCSA), The Utility Reform
Network (TURN), and Arcadia Power note that FERChas not ruled on this issue,
while the IOUs do not provide any federal or state authority directly on point to
support their assertion of preemption .°

TURN also points out that “over 22 statescurrently operate community solar
programs that, by definition, allow customersto subscribeto the output of
renewable generation not located onsite.”® Moreover, TURN arguesthat “[s]ince
2016,FERChasdeclined to grant several petitions seeking afinding that
community solar programs violate PURPA.”’ Likewise, SCEconcedesthat FERC
has not ruled on whether a community solar program involves awholesale sale8
In fact, federal law promoting community solar, through billions of dollars in
grants and tax credits, FERC’srefusal to take up this matter, and the 22 other
statesthat have exercisedtheir authority in adopting community solar programs,
all weigh in the opposite direction, supporting state authority over community
solar projects. The Commission should not take positions that could legally
undermine California’s sovereignty. Thereis simply no federal caselaw or
administrative precedentwhich establishesthat a community solar program that

3 SedPG&E Opening Comments at 5; SCEOpening Comments at 2.
4 SedPG&E Reply Comments at 3-4; SDG&E Reply Comments at 4.

5 SeeSCEReply Comments at 7; CCSA Comments at 4-5;see TURN Comments at 7, and
Arcadia Opening Comments at 7, citing EnergyMark,LLC, 181FERCY 61,062,at P 5 (2022),S.
Md. Elec.Coop.|nc., 162FERCY 61,048,at P 16 (2018),MidAmerican, 94 FERCY 61,340at 11,12;
SunEdison129FERCY 61,146 New EnglandRatepayeréssociation172FERCY 61,042.

6 TURN Opening Comments at 7.

"TURN Opening Comments at 7, citing Southern Maryland Elec.Coop. and Choptank Elec.
Coop, 157FERCT 61,118(2016);Southern Maryland Elec.Coop. and Choptank Elec.Coop,
162FERCY 61,048(2018);New England RatepayersAssociation, 172FERCY 61,042(2020).

8 SCEReply Comments at 4; seealsoCCSA Opening Comments at 3.
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doesnot usethe PURPA avoided costmeasurewould be federally preempted or
invalidated by FERC.

| agreewith the final decision that it is unnecessaryto reach questions of
preemption under the FPA and PURPA asthey pertain to the proposed NVBT.

Community Solar Programs and State Law

The decision relies on SB43in finding that the Commission’s Avoided Cost
Calculator (ACC) is not an allowed measurefor compensation of a community
solar program. SB43requires “no costsare shifted from participating customers
to nonparticipating ratepayers” in the Green Tariff Shared Renewables(GTSR)
program.® Here, Assembly Bill (AB) 2316is the controlling law, not SB43.Under
AB 2316,if the Commission determines that a new program or tariff should be
created, the Commission is then required to “[m]inimize impacts to
nonparticipating customers by prohibiting the program's costsfrom being paid
by nonparticipating customersin excessof the avoided costs.”? This proceeding
implementing AB 2316seeksto modify an existing GTSRtariff. Accordingly, the
applicable cost-shift limitation before the Commission in considering a new
community solar program is theavoidedcosts (emphasis added).t* A community
solar program cancomply with statelaw using an avoided cost measureto
determine compensation.

Under AB 2316,the Commission has flexibility to define avoided cost. The
Commission, in looking at the cost-effectivenessof Distributed Energy Resources
(DERs)would typically usethe ACC for this purpose. The Commission also
could develop another measure or adjust inputs to the ACC, considering factors
such aslocation on the system, size, reliability benefits, and potential to offset
more expensive energy such asNet Billing Tariff (NBT) systems. AB 2316states
that the program developed by the Commission shall:

Provide bill credits to subscribersbasedon the avoided costsof the program's
facilities, asdetermined by the commission's methods for calculating the full set
of benefits of distributed energy resources.The commission may use actual

° Pub. Util. Code § 2833(p).
10 pyb. Util. Code § 769.3(c)(3).
11,
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wholesale market prices for the energy supply portion of an avoided cost
calculation or credit value.1?

While avoided transmission and distribution is different for Behind-the-Meter
rooftop solar versus in-front of the meter solar, the Commission hasthe ability to
determine the appropriate mechanism to measure avoided costand may adjust
components or inputs used to determine cost-effectiveness.Using the PURPA
avoided cost contract without specific information asto what benefits a project
may have could be premature.

A Viable Community Solar Alternative

California is leading the way in the clean energy transition. Not everyone can
install distributed energy resourceson their property. Community solar provides
one avenue to expand accessto renewable energy for disadvantaged
communities. The adopted CRE program usesa federally determined PURPA
avoided cost measure modeled after Renewable Market Adjusting Tariff
(ReMAT). TURN statesthat:

[tlhe ReMAT program hasonly resulted in contracts with
eight projects (totaling 12.4MW) since 2017and none sincethe
program reopened in 2020and the PURPA Standard Offer
Contract program hasonly yielded a single new project

(20 MW solar) in the last five years3

Given the small number of projects produced through the ReMAT and PURPA
Standard Offer Contract Program, there is concern that the CRE may not be
successful.Community solar projects have the potential to provide added
benefits for customers served by these systems, such aslowering bills for renters,
low income and vulnerable customers, and providing resiliency benefits for the
grid. Theseprojects could offset new net billing tariff (NBT) systemsat a lower
costto all customers, and with an appropriately considered compensation level
could also incentive solar plus storage projects. The PURPA avoided costmay
not be the bestmeasure for determining avoided costand could result in
disincentives for community solar plus storage that would better service low
income and disadvantaged communities. As explained above, an alternative
meansmay be the better tool to measure adequate compensation becauseit can

12 pub. Util. Code 8 769.3(c)(5).
BTURN Opening Comments at 3-4.
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be adjusted to fit the needsof the project and provides incentives to pair solar
with storage.

Further, the CRE program declines to adopt a locational requirement that might
otherwise provide grid benefits and transmission and distribution avoided costs.
Vote Solar, Natural ResourcesDefense Council, and California Environmental
JusticeAlliance (collectively, CEJA, etal.) recommend alocational requirement
“to provide certainty of delivering full avoided costbenefits.”1* The next phase
of the proceeding, as CEJA, etal. requested, should require the IOUs be required
to provide information regarding which circuits would be locations that could
benefit from community solar projects and createratepayer cost savings.t®

Title 24 Section 10-115Consistency

The CRE program as proposed may needto be adjusted to ensure consistency
with the requirements of Section 10-1150f the California Building Standards
Code (Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations).'® The decision requires
additional workshops to vet several outstanding issuesthat will needto be
resolved before the program can be implemented. Community solar programs
that are consistentwith the provisions of Section10-1150f Title 24 have the
potential to createsignificant savings for bundled ratepayers where community
solar, particularly community solar plus storageis utilized to offset new rooftop
solar that would otherwise be compensatedat the NBT rate. Someparties
estimated roughly 400MW of annual new solar install required to comply with
the new buildings code. A Title 24 consistencyfinding by the California Energy
Commission (CEC) could provide significant savings to all ratepayers as
community solar projects funded at an adjusted ACC rate could reduce the
number of new systemsthat fall under the NBT.1/

14 CEJA, etal. Opening Comments at 4-5.
151d.
16 Pub. Util. Code §769.3(c)(1).

17 According to an estimate from CCSA and cited by TURN, the cost shift of 400MW NBT in
lieu of NVBT will be approximately $4.5billion over 25years. TURN also states,“[tlhese values
would increasewith greater utilization of the NVBT for new home construction over time” and
assertsthat “the [decision’s] failure to evaluate these savings representsanother fatal flaw.
Compared to the NVBT, the [decision’s] alternative program would createa massive cost shift
due to thousands of MWSs of new rooftop solar being installed under Title 24 and locking in
decadesof compensation at rates that dwarf both PURPA avoided costsand ACC values.” See
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The decision defers to the CEC for a determination of consistencywith Section
10-115asdirected by AB 2316. For the CEC to make afinding that a community
solar project can replace new roof top solar, two critical issuesmust be
addressed, 1) the CRE criteria that requires registration of specific individual
customers, appearsto be inconsistent with the provisions of Section10-115that
require the project to betied to a physical building located at a specific
property; 18 and 2) the reliance on third-party funding that may or may not be

TURN Opening Comments at page 13 citing CCSA “31 January [sic — July] 2023” Opening
Comments at 34-35.

18 SeeTitle 24 § 10-115(a)(4)(B):

Participation. The Administrator(s) approved by the Energy Commission
pursuant to Section10- 115(b)1shall ensurethat all participating buildings,
which usethe community shared solar and/or community shared battery
storage systemto comply with Section140.0(c),150.1(a)30r 170.0(a)3remain
participating buildingsfor no lessthan a 20-yearperiod(“Participation Period”),
regardles®fwhoownsor occupieshe participating building, unless the building
owner discontinues participation after causing the on-site solar electric
generation systemto be installed and interconnected pursuant to the Opt-Out
Requirements. For purposes of this Section,"Opt-Out Requirements"” shall mean
installation and interconnection of an on-site solar electric generation system that
meetsor exceeds.the requirements of Section140.0(c),150.1(a)3,0r 170.0(a)3in
effect at the time the builder applied for the original building permit for the
participating building. (emphasisadded)

SeealsoTitle 24 8 10-115(a)(B)(i):

Equitable Servitude. As a condition for a building to participate, participating
builders shall impose an equitable servitude through aproperly recorded
declaration of covenants, conditions and restrictions (“CC&Rs") or other
properly recorded covenant, deed restriction or other legally binding method
referencedin eachdeed transferring title for eachparticipating building. This
equitable servitude shall run with the land and obligate the original
owner(s)/tenant(s) and all subsequentowner(s)/tenant(s) of the participating
building to maintain the building’s participation in the community shared solar
and/or community shared battery storage system for the Participation Period, or
ensureinstallation and interconnection of an on-site solar electric generation
system that satisfiesthe Opt-Out Requirements. The equitable servitude shall
specify that in order to discontinue participation in the community shared solar
and/or battery system, the building owner must satisfy the Opt-Out
Requirements. The builder shall ensure that the equitable servitude provides the
Administrator approved by the Commission the right to enforce the above
provisions. The equitable servitude shall remain in force for a period of 20years
from the date of first participation of the building in the community shared solar
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available for the 20-yearperiod required by 10-115'° The Commission should
coordinate closely with the CEC in the next phase of the proceeding to ensure
consistencywith Section10-1150f Title 24.

A Title 24 consistencyfinding by the CEC could provide significant savings to all
ratepayers ascommunity solar projects could reduce the estimated 400MW of
new systemsthat fall under the NBT.2°

Third-party Funding

The community solar program proposed here is dependent on third-party
funding to cover the costof bill credits for low-income subscribers. It is unclear
how much third-party funding would be neededto ensure a meaningful value to
low-income subscribers, or where funding would come from to cover credits to
non-low-income subscribers,or how long such funding would last. The reliance
on non-dedicated third-party funding puts the program at risk of failing, or
potentially having to have ratepayers cover the full costof the program going
forward.

Potential third-party funding could include funding such asfederal grant dollars
and Cap-and-Trade Greenhouse Gas(GHG) allowances. However, asTURN
points out “[tlhe [decision] does not addressthe fact that the diversion of GHG
allowances for this purpose would represent a costshift from the general body of
ratepayers who would otherwise benefit from theserevenuesthrough the
Climate Dividend.” 2% Without asecurefunding sourceswe are risking taking
away current benefits from ratepayers or shifting the full costof the program to
all ratepayers in the future. Federal funding should be used to provide asmany
long-term benefits as possible for low-income customers.

and/or battery system. The equitable servitude shall not be revocable. The
equitable servitude shall be delivered to all responsible parties through transfer
disclosure statements.

¥ Title 24810-115(a)(4)The community shared solar electric generation system and/or
community shared battery storage system shall be designed and installed to provide the energy
savings benefits to the dedicated building specified in Section10-115(a)3for a period of no less
than twenty (20)years.”

20TURN, supranote 14.
2L TURN Opening Comments, footnote 2 at 1.
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Projects in the Central Valley

Under AB 2672(Perea,2014),the legislature tasked the Commission to identify
disadvantaged communities for replacing propane and wood burning appliances
with electric appliances. In the resulting proceeding, we identified 179
disadvantaged communities in the Central Valley.?? Further workshops on
outstanding implementation issuesshould consider whether CRE projects can
servethese 179communities in the Central Valley to meetthe 51 percent low-
income disadvantaged community subscriber requirement. This could provide
bill relief and support building decarbonization efforts for these hard-to-reach
communities. This also hasthe added benefit of building larger scalegeneration
closerto load which would contribute to much needed reliability and increased
capacity for thesecommunities.

Implementation Phase Considerations

| recognize and appreciate that additional work will be needed before
implementation of the CRE program can occur. During the implementation
phase,| would encourage careful consideration of refinements or potential
amendments to the program. Someconsiderations may include other funding
mechanisms, compensation at a rate that could offset bill credits within the
parameters of the ACC or amodified ACC, requiring the pairing of solar and
storage, locational requirements, and a minimum percentage of community solar
projects that can offset new Title 24 rooftop solar.

Conclusion

| cannot support the proposed decision. Yet| do believe there is an opportunity
to adjust the program through the next phase of the proceeding. | encourage
everyone to think outside the box and (particularly the solar industry and the

22 SeeDecision (D.) 18-12-015and D.18-08-019n Rulemaking 15-03-010.SeealsoPub. Util. Code
§783.5(b)(1).
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investor-owned utilities) to cometo the table with meaningful proposals for
implementation that result in cost-effective programs that benefit all interests.

For the reasonsarticulated above, | respectfully dissent.

/s/ DARCIE L. HOUCK
Commissioner
California Public Utilities Commission
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