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Introduction and Background
Procedural Background
On October 11, 2018 the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC or Commission)
issued Decision (D.) 18-10-019 modifying the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA)
Methodology. D. 18-10-019 determined that a second phase of the proceeding would be
opened in order to establish a "working group" process to enable parties to further develop
proposals for consideration by the Commission. On February 1, 2019 the Commission issued a
scoping memo in Rulemaking (R.) 17-07-026 directing the parties to convene three working
groups to further develop PCIA-related proposals for consideration by the Commission
(“Phase 2 Scoping Memo”).1
The Phase 2 Scoping Memo designated Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”) and
California Community Choice Association (“CalCCA”) as Co-Chairs of Working Group One:
Benchmark True-Up and Other Benchmarking Issues (“Working Group One”). The Commission
anticipates resolving Working Group One issues “in time to be implemented in the Joint Utilities
respective 2020 ERRA Forecast Updates in early November 2019” and the Phase 2 Scoping
Memo established a procedural schedule to do so, with a proposed decision on brown power,
renewable portfolio standard, and resource adequacy true-up issues issued by September
2019. 2 The Phase 2 Scoping Memo also established a procedural schedule requiring Working
Group one to address load forecasting, billing determinants, and bill presentation issues for a
proposed decision in fall 2019.3 The Commission intends to issue a proposed decision on the
Working Group One issues one through seven by September 2019 and a second proposed
decision for issues eight through twelve later in Fall 2019.
PG&E and Cal-CCA as co-chairs of Working Group One, led by Mr. Joe Lawlor and
Mr. Todd Edmister respectively,4 are responsible for a number of tasks, described further
1

Phase 2 Scoping Memo and Ruling of Assigned Commissioner (R. 17-06-026) [hereinafter Phase 2
Scoping Memo] at page 3.
2
Phase 2 Scoping Memo at pages 3 and 7.
3
Id.
4
Other CalCCA representatives included Ann Springgate and Evelyn Kahl as attorneys for CalCCA and
Sam Kang as CalCCA’s consultant. Also included in some working group conversations were
1

below, including scheduling and leading meetings, and serving reports to the Commission
according to Scoping Memo.5 This report satisfied PG&E’s and CalCCA’s requirement to serve a
first progress report of Working Group One’s activities.6
Working Group One Scope
Issues assigned to working group in scoping memo (items 1-12)
1. Which mechanism(s), procedural and/or methodological, should the Commission
adopt to true-up annually the Brown Power component, the Resource Adequacy
(RA) adder and the Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) adder of the Market Price
Benchmark?
2. Are new data and/or transaction reporting requirements needed for the purposes of
performing the true-up? If so, what are those data/reporting requirements and how
should they be considered by the Commission?
3. Should the true-up process be addressed as part of the annual Energy Resource
Recovery Account proceedings? If not, where should the true-up process be
addressed?
4. Which mechanism(s), procedural and/or methodological, should the Commission
adopt to develop annual the RA adder and the RPS adder of the Market Price
Benchmark?
5. Should the Commission modify, or create new, transaction reporting for the
purposes of deriving forecasts of next year’s RA and RPS adders, including expansion
and refinement of the Energy Division’s annual RA Report, and if so, how?
6. How should the Commission clarify/define forecasting amounts of unsold RA?
7. D.18-10-019 specified that “a zero or de minimis price shall be assigned for [RA]
capacity expected to remain unsold for purposes of calculating the [Market Price

representatives from Peninsula Clean Energy, Silicon Valley Clean Energy, SFCleanPower, and Marin
Clean Energy.
5
Phase 2 Scoping Memo at p. 10.
6
Phase 2 Scoping Memo at p.7.
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Benchmark (MPB)].” Are further parameters needed to define a de minimis price,
and if so, what are these parameters?
8. Which methodologies, probabilistic or scenario-based, should the Commission
adopt to forecast departing load?
9. What are the barriers for the IOUs to obtain the information they need to
adequately forecast future CCA departing load and mitigate future forecasting
inaccuracies, and how can they overcome those barriers?
10. What mechanisms would help minimize future deviations between announced and
actual load departure dates, thereby improving the fidelity of departing load
forecasts?
11. Should the Commission clarify the definition of billing determinants and their proper
usage for calculating the PCIA, and if so, how?
12. Should the Commission require any changes in the presentation of the PCIA in tariffs
and on customer bills, and if so, what should those changes be?
Working Group One Responsibilities
As co-chairs of Working Group One, PG&E and CalCCA are obligated to perform the
following tasks:
1. Scheduling the Working Group’s meetings, along with handling associated logistics;
a. Pursuant to the Rules of Practice and Procedure 8.1(b)(3), meeting times,
locations, and online access information, if applicable, should be noticed to
the entire service list.
b. Service list notification should include language to inform the service list that
decisionmakers may be present at the meeting
2. Leading each of the Working Group’s meetings; and
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3. Ensuring that the final report, or reports, of each Working Group is finalized and
subsequently filed and served at the Commission according to the schedule or that
working group.7
Co-chairs are also responsible for writing and serving two progress reports and two final
reports. Working Group participants are directed by the Phase 2 Scoping Memo “to develop
more detailed agreements on how they will approach their responsibilities…to ensure that its
work proceeds openly and efficiently”.8
Summary of Co-Chair Activities
Working Group One Proposal Development
PG&E and CalCCA agreed to weekly conference calls to discuss proposal development
status and areas of alignment, scheduling extended in-person meetings as needed to finalize
the proposal for the first meeting and progress report. PG&E and CalCCA representatives met
eight times between January 29, 2019 and March 1, 2019 to develop proposals and address
Issues 1-7. Five sessions were via teleconference and lasted .5 hours each; three sessions were
in-person at PG&E’s San Francisco General Office and lasted 2 hours each. Meetings were
collaborative in nature with each party bringing forth proposals and concepts vetted by Investor
Owned Utility (IOU) and Community Choice Aggregation (CCA) constituents. To prepare for the
Initial working group meeting, much of proposal development was completed offline and
meetings were used to review work completed. To ensure incorporation of stakeholder
feedback, the IOUs and CCAs met with their constituents separately to discuss proposal drafts.
PG&E and CalCCA then met to determine proposals’ area of alignment and consolidate where
possible.
By the March 1 meeting, PG&E and CalCCA developed a straw proposal that established
methodology, data reporting, and timing necessary to produce RA and RPS adders for the MPB.

7
8

Phase 2 Scoping Memo at 10.
Id.
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Initial Working Group One Meeting
Notification of Initial Meeting of Working Group One
PG&E notified the R. 17-06-026 service list that the Initial Meeting of Working Group
One would be held on March 1, 2019 on February 22, 2019. The notification included a web
conference option for parties unable to attend in-person. CalCCA provided Initial Meeting
Materials to the R.17-06-026 service list on February 28.
Meeting Description
The Initial Meeting took place on March 1, 2019 from 10:00 AM to 12:00 PM in the
Courtyard Room of the CPUC San Francisco building. Thirty-nine parties attended the meeting
in-person. A web conference option was provided for parties attending remotely. A list of
attendees is attached to this report as Appendix B, along with information on the number of
parties that dialed in, and the parties that use the web conference option.
The presentation given at the meeting is attached to this report as Appendix A.
Mr. Lawlor of PG&E presented pages 3-8, 29-33, introducing and concluding the meeting.
Mr. Klingler of PG&E presented page 9, the alignment of the benchmark process with the ERRA
Forecast calendar. Mr. Edmister, representing CalCCA, presented pages 10-15, the material
portion of the straw proposal. Mr. Kikuyama representing PG&E presented pages 16-21, which
discussed potential data request template changes to improve the accuracy of the RA and RPS
adders. Ms. Barry representing PG&E presented pages 22-27, an overview of PG&E’s proposed
Portfolio Allocation Balancing Account (PABA) structure.
Parties were notified at the meeting that written comments on the presented proposal
would be accepted through March 8, 2019. CalCCA and PG&E requested that the comments be
served via the service list so all parties would have the opportunity to stay informed on the
proceeding and Working Group One activities.
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Straw Proposal Presentation
Detail of Straw Proposal
As noted above, for the slide deck with the Straw Proposal, see Appendix A. The
following section describes how the Straw Proposal presented at the Initial Meeting addresses
Issues 1-7 of Working Group One:
1. Issue 1: Which mechanism(s), procedural and/or methodological, should the
Commission adopt to true-up annually the Brown Power component, the Resource
Adequacy (RA) adder and the Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) adder of the
Market Price Benchmark?
a. Energy Division (ED) issues data request in September for submittal by all
Load Serving Entities (LSEs)to which LSEs must respond by approximately
October 15.
b. By November 1 of each year, ED will publish two adders for RA and RPS:
i. Forecast: to be used in setting the PCIA rates for year N
ii. Final: to be used in truing up the imputed RA/RPS PABA entries for
products (i.e., those products used by the IOUs for compliance)
c. RA adder: includes market-based RA-only sales and purchases from IOU, CCA,
and ESP transactions
d. RPS adder: limited to market-based PCC1 “index-plus” sales and purchases
from IOU, CCA, and ESP transactions
e. IOUs use forecast RA and RPS adders to establish PCIA rates and include in
year N ERRA Forecast Update, filed November of year N-1
f. IOUs true-up balancing account entries for year N
i. All recorded transactions of RA and RPS, at actual transacted value
and quantities; and
ii. Final imputed RA/REC adders using RA and RPS adders
g. Any over- or under-collection is recovered in subsequent year’s rate
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2. Issue 2: Are new data and/or transaction reporting requirements needed for the
purposes of performing the true-up? If so, what are those data/reporting
requirements and how should they be considered by the Commission?
a. For forecast year 2020 and beyond, Energy Division will issue a data request
to all LSEs in September with a response deadline of approximately October
15. This data request will capture purchases and sales from Q4 of year N-2
and Q1-3 of year N-1 for delivery in year N. ED will then calculate the RA and
RPS forecast and final adders for use in ERRA Forecast Proceeding.
3. Issue 3: Should the true-up process be addressed as part of the annual Energy
Resource Recovery Account proceedings? If not, where should the true-up process
be addressed?
a. The true-up process should take place as part of the ERRA Forecast
proceedings. Any over- or under-collections are rolled into the following
year’s PCIA rate, which are filed within the ERRA Forecast Update.
4. Issue 4: Which mechanism(s), procedural and/or methodological, should the
Commission adopt to develop annually the RA adder and the RPS adder of the
Market Price Benchmark?
a. See above.
5. Issue 5: Should the Commission modify, or create new, transaction reporting for the
purposes of deriving forecasts of next year’s RA and RPS adders, including expansion
and refinement of the Energy Division’s annual RA Report, and if so, how?
a. Much of the data reported by the categories below is already shared with the
ED as part of RA and RPS data requests. Minor updates to the existing
templates were proposed to capture the appropriate data points for
inclusion in the benchmark. Relying upon the existing data response
template currently issued by the ED may increase reporting efficiency.
b. The data necessary to accurately calculate the RA adder is as follows:
contract ID between parties, month and year of delivery, resource scheduling
ID, resource name, CAISO zone for unspecified resources, buyer, seller,

7

system capacity under contract, local capacity under contract, price, contract
execution date, type of generation, combined heat and power contract.
c. The data necessary to accurately calculate the RPS adder is as follows:
contract ID, seller name, buyer name, project name, CAISO resource ID,
contract execution date, month and year of delivery, volume, contract
length, expected PCC classification, contract price (pre‐TOD and TOD
adjusted).
6. Issue 6: How should the Commission clarify/define forecasting amounts of unsold
RA?
a. Forecasting unsold RA quantities remains an outstanding issue.
7. Issue 7: D.18‐10‐019 specified that “a zero or de minimis price shall be assigned for
[RA] capacity expected to remain unsold for purposes of calculating the MPB.” Are
further parameters needed to define a de minimis price, and if so, what are these
parameters?
a. De minimis price determination for unsold RA remains an outstanding issue.
Open Issues
Working Group One Co‐Chairs are still discussing the following issues:
Use of backstop procurement in the RA adder
Co‐chairs do not agree on the use of backstop procurement in the RA adder calculation.
CalCCA supports including CAISO Capacity Procurement Mechanism (CPM) transactions in the
RA adder. PG&E does not support the inclusion of CPM transactions on the basis that these are
out of market transactions rather than market‐based purchases and sales of RA to inform the
adder as generally described by D.18‐10‐019.
Transitional issues
Working Group One Co‐Chairs continue to discuss an implementation timeline for 2019.
It is yet to be determined how the true‐up for 2019 will be executed. Additionally, a transitional
framework will need to be developed in the event that the CPUC decisions are delayed beyond
the end of 2019.
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Implementation of the RA Adder to reflect the three types of RA capacity
Working Group One Co‐Chairs are considering how to reflect system, local, and flexible
capacity in the RA adder.
Addressing unsold RA volumes
Working Group One Co‐Chairs are considering how a zero or de minimis price should be
assigned for RA capacity expected to remain unsold for the purpose of calculating the RA adder
to the MBP.

Working Group One Co‐Chairs are also discussing how to address issues 8‐12.
Verbal Comments Offered in Response to the Straw Proposal
A number of parties offered substantive verbal comments on the straw proposal for
items 1‐7 at the Initial Meeting. Themes included data used to calculate the MPB, potential
gaming issues, MPB calculation timeframe, and whether changes in RA requirements are
impactful to RA MBPs. The straw proposal relies on PCC1 “index‐plus” prices to obtain an RPS
adder, and concern was voiced that limiting the benchmark to this data set may overlook a
portion of the market. Other comments concerned potential gaming. Other issues brought up
were the timeframes for calculating and publishing the MPB within the proposed two weeks of
receiving the data. Some parties suggested a more lenient timeline as this would be a pilot year.
Follow‐Ups
In response to ED’s concerns raised at the March 1 meeting regarding the data reporting
and benchmark calculation portion of the straw proposal, representatives from PG&E and
CalCCA met with Energy Division on March 7, 2019. Mr. Lawlor and Mr. Edmister noted at the
meeting that the working group hadn’t yet coordinated the timing elements with ED but
committed to initiating the process within a week of the meeting.
Post‐Meeting Comments
Seven parties filed comments in response to the March 1 meeting: Alliance for Retail Energy
Markets/Direct Access Customer Coalition, California Coalition of Utility Employees,
9

Independent Energy Producers Association, California Large Energy Consumers Association,
Commercial Energy, City of San Diego, and The Utility Reform Network. All informally submitted
comments are attached to this report as Appendix C.
Themes of comments centered around data request template issues, transaction periods to
include in the MPB, confidentiality issues, the transitional timeline, de minimis value for unsold
RA, and lack of sufficient data to set benchmarks in some regions.
Working Group Participants
The “working group” references all active parties participating in Working Group One
meetings, which includes PG&E and CalCCA representatives as well as meeting attendees. A list
of participants is included in Appendix B.
Next Steps
Procedure for Items 1‐7
PG&E and CalCCA will continue to convene via conference calls on a weekly basis and
schedule extended in‐person sessions to consider parties’ comments and to further develop the
proposal addressing issues 1‐7. The co‐chairs will meet with their respective constituents to
ensure parties’ viewpoints are documented and reflected in the resultant proposal.
Meetings Scheduled
A second meeting is scheduled for March 26, 2019 at 10:00 AM at the CPUC’s
San Francisco building. The meeting was noticed on March 19, 2019.
Additional Progress Reports/Final Report
The second progress report on items 1‐7 is due April 22, 2019. The second report will
address the second meeting, party comments, and further development of the straw proposal.
The final report on items 1‐7 is due May 31, 2019. The final report will detail the Brown Power,
RPS, and RA benchmark and true‐up proposal as developed by the co‐chairs for review by the
CPUC.
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CPUC Decision
The CPUC is scheduled to issue a Proposed Decision on items 1‐7 in September 2019 and
anticipated voting on said Decision 30 days after issuance.
Procedural Schedule for Items 8‐12
Meetings Scheduled
A third meeting is planned for May 2019 to address items 8‐12, though a date has yet to
be determined.
Additional Progress Reports/Final Report
The final report on items 8‐12 is required to be filed and served by July 1, 2019.
CPUC Decision
The CPUC is scheduled to issue a Proposed Decision on items 8‐12 in Fall 2019 and plans
to vote on the Decision 30 days after issuance.
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• Review Joint Straw Proposal developed to-date by
Working Group One Co-Leads

Purpose of Today’s Workshop

Introduction and Background
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Are new data and/or transaction reporting requirements needed for the purposes
of performing the true-up? If so, what are those data/reporting requirements and
how should they be considered by the Commission?

Should the true up process be addressed as part of the annual Energy Resource
Recovery Account proceedings? If not, where should the true up process be
addressed?

Which mechanism(s), procedural and/or methodological, should the Commission
adopt to develop annually the RA adder and the RPS adder of the Market Price
Benchmark?

Should the Commission modify, or create new, transaction reporting for the
purposes of deriving forecasts of next year’s RA and RPS adders, including
expansion and refinement of the Energy Division’s annual RA Report, and if so,
how?

2.

3.

4.

5.

5

Initial Draft for PCIA Phase 2 Working Group - Discussion Purposes Only

Which mechanism(s), procedural and/or methodological, should the Commission
adopt to true up annually the Brown Power component, the Resource Adequacy
(RA) adder and the Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) adder of the Market
Price Benchmark?

1.

• Benchmark and True-Up Mechanism
(Scoping Memo 2.1.1 – 2.1.5):

Primary Focus of March 1st Workshop

Scoping Memo Guidance
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D.18-10-019 specified that “a zero or de minimis price shall be assigned for [RA]
capacity expected to remain unsold for purposes of calculating the MPB.” Are
further parameters needed to define a de minimis price, and if so, what are these
parameters?

7.

Forecasting Departed Load

Vintage-Specific Billing Determinants

PCIA Presentation on Customer Bills

̶

̶

̶
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• Benchmark and True-Up Mechanism (Cont’d)
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Scoping Memo Guidance (Cont’d)
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2020 (Year n)

= Data Request Issued by ED for RA/RPS Market Transactions (Jan-Feb)

2021 ERRA Forecast Update Filed,
Includes 2021 PCIA Rates (Nov)

2021 Rates Effective, Includes
2021 PCIA Rates (Jan)

2021 (Year n + 1)

2021 ERRA Forecast and 2021
PCIA Rates Approved (Dec.)

ED Provides RA/RPS Adders to IOUs
for 2021 ERRA Forecast (Nov)
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2021 ERRA Forecast Filed,
Includes 2021 PCIA Rates (Jun)
2020 Rates Effective, Includes
2020 PCIA Rates (Jan)

2020 ERRA Forecast Update Filed,
Includes 2020 PCIA Rates (Nov)

2019 (Year n-1)

2020 ERRA Forecast and 2020
PCIA Rates Approved (Dec.)

Energy Division (ED) Provides
RA/RPS Adders to IOUs for 2020
ERRA Forecast (Nov)

(Approximate Dates)

Energy Resource Recovery Account (ERRA)

Today’s ERRA Forecast Calendar
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• Recap and Next Steps
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(PABA) Structure

• Proposed Changes to Data Reporting Requirements

• Proposal for Establishing the Resource Adequacy (RA) and
Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) Adders

• Timeline of Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA) Related Proceedings/Activities

• Introduction & Background

Discussion Topics

Agenda for March 1, 2019 Workshop

3 Ibid

2 Ibid

1 California
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“A zero or de minimis price shall be assigned for capacity expected to
remain unsold.2”

̶
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“The RPS Adder shall be calculated using reported prices from
purchases and sales of renewable energy by the IOUs, CCAs and ESPs
during the year two years prior to the forecast year (year n-2) for delivery
in the forecast year (year n).3”

Public Utilities Commission Decision (D.) 18-10-019, Ordering Paragraph 1

̶

• Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS)

“The RA Adder shall be calculated using reported purchase and sales
prices from IOU, CCA, and ESP transactions made during (year n-1) for
deliveries in (year n).1”

̶

• Resource Adequacy (RA)

Guiding Principles from PCIA Phase 1 Decision

RA/RPS Adder Principles

* Joint

23

ED to count the same (single) transaction between the same parties
once for purposes of calculating the RA/RPS Adders

̶
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RPS Adder: Is based on market-based PCC1 “index-plus” sales and
purchases from IOU, CCA and ESP transactions

̶

Proposal differs from D.18-10-019; Potential update to Decision language

RA Adder: Includes market-based RA-only sales and purchases from
IOU, CCA and ESP transactions

2. “Final” RA/RPS Adder: To be used in truing up the imputed RA/RPS PABA entries for
products used by the IOU’s for compliance in the delivery year

1. “Forecast” RA/RPS Adder: To be used in setting the PCIA rates for the delivery year

By November 1st each year, ED will publish two separate RA/RPS
Adders*

• Data request template elements to be further discussed on slides 17-21

ED to issue data request in late September for submittal by all LSEs in
October to cover additional transactions*

̶

̶

̶

Proposals for Benchmark and True-Up Mechanism

Joint Proposal by Working Group Co-Leads

Summary of Straw Proposal by Co-Leads

Commission Activity

Investor-Owned Utility (IOU) Activity

24

Green = New Items

= LSEs Submit Data to ED (Oct)

• 2020 PCIA Rates Based on 2020
“Forecast RA/RPS Adder”

2020 (Year n)
2021 ERRA Forecast Filed,
Includes 2021 PCIA Rates (Jun)
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• 2021 PCIA Rates Based on “Forecast
RA/RPS Adder” AND 2020 Under/Over
Collection

2021 ERRA Forecast Update Filed,
Includes 2021 PCIA Rates (Nov)

2021 Rates Effective, Includes
2021 PCIA Rates (Jan)

2021 (Year n + 1)

2021 ERRA Forecast and 2021
PCIA Rates Approved (Dec.)

ED Provides RA/RPS Adders to
IOUs: (Nov)
• 2021 “Forecast RA/RPS Adder”,
AND
• 2020 “Final RA/RPS Adder”

ED Issues Data Request to All LSEs (Sep)

• Products Used by IOU for compliance valued at 2020 “Final RA/RPS Adder”

RA/RPS Adders True-Up (Nov)

2020 Rates Effective, Includes
2020 PCIA Rates (Jan)

2020 ERRA Forecast Update Filed,
Includes 2020 PCIA Rates (Nov)

2019 (Year n-1)

2020 ERRA Forecast and 2020
PCIA Rates Approved (Dec.)

ED Provides RA/RPS Adders to
IOUs: (Nov)
• 2020 “Forecast RA/RPS Adder”,
AND
• 2019 “Final RA/RPS Adder”

ED Issues Data Request to All LSEs (Sep)

Joint Proposal by Working Group Co-Leads

Tomorrow’s ERRA Forecast Calendar

2 For

“Final Adders” for Year n

Nov 1, 2020
Energy Division Publishes
• Final RA/RPS Adders for 2020 (Year n)
• Forecast RA/RPS Adders for 2021 (Year n+1)

(Year n)
2020

2019

• True-Up Imputed PABA Entries for Products Used by
IOUs for Compliance in Year n (2020)

Used by IOUs to:

• Transactions Executed in Year n-1 (Q1-Q4) for Delivery
Year n
• Augmented with Transactions Executed in Year n (Q1Q3) for Delivery Year n

Transaction Input Data2:

(n-1)

• Forecast Market Value of PCIA Portfolio and Set PCIA
Rate for Year n (2020)

Used by IOUs to:

• Transactions Executed in Year n-2 (Q4), and Year n-1
(Q1-Q3) for Delivery Year n

Transaction Input Data:

Forward-Looking
“Forecast
Adder”
“Forecast Adders”
for RA
Year
n

Nov 1, 2019
Energy Division Publishes
• Final RA/RPS Adders for 2019 (Year n-1)
• Forecast RA/RPS Adders for 2020 (Year n)

• By Nov 1st each year, Energy Division will publish two separate Adders

Joint Proposal by Working Group Co-Leads*

“Forecast” Adders versus “Final” Adders
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Proposal differs from D.18-10-019; Potential update to Decision language
the “Final Adder”, transactions from Q4 of n-2 are dropped, and Q1-Q3 of year n are added

* Joint

25

26

Implementation of the RA Adder to reflect the three types of
RA capacity: system, local and flexible

Addressing unsold RA volumes

̶

̶

15
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Transitional issues (implementation timeline for 2019)

̶

̶ Use of backstop procurement (e.g. CAISO Capacity
Procurement Mechanism (CPM)) in the RA Adder

• Open Issues

Joint Proposal: Co-Lead Open Issues

Benchmark and True-Up Mechanism Open Issues

27

• Recap and Next Steps
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• Overview of PG&E’s Portfolio Allocation Balancing Account
(PABA) Structure

• Proposed Changes to Data Reporting Requirements

• Proposal for Establishing the Resource Adequacy (RA) and
Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) Adders

• Timeline of Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA) Related Proceedings/Activities

• Introduction & Background

Discussion Topics

Agenda for March 1, 2019 Workshop

28

Establish a feasible process for ED staff to receive information from the
IOUs, CCAs and ESPs and to publish the RA/RPS Adders

̶

17
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Define standard and clear instructions and descriptions for the reporting
requirements for LSEs

6. Transaction Date(s)

5. Volume/Price

4. Counterparties

3. Purchased Product Parameters

2. Delivery Period(s)

1. Contract ID

Based on the respective Commission-adopted methodologies, the data
reporting requirements should include, at a minimum, the following:

̶

̶

• Data Reporting Requirements

Guiding Principles for Calculating the RA/RPS Adders

Data Inputs to the RA/RPS Adders

29

Month
Year

Resource Scheduling ID
Resource Name

2
3

4
5

15

14

13

12

11

10

9

6
7
8

Select the delivery month for which the price quoted is applicable; Please
insert an additional row for each month regardless of whether capacity price
or capacity MW amount changes between months
Select the year of delivery

Execution Date

18
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List the date the contract was originally signed is executed; If there has been
Contract Signed Execution Date an extension signed you do not need to list that date - MM/DD/YYYY
Select whether the resource is New or Existing generation; A repower will be
Type of Generation
considered New generation for this application
Combined Heat and Power (CHP) Select Yes if the contract is a CHP contract; Select No if the contract is not a
Contract
CHP contract

Price(s)

Volume(s)

Parties to the Transaction

Product Parameters

Delivery Month/Year

Insert the LSE parties' unique contract identifier

Contract ID Between Parties

1

CAISO Resource ID
Name of resource
If the resource is unspecified (capacity transacted without a specific resource
[New] Unspecified Resource
identified); Indicate the CAISO Zone, if applicable
Buyer
Contract buyer
Seller
Contract seller
Generic System Capacity Under The amount of generic System MW(s) under contract for the associated
Contract (MW)
month and year of the contract
[New] Local Capacity Under
The amount of Local MW(s) under contract for the associated month and
Contract (MW)
year of the contract
Flexible Capacity Under Contract The amount of Flexible MW(s) under contract for the associated month and
(MW)
year of the contract
List the price in $/kW-Month format for each month and year of the contract
even if the price is same for all months of the year; For example, if a contract
Price ($/kW-Month)
covers a 3-year period, you will input 36 lines for the contract

Contract ID

Data Field Descriptions:

Data Field Descriptions:

(Redline to Existing Data Request Template)

#

Joint Proposal by Working Group One

RA Data Request Template
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Text

Date

Contract
Execution Date

Text

[New] Buyer
Name

CAISO Resource
ID

Text

Seller Name

Text

Text

[New] Contract ID

Project Name

Field Type

Field Name

YYYYMM-DD

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Unit

Date after
1900-01-01

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Allowable
Values

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Choice
Definition

Enter CAISO Resource ID. Enter "N/A" for
projects outside the CAISO balancing area,
or projects that do not have a resource ID
because they are too small under the
CAISO rules and their PPA.
The date on which the original RPS
contract/PPA (including both sales and
purchases) were executed by the parties.
If contract is converting from QF to RPS,
put the execution date of the RPS
contract. If contract was amended and
restated in the year n-21, use the n-21
date and include previous contract
execution date(s) in Project Notes.

Input the name of the project as
presented in the contract or other official
project documents.

19
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N/A

Imports

N/A

N/A

Insert the parties' unique contract
identifier.
Name of the seller counterparty (to the
LSE) on the contract. Leave blank for UOG.
UOG - leave blank
The name of the special purpose entity
can be included in this field.
Name of buyer on the contract. The name
N/A
of the special purpose entity can be
included in this field.

Submittal Instructions

(Redline to Existing Data Request Template)

Not Applicable for

Joint Proposal by Working Group One

RPS Data Request Template (1 of 3)
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Choice

Integer
(>=0)

[New] Volume(s)

Expected PCC
Classification

Date

[New] Year

Integer
(>=0)

Date

[New] Month

Contract Length
(Years)

Field Type

Field Name

N/A

Years

MWh

YYYYMM-DD
YYYYMM-DD

Unit

N/A

Category 0:
gradfathered
projects
executed
before June 1,
2010. Category
1 -3: refer to
D.11-12-052
Category 0,
Category 1,
Category 2,
Category 3

N/A

N/A

N/A

Choice
Definition

Whole number
>=0

N/A

Allowable
Values
Date after
1900-01-01
Date after
1900-01-01

Select the year of delivery.

Select the delivery month.

20
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N/A

Forecast which PCC classification is
expected to apply to generation of the
project (pursuant to D.11-12-052). For
projects with multiple expected PCC
classifications, input the classification
associated with the majority of energy.

List the volumes for each month and year
of the contract even if the volumes are the
same for all months. If the volumes span
N/A
multiple months in a calendar year, parties
shall assume an equal distribution for each
delivery month of that year or years.
For projects with executed contract,
include Term per contract. For projects in
the Overall Contract Status "Under
Negotiation" or "In Development", include
UOG - leave blank
expected Term. For contracts with the
term "Evergreen" (i.e. those that
automatically renew until cancelled)
include "999". Leave blank for UOG.

N/A

N/A

Submittal Instructions

(Redline to Existing Data Request Template)

Not Applicable for

Joint Proposal by Working Group One

RPS Data Request Template (2 of 3)
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Decimal
(>=0)

Decimal
(>=0)

Contract Price
(pre- TOD
adjusted)

Contract Price
(TOD adjusted)

Field Type

Field Name

$/MWh

$/MWh

Unit

Decimal
number >=0

Decimal
number >=0

Allowable
Values

N/A

N/A

Choice
Definition

21
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UOG, QF - leave
blank

UOG, QF - leave
blank

For PPA: Levelized pre TOD-Adjusted Final
Contract Price ($/MWh) over the term of
the contract. If project has more than one
price (e.g., wet and dry), put the higher
price in the cell and explain in Project
Notes. If the contract price has been
amended, this column should have the
most recent price, and previous price(s)
should be included in Project Notes.
For REC + Energy, provide the REC-only
premium price.
Leave blank for UOGs and historic QFs.
For PPA: Levelized TOD-Adjusted Final
Contract Price ($/MWh) over the term of
the contract. If project has more than one
price (e.g., wet and dry), put the higher
price in the cell and explain in Project
Notes. If the contract price has been
amended, this column should have the
most recent price, and previous price(s)
should be included in Project Notes.
For REC + Energy, provide the REC-only
premium price.
Leave blank for UOGs and historic QFs.

Submittal Instructions

(Redline to Existing Data Request Template)

Not Applicable for

Joint Proposal by Working Group One

RPS Data Request Template (3 of 3)

33

• Recap and Next Steps
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• Overview of PG&E’s Portfolio Allocation Balancing Account
(PABA) Structure

• Proposed Changes to Data Reporting Requirements

• Proposal for Establishing the Resource Adequacy (RA) and
Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) Adders

• Timeline of Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA) Related Proceedings/Activities

• Introduction & Background

Discussion Topics

Agenda for March 1, 2019 Workshop
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Net CAISO market revenues associated with energy and ancillary
services;

Revenues associated with the RPS Adder and;

Revenues associated with the RA capacity

̶

̶

̶

SDG&E PABA Advice Letter: http://regarchive.sdge.com/tm2/pdf/3318-E.pdf

PG&E PABA Advice Letter: https://www.pge.com/tariffs/assets/pdf/adviceletter/ELEC_5440-E.pdf

̶

̶

23
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SCE PABA Advice Letter: https://www1.sce.com/NR/sc3/tm2/pdf/3914-E.pdf

̶

Portfolio Allocation Balancing Account Advice Letters

Generation resource costs;

Billed revenues;

̶

̶

• The PABA is to include:

• Decision 18-10-019, Ordering Paragraph 7 required a Tier 2
Advice Letter to establish a Portfolio Allocation Balancing
Account (PABA) with a subaccount for each vintaged portfolio.

Procedural Mechanism to Accomplish True-Up

Portfolio Allocation Balancing Account (PABA)

35

(UOG)

UGBA

ERRA

24
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Debits
• UOG Revenue Requirements
Credits
• Bundled Billed Revenue (Bundled
Residual Amount)

Debits
• 3rd Party Power Purchase Contracts
• Fuel and GHG Costs (UOG and PPA)
• Short-term and Market Purchases
Credits
• CAISO Energy and A/S Revenues
• RPS and RA Sales Revenue
• CCA/DA Billed Revenue (PCIA Rate)
• Bundled Billed Revenue (ERRA
Component of Generation Rate)

Each Item Booked as a Single Entry for the Month

ERRA/UGBA Present State (Debits + Credits)

UGBA

Revised
ERRA

Short-term and Market Purchases:
CAISO charges to load, Congestion
Revenue Rights (CRRs), Convergence
Bidding, Hedging, etc.

MTCBA

Legacy Qualifying Facility and Irrigation District Costs

Fuel and Greenhouse Gas Costs

Third-Party Power Purchase & Storage Contracts

UOG Revenue
Requirements

PABA

PABA

PCIA: 2018 Vintage
PCIA: 2010, 2011, etc.
PCIA: 2009 Vintage
Legacy UOG

PCIA: 2019 Vintage

UOG RRQ Vintaging:
• Hydro and Diablo Canyon RRQs to
the “Legacy UOG” subaccount
• Fossil (Gateway, Colusa,
Humboldt) RRQs to 2009 Vintage
• Solar and Fuel Cells to 2010-2012

UOG RRQ will continue to be booked as UGBA, then transferred to each PABA subaccount

PABA Future State (DEBITS)

PCIA-eligible contract and fuel costs will be recorded directly to each PABA subaccount

36
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Billed Revenue:
Ongoing CTC

MTCBA

PCIA: 2019 Vintage

PABA

PABA

PCIA: 2018 Vintage
PCIA: 2010, 2011, etc.
PCIA: 2009 Vintage
Legacy UOG

Billed Revenue:
Bundled Customers
Generation Rate

Preliminary
Statement I:
Incremental
PCIA Rates

Beginning in 2019, ERRA, not UGBA, will receive residual generation revenues26

Residual Billed Revenue:
Bundled Customers
Generation Rate

Revised
ERRA

RA Imputed Mkt Value: Portfolio RA MW @ RA MPB
- Debit to ERRA and Credit to PABA subaccounts

RPS Imputed Mkt Value: for portfolio RPS MWh @ RPS MPB
- Debit to ERRA and Credit to PABA subaccounts

Actual CAISO Energy & Ancillary Services Revenue:
- Net Charges and Revenues for PCIA-eligible generation

UGBA

Billed Revenue:
CCA and DA
Customers PCIA rate

PABA Future State (CREDITS)

RPS and RA Sales Revenue - Allocated to PABA

38

= $0 (Assuming perfect forecast)

- Billed PCIA Rev: CCA/DA/Bun

ERRA

= $0 (Assuming perfect forecast)

- Billed PCIA Rev: CCA/DA/Bun

- RA: Actual Mkt Revenues

- RPS: Actual Mkt Revenues

- Actual CAISO Revenues

+ Total Costs (Resource 2)

• Resource 2 is sold to another market participant

ERRA

- RA: Imputed Mkt Value

- RPS: Imputed Mkt Value

- Actual CAISO Revenues

+ Total Costs (Resource 1)

PABA

PABA

• Resource 1 is used by bundled customers for compliance

Imagine a PCIA portfolio consisting of 2 solar resources in a single vintage

High-Level Summary: ERRA and PABA

27

39

• Recap and Next Steps
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• Overview of PG&E’s Portfolio Allocation Balancing Account
(PABA) Structure

• Proposed Changes to Data Reporting Requirements

• Proposal for Establishing the Resource Adequacy (RA) and
Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) Adders

• Timeline of Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA) Related Proceedings/Activities

• Introduction & Background

Discussion Topics

Agenda for March 1, 2019 Workshop
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Are new data and/or transaction reporting requirements needed for the purposes
of performing the true-up? If so, what are those data/reporting requirements and
how should they be considered by the Commission? [Slides 12 and 16-20]

Should the true up process be addressed as part of the annual Energy Resource
Recovery Account proceedings? If not, where should the true up process be
addressed? [Slides 12 and 22-26]

Which mechanism(s), procedural and/or methodological, should the Commission
adopt to develop annually the RA adder and the RPS adder of the Market Price
Benchmark? [Slides 11-13 and 16-20]

Should the Commission modify, or create new, transaction reporting for the
purposes of deriving forecasts of next year’s RA and RPS adders, including
expansion and refinement of the Energy Division’s annual RA Report, and if so,
how? [Slides 12 and 16-20]

2.

3.

4.

5.

29
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Which mechanism(s), procedural and/or methodological, should the Commission
adopt to true up annually the Brown Power component, the Resource Adequacy
(RA) adder and the Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) adder of the Market
Price Benchmark? [Slides 11-13 and 22-26]

1.

• Benchmark and True-Up Mechanism
(Scoping Memo 2.1.1 – 2.1.5):

Primary Focus of March 1st Workshop

Scoping Memo Guidance

41

D.18-10-019 specified that “a zero or de minimis price shall be assigned for [RA]
capacity expected to remain unsold for purposes of calculating the MPB.” Are
further parameters needed to define a de minimis price, and if so, what are these
parameters?

7.

Forecasting Departed Load

Vintage-Specific Billing Determinants

PCIA presentation on customer bills

̶

̶

̶

30
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• Other Items (Scoping Memo 2.1.8 - 2.1.12)

Kick-Off After March 1st Workshop

How should the Commission clarify/define forecasting amounts of unsold RA?

6.

• Benchmark and True-Up Mechanism
(Scoping Memo 2.1.6 – 2.1.7):

Primary Focus of March 1st Workshop

Scoping Memo Guidance (Cont’d)

* Joint

42

ED to count the same (single) transaction between the same parties
once for purposes of calculating the RA/RPS Adders

̶

31
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RPS Adder: Is based on market-based PCC1 “index-plus” sales and
purchases from IOU, CCA and ESP transactions

̶

Proposal differs from D.18-10-019; Potential update to Decision language

RA Adder: Includes market-based RA-only sales and purchases from
IOU, CCA and ESP transactions

2. “Final” RA/RPS Adder: To be used in truing up the imputed RA/RPS PABA entries for
products used by the IOU’s for compliance in the delivery year

1. “Forecast” RA/RPS Adder: To be used in setting the PCIA rates for the delivery year

By November 1st each year, ED will publish two separate RA/RPS
Adders*

• Updates to the data request template required to facilitate RA/RPS Adder
calculations

ED to issue data request in late September for submittal by all LSEs in
October to cover additional transactions*

̶

̶

̶

Proposals for Benchmark and True-Up Mechanism

Joint Proposal by Working Group Co-Leads

Summary of Straw Proposal by Co-Leads

43
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Q&A and Discussion

44

33

Initial Draft for PCIA Phase 2 Working Group - Discussion Purposes Only

Comments on Workshop #1 Due:
Friday, March 8, 2019

45

Appendix
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• Use of alternatives in establishing the RA/RPS Adders if
the Decision is delayed

• Implementation and timing considerations if the Decision
is delayed

Transition Issues

Nov 2020

ED issues RA and
RPS Pricing
Summary Report
of 1) Q4 2019 and
Q1-Q3 2020 TRX
for 2021 delivery;
and 2) Q1-Q4
2019 + Q1-Q3
2020 TRX for 2020
delivery.

Oct 2020

LSEs report
Q4 2019
and Q1-Q3
2020 TRX
for all
delivery
years

- True up of 2020
forecast/Final
MPB (Q1-Q4
2019 + Q1-3 2020
TRX for 2020
delivery)

June 2021
2022 ERRA
Forecast (Q4
2019 + Q1-3
2020 TRX for
2022 delivery)

LSEs report
Q4 2020 and
Q1-Q3 2021
TRX for all
delivery
years

Oct 2021

- 2022 ERRA

- 2021 ERRA
Forecast Update
(Q4 2019 + Q1-3
2020 TRX for
2021 delivery)
2023 ERRA
Forecast (Q4
2020 + Q1-3
2021 TRX for
2023 delivery)

June 2022

ED issues RA and
RPS Pricing
Summary Report
of 1) Q4 2021 and
Q1-Q3 2022 TRX
for 2023 delivery;
and 2) Q1-Q4 2021
+ Q1-Q3 2022 TRX
for 2022 delivery.

Nov 2022

- True up of
2021
forecast/Final
MPB (Q1-Q4
2021 + Q1-3
2022 TRX for
2022 delivery)

Forecast Update
(Q4 2021 + Q1-3
2022 TRX for
2023 delivery)

- 2023 ERRA

Nov 2022

November Activities

October Activities

June Activities

LSEs report
Q4 2021 and
Q1-Q3 2022
TRX for all
delivery
years

Oct 2022

2022
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ED issues RA and
RPS Pricing
Summary Report
of 1) Q4 2020 and
Q1-Q3 2021 TRX
for 2022 delivery;
and 2) Q1-Q4
2020 + Q1-Q3
2021 TRX for 2021
delivery.

Nov 2021

- True up of 2021
forecast/Final
MPB (Q1-Q4
2020 + Q1-3 2021
TRX for 2021
delivery)

Forecast Update
(Q4 2020 + Q1-3
2021 TRX for
2022 delivery)

Nov 2021

2021

Nov 2020

“n” = transaction delivery year
“n-1” = 1 year prior to delivery year
“n-2” = 2 years prior to delivery year

Reporting Data
Sets

2021 ERRA
Forecast (Q4
2018 + Q1-3
2019 TRX for
2021 delivery)

June 2020

Data for Setting
MPB and True ups

2020

Detailed Timeline of Proceedings/Activities (ERRA)
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Order Instituting Rulemaking to Review, Revise,
and Consider Alternatives to the Power Charge
Indifference Adjustment.

R.17-06-026

INFORMAL COMMENTS OF THE ALLIANCE FOR RETAIL ENERGY MARKETS
AND THE DIRECT ACCESS CUSTOMER COALITION ON PCIA
WORKING GROUP #1 STRAW PROPOSAL (WORKSHOP #1)
The Alliance for Retail Energy Markets and Direct Access Customer Coalition
(AReM/DACC) appreciate the effort that was clearly made by PG&E and CalCCA in developing
the Straw Proposal presented at the March 1 workshop.

AReM/DACC also welcome the

opportunity to respond to the Straw Proposal and look forward to working through the remaining
issues in the upcoming workshops. We are optimistic that the parties will be able to come to
consensus on many of the thorny issues that have been so well laid out.
The comments here address four issues that AReM/DACC believe can be improved upon
and/or added to the Straw Proposal and offer responses to the four open issues identified at the
Workshop (slide 15).
I.

REPORTING TEMPLATES
The schedule suggested in the Straw Proposal is aggressive: the load serving entities

(LSEs) must populate the resource adequacy (RA) and renewable portfolio Standard (RPS)
templates and the energy division (ED) analyze resulting data from well over 20 LSE in a matter
of weeks. In this light, AReM/DACC believe that the templates include ONLY the data needed
by the ED to calculate the RA and RPS adders (for both the forecast MBP and for true-up). To
that end, AReM/DACC recommends that just RA and RPS purchases are reported, and not sales.
1
51

Reporting purchases should capture all RA transactions and the vast majority of RPS transactions.
If sales are included in the reporting and in the benchmark and true-up calculations, additional
work will be required of the ED staff to line up the reported sales and purchases of RA and
renewable energy certificate (“RECs”) among the CPUC jurisdictional LSEs so to ensure that no
transaction is double-counted. This is unnecessary and burdensome. The only sales that should
possibly be reported would be RECs to non-CPUC jurisdictional LSE that would not otherwise be
reported as a purchase.
In addition, AReM/DACC recommend the following specific changes or clarifications to
the template:
1. Remove the “month” requirement from the RPS template. Unlike RA, it is unnecessary
for the RPS adder calculation and simply adds complexity to the reporting process as
well as additional work for the ED.
2. Additional clarity is needed under the “Volume” entry in the RPS template. Would the
LSE enter the anticipated REC deliveries, or perhaps some other value, such as the
minimum or maximum deliveries specified in the PPA being reported? The template
released in January 2019 appropriately asked for volume bounds to capture different
potential contract structures.
II.

RA/RPS ADDERS
AReM/DACC believes that additional effort is needed to explore if, and how, to include

bundled contracts (i.e., a single price for a contract delivering energy, RA and RPS) when
estimating RA and RPS adders. This could theoretically be done by breaking out the RA and RPS
value of fixed price contracts using proxy delivery shapes for resources and known net qualifying
capacities for intermittent resources. However, AReM/DACC acknowledge that this is no trivial
exercise and that there is a real risk of getting these numbers wrong. For example, a calculation
suggesting that a REC has “negative value” is non-sensical. At plain face value, this would mean
that LSE would have to pay to give away the RECs associated with renewable generation, in spite
of the fact that they could be banked for future use. If the proposed approach to imputing RA or
2
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REC values from bundled contracts proves to be unacceptable to stakeholders, then AReM/DACC
is comfortable using the RA-only and index-plus-REC transactions for the benchmarks and trueup at this time but feels that this is an issue that should be resolved for future benchmarking
exercises.
III.

TRUEING UP FOURTH QUARTER RPS TRANSACTIONS
The Straw Proposal suggests that the RA and RPS Benchmarks (for year n) be set using
Figure 1. Market Price Benchmark (MPB) Forecast and True-up Schedule

LSE data reported from Q4 (year n-2) through Q3 (year n-1) for delivery in year n. For the RA
and RPS benchmark true-ups for year n, the Straw Proposal suggests using actual transactions
from year n-1 (Q1-Q4) and from year n (Q1-Q3) delivered in year n. However, the value of
transactions in the 4th quarter of with deliveries in the 4th quarter of year n are never trued-up.
If the prices and volumes of transactions in the 4th quarter of the year are modest or at least
consistent with the prior quarters, then missing this data is not consequential. However, since RPS
compliance is on a calendar year basis, it may be the case that the prices in that quarter immediately
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before the end of the compliance period can be higher than the rest of the year. Some simple (not
weighted) average data from Platts suggests that may be the case.
Figure 2. Simple Average Quarterly PCC1 (Bucket 1) REC Prices

IV.

CONFIDENTIALITY
AReM/DACC note that D.18-10-019 at pages 78-79 recognizes that data submitted for the

true-up process will include market sensitive information and that the provisions of General Order66-D will apply, such as the need for the responding LSE to include an affidavit as to the nature
of the data provided and why confidentiality is required. AReM/DACC propose in addition that
access to the information be restricted solely to the individuals within Energy Division tasked with
the responsibility to calculate the RA and RPS adders (for both the forecast MBP and for true-up).
Once the adders have been finalized and adopted for inclusion within rates, the data should either
be destroyed or returned to the responding LSE.
V.

COMMENTS ON OPEN ISSUES (SLIDE 15)
Slide 15 of the Joint Proposal presentation lists 4 open issues. Below are AReM/DACC’s

thoughts on those issues.

4
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1. Use of the backstop procurement (e.g., CAISO Capacity Procurement
Mechanism) in the RA adder
AReM/DACC currently have no comments on this item, except as noted in item 4., below.
2. Transition Issues (implementation timeline for 2019)
AReM and DACC are optimistic that the issues being addressed in this working group can
be resolved in time for implementation in 2020. While this may require a month or two delay in
the ERRA/PABA implementation, that delay is well worthwhile. If major intractable issues arise,
then AReM/DACC would recommend the process used for 2019 for the RA and RPS adders and
true-up only the brown power component.
AReM/DACC would like clarification for how the RPS and RA cost data submitted in
January and February of 2019 will be used during this transition.
3. Implementation of the RA Adder to reflect the three types of RA capacity:
system, local, and flexible
AReM and DACC believe that that Decision 18-10-019 clearly states that all three RA
types must be included. As the types, prices and volumes of RA are included in the reporting
template, different values should be calculated for each RA type, including the different values for
each Local RA area. These numbers should then be compared against the cost of RA being held
by each IOU to calculate numbers that can be included in the PCIA. Under this approach, care
must be taken to prevent double counting for resources which qualify as multiple different types,
with the value based on a determination of what the resources would have been used for in the
absence of load departure.
4. Addressing unsold RA volumes
RA that is sold or used for IOU compliance should be valued at [zero], with the following
exception: if any LSE cannot purchase RA and must file for a waiver and the IOU has unsold

5
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volumes of that type of RA, then the unsold RA should be valued at the CPM soft offer cap in the
benchmark.
VI.

CONCLUSION
AReM/DACC thank the Working Group co-chairs for their hard work and look forward to

working through these and undoubtedly other issues.
Respectfully submitted,

Daniel W. Douglass
DOUGLASS & LIDDELL
4766 Park Granada, Suite 209
Calabasas, California 91302
Telephone: (818) 961-3001
Facsimile: (747) 222-1861
Email: douglass@energyattorney.com
Attorney for the
ALLIANCE FOR RETAIL ENERGY MARKETS
DIRECT ACCESS CUSTOMER COALITION
March 8, 2019
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Order Instituting Rulemaking to Review,
Revise, and Consider Alternatives to the Power
Charge Indifference Adjustment.

R.17-06-026

COMMENTS OF THE COALITION OF CALIFORNIA UTILITY EMPLOYEES ON
PCIA PHASE 2 – WORKING GROUP ONE WORKSHOP #1

I.

INTRODUCTION
The Coalition of California Utility Employees (CUE) appreciates the opportunity to

provide comments on the March 1, 2019 PCIA Phase 2 Working Group One: Benchmark TrueUp and Other Benchmarking Issues Workshop #1. CUE seeks clarification or has suggestions on
several issues. First, CUE requests clarification that the proposed “final” RA and RPS adders
would only be used for true-up of resources used by bundled customers for compliance, and that
otherwise, actual market revenues would be used in the true-up. Second, CUE seeks clarification
on the reasoning for adopting the proposed RPS adder. Third, CUE believes more specificity is
needed in the calculation of the proposed RPS and RA adders. Finally, CUE offers a suggestion
for the data template.
II.

CLARIFICATION ON THE USE OF FINAL ADDERS FOR TRUE-UP
Working Group One proposes that the RA Adder include “market-based RA-only sales

and purchases from IOU and ESP transactions.”1 The RPS adder “is based on market-based
PCC1 ‘index-plus’ sales and purchases from IOU, CCA, and ESP transactions.”2 A ‘forecast’

1

PCIA Phase 2: Work Group One, Benchmark True-Up and Other Benchmarking Issues, Workshop #1,
March 1, 2019, (“WG Presentation”), p. 12.
2
Id.
1
1011-1457acp
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version of each adder would be used in setting the PCIA rates for the delivery year. A ‘final’
version of each adder would be used in the true-up process.3 It appears that the difference
between the forecast and final adders is the data used for the calculation. The forecast adder uses
historical data prior to the forecast year, while the final adder uses actual data from the year to be
trued up.4
In D.18-10-019, the Commission delayed implementation of RPS and RA true-ups
because “…the recorded ‘actuals’ do not reflect the untransacted capacity used for bundled
customers’ compliance or the untransacted RECs either used for compliance or banked for future
use.”5 CUE requests that Working Group One confirm that the final adders would only be used
to address the Commission’s concern about untransacted capacity and RECs, and that actual IOU
market transactions would be used in all other cases.6
III.

CLARIFICATION ON RPS ADDER
Working Group One proposes an RPS adder “based on market based PCC1 ‘index-plus

sales and purchases from IOU, CCA, and ESP transactions.”7 An alternative to this approach
might be to use bundled sales including PPAs. CUE seeks to understand why this alternative
approach would not be viable or is less preferable.
IV.

ADDER SPECIFICITY
While the definitions of the adders proposed by Working Group One give some

3

Id.
Id., p. 14.
5
D.18-10-019, p. 141.
6
WG Presentation, p. 27 may address this, but clarification would be helpful. If it is not the case that the
final adders would be limited to resources used for compliance, then cost shifts would inevitably occur
between bundled and departing customers because the adders are based on CCA and ESP transactions as
well as IOU transactions.
7
Id., p. 12.
4

2
1011-1457acp
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indication of the calculation methodology for the adders, the exact calculations need to be laid
out in detail. Such detail should include clarification on the following issues:
1. How will the adders be calculated geographically? Will adders be specific to each
IOU, each CAISO zone, or just one in each category for all IOUs (forecast and final RA, forecast
and final RPS), or perhaps some other geographical division? If the value of RA or RPS differs
amongst the IOUs, but a single adder is used, cost shifting would occur. Since the true-up would
occur at an average value rather than the true value, in some areas departing customers would
benefit at the expense of bundled customers, and in other areas bundled customers would benefit
at the expense of departing customers. This use of a system-wide adder when IOU values differ
would violate the principle of customer indifference.
2. Are all contracts that include optionality excluded from the calculation? If not, how
will the transaction price reflect the optionality including any premium payments? If contracts
with optionality are excluded, it would be useful for the data template or instructions for the data
template to indicate this.
3. How will the weighting of different contracts work concerning execution date and
delivery dates? It is CUE’s understanding that Working Group One proposes long-term contracts
would be included in the calculation of the RA and RPS adders, but only for the first year of
delivery of the contract. For instance, if a contract has been signed two years before the delivery
year, it would not be included in the adder for the delivery year. Please clarify.
V.

SUGGESTIONS FOR THE DATA TEMPLATE
The data template presented by Working Group One would be used to collect data for the

calculation of the RA and RPS adders as well as for other purposes. Because of these other
purposes, it includes data that will not be used for the calculation of the RA and RPS adders.

3
1011-1457acp
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This combination of data for different purposes in the template resulted in some confusion at the
March 1, 2019 workshop concerning how the adders would be calculated. CUE understands that
it is more efficient for some of the parties to only have one data template to fill out, rather than
have a separate data template for purposes of calculating the adders. CUE tends to believe having
a separate data template for the adders would add clarity to the adder calculation methodology.
However, CUE suggests that if only one data template is used, the template should clearly
indicate which data would be used in the adders calculation. For example, the template should
indicate for the “Expected PCC Classification” row which of the allowable values (Categories 0
to 3) would permit a contract to be included in an adders calculation.8
Dated: March 8, 2019

Respectfully submitted,
_______________/s/__________________
Rachael E. Koss
Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo
601 Gateway Blvd., Suite 1000
South San Francisco, CA 94080
(650) 589-1660 Voice
(650) 589-5062 Fax
rkoss@adamsbroadwell.com
Attorney for Coalition of California Utility
Employees

8

See also discussion above about contracts that include optionality.
4

1011-1457acp
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CLECA 1 appreciates the efforts of the co-leads and this opportunity to offer informal
comments on workshop #1. As a threshold matter, we recommend inclusion of all parties’
informal comments distributed to the service list today as an appendix to the Working Group
Progress Report to be served on March 20, 2019 pursuant to the February 1, 2019 Phase 2
Scoping Memo and Ruling of Assigned Commissioner.
CLECA offers the following informal comments to Working Group One Workshop #1.
These informal comments make four points:
•

Use of backstop procurement “(e.g., CAISO Capacity Procurement Mechanism
(CPM)) in the RA Adder” should not be a “Co-Lead Open Issue” pursuant the
directive in D. 18-10-019;

•

Additional time for the Energy Division may be needed for the implementation
timeline in 2019;

•

Unsold RA Volumes’ de minimis value should be between 5-10% of the contract
price (instead of a zero value); and

•

Confidentiality concerns over protections for procurement cost data should be
addressed.

1. Do Not Use the CPM in the RA Adder Benchmark
Slide 15 of the March 1 workshop presentation lists four items identified as “Co-Lead
Open Issues” in the Joint Proposal. The first item is “Use of backstop procurement (e.g. CAISO
Capacity Procurement Mechanism (CPM)) in the RA Adder.” CLECA’s counsel understands that

CLECA is an organization of large industrial electric customers of Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E)
and Southern California Edison Company (SCE); the member companies are in the steel, cement,
industrial gas, mining, pipeline, cold storage, and beverage industries and share the fact that electricity
costs comprise a significant portion of their costs of production. Some members are bundled
customers, others are Direct Access (DA) customers, and some are served by Community Choice
Aggregators (CCAs); a few members have onsite generation. CLECA has been active in Commission
proceedings since the early-to-mid 1980s and strives for even-handed treatment of all customers.

1

CLECA Informal Comments on Working Group One Workshop #1
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2

there was little to no actual discussion of this item at the workshop. CLECA strongly disagrees
that use of the CPM price in the RA Adder should be considered an “open item” given the clear
language in D. 18-10-019. D. 18-10-019 states,
we adopt new benchmarks for the RPS Adder and the RA Adder in order to improve the
initial accuracy of the PCIA that will be in effect each year. We also adopt an annual
true-up requirement to ensure that any forecast-related errors in the annual PCIA are
reconciled and cost-shifting is prevented.” 2
Specifically regarding the RA Adder, the Commission directed use of TURN’s RA Adder:
we adopt TURN’s proposal for estimating the RA Adder, which shall be calculated using
reported purchase and sales prices of IOU, CCA, and ESP transactions made during (year
n-1) for deliveries in (year n). A zero or de minimis price shall be assigned for capacity
expected to remain unsold. 3
TURN’s RA Adder did not include use of the CPM. Moreover, in response to CalCCA’s proposal
to use the CPM to benchmark capacity, CLECA’s testimony in R. 17-06-026 explained why the
CPM price is not appropriate for use in the RA Adder or for benchmarking capacity costs:
Reliability Must Run and CPM contracts are used for backstop when resources that are
not contracted for RA are determined through power flow studies to be needed for
reliability. Market prices for capacity have been dampened by the existence of excess
capacity procured for policy reasons other than capacity value, such as RPS
procurement.
CalCCA proposes to use the soft offer cap for the CAISO’s backstop CPM that is used in
cases of RA resource deficiency (most recently in local capacity areas or subareas),
exceptional dispatch (e.g. for a transmission emergency), or for significant events
(unexpected conditions like the shut-down of the San Onofre Nuclear Generating
Stations (SONGS)). It can be used for as little as 30 days or as long as a year. This is the
going forward fixed cost of a 550 MW combined cycle plant with duct firing plus a 20%
adder. 24 It is currently $75.68/kW-year. The CPM is only used in the case of a
deficiency, which is for the CAISO occasioned by a reliability concern. Thus, by its very
nature, if a resource is procured through the CPM, it is not surplus capacity.
Furthermore, the soft offer cap has become something of a floor, since recent CPM
procurement has occurred at values very close to the soft cap. For these reasons, I do
2
3

D. 18-10-019, at 62.
D. 18-10-019, at 73.
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3

not support its use as proposed by CalCCA as a value for surplus capacity, nor do I
support CalCCA’s determination of surplus capacity. 4
The working group process should not be subverted into re-litigation of issues already decided
by the Commission. D. 18-10-019 is clear that the RA Adder is to be “calculated using reported
purchase and sales prices of IOU, CCA, and ESP transactions”; this does not include use of a
CAISO administratively-determined price, e.g., the CPM.
2. Consider Giving Energy Division Additional Time This Year to Process Data
The schedule on slides 13-14 and slide 31 states that Energy Division will issue the data
request “in late September” and the Load Serving Entities are to provide the data “in October”
and the ED is to produce the benchmarks or adders on November 1. This year is the first year
for staff to implement the new benchmarking process for the RPS Adder and the RA Adder, and
they will be getting data from multiple LSEs. Additional time this first year may be warranted.
CLECA suggests for 2019 that the data request to the LSEs be issued in early September, and be
due back by the first week of October; this would give staff most of the month of October to
review the data and crunch the numbers.
3. Set the Unsold RA Volumes’ De Minimis Value at between 5-10% of the Contract Price
The Commission directed that, “A zero or de minimis price shall be assigned for capacity
expected to remain unsold.” 5 CLECA does not believe it would be good policy for a zero value
to be assigned to resources whose procurement was previously authorized by the Commission
and approved as meeting the “just and reasonable” standard. CLECA supports use of a de

4
5

Ex. CLECA-1 in R. 17-06-026, Testimony of Dr. Barbara R. Barkovich, at 12.
D. 18-10-019, at 73, 121.
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4

minimis value of between 5-10% of the contract price for contracts that are unsold. We suggest
this range as a practical solution, and do not believe significant time should be used to
determine “further parameters.” Using a 5-10% contract price valuation should not significantly
impact the RA Adder, and it recognizes some level of value remaining in the available capacity.
4. Address Confidentiality Concerns for Procurement Cost Data
CLECA understands that some energy service providers are concerned about the
confidentiality protections for their market sensitive procurement and contract data. We
believe that this is a valid concern, and would support a request for destruction of the LSEs’
confidential procurement data after the Energy Division staff has crunched the numbers and
produced the benchmarks. If the benchmark calculation needs to be re-visited later, it should
be understood that the confidential LSE data could be re-sent to Energy Division.
CLECA looks forward to continued engagement in this working group.
Respectfully submitted,
By:

Buchalter, A Professional Corporation

Nora Sheriff
Counsel to the California Large Energy
Consumers Association
March 8, 2019
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

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

Rulemaking 17-06-026
(Filed June 29, 2017)

COMMERCIAL ENERGY OF CALIFORNIA
INFORMAL COMMENTS ON WORKING GROUP ONE
FOR PHASE II

GOODIN, MACBRIDE,
SQUERI & DAY, LLP
Michael B. Day
505 Sansome Street, Suite 900
San Francisco, California 94111
Telephone: (415) 392-7900
Facsimile: (415) 398-4321
Email:
mday@goodinmacbride.com
Attorney for Commercial Energy of California
Dated: March 8, 2019
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

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

Rulemaking 17-06-026
(Filed June 29, 2017)

COMMERCIAL ENERGY OF CALIFORNIA
INFORMAL COMMENTS ON WORKING GROUP ONE
FOR PHASE II
Pursuant to agreed-upon procedures discussed at the Working Group 1 Workshop
held on March 1, 2019, Commercial Energy of California (“Commercial Energy”) hereby
provides its informal comments on the work product of Working Group #1.
Commercial Energy does not have any comments at this time on the proposed
schedule and mechanism for developing RPS and RA adders and incorporating them into the
utilities ERRA filings. Commercial Energy reserves the right to make additional substantive
comments on these issues in the future.
1.

Confidentiality of Load Serving Entity Data Responses
Commercial Energy notes that the Working Group co-chairs’ “strawman proposal”

includes a more detailed data request template for both RA and RPS. Pursuant to the decision in
Phase I of the PCIA, with the caveat that LSE reporting requirements are still subject to pending
rehearing applications and potentially appeals, all LSEs including Community Choice
Aggregators (CCAs), Energy Service Provides (ESPs) and Investor Owned Utilities (IOUs) are
required to provide detailed contract data regarding power purchase agreements that have RPS or
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RA attributes. Commercial Energy notes that such contract information is highly confidential
and extremely commercially sensitive to all LSEs, but particularly to ESPs. In addition, given
that the Commission does not have direct jurisdiction over the rates that ESPs charge their
customers, it is important that if such information is provided to the Commission and its staff
that it is provided under procedures designed to carefully preserve the LSEs’ confidential trade
secrets and competitive procurement pricing information.
Accordingly, Commercial Energy makes the following proposals for inclusion in
the final product of Working Group #1 related to the new data reporting requirements.
1.

All Data Responses provided by an LSE pursuant to the proposed

procedure for developing RA and RPS adders shall be provided directly to Energy Division and,
pursuant to the provisions of General Order 66-D, shall be accompanied by a declaration of an
officer of the entity providing the contract data which sets forth the basis for confidential
treatment as required by the General Order.
2.

The Data Response shall be provided only to a designated Energy

Division recipient, and to no other parties. The Energy Division recipient shall share the
confidential data responses only with the Energy Division personnel directly responsible for
calculating and publishing the proposed RA and RPS adders.
3.

After the adders are calculated by the Energy Division, provided to the

IOUs for inclusion in subsequent ERRA filing, and the Commission issues a decision in the
ERRA proceeding adopting the new RA and RPS adders, then the confidential LSE data held by
Energy Div. is to be destroyed or returned to the respective LSEs.
Commercial Energy is prepared to discuss its proposal in additional detail in the
next Working Group #1 Workshop.

- 74
2-

Respectfully submitted March 8, 2019, at San Francisco, California.
GOODIN, MACBRIDE,
SQUERI & DAY, LLP
Michael B. Day
505 Sansome Street, Suite 900
San Francisco, California 94111
Telephone: (415) 392-7900
Facsimile: (415) 398-4321
Email:
mday@goodinmacbride.com

By /s/ Michael B. Day
Michael B. Day
Attorney for Commercial Energy of California

3418/010/X206482.v1
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

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

Rulemaking 17-06-026
(Filed June 29, 2017)

COMMENTS ON PCIA PHASE 2: WORKING GROUP ONE
(BENCHMARK TRUE-UP) WORKSHOP # 1

INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS
ASSOCIATION
Steven Kelly, Policy Director
P.O. Box 1287
Sloughhouse, CA
Telephone: (916) 448-9499
Facsimile: (916) 848-3682
Email:
steven@iepa.com
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

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

Rulemaking 17-06-026
(Filed June 29, 2017)

COMMENTS ON PCIA PHASE 2: WORKING GROUP ONE
(BENCHMARK TRUE-UP) WORKSHOP #1
By Ruling dated February 1, 2019, the Assigned Commissioner set forth the category,
issues, and other matters related to Phase 2 of the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA)
proceeding (Rulemaking 17-06-026). Phase 2 will rely primarily on a working group (WG)
process to develop PCIA-related proposals for consideration by the Commission. Working
Group One will address proposals related to PCIA Benchmark True-up and Other Benchmarking
Issues.1
Working Group One convened an initial workshop (Workshop #1) on March 1, 2019.
The Independent Energy Producers Association respectfully submits these comments on certain
of the issues raised during Workshop #1.
Workshop #1 considered a “Proposal for Establishing the Resource Adequacy (RA) and
Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) Adders” and “Proposed Changes to Data Reporting
Requirements” submitted by representatives of load-serving entities and retail sellers, i.e., the
utilities, community choice aggregators (CCAs), and electric service providers (ESPs). Data
inputs proposed to be included in the PCIA benchmarking mechanism include data that are

1

Phase 2 Scoping Memo and Ruling of Assigned Commissioner, p. 3.
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market-sensitive and confidential to market participants, including sellers of RA capacity and
RPS-eligible energy and Renewable Energy Credits. For example, data inputs include the
amount of flexible RA capacity under contract by seller, contract execution dates between buyer
and seller, contract prices ($/kW-Month), contract volumes sold, and generation resource costs.
Moreover, proposed changes to the data reporting requirements appear to expand the collection
of market-sensitive information to include volumes of various market products (e.g., RA, RPS)
bought and sold for each month and year of a contract.
The Commission must ensure that the Commission’s rules governing market participants’
access to market-sensitive and confidential data apply in the context of PCIA benchmarking.
PCIA benchmarking should not become the backdoor for market participants to access marketsensitive and confidential information. For example, inappropriate access to confidential data
could occur if a load-serving entity or retail seller subject to PCIA benchmarking sought an audit
of the core data inputs to verify the accuracy of PCIA Benchmarking outcomes. Accordingly, in
the context of PCIA Phase 2, the Commission should clarify and affirm that data collected for
purposes of PCIA benchmarking will be subject to the Commission’s rules on data
confidentiality.
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Respectfully submitted March 8, 2019, at San Francisco, California.

INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS
ASSOCIATION
Steven Kelly, Policy Director
P.O. Box 1287
Sloughhouse, CA
Telephone: (916) 448-9499
Facsimile: (916) 848-3682
Email:
steven@iepa.com
Dated: March 8, 2019
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

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

Rulemaking 17-06-026
(filed June 29, 2017)

COMMENTS OF THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK ON
THE PHASE 2 WORKING GROUP #1 WORKSHOP

Matthew Freedman, Staff Attorney
The Utility Reform Network
785 Market Street, 14th floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-929-8876 x304
matthew@turn.org
March 8, 2019
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COMMENTS OF THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK ON
THE PHASE 2 WORKING GROUP #1 WORKSHOP
TURN appreciates the effort parties made to develop the PCIA Phase 2: Working Group
1 “Straw Proposal” regarding Benchmarking True-up and Other Benchmarking Issues
reviewed at the March 1 workshop in R.17-06-026. TURN has two concerns with the
proposal that should be addressed. Due to the very short timeline for comments, TURN
identifies basic concerns in the hope of focusing parties on these issues in upcoming
workshops.
I.

CONCERNS WITH THE PROPOSED RPS ADDER

The Straw Proposal would compute an “RPS Adder” based strictly on “index-plus”
transactions in which a purchaser buys RPS-eligible energy at a price equal to a market
price index plus an “adder” to reflect the extra value of renewable energy. TURN
believes this paradigm is dated and must be discarded. It is not clear that any such RPS
Adder will be a credible representation of market prices for renewable energy over time
given the decline in pricing for bundled long-term renewable energy project PPAs in
recent years. The approach proposed by the Working Group does not accommodate the
potential for renewable energy purchased via bundled PPAs to be priced at or below
the brown power index in any future year.
Table 1 below illustrates the potential for the RPS Adder approach to mis-estimate the
value of RPS-eligible resources.
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TABLE 1
Possible Renewable Benchmark Using Only “Index-Plus” Transaction Data
($/MWh)

Scenario:

1

2

3

4

5

Notes:

Brown Power

20

30

40

50

60

1/

RPS Adder

20

20

20

20

20

2/

Renewable Benchmark

40

50

60

70

80

3/

Notes:
1/

Possible indexed brown power values.

2/

Possible fixed value of RPS Adder based on Straw Proposal.

3/

Sum of Brown Power and RPS Adder.

Under the Straw Proposal, a fixed RPS Adder would be developed from transaction
data based only on “index-plus” transactions. Table 1 shows a hypothetical adder of
$20/MWh for all five scenarios. However, the price of indexed energy or brown power
may vary considerably within a year and between years for a variety of reasons, such as
changes in gas prices, localized gas deliverability constraints or changing supply and
demand.1 Table 1 shows that the presumed price of RPS-eligible resources under the
Straw Proposal would vary based on the price of brown power. Although this
relationship may be accurate for index-based contracts, there is no evidence to suggest
that the cost of new fixed-price PPAs will be correlated with short-term changes in
brown power price indexes.
A very high percentage of the legacy renewable PPAs in the IOU portfolios eligible for
inclusion in the PCIA involve long-term fixed prices for bundled energy and Renewable
Energy Credits (RECs). Both these legacy PPAs and new long-term fixed-price PPAs for
new renewable generation executed by other LSEs in the coming years will be priced
TURN uses the terms “indexed power” and “brown power” interchangeably in this document.
However, given the growing amounts of renewable energy in Western power markets, this
equivalency may not hold in the future. This is another reason to question the basic “RPS
Adder” approach.

1

2
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based on the long run costs of building, owning and operating new resources. Given the
decline in the costs of new renewable generation, the prices for new PPAs may end up
being lower than the brown power price over many years of the contract.
The use of floating indexes plus fixed adders proposed by the working group is
representative of the market for short-term purchases from existing resources where
prices are tied to short-term opportunity costs. Under that approach, the REC premium
would be based on short-term supply and demand balances and could rise substantially
in the final year of RPS compliance periods when some LSEs scramble to lock in
supplies necessary to meet multi-year obligations. This approach does not contemplate
the REC adder becoming negative and will never result in a renewable energy price
benchmark that drops below short-term brown power prices. This outcome would be
unchanged even if brown power prices rise substantially due to short-term trends
relating to gas prices or supply/demand balance for renewable resources. The
potentially significant disconnect between short-term index-based purchases from
existing projects and long-term fixed price contracts for new projects could undermine
the ability of the proposed benchmark to approximate the actual prices paid for
contracts with new renewable facilities.
Starting in 2021, all LSEs will be required to procure at least 65 percent of RPS
compliance through contracts with durations of at least ten years.2 Most of these longterm contracts are likely to involve fixed prices for bundled energy and RECs from
newly developed generation. As a result, a significant portion of renewable energy
contracting will not be priced based on the indexing approach proposed for use in the
MPB. If current pricing trends continue, many of these new contracts will be priced at
or below forecasted long-term brown power market prices.

2

Cal. Pub. Util. Code §399.13(b).
3
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Given these realities, the exclusion of all long-term fixed price PPAs from the MPB
would skew the calculation of above-market costs by limiting the “market” to shortterm transactions that will represent a declining share of new renewable energy
procurement. TURN urges the Working Group, and the Commission, to avoid any final
proposal that fails to consider these PPAs from the benchmark methodology.
A more direct approach to estimating the price of renewable energy would be to gather
data regarding the sale and purchase of bundled PCC1 RPS-eligible energy including
both fixed price and index priced contracts. Such data could be gathered in the same
fashion as the Straw Proposal proposes to gather RA purchase and sales data. The value
of RA could be extracted from such sales by applying estimated RA prices and
resources’ Net Qualifying Capacity for RA purposes.3 Such computations would yield
better estimates of the price of RPS-eligible energy.4 Another alternative would be to
cap the value of the RPS Adder used to compute the total value of RPS-eligible energy
to reflect its potential to be negative.
TURN recognizes that there is an additional complication relating to the proposed use
of contracts signed in the prior year (n-2) providing delivery of renewable power in the
current year (n).5 Because there may be a delay of more than 2 years between the
execution of a long-term fixed-price PPA and the initial commercial operation of the
facility, TURN proposes that fixed-price contracts for new facilities be counted in the
benchmark starting with the first year of initial commercial operation and continue for
three years.

For wind and solar resources, the computation of NQCs relies in part on Effective Load
Carrying Capability (ELCC) calculations.
4 If there is a need to estimate a specific RPS Adder, it should be computed based on this
bundled PCC1 price, minus RA value, minus the cost of indexed or brown power. The
resulting adder could be either positive or negative. If such values are negative, it is unlikely
they would show up in market transactions, that is, sellers of RPS-eligible energy will not sell
such energy on an “index-plus-negative-adder” basis.
5 D.18-10-019, Ordering Paragraph 1(c).
3
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II.

TREATMENT OF CONTRACT EXTENSIONS

The “RA Data Request Template” shown on Slide 18 raised additional issues regarding
prices of current contracts that are extended. As a general principle, the prices of
contracts that are voluntarily extended by both parties should be assumed to be current
as of the date of such an extension. TURN suggests that the direction that the dates of
contract extensions need not be listed be stricken and that contracts that are extended
voluntarily by both parties should be considered as “fresh” market data for the year of
the extension.
However, TURN further observes that some utility contracts – such as renegotiated
Qualifying Facility contracts – might not be “market transactions”; rather, the “prices”
contained in such contracts might instead reflect in part the prices that were agreed
upon many years ago. Additional care must be exercised to exclude such contracts that
are not strictly market transactions but are instead negotiated with an eye toward
changing the terms of a contract.
TURN appreciates the chance to file these comments.
Respectfully submitted,

MATTHEW FREEDMAN
___________/S/____________

Matthew Freedman
Staff Attorney
The Utility Reform Network
785 Market Street, 14th floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-929-8876 x304
matthew@turn.org
Dated: March 8, 2019
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