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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 . R.17-06-026
Power Charge Indifference Adjustment. (Filed June 29, 2017)

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S
REPLY COMMENTS ON ASSIGNED COMMISSIONER’S AMENDED
SCOPING MEMO AND RULING

Pursuant to the Assigned Commissioner’s Amended Scoping Memo and Ruling filed
December 16, 2020 (Amended Scoping Memo), the California Community Choice Association!
(CalCCA) submits the following reply comments. The Amended Scoping Memo provided that:

“[r]eply comments may be filed and served no later than February 5, 2021.” In sum:

e No party opposes eliminating the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment
(“PCIA”) cap and trigger;

e Adopting the utilities suggestion for a Q1 implementation date will create more
time for parties and the Commission to ensure rates are accurate, just and
reasonable. Appendix A to these comments includes a model post-November
Update schedule for the Commission’s consideration;

e Improvements to the representation of the brown power benchmark component of
the indifference calculation should be coupled with other changes to increase the
accuracy of the forecast and reduce the volatility of the true-up;

! California Community Choice Association represents the interests of 24 community choice
electricity providers in California: Apple Valley Choice Energy, Baldwin Park Resident Owned Utility
District, Central Coast Community Energy, Clean Energy Alliance, Clean Power Alliance,
CleanPowerSF, Desert Community Energy, East Bay Community Energy, Lancaster Choice Energy,
Marin Clean Energy, Peninsula Clean Energy, Pico Rivera Innovative Municipal Energy, Pioneer
Community Energy, Pomona Choice Energy, Rancho Mirage Energy Authority, Redwood Coast Energy
Authority, San Diego Community Power, San Jacinto Power, San José Clean Energy, Silicon Valley
Clean Energy, Solana Energy Alliance, Sonoma Clean Power, Valley Clean Energy, and Western
Community Energy.



e Modifications to PG&E’s, and especially SDG&E’s, ERRA trigger framework to
offset bundled customer balances should be made, provided more details are
given; and

e The development of a renewable energy credit (“REC”) tracking framework
makes sense but will require substantial record development prior to adoption and
implementation.

I. ELIMINATE THE PCIA CAP/TRIGGER

In a rare display of unanimity, all commenting parties agree that the PCIA cap/trigger
should go. Commenters supporting elimination of the PCIA cap/trigger include the originator of
the proposal (The Utility Reform Network), the mechanism’s ostensible beneficiaries (unbundled
customers), Southern California Edison Company (SCE), San Diego Gas and Electric Company
(SDG&E), and Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) (collectively, IOUs), CalAdvocates,
and the Coalition of Utility Employees (CUE). The parties’ rationales for eliminating the PCIA
cap/trigger vary, several of which CalCCA would dispute;” all commenters agree, however, that
the PCIA cap/trigger has failed its fundamental purposes of reducing PCIA volatility and
planning uncertainty.

Based on this widely shared conclusion, the Commission should eliminate the cap/trigger
mechanism as soon as practicable. Operationally, the mechanism has been eliminated for 2021
in the SCE and PG&E service territories. The recent decisions in their Energy Resource and
Recovery Account (ERRA) forecast proceedings effectively removed the cap for 2021, thereby

preventing under-recovery in the PCIA Undercollection Balancing Accounts (PUBA) and the

2 E.g., CalCCA takes issue with CUE’s collateral attack on D.18-10-019’s creation of the PCIA
cap/trigger.



need for a 2021 trigger.> Consequently, only a formal decision eliminating the mechanism is
needed going forward.

An additional step is required in the SDG&E service territory. The SDG&E ERRA
decision applied the cap for 2021, leaving the possibility of an undercollection accumulation in
2021.* As aresult, eliminating the cap/trigger will take another year to fully implement. The
Commission can still mitigate volatility in 2021, however, by directing that the 2021
undercollection be rolled forward to amortization in the next ERRA forecast proceeding. Indeed,
this measure is consistent with the Stipulation submitted by CalCCA and SDG&E in the utility’s
recent expedited application to address the triggering of its PCIA Undercollection Balancing
Account (CAPBA).?

II. MODIFY DEADLINES OR REQUIREMENTS OF ERRA AND PCIA RELATED
SUBMITTALS TO INCREASE TIME FOR PARTIES TO REVIEW PCIA DATA
AND TO FACILITATE TIMELY IMPLEMENTATION OF DECISIONS IN THE
ERRA PROCEEDINGS

The IOUs state they “are open to exploring potentially moving the target ERRA
implementation date, and the complete Consolidated January 1 rate change, back slightly (e.g., to
a date within Q1).”® CalCCA agrees that pushing back the rate change date has merit. As the
I0Us note, a QI rate change will maintain the ability for the November Update to use data from
the critical late summer months and increase the accuracy of the true-up, bringing December

actuals into the PABA balance via the implementation advice letters that will set PCIA rates.

3 See D.20-12-038 at 18-19 (PG&E ERRA Decision); D.20-12-035 (SCE ERRA Decision) Finding
of Fact 37 at 65.
N See D.20-12-028 at 10.

> A.20-07-009, Joint Comments of San Diego Community Power, Clean Energy Alliance, Solana

Energy Alliance, and the California Community Choice Association on the Proposed Decision, Appendix
B, Joint Stipulation of SDG&E and CCA Parties, 5.

6 R.17-06-026, Joint Response of Southern California Edison Company (U 338-E), San Diego Gas
& Electric Company (U 902 E) and Pacific Gas and Electric Company (U 39 E) to Assigned
Commissioner’s Amended Scoping Memo and Ruling, at 15 (Jan. 22, 2021) (IOU comments).
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Critically, moving the ERRA implementation date will also give the Commission and
parties adequate time to review, analyze workpapers, conduct discovery on, and draft comments
addressing the November update — a recurring shortcoming in the current schedule discussed in
detail in CalCCA’s opening comments.” Not surprisingly, the IOUs do not share this concern and
propose giving all of the additional time — nearly two months — to the Commission’s internal
processes. They assert in opening comments that “one week to review the Update . . . .should be
sufficient given that the Update is formulaic in nature and the information included should not
raise any policy or substance issues.” The IOUs then propose “to provide the Commission,” but
not parties, additional time to respond to the November update.

The IOUs’ comments willfully ignore the experiences of the past several years to the
contrary. In the past three years of ERRA proceedings, for example, the Commission has issued
important decisions affecting PCIA calculations or bundled generation rates between the time of
an Application and the November Update and required interpretation and implementation.
PG&E’s 2018 November Update presented for the first time the implementation of D.18-10-019,
implementation of a brown power true-up that would be contested for months after the
November update, the issue of vintage-specific billing determinants, use of a new common PCIA
template implemented for the first time, the question of how to adjust balancing accounts for
ERRA overcollections (an issue that is part of this revised scope of comments), and adjustments

to tax savings caused by the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act.®

7 R.17-06-026, California Community Choice Association’s Comments on Assigned

Commissioner’s Amended Scoping Memo and Ruling, at 17-19 (CalCCA comments).

8 A.18-06-001, Comments on Update to Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s Prepared Testimony
of East Bay Community Energy, Marin Clean Energy, Monterey Bay Community Power, Peninsula Clean
Energy, Pioneer Community Energy, Silicon Valley Clean Energy And Sonoma Clean Power, at 11-30
(Nov. 19, 2019).



Similarly, the 2019 November Update presented for the first time implementation issues
related to D.19-10-001, including issues surrounding the calculation of Retained RPS that PG&E
has tried to litigate four times (and has suggested it be addressed a fifth time as part of the
expanded scope in this case).” Finally, the 2020 November update presented for the first time
the critical issue of which load forecast’s billing determinants should be used to set SDG&E’s
bundled generation rates'® and the inclusion of advice letters implementing CCA Green Tariff
Shared Renewables programs, among others.!!

Unless the Commission declares a moratorium on bundled generation rate or PCIA-
related decisions between the months of June and November, the November update will continue
to be anything but formulaic in nature. The real change the utilities should have identified is that
few parties paid attention to the November Update prior to the past few years. However, the
CCAs’ close scrutiny of these proceedings, and the November update in particular, will not
change any time soon.

Accordingly, additional time for parties to respond to the November update is necessary.
Such additional time also would reduce the need for the shortened discovery timelines suggested
in CalCCA’s opening comments.'? To advance that conversation, CalCCA proposes in Appendix
A, a model post-November update schedule based on a March 1 effective date that could be
adopted by the Commission as a general guide to be followed as closely as possible in future

ERRA forecast proceedings.

? A.19-06-001, Comments of the Joint Community Choice Aggregators, at 8-19 (Dec. 6, 2019).

10 A.20-04-014, Joint Comments of California Community Choice Association, San Diego
Community Power and Clean Energy Alliance to San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s (U 902 E)
November Update To Application, at 5 (Nov. 18, 2020).

1 A.20-07-002, Opening Comments of the Joint Community Choice Aggregators, at 1-8 (Nov. 20,
2020).

12 CalCCA comments, at 22.



III. OTHER IOU PROPOSALS

The I0OUs propose several “other procedural or information sharing related modifications
the Commission should consider to support more efficient implementation of PCIA issues within
ERRA proceedings.”'® The IOUs identify three specific proposals: “(1) improving the
representation of the brown power benchmark component of the indifference calculation; (2)
changes to PG&E’s and SDG&E’s ERRA trigger framework to consider offsetting bundled
customer balances; and (3) a renewable energy credit (“REC”) tracking framework.”

A. Use of Generation Profile Rather than Load Profile for Forecasting
Generation Value

The IOUs contend that “[u]se of historical bundled load data as a proxy to reflect the
supply portfolio is increasingly inaccurate. . . .[T]The IOUs have experienced and will continue to
experience increased load departures, meriting reconsideration of whether a dwindling bundled
load portfolio is an acceptable proxy of the supply portfolio.”'* CalCCA agrees this issue merits
further examination.

There is a related issue that should be considered in tandem in order to ensure that utility
forecasts are as accurate as possible, reducing the degree to which true-ups cause swings in PCIA
rates. It centers on how well the monthly Platts on peak/off-peak periods align with periods of
high and low CAISO market prices. CalCCA observes that published market price forecasts
such as Platts generally define the on-peak period as spanning the daytime period from hour
ending 7 to 22. The potential mismatch between that definition of on- and off-peak periods and
the hourly shape of prices in the CAISO market will mute the impact of changing the generation

profile alone, as the IOUs suggest, because changing just the profile still leaves many hours

13 10U comments, at 17.
14 IOU comments, at 17.



where generation during periods of low CAISO market prices would be multiplied by Platts on-
peak prices, and vice-versa. This issue should be addressed to more closely align the PCIA
forecast with the actual results that flow through the PABA for later true-up.

B. Offsetting Bundled Customer ERRA and PABA Balances

ERRA trigger filings have become an annual event. However, the balances that give rise
to the ERRA trigger filings may be offset by balances in the PABA. This is because the same
mechanisms that lead to one lead to the other. For example, a forecasting “miss” on energy
prices that leads to an overcollection through the ERRA will lead to an undercollection in the
PABA.

In practice, in PG&E’s service territory, the offsetting nature of ERRA and PABA
balances has led to ERRA trigger balances being applied to the following year’s ERRA
forecast.!> While PG&E found ways to address this issue (and SCE avoided the issues
altogether), SDG&E appears to have simply ignored the issue to date, creating the potential for
numerous ERRA trigger filings in the same year.! CalCCA supports a streamlining of this
process, and associated reduction in administrative burden, but more detail is needed on exactly
how this streamlining would be done before the Commission can approve it.

In a related vein, CalCCA notes that its members currently lack sufficient information
from the IOUs to gauge where ERRA and PABA balances are trending. The suggestion in the

IOUs’ comments that parties can “get an indication of the balance” is overstated at best.!” The

. IOU Comments, at 18-19.

16 A.20-12-007, Exh. SDGE-3 at 4-5, Table 1 (showing that SDG&E’s recent ERRA Trigger filing,
from December 2020, is likely to be followed by another trigger in Spring. In the referenced table,
subtracting out a $124M beginning balance, which would be recovered as part of the current ERRA
trigger proceeding (A.20-12-007), leaves a $62M balance for March of 2021, which already exceeds
SDG&E’s 5% trigger threshold for 2021 of $37M).

17 10U comments, at 14.



only balance information IOUs make public are monthly top-line balance levels that have
already been booked. These summary level historical balances provide zero indication of the
fundamentals causing the balances or the direction in which the balances might head in the
future. The utilities also provide the balances on a lagged basis using data that are a month old
by the time they are reported. CalCCA renews its request in its Opening Comments for more
detailed balance information for its reviewing representatives and for consistent treatment of
confidential information between IOUs.!'®

C. Renewable Energy Credit Tracking

The I0OUs “support developing a framework to clarify requirements associated with the
use of banked RECs to ensure bundled customers are not double charged if pre-2019 banked
RECs are used for compliance, such as occurred in PG&E’s 2020 ERRA Forecast.”'” The IOUs
mischaracterize what happened in PG&E’s 2020 ERRA Forecast; there was no “double charge”
of bundled customers. In D.20-02-047, the Commission simply prevented PG&E from
converting banked RECs into unsold RECs.?’ Following that decision, bundled customers
retained, and still retain, the banked RECs at issue for their future use.

That said, a tracking mechanism for RECs is in everyone’s interest to avoid future
disputes about whether a REC belongs to bundled or unbundled customers. CalCCA

recommends a workshop to explore these and the other issues discussed above.

18 CalCCA comments, at 19-24.
19 10U comments, at 19.
20 D.20-02-047 at 13-16.



IV.  CONCLUSION

For all the foregoing reasons, CalCCA respectfully requests consideration of the
proposals specified herein in addition to those raised in CalCCA’s opening comments and looks

forward to an ongoing dialogue with the Commission and stakeholders.

Respectfully submitted,

Aoty tso

Evelyn Kahl
General Counsel to the
California Community Choice Association

February 5, 2021



Appendix A

CalCCA Proposed Post-November Update Procedural Schedule

Based on March 1 Rate Effective Date

Event PG&E’s 2021 PG&E 2020 New
Forecast (A.20-07- | Forecast Implementation
002) (A.19-06-001) Date

November Update to | November 9, 2020 November §, 2019 November 1 (as

Prepared Testimony
Served

suggested in
CalCCA’s Opening
Comments)

November Update November 20, 2020 | December 6, 2019 December 1 (PG&E)
Comments (11 days) (28 days) (30 days)
Thursday before
Thanksgiving
(SDG&E and SCE)
(23 days, e.g.)
November Update December 1 (SDG&E
Reply Comments and SCE)
(8 days)
Proposed Decision December 4, 2020 January 24, 2020 First or second week
(14 days) (49 days) of January
(30-40 days)
Comments on December 11, 2020 February 13, 2020 Plus 20 days
Proposed Decision (7 days) (20 days)
Reply Comments on | December 14, 2020 February 18, 2020 Plus 5 days
Proposed Decision (3 days) (5 days)
Final Commission December 17, 2020 February 27, 2020 Early February
Decision (3 days) (9 days) (1-2 weeks)
Effective Date of January 1, 2020 May 1, 2020 March 1
Implementation (15 days) (64 days) (2-3 weeks)
Advice Letter
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking Concerning .
Energy Efficiency Rolling Portfolios, Policies, Rulemakmg 13-11-005
Programs, Evaluation, and Related Issues Filed November 14, 2013

MARIN CLEAN ENERGY 2021 ANNUAL BUDGET
ADVICE LETTER WORKSHOP REPORT

Pursuant to the California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC or Commission)
December 15, 2020, Disposition Letter regarding MCE’s 2021 Energy Efficiency (EE) Annual
Budget Advice Letter (ABAL) and decision D.18-05-041, MCE hereby submits its 2021 ABAL
Workshop Report. The report summarizes the ABAL workshop held on January 25, 2021. The
report explains why MCE’s 2021 ABAL did not meet the Commission’s approval criteria. It also
summarizes MCE’s budget development process, including a description of how MCE determines
program funding amounts, portfolio cost-effectiveness targets, and why programs with high Total
Resource Cost (TRC) values did not receive additional budget to drive cost-effective savings.
Pursuant to the Disposition Letter, the report also discusses MCE’s forecast for the Commercial
Upgrade Program in additional detail. Finally, the report describes cost-effectiveness challenges,
including, but not limited to, Covid-19 impacts, as well as strategies to improve cost-effectiveness

moving forwards.
The ABAL workshop report is provided as Attachment A. The ABAL workshop
presentation is included as Attachment B. MCE is looking forward to receiving stakeholder

feedback on MCE’s 2021 ABAL workshop report.



February 9, 2021

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Jana Kopyciok-Lande

Jana Kopyciok-Lande

Senior Policy Analyst

MARIN CLEAN ENERGY

1125 Tamalpais Ave

San Rafael, CA 94901

Tel: (415) 464-6044

E-mail: jkopyciok-lande@mceCleanEnergy.org
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Background

On September 1, 2020, MCE filed its Energy Efficiency (EE) Annual Budget Advice Letter
(ABAL) as MCE Advice Letter (AL) 45-E, as required by D.15-10-028 and D.18-05-041. On
October 1, 2020, the Public Advocates Office (PAO) and the Small Business Utility Advocates
(SBUA) each filed a protest to the AL. On October 8, 2020 MCE filed a response to PAO’s and
SBUA’s protests of the AL. On December 15, 2020 the Commission’s Energy Division (ED)
issued a Disposition Letter regarding MCE’s 2021 ABAL. ED rejected MCE’s 2021 ABAL for
failing to meet the savings targets as established in the 2019 “true-up” ABAL but approved MCE’s
2021 budget request to administer EE programs.

Pursuant to D.18-05-041, EE Program Administrators (PAs) are directed to host a workshop
explaining why they failed to meet the ABAL approval criteria after staff’s rejection of its ABAL.!
On January 5, 2021, MCE issued the “Notice of MCE’s 2021 ABAL Webinar Workshop” to the
service list of the EE rulemaking R.13-11-005 and subsequently held its 2021 EE ABAL
Workshop via Zoom webinar on January 25, 2021.

This report summarizes MCE’s 2021 EE ABAL workshop. The report also includes a list of
attendees and a summary of stakeholder comments and questions from the ABAL workshop.

Workshop Summary

On January 25, 2021, MCE held its 2021 ABAL workshop via Zoom webinar. The workshop
was attended virtually by stakeholders. MCE presented an overview of MCE’s 2021 portfolio, an
explanation of why MCE’s 2021 ABAL failed to meet the ABAL approval criteria, its budget
and savings development process, COVID-19 impacts, and cost-effectiveness challenges and
strategies. MCE also provided an opportunity for stakeholder input and responded to
stakeholders’ questions. A summary of the workshop presentation on each topic is provided
below.

ABAL Approval Criteria Not Met
In the 2021 ABAL, MCE did not forecast to meet its 2021 demand and therms savings targets.
The two primary reasons for this are:

o The Assigned Commissioner and Administrative Law Judges’ Amended Scoping Ruling
Addressing Impacts of COVID-19 (COVID-19 Ruling) acknowledged that PAs face
significant challenges in running EE programs in 2020 and asked PAs to include
“accurate and good faith estimate of energy efficiency costs and benefits, as well as
budgets, that are necessary to address the current goals and strategies”” in their 2021
ABAL. Based on this guidance, MCE put forth its best estimate of 2021 savings potential
based on the then-current impacts of Covid-19 on its portfolio.

e Unlike the Investor-Owned Utilities (IOUs), RENs and CCAs do not have their energy
savings goals updated every two years through the Potential and Goals (P&G) study.

! See D.18-05-041 at 135.
2 See “Assigned Commissioner and Administrative Law Judges’ Amended Scoping Ruling Addressing Impacts of
COVID-19" from July 2020 at 8.



Instead, RENs’ and CCAs” ABAL filings are evaluated based on savings goals
established in the 2019 “true-up” ABAL for the entire rolling portfolio period. These
savings forecasts from 2019 do not reflect changed market conditions and cannot be
realistically achieved over the remaining portfolio period. For these reasons, non-IOU
PAs should be able to update savings goals biennially like the IOUs.

Budget and Savings Development Process

MCE developed its 2021 portfolio through an iterative, bottoms-up process that involves
coordination between MCE staff, implementers, and technical consultants. There are four
primary components to the ABAL process. Each component is analyzed at least three (3) times
before determining the final portfolio budget and savings.

e Reviewing MCE’s staffing and portfolio-wide expenses;

e Bottoms up savings and cost-effectiveness forecasts by program (including draft
budgets);

e Savings and cost-effectiveness forecast at the portfolio-level; and

e Budget allocations by program.

Additionally, MCE presented how it determines funding amounts and cost-effectiveness targets
for its programs and why programs with high TRC didn’t receive additional budget allocations.
While MCE seeks to optimize its programs’ budget, savings, and cost-effectiveness, there are
limitations such as service area demographics, COVID-19 impacts, and other EE policy
objectives.

Commercial Upgrade Program Forecast

In response to the protest from SBUA, MCE provided additional details on its forecast for the
Commercial Upgrade Program, including a program overview, participation by customer
segment to date, its 2021 savings forecast, and a description of the expansion to include the
Commercial Marketplace program.

One area of concern from SBUA was potential equity issues between customer types. MCE
provided more granular data on small, medium, and large customers that have participated in the
Commercial Upgrade Program and outlined its goals for small businesses moving forwards.

COVID-19 Impacts

MCE presented on COVID-19 impacts for each sector to date. In summary, COVID-19 impacts
vary by sector and customer segment. Specific details are outlined in the presentation.

Cost-Effectiveness Challenges and Strategies

MCE described its challenges in meeting cost-effectiveness thresholds, including (1) COVID-19;
(2) structural challenges in the implementation of EE programs; (3) lack of transparency and
inclusion of small, non-IOU PAs in EE processes; (4) continued program ramp-up; and (5) data
access issues. MCE provided additional details of its program ramp-up timeline since its business



plan was approved in mid-2018, and described lessons learned throughout the ramp-up period.
MCE has launched five (5) new EE programs since 2018.

MCE’s strategies to continue to improve cost-effectiveness are mostly focused on adopting new
and cost-effective program strategies, including normalized-metered energy consumption
(NMEC), Strategic Energy Management (SEM) and Behavioral programs. Additionally, MCE is
steering its portfolio towards performance-based contracts based on avoided costs benefits, as
well as a diversification of its EE services and implementation partners. Finally, MCE initiated a
residential EM&V study and improved coordination and data sharing with PG&E.

Stakeholder Comments and Questions

At the conclusion of the presentation, MCE sought questions from workshop participants. Below
is a list of questions received and MCE’s responses.

Question: What budget category does the Demand Flexibility Marketplace program fall
under?

It falls under Commercial.

Question: Can you elaborate on the difference between paying on benefits and paying on
savings?

Benefits vary based on hour of the day. By paying on benefits, it optimizes cost effectiveness of
a project in a couple of different ways. Steering aggregators to customers with valuable load
shapes and steering aggregators to measures that are most effective during the high avoided cost
times.

Question: On the budget and savings development process slide, why are the staffing costs
driving the design of the portfolio?

The graphic could be a little clearer. MCE is not optimizing for staffing and portfolio-wide
expenses first, but we do start with quantifying them because they tend to be fixed costs that
don’t vary much depending on the particular design of our portfolio. Then, we move into
balancing budgets and savings for individual programs to get to our final portfolio design.

Question: What is the budget for the Commercial Marketplace subprogram?

It is about $1.5M, which is a conservative budget request at this stage. We will look to expand in
the coming years. The total Commercial budget is around $3M.

Question: How will the rejection of MCE’s 2021 ABAL impact 2021 programs and
implementation?

Although MCE’s ABAL was rejected, our budget request was approved, and we can still
administer energy efficiency programs as proposed in our ABAL.

Question: For the new population NMEC sub-program, can you share feedback on the
implementation plan process?



MCE went through the stakeholder process outlined in the business plan decision for new
implementation plans. We didn’t get much feedback at the implementation plan webinar
workshop but have received lots of interest and positive feedback through other channels.

Question: Is the public goods charge included in ABAL budget forecast?

Yes, our portfolio is ratepayer-funded. MCE does have other programs that are not ratepayer
funded, but we did not present on them today.

Stakeholder Attendance

There were 29 attendees via Zoom Conference.

Last Name First Email

Name
Kopyciok-Lande Jana jkopyciok-lande@mececleanenergy.org
Reardon Amy amy.reardon@cpuc.ca.gov
van Tijen Michelle m2vd@pge.com
Kong Ashlyn ashlyn.kong@cpuc.ca.gov
D’Amico Kaylee kaylee.damico@treasurer.ca.gov
Gong Peng peng.gong@cpuc.ca.gov
Gilligan Donald donald.gilligan@naesco.org
Zeng Kate kzeng@sdge.com
Kelly Beth beth@emk-law.com
Dugger Patricia pdugger@aesc-inc.com
O’Neill Joanne joanne.oneill@clearesult.com
Grace Corey cgrace(@resource-innovations.com
Clevinger Amanda aclevinger@brightpower.com
Shahinfard Sepideh sshahinfard@sbwconsulting.com
Kjeldsen Justin jkjeldsen@franklinenergy.com
Calvin Willie wcalvin@frontierenergy.com
Nochisaki Michelle mnochisaki@mcecleanenergy.org
Green Jennifer jgreen@mcecleanenergy.org
Tan Lacey Itan@frontierenergy.com
Kreutzer Jenn jkreutzer@mcecleanenergy.org
Tsinger Jake jtisinger@franklinenergy.com
Peralta Grace gperalta@mcecleanenergy.org
Smith Lois Ismith@mcecleanenergy.org
Vallery Qua qvallery@mcecleanenergy.org
Lande Joey jlande@mcecleanenergy.org
Havenar-Daughton | Alice Ahavenar-daughton@mcecleanenergy.org
Jimenez Ivan ivan@utilityadvocates.org
Coeckelenbergh Cody codyc@lincus.com
LaBonte Alison Alison.labonte@cpuc.ca.gov
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Next Steps

Pursuant to D.18-05-041, parties may file comments on MCE 2021 EE ABAL workshop report
within 20 days. MCE will review stakeholders’ feedback and incorporate them into its portfolio
planning and implementation process as appropriate.
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2021 ABAL Workshop Agenda

. MCE Background and 2021 Portfolio Overview
. ABAL Approval Criteria Not Met
. Budget and Savings Development Process
. Commercial Upgrade Program Forecast
. COVID-192 Impacts
. Cost-Effectiveness Challenges & Strategies
. Stakeholder Input
8. Next Steps

NO~O MWD —




MCE Background anad
Porttolio Overview



MCE How It Works

Local Government Investor-Owned Utility Customer
MCE PG&E

RENEWABLE ENERGY SAME SERVICE AS ALWAYS YOUR COMMUNITY CHOICE

Electric Generation Electric Delivery A Greener Electric Option



MCE Service Area

36 Member Communities

Marin County

+ 11 cities and towns

Solano County
+ 2 cities

Napa County
+ 5 cities and towns

Contra Costa County
+ 14 cities

® Calistoga

® St. Helena Na pa

Mari n Novatoe

Ross®
Larkspure
Corte Madera®
Mill Valleyl_o
iburon e

Belvecﬂ—:-reo

Sausalito®

County

® Yountville

Solano

® American Canyon County

® \allejo
® Benicia

® Pinole ®Martinez ®Pittsburg
® Richmond e Concor d

®San Pablo ® Pleasant Hill
® E| Cerrito

® Oakley

o \Walnut Creek

®| afayette
Contra Costa
® Danville Cou nty

® San Ramon

® Moraga




MCE Mission Statement

.

- Address climate change by reducing energ-requed

A
greelguse gas emissions with renewable energy and

ener y efficiency at cosi-corﬁpeﬁﬁve rates while

;offering economic and workforce benefits and creating
H ege ‘:
more equitable communities. —ag
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MCE 2021 Portfolio

Multifamily

Multifamily Comprehensive

Single Family Direct
Install

Single Family

Single Family
Comprehensive

Commercial

Customer Programs | Commercial Upgrade

Agricultural

Agricultural and
Industrial Resource
Program

Industrial

Cross-Cutting




Portfolio Budget and Cost-Effectiveness

Sector Budget Annual Net Annual Net Annual Net
kWh kW Therms

Agricultural $468,195 863,147 112 14,296
Commercial $3,010,541 5,224,085 273 88,905
Industrial $871,077 1,359,837 33 129,523
Residential $2,733,236 6,333,145 59 64,226
Cross-Cutting $480,594 0 0 0
Portfolio Total $7,563,643 13,780,213 477 296,950

% of Savings Godl 164% 99% 54%
Portfolio TRC 1.08

Portfolio PAC 1.17



Actual Portfolio Admin Costs

Year Total Percent
Expenditure | Admin

2018 $1,347,788 6.9%
2019 $2,262,703 /7.6%
2020* $1,672,799 6.6%

2020 actual as of Q3.
Per D.09-09-047, utility program administrative costs are limited to 10% of total EE portfolio budget.
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Portfolio Admin. Activities

Admin Costs — Overnead and GA

Accounting support

IT services and support

Reporting databases

Data request responses

CPUC financial audits

Regulatory filing support

Travel and conference fees

Membership dues

Facility related cost

Supply management fuction activities to ensure oversight of contractors

Administering contractor payments for services with are non-incentive
related

Admin and logistical costs related to workshops on Strategic Planning
issues




ABAL Approval Criterio
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ABAL Approval Criteria Not Met

Unlike the IOUs, RENs and CCAs do not have explicit energy efficiency savings goals set by the CPUC
every two years. Instead, RENs and CCAs shall meet or exceed the annual savings forecasts presented
in their true-up tables as submitted in their PY 2019 ABALs.

In its 2021 ABAL, MCE did not meet its demand and therms savings targets from its 2019 “true-up”
ABAL.

YCOVID-19 Ruling” from July 3, 2020 asked PAs to include “accurate and good faith estimates of
energy efficiency costs and benefits, as well as budgets, that are necessary to address the current
goals and strategies”. (p.8)

Energy savings forecasts provided in the 2019 true-up ABAL does not accurately reflect changed
market conditions and what non-IOU PAs can realistically achieve over the remaining rolling portfolio
period.

Non-IOU PAs must be able to update goals biennially like the IOUs.
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Budget and Savings

Development Process

Budget and savings are developed through an iterative bottom-up process that involves all implementers,
technical consultants, and MCE staff.

Bottoms Up Savings

Budget Allocation and CE Forecasts by

by Program Program (including
draft budgets)

Portfolio Savings and
CE Forecast




Budget and Savings

Development Process

MCE Staff and Expenses

® Number of full-fime employees (FTEs) and functions conducted

® Non-program functions performed by contractors (i.e., reporting, M&V)

® Ofther portfolio wide expenses (i.e., IT support, industry training, analytics/CRM platforms)
Implementers provide realistic savings and cost-effectiveness forecasts

® Number of homes/businesses targets based on eligible market

® MCE’s service area including climate zones and new member communities

® Hard-to-Reach (HTR) and Disadvantaged Communities (DACS)

® Program design (i.e., direct install, technical assistance, behavioral, SEM)

MCE Staff and Consultants Review/Analyze forecast at Program and Porifolio-Level
® Ensure forecasts are realistic and achievable

® Provide guidance to address savings and CE issues

® Review/adjust budgets proposed



Budget and Savings

Development Process

Why programs with high TRC values did not receive additional budgets to drive
cost-effective savings? How MCE determines which programs receive specific

funding amounts and cost-effectiveness targets?
« MCE Service Area Demographics
« MCE’s service area is primarily residential
« Eighty-eight percent of its customers are on a residential rate
« COVID-19 Impacts
« Adds a new layer of uncertainty
« Triggered changes to behavior and markets
« Government response
« Economic crisis
« Other EE Policy Objectives
« Reduce GHG emissions
« Conduct workforce training
« Enhance equity by serving low- and middle-income customers
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Commercial Upgrade

Program Overview

Three implementers

Four participation platforms: Custom, Deemed, Strategic Energy
Management (SEM), and Normalized Metered Energy Consumption (NMEC)

Pay for performance contracts with implementers
Goals for small businesses

Provide multiple participation pathways for small business to meet
them where they are

« Population-level NMEC and aggregator enrollment enables significant
expansion

« Incorporate financing to overcome financial barriers

«  On-bill financing (OBF), BayREN Business Microloan, Go Green
Financing, etc.



Commercial Upgrade Program

Parficipation Metrics to Date

Customer | 2018 Percent | 2019 Percent
Segment |Participants | of Total |Participants | of Total
Small 35 44% 42 63%
Medium 42 53% 22 33%
Large 2 3% 3 4%
Total 79 100% 67 100%




Commercial Upgrade

2021 Program Updates

 Doubling commercial budget
. Continuing to run two commercial implementation contracts active in 2020
. Addition of an innovative population-level NMEC sub-program
. Goal: Maximize reach, diversify capability, reduce admin costs and mitigate risk

« Early momentum with new sub-program
. Builds on aggregator strengths/business models to drive program participation
. Currently the program has 5 enrolled aggregators, enrolled projects, and plans for more

. Payments are made on the hourly value of the savings delivered once the benefits exceed
the costs — a true pay for performance program rooted in the cost effectiveness calculation

. Incentives push aggregators to balance costs, deliver optimized load shapes and maximize
benefits for both the customer and MCE

20



Commercial Upgrade
2021 Savings Forecast

Participation |Percent |Percent Measure Use |Percent |Percent
Pathway kWh Therms Category kWh Therms

e 30 — Refrigeration
oo Food Service 2 ]

Deemed 12 3 HVAC 16 59

NMEC 36 45 Lighting 42 -8
Process 3 13

SEM - 40 Distribution

Total 100 100 Whole 29 4]
Building

Total 100 100

21



COVID-19 Impacts
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COVID-192 Impacts: Multifamily

Site assessments transitioned from in-person to remote. The implementer is remotely gathering detailed
property information (plans, property photos, or other documentation available) to build a detailed
property model and develop a scope of work.

Due to the shelter in place order, construction on most existing projects got delayed.

Halt in in-unit measure uptake due to the shelter in place order, and property owners reluctant to send
work crews into fenant units.

The program transitioned to remote closeouts when Combustion Appliance Safety (CAS) testing is not
required.



COVID-192 Impacts: Single Family

SF Comprehensive

Stay-at-home orders and remote working conditions prevented participants from reducing home
electricity consumption

Widespread fires in MCE territory exacerbated the impact of stay-at-home orders

. Closed windows prevented sufficient cooling during hot days and airflow to counteract
smoke, necessitated A/C and HVAC fan use

SF Direct Install

24

All in-home visits were suspended.

Site assessments transitioned from in-person to remote. The implementer is now providing virtual
assessments in order to gather the necessary information to refer the home for relevant in- home
modification measures in the future.

Measure offerings were scaled back in order to serve customers remotely via a kit delivery system.

Program implementation and customer service was halted for months while the mandated shelter-in-
place was assessed, and we worked with the implementer to make the necessary remote program
modifications.



COVID-192 Impacts: Commercial

. Challenges with businesses shifting focus throughout the year to deal with repeat shutdowns and re-
openings, and revenue impacts

. Customer outreach and contractor installation also impacted
-16% Decreased consumption among SMB Customers 73.2% of Commercial Customer Decreased Usage
COVID Period [(March 19 - August 21, 2020): Predicted vs. Observed kWh COVID Impacts: kWh Percent Change

@ ~vg Predicted (1) Avg Observed [ Difference 8k

15

bk

Meter Count

Avg. Hourly kWh

4k
2k
e R |||
..IIIIIIII . :]k -.. ..-- ____________
-1 -05 0 0.5

-05 - kWh Percent Change
0 5 0 15 20

Hour of Day

25



COVID-19 Impacts: Agricultural

_ . Consumption decreased for ~40% of Ag customers
« COVID-19 Impacts within the Agricultural P d

Sector have been variable

« Energy Efficiency uptake within the Ag sector
have been affected by contractor and o
implementer capacity as much as customer 8
interest

« SEM Workshops and Engagement shifted to
an entirely virtual format

* |In 2020, the predominant non-routine event .
that we witnessed was actually wildfires and II II
power shut-offs : ---l-5 : p b DL EL PO

-1 -0.

COVID Impacts: kWh Percent Change

Meter Count

B~
(=1

2
kWh Percent Change
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COVID-19 Impacts: Industrial

« Similar to Ag, the impacts of COVID-19 among industrial customers have been highly variable
« SEM Enrollment, Workshops and Engagement were impacted

« COVID has shifted the focus of facility managers, from equipment operation, facility upkeep
and energy to COVID safety precautions

« Example — One industrial program participant had approved an energy efficiency SOW in
early 2020, but before the project began, a significant COVID outbreak hit staff at the facility.

« Key decision-makers for the project pivoted to COVID transmission mitigation and
recovery.

« Contractor was unable to complete the job as a quarantine was in effect
« As aresult, the project not moving ahead until the very end of the year.

27
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COVID-19 Impacts: SEM

Quickly shiffed to virtual workshops and virtual recruitment

Varying energy impacts of COVID-19 across participants increased the
challenge of separating out the impacts from program savings in the models

Some participants saw an increase in energy use, while others experienced
long periods of shutdown with varying levels of re-opening & repeat shutdowns

Participants are assessed on an individual basis to provide the most accurate
accounting for these impacts

The timeline for completing models and claiming savings may impacted for
the 2020 Program Year
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COVID-192 Impacts: WE&T

Hands on fraining options were delayed; training partners had to pivot to 100
percent online or hybrid approach, which delayed their focusing shaping our
program

All in-person events (roundtables, workshops) were transitioned to online;
participants without adequate technology could not participate, which
hampered R&D for program design

Implementer/contractor field meetings were postponed or canceled due to
customer fear of in-home trainings
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Cost-Effectiveness:

Challenges & Strategies

Challenges

COVID-19
Structural Challenges

« Timing of ACC release and its impact on the portfolio planning process

* DEER resolution update and its impact on workpapers and ABAL forecasts
Lack of fransparency and inclusion of small non-IOU PAs in EE processes
Program Ramp Up
Streamlined access to MCE and PG&E customer data
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Cost-Effectiveness Strategies

Strategies
 New Implementation Strategies
« Fuel Sub
« NMEC
« SEM
*  AMI Analyftics
« Behavioral
« Performance based contracts (including paying on benefits, not savings)
» EE service diversification (e.g., working with >5 aggregators under one sub-program)
 Launched 5 Programs
* Invested in more cost-effective programs
« EMA&YV Study
« Improved data sharing with PG&E
« Stronger PA coordination/collaboration
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Lessons Learned from

Program Ramp Up

« Be flexible and nimble to adapt to change
« Start/Enhance programs with high cost-effective and energy savings potential first
* Run more diversified and broader programs

« Qurservice area isn’t big enough to focus on distinct customer groups or technologies. MCE
needs umbrella programs to capture as many services and customer types as possible.

« Better forecasting of program ramp-up timelines
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Stakeholder Input
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Next Steps



Next Steps

« 2021 ABAL Workshop Report —02/09/2021
« Comment Period Deadline - 03/01/2021
« MCE Review Stakeholder Comments for Portfolio Improvements
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Establish
Policies, Processes, and Rules to Ensure
Reliable Electric Service in California in the
Event of an Extreme Weather Event in 2021.

02/12/21
02:36 PM

R.20-11-003

REPLY BRIEF OF THE
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION

Evelyn Kahl, General Counsel
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE
ASSOCIATION

One Concord Center

2300 Clayton Road, Suite 1150

Concord, CA 94520

(415) 254-5454

regulatory(@cal-cca.org

February 12, 2021

Ann Springgate

KEYES & FOX LLP

580 California St., 12th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94104
(510) 314-8200
aspringgate(@keyesfox.com

Counsel to the
California Community Choice Association
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

CalCCA urges the Commission to adopt CalCCA’s recommendation and, for 2021, retain both
the obligation and the “credit” for capacity procured by the IOUs under the emergency order in
the IOUs performing the procurement.



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Establish
Policies, Processes, and Rules to Ensure R.20-11-003
Reliable Electric Service in California in the
Event of an Extreme Weather Event in 2021.

REPLY BRIEF OF THE
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION

Pursuant to Rule 13.11 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the California Public
Utilities Commission (Commission), and the schedule set forth in Assigned Commissioner’s
Scoping Memo and Ruling (Scoping Ruling) dated December 21, 2020, the California
Community Choice Association' (CalCCA) submits this Reply Brief in response to the Order
Instituting Rulemaking to Establish Policies, Processes, and Rules to Ensure Reliable Electric
Service in California in the Event of an Extreme Weather Event in 2021, dated November 20,

2020 (OIR) in the above-captioned proceeding.

! California Community Choice Association represents the interests of 24 community choice
electricity providers in California: Apple Valley Choice Energy, Baldwin Park Resident Owned Utility
District, Central Coast Community Energy, Clean Energy Alliance, Clean Power Alliance,
CleanPowerSF, Desert Community Energy, East Bay Community Energy, Lancaster Choice Energy,
Marin Clean Energy, Peninsula Clean Energy, Pico Rivera Innovative Municipal Energy, Pioneer
Community Energy, Pomona Choice Energy, Rancho Mirage Energy Authority, Redwood Coast Energy
Authority, San Diego Community Power, San Jacinto Power, San José Clean Energy, Silicon Valley
Clean Energy, Solana Energy Alliance, Sonoma Clean Power, Valley Clean Energy, and Western
Community Energy.



I INTRODUCTION

The Alliance for Retail Energy Markets, Direct Access Customer Coalition, and The
Regents of the University of California in its Role as an Electric Service Provider (collectively,
Joint DA Parties) urge the Commission to reject CalCCA’s proposed treatment of incremental
resource adequacy (RA) procurement to respond to the Commission’s emergency procurement
order for Summer 2021. CalCCA proposes initially placing the obligation for incremental
procurement on the investor-owned utilities (IOUs) with costs recovered through the Cost
Allocation Mechanism (CAM). The Joint DA Parties claim that “Sub-Section 365.1(¢)(2)(C) of
the CAM statute requires that the RA ‘benefits’ of the IOUs’ procurement ‘shall be allocated’ to
the customers paying for the CAM charge. Thus, CalCCA’s proposal directly violates the CAM
statute and must be rejected.”® The Joint DA Parties read the statute too narrowly; CalCCA’s
proposal does not violate the CAM statute but provides the benefit in another form.

II. CALCCA’S PROPOSAL COMPORTS WITH STATUTE

CalCCA proposes placing the obligation on the IOUs while recovering costs through the
CAM only for 2021. Giving load-serving entities (LSE) allocations implies a coextensive
incremental obligation to be offset by the allocation. CalCCA, however, prefers in the short run
not to burden all LSEs with a specific incremental obligation. Increasing LSEs’ obligation (and
allocation from CAM) carries the potential for confusion with the RA the LSE purchases and
shows under the RA program in the normal course. Moreover, if the Commission were to set a
requirement for all LSEs that ultimately could not be met — a distinct possibility - it would leave
all LSEs short. Keeping the obligation at the IOU level avoids this confusion and risk to LSEs

and the market.

2 Opening Legal and Policy Brief of the Alliance for Retail Energy Markets, Direct Access

Coalition, and The Regents of the University of California, February 5, 2021 at 13.

Page 2



The Joint DA Parties are correct that Sub-Section 365.1(¢)(2)(C) of the CAM statute
provides that the RA “benefits” of the IOUs’ procurement “shall be allocated” to the customers
paying the CAM charge.” However, the Joint DA Parties are incorrect in assuming that
“benefits” must mean “‘credit’ that can be used in an RA Showing.” Under CalCCA’s proposal,
LSEs are receiving “benefits” in exchange for their CAM payments: LSEs avoid any incremental
procurement obligation for Summer 2021. Nothing in the statutory scheme surrounding Section
365.1(c)(2)(C) prevents this interpretation.

In fact, the statute as a whole, together with Section 380, suggests alternative mechanisms
are welcome. Section 380 establishes the RA program, and sub-section (g) requires that costs
incurred by the IOUs in procuring RA be “fully recoverable from those customers on whose

behalf the costs are incurred, as determined by the commission.”*

But nothing in the statutory
scheme mandates a particular methodology for doing so. In fact, sub-section 380(h) requires the
commission to determine the “most efficient and equitable” means of achieving the goals of the
program. >

CalCCA’s proposal is wholly consistent with the governing statute. CalCCA agrees with
the Joint DA Parties, however, that the normal procedure for the CAM is the right result under
other circumstances. Indeed, CalCCA supports incorporation of any incremental need for 2021,

if demonstrated through a quantitative analysis, through LSE requirements for 2022 and beyond.

Under those circumstances, the IOUs would allocate credit to LSEs as they do today with CAM

resources.
3 CAL. PUB. UTIL. CODE § 365.1(c)(2)(C).
4 CAL. PUB. UTIL. CODE § 380(g).
> CAL. PUB. UTIL. CODE § 380(h).

Page 3
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ADVANCING LOCAL ENERGY CHOICE

February 18, 2021

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL

Mr. Ed Randolph

Director, Energy Division

California Public Utilities Commission
505 Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: California Community Choice Association’s Protest to Pacific Gas and
Electric Company’s Advice Letter 6078-E - Central Procurement Entity
Procurement Plan

Dear Mr. Randolph:

Pursuant to the California Public Utilities Commission’s (Commission) General Order
(GO) 96-B, the California Community Choice Association (CalCCA) submits this protest of
Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (PG&E) Advice Letter 6078-E (AL 6078-E).! AL 6078-E
was submitted by PG&E on January 29, 2021 and proposes that Energy Division approve the
Central Procurement Entity Procurement Plan (CPE PP) in writing by no later than February 28,
2021.

CalCCA protests this Advice Letter on four grounds. First, PG&E argues erroneously
that AB 57 does not apply to Central Procurement Entity (CPE) procurement. Second, the CPE
PP lacks a process for “showing” local RA resource attributes for compensation under the Local
Capacity Requirement Reduction Compensation Mechanism (RCM), as specified in Decision
(D.) 20-12-006. Third, the CPE PP provides no insight into the process for comparing shown
resources with bid resources. Fourth, the CPE PP does not define tools that will be used to
enable the Peer Review Group (PRG) and Independent Evaluator (IE) to ensure PG&E has
complied with the competitive neutrality rules adopted in D.20-12-006. Finally, PG&E’s
proposal to permit deviation from the standards and criteria identified in the CPE PP is
overbroad. CalCCA proposes further action by the Commission and PG&E to correct these
shortcomings.

1. Clarify that CPE Procurement is Not Exempt from AB 57 Requirements

AL 6078-E raises a new and significant issue not previously addressed in the Commission’s CPE
decisions. PG&E states:

AB 57 (i.e. Public Utilities Code Section 454.5) includes detailed requirements for
electrical corporation procurement plans. While PG&E has been tasked with the central

References to “General Rules” are to the general rules identified in GO 96-B.



CalCCA’s Protest of PG&E’s AL 6078-E
February 18, 2021
Page 2

procurement function in its distribution service area, the CPE procurement functions are
separate and distinct from that of PG&E on behalf of bundled service customers.
Therefore, the requirements of AB 57 are not applicable to the CPE and, therefore, are
not addressed within the CPE PP.?

Nothing in AB 57 expressly excludes PG&E’s procurement on behalf of all retail customers
from its scope. Section 1 of the bill states the Legislature’s intent to “[p]rovide guidance to
electrical corporations and the Public Utilities Commission for the prospective procurement of
electricity and electricity demand reductions by an electrical corporation.”® While Section
454.5(a) contemplates procurement for the electrical corporation’s retail customers, consistent
with its obligation to serve, all customers are “retail” customers for purposes of the CPE
procurement. If they are not, then the CPE’s procurement role is wholesale, not retail, and the
Commission’s jurisdiction over the CPE and utility Cost Allocation Mechanism procurement is
dubious.

If, however, the Commission finds that the procurement plan falls outside of AB 57, then the
protections provided by AB 57 will not apply to the CPE procurement. This would render the
CPE’s actions subject to after-the-fact reasonableness reviews — which AB 57 aimed to
minimize.* PG&E should not be able to avoid the requirements of AB 57 for CPE procurement,
but still retain the benefit of avoiding reasonableness reviews.

2. Clarify the “Showing” Process

b

PG&E states that “PG&E as the CPE will also pursue transactions for resources that are “shown’
to the CPE consistent with the CPE Decision and OP 3.h of D.20-12-006 and any successor
decision(s) issued by the Commission.” Neither D.20-06-002 nor D.20-12-006 specify a process
for load-serving entities (LSEs) to voluntarily (i.e. for no compensation) “show” their local RA
resources to the CPE other than to state that the LSE must “show the resource for no
compensation in advance of the CPE’s solicitation.”® D.20-12-006 also does not specify a
process for LSEs to “show” their local RA resources to the CPE for compensation under the
RCM. AL 6078-E does nothing to advance the ball, stating only that “[t]he transaction process
for shown resources may take place as part of or outside of a competitive solicitation as
necessary.”

The process for LSEs to show their resources should be specified in greater detail. The showing

process should be developed outside of the competitive solicitation process with adequate notice

and clear documentation made available sufficiently in advance of the process. The Commission
should direct PG&E to work with LSE stakeholders to develop the process and documentation

2 AL 6078-E at 5.

3 Assem. Bill 57, 2001-2002, Ch. 835, 2002 Cal. Stat.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtmlI?bill_id=200120020AB57

4 Section 454.5(d)(2), for example, provides that the procurement plan approved by the
Commission shall “eliminate the need for after-the-fact reasonableness reviews of an electrical
corporation’s actions in compliance with an approved plan.”

5 AL 6078-E at 31.

6 See D.20-12-006, Ordering Paragraph 3.e. at 46.
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prior to launching the competitive solicitation and to submit the proposed process in a Tier 2
advice letter.

3. Clarify the Evaluation Process for Shown Resources

The Commission directed the CPE, at a high level, to evaluate showings relative to bids by
applying the criteria identified in Ordering Paragraph (OP) 14 of D.20-06-002.” PG&E should
be required to adhere narrowly to these criteria in a way that can be easily reviewed by the PRG
and IE. The Commission has not authorized the application of additional evaluation criteria. For
example, a showing cannot be rejected for failure to offer dispatch rights — an optional product
contemplated by D.20-06-002.% Similarly, the comparison criteria do not permit rejection of a
showing simply because the showing was not combined with other products.

CalCCA proposes two other features that will improve the likelihood of a fair comparison of
shown and bid resources. First, the Commission should require PG&E to provide a more
detailed explanation of how PG&E will compare a local-RA-only showing with a bundled
competitive bid. Simply saying the CPE will apply “least cost best fit” principles does not
provide transparency or insight into the process. Second, the comparison process should be
documented in a way that allows the PRG and IE to understand the basis for rejecting any shown
resource. Specifically, the CPE should indicate generally for each shown resource that it rejects
the primary driver(s) for rejection, such as price or effectiveness.

4. Develop Tools to Enable the PRG and IE to Confirm that PG&E Has Complied
with Its Competitive Neutrality Rules

PG&E will be bound by competitive neutrality rules aimed to prevent the sharing of information,
including confidential information, beyond the employees involved in the central solicitation and
procurement process.” While PG&E proposed and the Commission adopted high level rules to
implement competitive neutrality in D.20-12-006, it is unclear how the PRG and IE will be able
to ascertain whether those procedures were followed. PG&E should be required to develop tools
to make compliance with these rules transparent in the review of the competitive solicitation
process and results by the PRG and IE.

S. Limit PG&E’s Ability to Deviate from the PP Standards and Criteria

PG&E states that the CPE PP “does not restrict the CPE from taking procurement actions that are
inconsistent with” the standards and criteria set by the PP; the only requirement is that “those
actions still meet the conditions for reasonableness and preapproval set forth in OP 22 of the
CPE Decision.”!® The Commission should not approve the CPE’s expenditure of hundreds of
millions of dollars or more annually without more rigorous boundaries. The CPE PP must either

7 See D.20-12-006, Ordering Paragraph 3.b. at 45.
8 See D.20-06-002, Ordering Paragraph 8.e. at 94.
? D.12-12-006 at 27, Ordering Paragraphs 8 and 9 at 48-49.

10 AL 6078-E at 5.



(QSySy§ “pr 2ag .
(L@SHSES 9poD 1N qnd ‘18D "

600-TT-61"Y 10J ISI'T 9IAISS

(woo93dm)syye [ HDHJ) U0sqode( JUg

(03 eoondom)IungjrLieipa) jiup) JJuIe ], UoISIAL( A31ouyg
:[TeWd BIA 09

[9Suno)) [eIAUAN)
[ye uk[eag

NOILVIOOSSV
HOIOHD ALINNNINOD VINJOAI'TVO

‘A[mpoadsay

"UIIAY [1I0] 39S Sk sa0130e1d PUB SPIEPUR)S SSOUI[QRUOSEAI PAYSI[qLISA 01 dd AdD Yp
JO 90oURWLIOJUO s)sanbal pue 3s9101d SIY} JO MIIAAI SII 10J UOISIALJ ASIouq Yy Syueyl vOIIeD

"dd AdD S} Ul IN0 PIe[ BLIAILIO pUE SPIEPUR)S PAIWI] AIOA S} WO} 9)JBIAJP O}

[eaoaddeard 105 1sanbar s, gD 109[01 sny) 3SnwW UOISSIWWIO) Y], "SMIIAI SSOUI[QBUOSEAI J0B)
-9U3-191J€ 03 393[qns suornoe Ay dAed] Inq [eaoxdde-a1d Jo w0y Aue JueIs JOU P[NOYS UOISSILUIO))
oY) ‘LS gV UMM PAWIOFUOD JOU SI I J] “SPIepUB)S 9SO} 99U 0} PIASIAAL 9q PINOYS dd AdD UL

21"OI3BIS Y} UT pay10ads $aA1393[qo

[BI9ADS AU} dAIYDIE [[IM dd AdD Y} 1y} sSurmoys pue ‘ssao0i1d juswainooid oy} Jo  BLIOILID

pue jewoy,, Ay} ‘pandoird 2q 03 1onpoid yoes Jo sannuenb jo a3uer pue Jurwn ‘uoneinp dyl,,
Cuerd o Jo uoneanp,, oy Jo uoneoyroads axmbal yorym ‘suoisiaoid jueAsfar 10y1o Yym Ajdwoo
dd AdD Y3 SO0p YN LS GV YHM JUISISUodUL SI DY pue g ay Aq paaoxdde Ajdwrs
s1judwaINo0Id oY) J1 Spiepue)s pue eLIdILID Aue uopueqe o) [esodoid s q9DJ |, uondesuen

A} JO uONNIIXD Y} 03 JoLd " *"umouy 2q [[IM uondesues) judwaindord pasodoid e jo

K19A00921 9ye1 10§ ANIqISI[o pue A)jiqeidadoe oy} Yorym Aq BLISILIO pue spiepue)s juoijdn,, urejuod
0} ue[d ayj saxmbar (£)S S uonoddg LS gV Jo syuawaanbax oy 109wt 30U S90p dd dD UL

"SMOIAQI SSOUS[QBUOSEAI J0B)
-oU3-193J® 03 393[qns 2q ‘Ajdde 03 jJou pawddp SI ANJeIS AY JI ‘10 LS gV JO syudwdinbax oyy joow

98¢
1202 ‘81 Areniqaq
H-8L09 TV S.H2Dd JO 183101] S, VODIBD



w 23 California

Ll *'Public Utilities _-:-r;
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Parties

MATT MILEY

STAFFEF COUNSEL

CPUC - LEGAL

EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

FOR: CAL PA - PUBLIC ADVOCATES OFFICE
(FORMERLY ORA)

ERIKA DIAMOND

VP - UTILITY & MKT SRVCS
ENERGYHUB

232 3RD STREET, SUITE 201
BROOKLYN, NY 11215

FOR: ENERGYHUB (JT DR PARTIES)
INC.

JOEL YU

DIR - REGULATORY
ENCHANTED ROCK, LLC

1113 VINE STREET, STE. 101
HOUSTON, TX 77002

FOR: ENCHANTED ROCK, LLC

PAUL SHEPARD

VP - PORTFOLIO & ASSET MGMT
DIAMOND GENERATING CORPORATION
633 WEST FIFTH STREET, 27TH FL.
414

JASON HOUCK

POLICY AND REGULATORY AFFAIRS LEAD
FORM ENERGY, INC.

444 SOMERVILLE AVE.

SOMERVILLE, MA 02143

FOR: FORM ENERGY, INC.

KENNETH W. IRVIN

ATTORNEY

SIDLEY AUSTIN LLP

1501 K STREET, NW

WASHINGTON, DC 20005

FOR: MORGAN STANLEY CAPITAL GROUP

AMANDA FRAZIER

VICE PRESIDENT, REGULATORY POLICY
VISTRA ENERGY CORP.

1005 CONGRESS AVENUE, SUITE 750
AUSTIN, TX 78701

FOR: VISTRA ENERGY CORP.

RAVI SANKARAN

DIRECTOR OF BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT
SOUTHWESTERN POWER GROUP II, LLC
21818 S. WILMINGTON AVENUE, SUITE



LOS ANGELES, CA 90071
FOR: DIAMOND GENERATING CORPORATION
LLC

GREGORY S.G. KLATT
ATTORNEY

DOUGLASS & LIDDELL
411 E. HUNTINGTON DR.,
ARCADIA, CA 91006
FOR: WESTERN POWER TRADING FORUM
COALITION

STE 107-356

CATHY A. KARLSTAD

SR. ATTORNEY

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE., PO BOX 800
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

FOR: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

DISTRICT)

TY TOSDAL

ATTORNEY

TOSDAL, APC

777 S. HIGHWAY 101, SUITE 215
SOLANA BEACH, CA 92075

FOR: SOLANA ENERGY ALLIANCE

JOHN W. LESLIE, ESQ.
ATTORNEY

DENTONS US LLP

4655 EXECUTIVE DRIVE,
SAN DIEGO, CA 92121

SUITE 700

FOR: SHELL ENERGY NORTH AMERICA (US),
COMPANY
L.P.

EMANUEL WAGNER

DEPUTY DIR

AFFAIRS

CALIFORNIA HYDROGEN BUSINESS COUNCIL
18847 VIA SERENO

YORBA LINDA, CA 92866

FOR: CALIFORNIA HYDROGEN BUSINESS
COUNCIL

SUE MARA
CONSULTANT
RTO ADVISORS, L.L.C.

LONG BEACH, CA 90810
FOR: SOUTHWESTERN POWER GROUP ITI,

DANIEL W. DOUGLASS

ATTORNEY

DOUGLASS, LIDDELL & KLATT
5737 KANAN ROAD, STE. 610
AGOURA HILLS, CA 91301-1601

FOR: DIRECT ACCESS CUSTOMER

JOSE TORRE-BUENO, PH.D

EXE. DIR

CENTER FOR COMMUNITY ENERGY

249 SOUTH HIGHWAY 101, STE. 564
SOLANA BEACH, CA 92075

FOR: CENTER FOR COMMUNITY ENERGY
(FORMERLY SAN DIEGO ENERGY

MALINDA DICKERSON

ATTORNEY

PROTECT OUR COMMUNITIES FOUNDATION
4452 PARK BLVD. STE. 2020

SAN DIEGO, CA 92116

FOR: THE PROTECT OUR COMMUNITIES
FOUNDATION

AIMEE M. SMITH

ATTORNEY

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
8330 CENTURY PARK CT., CP32D

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123

FOR: SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC

STEPHEN KEEHN
INTERIM DIR. REG & LEGISLATIVE

CENTRAL COAST COMMUNITY ENERGY

70 GARDEN COURT, SUITE 300
MONTEREY, CA 93940

FOR: CENTRAL COAST COMMUNITY ENERGY
F/K/A MONTEREY BAY COMMUNITY POWER
AUTHORITY

MARC MONBOUQUETTE
MGR - REGULATORY AND GOVN'T AFFAIRS
ENEL X NORTH AMERICA, INC.



164 SPRINGDALE WAY

REDWOOD CITY, CA 94062

FOR: ALLIANCE FOR RETAIL ENERGY MARKETS
(AREM)

DR

RACHAEL KOSS

ATTORNEY

ADAMS BROADWELL JOSEPH & CORDOZO

601 GATEWAY BLVD., STE. 1000

SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94080

FOR: COALITION OF CALIFORNIA UTILITY
EMPLOYEES

FRANCISCO

MATTHEW FREEDMAN

STAFF ATTORNEY

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK

785 MARKET STREET, 14TH FL

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103

FOR: THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK (TURN)

MICHAEL ALCANTAR

ATTORNEY AT LAW

BUCHALTER, A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
55 SECOND STREET, SUITE 1700

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

FOR: COGENERATION ASSOCIATION OF
COMPANY

CALIFORNIA (CAC)

NORA SHERIFF, ESQ.

ATTORNEY

BUCHALTER, A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
55 SECOND STREET, SUITE 1700

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-3493

FOR: CALIFORNIA LARGE ENERGY CONSUMERS
ASSOCIATION (CLECA)

ANDREW HOFFMAN

CHIEF DEVELOPMENT OFFICER
LEAPFROG POWER, INC.
1700 MONTGOMERY STREET,
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111
FOR: LEAPFROG POWER, INC.

SUITE 200

JEANNE B. ARMSTRONG
ATTORNEY AT LAW

GOODIN, MACBRIDE, SQUERI & DAY, LLP

846 BRANSTEN ROAD

SAN CARLOS, CA 94070

FOR: ENEL X NORTH AMERICA,
INC. (FORMERLY ENERNOC, INC.) (JOINT

PARTIES)

WILLIAM ROSTOV

DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
CITY HALL

1 DR CARLTON B. GOODLET PL. RM 234
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-4682

FOR: CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN

JULIA KANTOR

ATTORNEY

KEYES & FOX LLP

580 CALIFORNIA STREET, 12TH FL.
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

FOR: SUNRUN INC.

NOELLE R. FORMOSA

COUNSEL

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, ROOM 3105

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC

JOHN W. ANDERSON

DIR - ENERGY MARKETS
OHMCONNECT, INC.

350 TOWNSEND ST., SUITE 210
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107
FOR: OHMCONNECT, INC.

BRIAN T. CRAGG
ATTORNEY

GOODIN, MACBRIDE,
505 SANSOME ST., STE. 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

FOR: INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS
ASSOCIATIONS

SQUERI & DAY, LLP

MATTHEW VESPA
STAFEF ATTORNEY
EARTHJUSTICE



505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111
FOR: SOLAR ENERGY INDUSTRIES ASSOCIATION

SETH D. HILTON

ATTORNEY AT LAW

STOEL RIVES LLP

THREE EMBARCADERO CENTER,
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111
FOR: AES SOUTHLAND DEVELOPMENT LLC

SUITE 1120

PATRICK FERGUSON
ATTORNEY

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE, LLP
505 MONTGOMERY ST., STE 800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533

FOR: CALPINE CORPORATION
ENERNOC,

DEBORAH BEHLES

OF COUNSEL

CALTIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ALLIANC
2912 DIAMOND STREET, NO. 160

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94131

FOR: CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
AND

ALLIANCE

DEBRA LLOYD

UTILITIES COMPLIANCE MGR

CITY OF PALO ALTO UTILITIES
ASSOCIATION

1007 ELWELL CT.

PALO ALTO, CA 94303

FOR: BAY AREA MUNICIPAL TRANSMISSION
GROUP

DAMON FRANZ
MANAGING POLICY ADVISOR
TESLA, INC.

901 PAGE AVENUE
FREMONT, CA 94538

FOR: TESLA, INC.

JENNIFER A. CHAMBERLIN
EXE. DIR / MARKETING DEV.
CPOWER

2475 HARVARD CIRCLE
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94597

50 CALIFORNIA STREET, STE. 500
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

FOR: SIERRA CLUB

VIDHYA PRABHAKARAN

ATTORNEY

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

FOR: POWEREX CORP

SARA STECK MYERS
ATTORNEY AT LAW

LAW OFFICES OF SARA STECK MYERS
122 28TH AVE.

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121

FOR: JOINT DR PARTIES: CPOWER,

INC. AND ENERGYHUB

MEGAN M. MYERS

COUNSEL

LAW OFFICES OF MEGAN M. MYERS

110 OXFORD STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94134

FOR: CENTER FOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY

RENEWABLE TECHNOLOGIES (CEERT)

EVELYN KAHL
GENERAL COUNSEL
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE

ONE CONCORD CENTER
2300 CLAYTON ROAD,
CONCORD, CA 94520
FOR: CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE
ASSOCIATION

SUITE 1150

GREG BREHM

DIR - ORIGINATION / POWER MARKETING
LS POWER DEVELOPMENT, LLC

5000 HOPYARD ROAD, SUITE 480
PLEASANTON, CA 94588

FOR: LS POWER DEVELOPMENT, LLC

SEAN P. BEATTY, ESQ.
REGIONAL GEN. COUNSEL, WEST

NRG ENERGY, INC.
1255 TREAT BLVD., SUITE 300
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94597



FOR: ENERWISE GLOBAL TECHNOLOGIES,
INC., DBA: CPOWER (JT. DR PARTIES)

CYNTHIA CLARK
THE REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIF.

1100 BROADWAY, SUITE 1450
COUNCIL
OAKLAND, CA 94607

FOR: THE REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF
CALIFORNIA

MARK SPECHT

ENERGY ANALYST

COUNSEL

UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTISTS
500 12TH ST., SUITE 340
OAKLAND, CA 94607

FOR: UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTISTS (UCS)

EDWARD SMELOFF

VOTE SOLAR

360 22ND STREET, SUITE 730
OAKLAND, CA 94612

FOR: VOTE SOLAR

ALLIANCE

GREGG MORRIS

DIRECTOR

THE GREEN POWER INSTITUTE
2039 SHATTUCK AVE., SUTE.
BERKELEY, CA 94704

FOR: THE GREEN POWER INSTITUTE

402

NANCY RADER

EXECUTIVE DIR.

CALIFORNIA WIND ENERGY ASSOCIATION

1700 SHATTUCK AVENUE, SUITE 17
BERKELEY, CA 94709

FOR: CALIFORNIA WIND ENERGY ASSOCIATION

YUE-HAN CHOW

SR. DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY
CITY OF SAN JOSE

200 E. SANTA CLARA STREET,
SAN JOSE, CA 95113

FOR: CITY OF SAN JOSA%, ADMINISTRATOR OF
SAN JOSA% CLEAN ENERGY

16TH FL

FOR: NRG ENERGY, INC.

GREG WIKLER
EXE. DIR
CA EFFICIENCY + DEMAND MGMT.

1111 BROADWAY, STE.
OAKLAND, CA 94607
FOR: CALIF EFFICIENCY + DEMAND MGNT
COUNCIL (FORMERLY CALIF. ENERGY

EFFICIENCY INDUSTRY COUNCIL (CEEIC)

300

MELISSA BRANDT
SR. DIR - PUBLIC AFFAIRS & GEN.

EAST BAY COMMUNITY ENERGY

1111 BROADWAY, STE 3000
OAKLAND, CA 94607

FOR: EAST BAY COMMUNITY ENERGY

ALEX MORRIS

EXECUTIVE DIR

CALIFORNIA ENERGY STORAGE ALLIANCE
2150 ALLSTON WAY, SUITE 400
BERKELEY, CA 94704

FOR: CALIFORNIA ENERGY STORAGE

(CESA)

LAURA NELSON

EXE. DIR

GREEN HYDROGEN COALITION

2150 ALLSTON WAY, STE. 400
BERKELEY, CA 94704

FOR: GREEN HYDROGEN COALITION

NATHANIEL MALCOLM
POLICY COUNSEL

MARIN CLEAN ENERGY

1125 TAMALPAIS AVENUE
SAN RAFAEL, CA 94901
FOR: MARIN CLEAN ENERGY

NEAL REARDON
DIR - REG. AFFAIRS
SONOMA CLEAN POWER
50 SANTA ROSA AVENUE
SANTA ROSA, CA 95404
FOR: SONOMA CLEAN POWER AUTHORITY



JORDAN PINJUV

SR. COUNSEL

CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM OPERATOR
250 OUTCROPPING WAY

FOLSOM, CA 95630

FOR: CALIFORNIA ISO

CALIFORNIA

WIND

(AWEA

DANIEL KIM

VP - GOV'T & REGULATORY RELATIONS
GOLDEN STATE CLEAN ENERGY LLC

9630 BRUCEVILLE ROAD, STE. 106-388
ELK GROVE, CA 95757

FOR: GOLDEN STATE CLEAN ENERGY LLC

PAUL Z. CUMMINS

VICE PRESIDENT

WELLHEAD ELECTRIC CO. INC.
ASSOCIATION

650 BERCUT DRIVE, SUITE C
SACRAMENTO, CA 95811

FOR: WELLHEAD ELECTRIC COMPANY, INC.

DAVID PEFFER

ATTORNEY AT LAW

BRAUN BLAISING SMITH WYNNE, P.C.

915 L STREET, SUITE 1480

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

FOR: 4 CCAS: CALIFORNIA CHOICE ENERGY
AUTHORITY, PIONEER COMMUNITY ENERGY,
PENINSULA CLEAN ENERGY, AND SILICON
VALLEY CLEAN ENERGY

SHANNON EDDY

EXE DIR

LARGE-SCALE SOLAR ASSOCIATION
MARKETING

2501 PORTOLA WAY

SACRAMENTO, CA 95818

FOR: LARGE-SCALE SOLAR ASSOCIATION
AND

DOUGLAS R. MARKER

DANIELLE OSBORN MILLS

DIR - RENEWABLE ENERGY STRATEGIES
ACP - CALIFORNIA

1696 ORVIETTO DRIVE

ROSEVILLE, CA 95661

FOR: AMERICAN CLEAN POWER -

(ACP-CALIFORNIA) FORMERLY AMERICAN
ENERGY ASSOCIATION OF CALIFORNIA

CALIFORNIA)

CAROLYN KEHREIN

ENERGY MANAGEMENT SERVICES
2602 CELEBRATION WAY
WOODLAND, CA 95776

FOR: ENERGY USERS FORUM

BRAD HEAVNER
POLICY DIR.
CALIFORNIA SOLAR & STORAGE

1107 9TH STREET, NO.820
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

FOR: CALIFORNIA SOLAR & STORAGE
ASSOCIATION (CALSSA)

JOHN MCKINSEY

COUNSEL

MCKINSEY LAW OFFICE

1121 L STREET, SUITE 700
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

FOR: MIDDLE RIVER POWER, LLC

STEPHEN GREENLEAF
SR. DIR. OF REG. AFFAIRS AND POLICY
BROOKFIELD RENEWABLE TRADING &

1568 OGLALA STREET
SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, CA 96150
FOR: BROOKFIELD RENEWABLE TRADING

MARKETING LP

LAURA C. TROLESE



CONSTITUENT ACCOUNT EXECUTIVE
BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION

905 N.E. 11TH AVE. / PO BOX 3621
PORTLAND, OR 97208

FOR: BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION

JON NORMAN

PRESIDENT AND COO
HYDROSTOR, INC.

365 BAY ST, SUITE 300
TORONTO, ON M5H 2V1
FOR: HYDROSTOR INC.

Information Only

AARON (YICHEN) LU
PROGRAM COORDINATOR
CITY OF SAN DIEGO
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

BARBARA BARKOVICH
CONSULTANT

BARKOVICH & YAP
ASSOCIATION

EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

FOR: CALIFORNIA LARGE ENERGY CONSUMERS

ASSOCIATION

BRIAN KOOIMAN

OHM CONNECT

EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

EBCE REGULATORY

EAST BAY COMMUNITY ENERGY
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

EMILY MCPHAIL
ENERSPONSE

EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

SR POLICY ANALYS

PUBLIC GENERATING POOL

T

4208 NE 143RD AVE

VANCOUVER, WA 9

FOR: PUBLIC GENERATING POOL

JON NORMAN

8682

PRESIDENT AND COO

HYDROSTOR, INC.

365 BAY ST, SUITE 300

TORONTO, ON M5H
CANADA

2V1

FOR: HYDROSTOR INC.

ALLISON BATES WANNOP

VOLTUS, INC.
EMAIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY, CA

BETH VAUGHAN

00000

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE

EMATIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA
CARRIE BENTLEY
PRINCIPAL
GRIDWELL CONSULT
EMATIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA

00000

ING

00000

(PGP)

FOR: SOUTHWESTERN POWER GROUP II

ELISE BROWN ERSO

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION

EMAIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY, CA

ENRICO LADENDORF

VP - TECH & PRODUCT OPERS

ENERGY TOOLBASE
EMAIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY, CA

Y

00000

00000



ERIC KLINKNER

CITY OF PASADENA, CALIFORNIA
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

IAN KEARNEY

LAW CLERK

WESTERN ENERGY & WATER, APC
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, AA 00000

JIM STEFFENS

CITY OF BANNING, CALIFORNIA
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

JULIA ZUCKERMAN

SENIOR MANAGER, EXTERNAL AFFAIRS
CLEARWAY ENERGY GROUP

COMMISSION

EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

KARI CAMERON
ALCANTAR LAW GROUP
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

KAVYA BALARAMAN
REPORTER

UTILITY DIVE

EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, DC 00000

LEGAL ADMIN

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

LEUWAM TESFAI

CPUC - EXEC

EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

LIZ GILL

IAN D. WHITE

SHELL ENERGY NORTH AMERICA

EMAIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY, CA

IFRANCIS CHOI

00000

CLEAN POWER ALLTIANCE

EMAIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY, CA

JOE MCCAWLEY

REGULATORY CASE MANAGER
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

EMATIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY, CA

JUSTIN REGNIER
EXE. DIV

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES

EMATIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY, CA

KATHY PENICHE

CASE MGR - REGULATORY
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

EMAIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY, CA

KINGSLEY CHENG

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

EMAIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY, CA

LEGAL DIVISION
CPUC

EMAIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY, CA

LINDA VALERO

00000

00000

00000

00000

00000

00000

(Us),

SR. INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLANNER

ANAHEIM PUBLIC UTILITIES

EMAIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY, CA

MARC KOLB

00000

LP



ELECTRIC GENERATION SYSTEM SPECIALIST I

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
MODELLING AND PLANNING UNIT
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

NANCY BARBA

SR. PROGRAM MANAGER
FRONTIER ENERGY
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

PATRICK CUNNINGHAM
ELECTRICITY PLANNING

CPUC - PUBLIC ADVOCATES OFFICE
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

CONSUMERS

PETER GRIFFES

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

REBECCA L. SHELTON
THOMPSON COBURN LLP
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

RYAN BARR

CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER
LLP

REPURPOSE ENERGY

EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

SAMUEL GOLDING

PRESIDENT

COMMUNITY CHOICE PARTNERS, INC.
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

SHARON YANG

DIRECTOR OF LEGAL SERVICES
LIBERTY UTILITIES (WEST REGION)
EMAIL ONLY

GRID DEL SOL CONSULTING
EMATIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY, AA 00000

NICK BURKI

CITY OF ANAHEIM, CALIFORNIA:
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

PAUL NELSON

CONSULTANT

BARKOVICH & YAP, INC.

EMATIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

FOR: CALIFORNIA LARGE ENERGY

ASSOCIATION

PETER T. PEARSON

CONTRACT AND COMPLIANCE MGR.
MONTEREY BAY COMMUNITY POWER
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

RENATA BAKOUSSEVA

REGULATORY AFFAIRS

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

SAMANTHA G. NEUMYER
ELLISON SCHNEIDER HARRIS & DONLAN

EMAIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

SARITA SARVATE
EMAIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

STEFANIE TANENHAUS

PRINCIPAL REGULATORY ANALYST
EAST BAY COMMUNITY ENERGY
EMAIL ONLY



EMAIL ONLY, AA 00000 EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

STEVEN KELLY
POLICY DIR
INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION

STEVEN RYMSHA
DIR - GRID SOLUTIONS,
SUNRUN INC.

PUBLIC POLICY

PO BOX 1287

SLOUGHHOUSE, CA 00000

TARA KAUSHIK
HOLLAND & KNIGHT LLP
EMAILONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

XIAN MING LI

ORA - ELECTRICITY PRICING

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

CAMERON-DANIEL, P.C.
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

SHARYN BARATA
VP MARKETING
OPINION DYNAMICS
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA
INC.

00000-0000

DIVITA BHANDARI

SYNAPSE ENERGY ECONOMICS
485 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE,
CAMBRIDGE, MA 02139

FOR: THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK

SUITE 3

TED WILEY

610]0)

FORM ENERGY, INC.
444 SOMERVILLE AVE.
FL

SOMERVILLE, MA 02143

IMALCOLM AINSPAN

NRG CURTAILMENT SOLUTIONS
PEMBROKE, P.C.

4455 GENESEE STREET SUITE 401
BUFFALO, NY 14225
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EMATIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, AA 00000

WILLIAM MONSEN

MRW & ASSOCIATES, LLC
EMATIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

MARIN CLEAN ENERGY
EMATIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

THE ENERGY AUTHORITY
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, AA 00000

TERENCE T. HEALEY
SIDLEY AUSTIN LLP
60 STATE STREET,

BOSTON, MA 02109
FOR: MORGAN STANLEY CAPITAL GROUP

36TH FLOOR

STEVE LETENDRE

SYNAPSE ENERGY ECONOMICS
485 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE,
CAMBRIDGE, MA 02139

FOR: THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK

SUITE 3

EDWARD ZABROCKI

MANAGING DIRECTOR

MORGAN STANLEY & CO. LLC
1221 AVENUE OF THE AMERICAS, 35TH

NEW YORK, NY 10020

BHAVEETA K. MODY
DUNCAN, WEINBERG, GENZER &

1667 K STREET,
WASHINGTON, DC

NW SUITE 700
20006



BONNIE S. BLAIR
ATTORNEY AT LAW
THOMPSON COBURN LLP
1909 K STREET, N.W.,
WASHINGTON, DC 20006
FOR: CITIES OF ANAHEIM, AZUSA, BANNING,
BANNING,

COLTON, PASADENA, AND RIVERSIDE,
CALIFORNIA

SUITE 600

AL LUNA

LITIGATION ASSISTANT,
EARTHJUSTICE

P.C.

1625 MASSACHUSETTS AVE., N.W.,
WASHINGTON, DC 20036-2243

CLEAN ENERGY TEAM

STE 702

BLAKE ELDER

CLEAN ENERGY SPECIALIST
EQ RESEARCH

401 HARRISON OAKS BLVD.,
CARY, NC 27513

STE. 100

MARK KUBOW

PRESIDENT

MIDDLE RIVER POWER
570 LAKE COOK ROAD,
DEERFIELD, IL 60015

SUITE 126

JOHN H. RITCH

GEXA ENERGY CALIFORNIA, LLC
20455 STATE HIGHWAY 249, STE.
HOUSTON, TX 77070

FOR: GEXA ENERGY CALIFORNIA, LLC

200

DAVID GETTS

GEN. MGR.

SOUTHWESTERN POWER GROUP II, LLC
3610 N. 44TH ST., STE. 250
PHOENIX, AZ 85018

FOR: SOUTHWESTERN POWER GROUP II, LLC

PAUL THOMSEN
GOVERNMENT AND REGULATORY AFFAIRS

ANALYSI
4225 NEIL ROAD
RENO, NV 89511

FOR: ORMAT TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

11

MARGARET E. MCNAUL
ATTORNEY AT LAW
THOMPSON COBURN LLP
1909 K STREET, N.W.,
WASHINGTON, DC 20006
FOR: CITIES OF ANAHEIM, AZUSA,

SUITE 600

COLTON, PASADENA, AND RIVERSIDE,
CALIFORNIA

MICHAEL POSTAR
ATTORNEY
DUNCAN WEINBERG, GENZER & PEMBROKE,

1615 M STREET, N.W., STE. 800
WASHINGTON, DC 20036-3203
JOE GRECO

SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT

MIDDLE RIVER POWER

570 LAKE COOK ROAD, SUITE 126

DEERFIELD, IL 60015

JIM ROSS

RCS, INC.

266 PENNINGTON LANE
CHESTERFIELD, MO 63005

FOR: COGENERATION ASSOCIATION OF
CALIFORNIA

ROBERT J. KING, P.E.
PRESIDENT
GOOD COMPANY ASSOCIATES

3103 BEE CAVE ROAD, SUITE 135
AUSTIN, TX 78746

CHRISTOPHER JIMENEZ

ACES

1000 SOUTH HIGHWAY 80

BENSON, AZ 85602

STEVE HENRICKSEN
MANAGER OF REGULATORY AND MARKET

ORMAT TECHNOLOGIES,
6140 PLUMAS ST.
RENO, NV 89519
FOR: ORMAT TECHNOLOGIES,

INC.

INC.



BRIAN THEAKER

DIR - WESTERN REGULATORY AFFAIRS
MIDDLE RIVER POWER, LLC

9460 DOUBLE R BLVD., STE. 104
RENO, NV 89521

CHRIS STEPHENS
PARALEGAL / EXE. ASSIST
CLEAN POWER ALLIANCE OF SO. CALIF.

555 WEST 5TH STREET, 35TH FL.
LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

NANCY WHANG

GENERAL COUNSEL

CLEAN POWER ALLIANCE

555 W. 5TH STREET, 35TH FL.
LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

FRED G. YANNEY, ESQ.

ATTORNEY

YANNEY LAW OFFICE

17409 MARQUARDT AVE. STE. C-4
CERRITOS, CA 90703

MARK MILLER

AES SOUTHLAND DEVELOPMENT
690 NORTH STUDEBAKER ROAD
LONG BEACH, CA 90803

EMRAH OZKAYA

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE. / BOX 800
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

JUSTIN D. DILLON
PROCUREMENT

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

WEI ZHOU
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
8631 RUSH ST.

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
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C.C. SONG

DIR - REGULATORY POLICY

CLEAN POWER ALLIANCE OF SO. CALIF.
555 W. 5TH STREET, 35TH FLOOR

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

MATT LANGER

COO

CLEAN POWER ALLTIANCE

555 WEST 5TH STREET, 35TH FL.
LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

NATASHA KEEFER

DIR - PWR PLANNING & PROCUREMENT
CLEAN POWER ALLIANCE

555 WEST 5TH ST., 35TH FL.

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

ERIC PENDERGRAEFT

DIR

THE AES CORPORATION

690 NORTH STUDEBAKER ROAD
LONG BEACH, CA 90803

DANIEL W. DOUGLASS

ATTORNEY

DOUGLASS & LIDDELL

5737 KANAN ROAD, STE. 610

AGOURA HILLS, CA 91301-1601
FOR: WESTERN POWER TRADING FORUM

ERIC LITTLE

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

MATTHEW EVERETT

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

CASE ADMINISTRATION
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE, ROOM 321
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770



NQUYEN QUAN
MANAGER-REGULATORY AFFAIRS
BEAR VALLEY ELECTRIC SERVICE
630 EAST FOOTHILL BLVD.

SAN DIMAS, CA 91773

JEFF MALONE
COMMERCIAL ASSET MANAGER
MIDDLE RIVER POWER, LLC

888 PROSPECT STREET, SUITE 200
LA JOLLA, CA 92037

SAMIR HAFEZ

TOSDAL APC

777 S. HIGHWAY 101, STE 215
SOLANA BEACH, CA 92075

DONALD C.
ATTORNEY
DOUGLASS & LIDDELL
2928 2ND AVENUE
SAN DIEGO, CA

LIDDELL

92103

TYSON SIEGELE

ENERGY ANALYST

PROTECT OUR COMMUNITIES FOUNDATION
L.P.

4452 PARK BLVD NO. 202
SAN DIEGO, CA 92116
(Us),

PILOT POWER GROUP, INC.

8910 UNIVERSITY CENTER LANE,
SAN DIEGO, CA 92122

STE 520

KELLEN C. GILL

REGULATORY CASE MGR.

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP 32D
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123

AMY KARAZUBA

REGULATORY

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
8330 CENTURY PARK CT., CP 32F
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RICHARD T. SPERBERG
WILLDAN ENERGY SOLUTIONS,
2701 LOKER AVENUE WEST,
CARLSBAD, CA 92010

INC.
SUITE 107

CHRISTINE BEVILACQUA
ENERGY RESEARCH ASSOCIATE
TOSDAL, APC

777 S. COAST HIGHWAY 101,
SOLANA BEACH, CA 92075

STE. 215

CHAD COLTON, ESQ.

ATTORNEY

CITY OF SAN DIEGO

1200 THIRD AVENUE, STE. 18
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101

HILLARY HEBERT

HMH ENERGY CONSULTING
3714 OLEANDER DR

SAN DIEGO, CA 92106

MARCIE MILNER

VP - REGULATORY AFFAIRS
SHELL ENERGY NORTH AMERICA (US),
4445 EASTGATE MALL,
SAN DIEGO, CA 92121
FOR: SHELL ENERGY NORTH AMERICA

SUITE 100

L.P.

CHRISTOPHER A. SUMMERS
REGULATORY BUSINESS MGR.

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
8330 CENTURY PARK CT., CP32F

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123

NUO TANG

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC
8315 CENTURY PARK COURT,
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123

Cp21D

JALEH FIROOZ

ADVANCED ENERGY SYSTEMS
17114 TALLOW TREE LANE
SAN DIEGO, CA 92127



SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1530

MARK MCDANIELS

ASSET MGR.

SENTINEL ENERGY CENTER, LLC
15775 MELISSA LANE

NORTH PALM SPRINGS, CA 92258
FOR: SENTINEL ENERGY CENTER, LLC

RYAN M. F. BARON

ATTORNEY

BEST BEST & KRIEGER, LLP

18101 VON KARMAN AVE., SUITE 1000
IRVINE, CA 92612

FOR: CLEAN POWER ALLIANCE F/K/A LOS
ANGELES COMMUNITY CHOICE ENERGY

RYAN M. F. BARON

ATTORNEY

BEST BEST & KRIEGER, LLP

18101 VON KARMAN AVE.

IRVINE, CA 92612

FOR: WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNCIL OF
GOVERNMENTS

JAMES MCPHAIL

ENERSPONSE INC.

2901 WEST COAST HIGHWAY,
NEWPORT BEACH, CA 92663

SUITE 200

MEI PAN

CITY OF ANAHEIM

201 S. ANAHEIM BLVD.
ANAHEIM, CA 92805

STE 802

DR

CHELSEA KEYS

POWER RESOURCES MANAGER
PENINSULA CLEAN ENERGY AUTHORITY
2075 WOODSIDE RD.

REDWOOD CITY, CA 94061

JEREMY WAEN

MGR. - REGULATORY AFFAIRS
PENINSULA CLEAN ENERGY
2075 WOODSIDE RD.
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KATIE BARROWS

DESERT COMMUNITY ENERGY
73710 FRED WARING DRIVE,
PALM DESERT, CA 92260

STE. 200

RYAN M. F. BARON
ATTORNEY

BEST BEST & KRIEGER
18101 VON KARMAN AVE,
IRVINE, CA 92612
FOR: DESERT COMMUNITY ENERGY

SUITE 1000

IJAMES MURACA
ENERSPONSE INC.
2901 WEST COAST HIGHWAY

NEWPORT BEACH, CA 92663
CARRIE THOMPSON

CITY OF ANAHEIM

201 S. ANAHEIM BLVD., STE. 802

ANAHEIM, CA 92805

MONA TIERNEY-LLOYD

SR. DIR - REGULATORY AFFAIRS
ENEL X NORTH AMERICA, INC.
PO BOX 378

CAYUCOS, CA 93430

FOR: ENEL X NORTH AMERICA,
INC. (FORMERLY ENERNOC, INC.) (JOINT

PARTIES)

DOUG KARPA

SR ANALYST - REGULATORY
PENINSULA CLEAN ENERGY
2075 WOODSIDE ROAD

REDWOOD CITY, CA 94061

SIOBHAN DOHERTY

POWER RESOURCES MANAGER
PENINSULA CLEAN ENERGY AUTHORITY
2075 WOODSIDE RD.



REDWOOD CITY, CA 94061

DANIKA DESAI
ASSOCIATE ATTORNEY
AFFAIRS

ADAMS BROADWELL JOSEPH & CARDOZO
AUTHORITY

601 GATEWAY BLVD., STE.
SO. SAN FRANCISCO, CA

1000
94080

POONUM AGRAWAL

SR. REGULATORY ANALYST
SILICON VALLEY CLEAN ENERGY
333 W. EL CAMINO REAL, STE.
SUNNYVALE, CA 94087

290

DAN WILLIS
PLANNING AND REGULATORY COMPLIANCE
SEPUC

525 GOLDEN GATE AVENUE, 7TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

234

FRANCISCO

ALEXANDER COLE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
MARKET STRUCTURE, COSTS AND NATURAL GAS
AREA

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

ANAND DURVASULA

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
COMMISSIONER RANDOLPH

GAS

ROOM 5130

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

CHRISTIAN LAMBERT

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH
AREA

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
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REDWOOD CITY, CA 94061

HILARY STAVER
MGR - REGULATORY & LEGISLATIVE

SILICON VALLEY CLEAN ENERGY

333 W. EL CAMINO REAL,
SUNNYVALE, CA 94087
FOR: SILICON VALLEY CLEAN ENERGY
AUTHORITY

STE. 290

BEN GUSTAFSON

UTILITY ANALYST, CLEANPOWERSF
SEF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
525 GOLDEN GATE AVE 7TH FL

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

SUZY HONG

DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
CITY HALL

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, RM

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
FOR: CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN

AMIN NOJAN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE DIVISION
ROOM 5018

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

CAITLIN POLLOCK
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
MARKET STRUCTURE, COSTS AND NATURAL

AREA
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

DEBBIE CHIV

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE DIVISION
ROOM 5011

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214



ELIZABETH DORMAN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION

BRANC

ROOM 4300

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JAIME ROSE GANNON

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PROCUREMENT STRATEGY AND OVERSIGHT BRANC
AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JUSTIN H. FONG

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
COMMISSIONER GUZMAN ACEVES

BRANCH

ROOM 5303

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

KYLE NAVIS

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH
BRANC

AREA

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

LINNAN CAO

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PROCUREMENT STRATEGY AND OVERSIGHT BRANC
AREA

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

MARIANNE DIVINA

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE DIVISION
PERMITTING B

AREA

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

MICHELLE THOMPSON

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

DEMAND RESPONSE, CUSTOMER GENERATION, AN
BRANC

AREA
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ERIC DUPRE
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PROCUREMENT STRATEGY AND OVERSIGHT

AREA 4-A
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JEANNE MCKINNEY

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE DIVISION
ROOM 5015

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

KE HAO OUYANG
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
UTILITY & PAYPHONE ENFORCEMENT

AREA 2-E
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

LILY CHOW
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PROCUREMENT STRATEGY AND OVERSIGHT

AREA 4-A
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

MARIA SOTERO

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
COMMISSIONER GUZMAN ACEVES

AREA

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

MERIDETH STERKEL
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
INFRASTRUCTURE PLANNING AND

ROOM 4008
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

MOUNIR FELLAHI
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PROCUREMENT STRATEGY AND OVERSIGHT

AREA



505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

NATALIE GUISHAR

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

DEMAND RESPONSE, CUSTOMER GENERATION, AN
PERMITTING B

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

NICK DAHLBERG

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PROCUREMENT STRATEGY AND OVERSIGHT BRANC
BRANCH

AREA

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

SHANNON O'ROURKE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PRESIDENT BATJER

PROGRAM

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

SUZANNE CASAZZA

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
COMMISSIONER RANDOLPH

AREA

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

XIAN "CINDY" LI

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY PRICING AND CUSTOMER PROGRAM
COMM.

ROOM 4104

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

LAUREN C. FREEMAN
SIDLEY AUSTIN LLP

555 CALIFORNIA STREET, STE. 2000
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
FOR: MORGAN STANLEY & CO. LLC

AMY BARR
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

17

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

NEIL RAFFAN
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
INFRASTRUCTURE PLANNING AND

AREA
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

RADU CIUPAGEA
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY

ROOM 4104
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

STEPHEN CASTELLO
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY PRICING AND CUSTOMER

AREA
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

TIM G. DREW

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY INFRASTRUCTURE BRANCH
AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JAMES HENDRY
UTILITIES SPECIALIST
SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC UTILITIES

525 GOLDEN GATE AVE., 7TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3220

ALICE GONG
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE ST. MC BOY9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

BUCHALTER DOCKET
BUCHALTER



77 BEALE STREET, MC 23A
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

COLIN MEEHAN

DIR. - REG. & GOVT. AFFAIRS
CORPORATION

FIRST SOLAR, INC

135 MAIN STREET, FLOOR 6
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
FOR: FIRST SOLAR, INC.

ERICA BROWN

PORTFOLIO MANAGER

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

JOANIE YUEN

CASE MGR - REGULATORY

PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

77 BEALE ST., MC B30A / PO BOX 7442
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

LIAM PITMAN

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC
77 BEALE STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

LUKE NICKERMAN

PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

MAGGIE CHAN

REGULATORY AFFAIRS

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

77 BEALE ST., MC B9A / PO BOX 770000
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

MICHAEL CADE
ANALYST

BUCHALTER, A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

55 SECOND STREET, SUITE 1700
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

NOELANI DERRICKSON
PROGRAM MGR, GOVT & REG AFFAIRS
FIRST SOLAR, INC.

55 SECOND STREET, SUITE 1700
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

DON BROOKHYSER
BUCHALTER, A PROFESSIONAL

55 SECOND STREET, SUITE 1700
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

IAN QUICK

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, MC ROOM 2503G
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

JOSEPHINE WU

PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

77 BEALE STREET, MC 23A, RM 2364
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC

LISA WAN

CASE MGR.

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, B25

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

MAGGIE ALEXANDER

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

MARIA VANKO WILSON

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, ROOM 2523G

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

MYLES COLLINS

NEXANT INC.

49 STEVENSON STREET, SUITE 700
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

RACHEL MCMAHON
SUNRUN
595 MARKET STREET, 29TH FL.



135 MAIN STREET, FLOOR 6 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

RHETT KIKUYAMA SARINA URIZA

PORTFOLIO MGT - POLICY & PROCUREMENT PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 77 BEALE ST., BO9A

77 BEALE STREET, 2503H SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

SCOTT RANZAL F. JACKSON STODDARD

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY ATTORNEY

77 BEALE STREET, B25 MORGAN LEWIS & BOCKIUS, LLP
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 ONE MARKET, SPEAR STREET TOWER

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-1126

MONICA A. SCHWEBS LILLIAN RAFII

ATTORNEY AT LAW ATTORNEY

MORGAN LEWIS BOCKIUS LLP BUCHALTER, A PROFESSIONAL
CORPORATION

ONE MARKET, SPEAR STREET TOWER 55 SECOND STREET, STE. 1700
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-1126 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-3493
LUKE TOUGAS MARIA BELENKY
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SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121

FOR: ENEL X NORTH AMERICA, INC.

FRANCESCA WAHL

SR. POLICY ASSOCIATE
TESLA, INC

3055 CLEARVIEW WAY
SAN MATEO, CA 94402

PUSHKAR G. WAGLE, PH.D.

LLP
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PUBLIC VERSION
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In accordance with the California Public Utilities Commission’s (“Commission”) May 6,
2020 Assigned Commissioner and Assigned Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Identifying Issues
and Schedule of Review for 2020 Renewables Portfolio Standard Procurement Plans (“ACR”),
the May 13, 2020 E-Mail Ruling Modifying Schedule of Review for 2020 RPS Procurement Plans
Issued in the May 6, 2020 RPS Plan Ruling, and the Decision on 2020 Renewables Portfolio
Standard Procurement Plans, issued on January 20, 2021 (“D.21-01-005""), Marin Clean Energy

(“MCE” or “Agency”), hereby submits this 2020 Renewables Portfolio Standard Procurement Plan

(“RPS Procurement Plan”). As directed by the ACR, this RPS Procurement Plan includes

responses for the issues expressed in ACR sections 5.1-5.16.

MCE notes that certain issues and requests in these ACR sections apply to the other retail
sellers (electrical corporations and electric service providers), and do not extend to Community
Choice Aggregators (“CCAs”’). MCE is nevertheless voluntarily responding to these ACR sections
in the interest of transparency and in order to collaborate with the Commission. However, the

submission of this RPS Procurement Plan pursuant to the ACR should not be construed as a waiver



of the right to assert that components of Senate Bill (“SB”) 790 (2012) or that Commission
decisions and rulings on RPS Procurement Plan submittals do not extend to CCAs. MCE reserves
the right to challenge any such assertion of jurisdiction over these matters.

In reviewing this RPS Procurement Plan, MCE encourages the Commission to consider
the differences between California’s investor-owned utilities (“IOUs”) and other retail sellers,
including CCAs. Differing levels of detail, procedure, complexity, and coordination within the

planning documents submitted by these organizations are very appropriate.

1. Major Changes to RPS Plan

This Section describes the most significant changes between MCE’s 2019 RPS
Procurement Plan and its Final 2020 RPS Procurement Plan as filed on February 19, 2021. A
redline of this Final 2020 RPS Plan against MCE’s Draft 2020 RPS Plan is included as Appendix
A. The table below provides a list of key differences between MCE’s 2019 and 2020 RPS
Procurement Plans.

Table 1: Key Changes to MCE’s RPS Procurement Plan

Plan Reference Plan Section Summary/Justification of Change
2020 RPS Summary of Updated to incorporate details on how MCE’s
Procurement Plan: Legislation planned procurement meets the requirements
Section 3 Compliance of SB 350, SB 100, and SB 901.

2020 RPS Assessment of RPS | Updated to add discussion of portfolio

Procurement Plan: Portfolio Supplies optimization and advanced emerging

Section 4 and Demand technologies.

2020 RPS Project Development | Added narrative describing how MCE is on

Procurement Plan: Status Update track to address the goals of system needs,

Section 5 RPS requirements, and greenhouse gas
(“GHG”) reduction goals.

2020 RPS Renewable Net Short | Added narrative describing how the results of

Procurement Plan: Calculation MCE’s risk assessment has been incorporated

Section 8 into the RNS Calculation.




2020 RPS Bid Solicitation Updated to include discussion of joint

Procurement Plan: Protocol solicitations.

Section 10

2020 RPS Safety Added discussion about how MCE’s

Procurement Plan: Considerations procurement activities impact wildfire

Section 11 mitigation and climate change adaptation and
how MCE’s portfolio is affected by PSPS
events.

2020 RPS Curtailment Expanded on existing discussion to include

Procurement Plan: Frequency, description of mitigation strategies tailored to

Section 13 Forecasting, Costs MCE’s portfolio and region.

2020 RPS Coordination with Added table identifying how planned RPS

Procurement Plan: the IRP Proceeding procurement aligns with MCE’s conforming

Section 15 portfolios filed in the IRP proceeding.

2. Executive Summary

In this 2020 RPS Procurement Plan, MCE provides information and updates regarding its
progress in meeting applicable renewable energy planning and procurement targets, as well as
additional detail in response to the expanded requirements set forth in the ACR.

Marin Clean Energy (“MCE”), California’s first community choice aggregator (“CCA”),
is a not-for-profit public agency that began service in 2010 with a mission to address climate
change by reducing energy-related greenhouse gas emissions with renewable energy and energy
efficiency at cost-competitive rates while offering economic and workforce benefits, and creating
more equitable communities. MCE serves approximately 484,000 customer accounts in 34
communities across Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, and Solano counties, with annual retail sales of
approximately 5,550 gigawatt hours. MCE offers its customers a 60% renewable default service
(“Light Green™), as well as two 100% renewable energy service options (“Deep Green” and “Local
Sol”).

MCE is governed by a board of 28 locally elected officials, which sets policy for the



Agency and oversee its operations. Depending upon the issue, representatives from MCE’s
governing board generally convene two to three times per month with advance public notice
provided in compliance with the Brown Act.

MCE continues to maintain an annual Integrated Resource Plan (“IRP”) that focuses on
planning and procuring resources needed to meet its demand as well as local and state
environmental mandates. MCE’s annual IRP is in addition to the biennial IRP mandated by SB
350 (2015). The IRP submitted to the Commission has been primarily oriented towards supporting
California’s achievement of its 2030 GHG reduction targets. MCE’s annual IRP similarly
addresses GHG reduction targets as well as various other matters related to resource planning and
procurement, including complementary energy programs administered by MCE, over a forward-
looking, 10-year period.! MCE’s annual IRP is periodically updated and adopted by its Technical
Committee (under delegated authority of MCE’s governing board), memorializing the evolving
policies and resource preferences of the Agency.

MCE’s internal commitment to clean energy has resulted in a default portfolio that reached
60% renewable in 2017, thirteen years ahead of the statewide trajectory. MCE has secured 66% of
its total 2021 renewable portfolio through long-term contracts, exceeding the long-term
contracting requirement established by SB 350 (2015). MCE is also fully compliant with all
Commission Resource Adequacy (“RA”) requirements, to support the reliability needs of the state.

MCE maintains its clean, balanced portfolio by closely monitoring ongoing market
conditions, including but not limited to curtailment, customer demand, and policy changes such as
the expansion of direct access (“DA”) following the passage of SB 237 (2018). MCE also monitors

unanticipated market events, such as the COVID-19 pandemic, and their impacts on both the

! Current versions of MCE’s annual IRP, as well as the SB 350-required IRP, are available for review on
MCE’s website: https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/energy-procurement/.
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supply and demand sides of the market.? In optimizing its portfolio, MCE prioritizes maintaining
a balanced, diverse, and reliable portfolio; keeping our commitment to clean energy; and reducing
customer costs.

MCE’s commitment to clean energy has led the Agency to explore opportunities to mitigate
the impacts of air pollution impacts in regions of the state where communities have been
disproportionately impacted by the existing generating fleet, as well as the need to bring economic
benefits to communities with high levels of poverty and unemployment. To address this concern,
MCE continues to evaluate the procurement of “clean resource adequacy” (“Clean RA”) and the
feasibility of transitioning to increased use of carbon-free capacity sources to meet statewide
reserve capacity mandates.

To reflect MCE’s evolving resource preferences and impacts associated with recent
changes to emission accounting practices reflected under California’s Power Source Disclosure
(“PSD”) program, MCE intends to discontinue use of Portfolio Content Category (“PCC”) 2
products in 2022 and beyond.

MCE’s RPS Procurement Plan details its current solicitations and its bid review and
selection processes. The Plan also describes how MCE applies the Least Cost Best Fit concept to
its portfolio, to support its priorities as an agency created for the purpose of providing clean energy,
among other things.

MCE continues to closely monitor its exposure to a variety of risk factors, as discussed
more fully below in Section 7. MCE continues to find that its thorough analysis of both portfolio-
and project- level risk combined with its significant margin of over-procurement relative to

statewide RPS goals render a quantitative model for risk assessment unnecessary at this time. MCE

2 COVID-19 impacts are discussed more fully in Sections 4 and 6, below.
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continues to assess the need for such a model and may employ additional analytical tools in the
future.

MCE maintains safety as a top priority, and works with its suppliers to ensure that its
portfolio is protected from a variety of safety risk factors, as well as to ensure that its generation
does not add additional safety risks in the areas where facilities are located.

Finally, MCE’s RPS Procurement Plan describes how the Conforming Portfolios in its IRP,
filed September 1, 2020, align with this Plan.

3. Summary of Compliance with Legislation

This RPS Procurement Plan addresses the requirements of all relevant legislation and the
Commission’s regulatory framework. This Section describes the relevant statutory and regulatory
requirements and how this RPS Procurement Plan demonstrates that MCE meets these
requirements.

SB 350 was signed by the Governor on October 7, 2015. SB 350 set a new RPS
procurement target of 50% by December 31, 2030. On December 20, 2016, the Commission issued
D.16-12-040, which partially implemented the increased targets of SB 350 by establishing new
compliance periods and procurement quantity requirements. On July 5, 2017, the Commission
issued D.17-06-026, which implemented some of the key remaining elements of SB 350, including
adopting new minimum procurement requirements for long-term contracts and owned resources,
as well as revising the excess procurement rules. As discussed in greater detail in Section 4.B.1,
MCE projects that 66% of its total internal 2021 renewables target (which is substantially higher
than the statewide target for 2021) will be met with long-term contracts.

SB 100 was signed by the Governor on September 10, 2018 and became effective on

January 1, 2019. SB 100 increased the RPS procurement requirements to 44% by December 31,



2024, 52% by December 31, 2027, and 60% by December 31, 2030. On June 6, 2018, the
Commission issued D.18-05-026, which implemented changes made by SB 350 to the RPS waiver
process and reaffirmed the existing RPS penalty scheme. In July of 2018, the Commission
instituted Rulemaking 18-07-003 to continue the implementation of the RPS. On June 28, 2019,
the Commission issued D.19-06-023, which continues to use a straight-line method to calculate
compliance period procurement quantity requirements. The current RPS procurement targets are
incorporated into MCE’s Renewable Net Short Calculation Table as described in Section 8 below
and attached as Appendix C. MCE’s current and planned procurement is sufficient to exceed these
targets, including a minimum margin of over-procurement based on MCE’s risk assessment, as
further described in Sections 7 and 9.

SB 901, signed by Governor Brown on September 21, 2018, added Public Utilities Code
Section 8388, which requires any investor-owned utility, publicly owned electric utility, or CCA
with a biomass contract meeting certain requirements to seek to amend the contract to extend the
expiration date to be five years later than the expiration date that was operative as of 2018. MCE
does not have a contract with a biomass facility that is covered by Public Utilities Code Section
8388.

4. Assessment of RPS Portfolio Supplies and Demand

4.A. Portfolio Supply and Demand

Similar to its historical renewable procurement, MCE projects that it will meet or exceed
applicable RPS procurement obligations over the long-term planning horizon (ten years and
beyond), though the exact characteristics of MCE’s supply portfolio may vary over time
depending on market developments, policy changes, technological improvements, Agency

preferences, and/or other factors. To manage this future uncertainty, MCE examines and



estimates supply and customer demand, and will structure its future procurement efforts to
balance customer demand with requisite resource commitments.

As previously noted, MCE’s internally adopted renewable energy procurement targets
have been set in excess of state-imposed mandates, creating a natural compliance buffer. For
example, 61.7% of MCE’s aggregate supply portfolio was comprised of RPS-eligible renewable
energy in 2019, an amount nearly double the statewide procurement mandate of 31%. Similar to
previous years, this significant level of over-procurement would have accommodated massive
fluctuations in annual retail sales and/or anticipated renewable energy deliveries before triggering
potential compliance risks for MCE. Given the significance of MCE’s minimum 60% renewable
target, past success meeting applicable compliance mandates, and existing supply commitments,
MCE does not foresee any issues in fulfilling upcoming renewable supply commitments.

MCE continues to monitor the prospective impacts to its customer base associated with
the upcoming reopening of California’s direct access market due to SB 237 (2018) and D.19-05-
043. This analysis is ongoing and may result in future adjustments to MCE’s load forecast and
related renewable energy procurement obligations, which would be expected to decrease if MCE
load migrates to direct access providers.

Impacts of the COVID-19 Pandemic

MCE is keenly aware of the current, worldwide COVID-19 pandemic, and its impact on
“business as usual,” including both demand and supply side impacts. Across retail sellers,
commercial loads have decreased as a result of business closures or substantially modified
operations, and residential loads have increased due to “stay at home” and “shelter in place”
orders. MCE meets frequently to discuss observed variances between actual and anticipated

customer energy use, including potential adjustments to upcoming load schedules. Based on



available data and related analyses conducted to date, impacts to MCE’s overall load and sales
appear to be relatively modest, approximately 4%-5% lower than forecast.

Looking forward, it is difficult to predict the ongoing impact to retail sales as a result of
COVID-19. However, early indications suggest that such impacts may be relatively minor within
MCE’s service territory, as compared to other areas of the state. MCE continues to evaluate the
pandemic’s impacts to its load and sales, and is working to identify a suitable approach for
adjusting its retail sales forecast if needed.

MCE is also closely monitoring supply-side impacts of COVID-19, including supplier
and developer effectiveness in fulfilling renewable energy needs, project completion, and overall

supplier viability. These impacts are discussed in greater detail in Section 6.1, below.

4.A.1. Portfolio Optimization

MCE plans for and secures commitments from a diverse portfolio of generating resources
to reliably serve the electricity supply requirements of its customers over near-term, mid-term and
long-term planning horizons. MCE’s goal is to meet organizational policies and statewide
mandates in a manner that is cost effective, achieves internally adopted clean energy objectives
and supports a well-balanced resource portfolio. Portfolio optimization strategies can help reduce
costs and should facilitate alignment of MCE’s portfolio of resources with its forecasted needs.
This noted, MCE has initiated a transition to the exclusive use of PCC1 renewable energy products
by 2022 to minimize portfolio emission impacts that would otherwise accrue through the use of
PCC2 and PCC3 product options, which are ascribed emissions under California’s current
emissions calculation methodology. This approach is significantly more costly to MCE’s

customers but will promote achievement of MCE’s GHG-related objectives.



To support this goal, MCE considers the following strategies:

Joint Solicitations: Joint solicitations can expand the procurement opportunities available

to a CCA, as well as provide procedural efficiencies, economies of scale, and overall cost
savings for participating organizations. MCE 1is closely networked with other CCAs
through its membership in the California Community Choice Association, (“CalCCA”),
the trade organization representing California’s Community Choice Aggregation sector,
and regularly coordinates with other CCAs regarding prospective procurement
opportunities and portfolio balancing activities.

Purchases from Retail Sellers: Purchases of resales from other retail sellers can provide a

cost-effective way of meeting short term resource needs or filling in gaps in procurement
while long-term projects are under development. MCE will evaluate solicitations offered
by other retail sellers, as necessary.

Sales Solicitations: As MCE continues to manage its growing portfolio of renewable

resources, it will also consider administering sales solicitations (serving as a renewable
energy seller) for the benefit of other retail sellers. Such solicitations are expected to be
rare and relatively small in scale. MCE may also engage in bilateral sales discussions with
certain retail sellers, including CCAs, if/when divesting relatively small amounts of surplus
renewable energy supply is deemed necessary to rebalance MCE’s renewable portfolio
relative to internally established procurement targets. MCE has completed such processes
in the past and expects to do so in the future as well. Selling excess renewable supply is an
effective way for all Load-Serving Entities (“LSEs”) to reduce unnecessary renewable
energy expenses while providing valuable renewable energy products to other market

participants.
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e Optimizing Existing Procurement: As MCE considers its long-term resource needs, it may

evaluate options in its future power purchase agreements to increase output through either
facility upgrades or adding new capacity to the generating facility. Expanding existing
facilities may provide additional generation at reduced costs with a lower risk of project

failure because the need for distribution system upgrades and permitting may be reduced.

MCE has conducted three solicitations in 2020 for energy and capacity, which are summarized
below:

1. 2020 Open Season Request for Offers (“RFO”): The Open Season provides a

competitive, objectively administered opportunity for qualified suppliers of various
energy products (including renewable and storage technologies) to fulfill MCE’s
future resource requirements.

2. Clean Resource Adequacy RFO: The Clean RA RFO is to contract for clean RA

resources to phase out the use of fossil-based RA resources over the next ten to
fifteen years.

3. Long-Duration Storage Request for Information: In June 2020, thirteen CCAs,

including MCE, released a Joint Request for Information for long-duration storage
resources.’

MCE conducts its Open Season RFO on an annual basis, soliciting new-build renewable
energy and storage resources that meet the procurement targets put forth in its integrated resource
plan. As part of the Open Season solicitation process, MCE provides an RFO Overview and
Instructions document that details the volume of energy and resources eligible to apply, along with

detailed information on required supporting documentation, evaluation criteria, schedule, and

3 https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/energy-procurement/.
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submittal process. In addition to the RFO Overview and Instructions, MCE supplies offerors with
an offer form and term sheets for renewable project offers, renewables paired with storage and
energy storage only offers.

MCE allows for 4-6 weeks for offerors to submit an offer, after which time MCE staff
conducts a multi-phased approach for reviewing each offer. Offers are first reviewed for
completeness relative to the RFO eligibility criteria. MCE then conducts a quantitative analysis
focused on the value of each conforming offer and develops a short-list based on the project
evaluation criteria. The short-list is then reviewed by MCE’s Ad Hoc Contracts Committee and its
Technical Committee. MCE enters into an Exclusivity Agreement for the strongest offers after this
three-stage review, to ensure that favorable opportunities are not “lost” to other buyers.

Staff then begins contract negotiations with selected projects. The resulting Power
Purchase Agreement(s) (PPAs) are reviewed by MCE’s Executive Management team before
review and approval by MCE’s Technical Committee. Contract execution occurs after the PPAs
are approved by MCE’s Technical Committee.

MCE’s 2020 Open Season resulted in the execution of a PPA with Daggett Solar Power 3
LLC fora 110 MW solar photovoltaic resource paired with a 55 MW lithium-ion battery, executed
on September 25, 2020.

Through the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (“PCIA”), MCE customers (and other
CCA and Direct Access customers) are required to pay their share of the above-market costs
associated with PG&E’s large hydroelectric fleet, PG&E’s nuclear power plant, Diablo Canyon,
and many PG&E Power Purchase Agreements (“PPAs”) including RPS PPAs. Nearly half of
PG&E’s customer load has departed for other LSEs, resulting in PG&E having excess resources

in its portfolio. PG&E offered to allocate a proportionate share of the 2020 output of the
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hydroelectric and nuclear, GHG-free, resources at no additional cost on a voluntary basis to CCAs

and Direct Access providers whose customers pay the PCIA (“Interim Allocation”). There is a

parallel process underway at the Commission* to establish permanent rules to address excess utility

resources (“PCIA Proposal”). The PCIA Proposal may also result in increased market access to

PCIA-eligible RPS resources from IOU portfolios.

While MCE’s governing board has elected not to take the nuclear allocations from PG&E
to align with its policy of no resource-specific nuclear transactions, MCE has accepted PG&E
hydroelectric allocations for 2020 and will use these allocations toward meeting its GHG-free
targets. The Interim Allocation is currently scheduled to sunset at the end of 2020, and MCE is
awaiting Commission decision on the PCIA Proposal.

MCE is structuring its Light Green portfolio to be approximately 95% GHG-free in 2022
and beyond, subject to market and/or regulatory changes. To structure such a clean Light Green
portfolio by 2022, MCE will procure three products: (1) RPS-eligible renewable energy; (2) large
hydroelectric energy; and (3) Asset Controlling Supplier energy, the vast majority of which is large
hydroelectric. To ensure grid reliability, MCE’s contracting goals include 210 MW of stand-alone
energy storage to be online by 2029, and to have approximately 320 MW of new energy storage
paired with solar resources online by 2030.

4.B. Responsiveness to Policies, Regulations, and Statutes

MCE is a local governmental agency that is subject to the control of its governing board
and is directly accountable to the community that it serves. MCE strongly supports and is
committed to meeting the state’s GHG reduction and renewable procurement goals. As a member

of CalCCA, MCE actively supported the passage of SB 100 (2018) and has fully incorporated the

* PCIA Rulemaking 17-06-026, Phase 2, Working Group 3.
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procurement requirements of the state’s RPS program into its overall procurement strategy. As
overseen by its governing board, MCE has developed a schedule for issuing solicitations,
executing contracts with existing resources, and bringing new projects online on a timeline that is
reasonably calculated to meet the applicable RPS targets. The resources identified in this RPS
Procurement Plan are consistent with the resources that will be identified in MCE’s Integrated
Resource Plan (“IRP”), which will be provided to the Commission for certification and approved
by MCE’s governing board.

As previously noted, MCE’s internally adopted renewable energy procurement target has
been set at a minimum of 60%. All related renewable energy purchases will be sourced from
California Energy Commission-certified generating facilities, which will be eligible for use under
California’s RPS Program. The significant majority of MCE’s renewable energy purchases will be
sourced from products meeting the delivery requirements established for PCC1. Pre-2022, the
balance of requisite renewable energy purchases will be sourced from products meeting the
delivery specifications associated with PCC2. The prospective procurement of PCC3 products is
substantially minimized in MCE’s annual IRP, and such purchases would only be pursued as a last
resort, should market conditions preclude the cost-effective purchase of PCC1 or PCC2 products.
In any case, MCE’s procurement of PCC3 products will not exceed the limitations imposed under
California’s RPS Program.

Furthermore, MCE’s existing contractual commitments have secured the significant
majority of its renewable energy requirements. Existing contracts continue to address the majority
of MCE’s renewable energy needs throughout the planning period addressed in this RPS
Procurement Plan, accounting for 58% of statutory renewable energy procurement requirements

in 2030. MCE’s planning and procurement process is ongoing, which is expected to result in
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additional renewable energy acquisition, the substantial majority of which will be secured via long-
term contracts.
4.B.1. Long-term Procurement

MCE has been committed to supporting new, California-based renewable resource
development since its inception, and has supported numerous generating assets via execution of
long-term contracts. MCE has already executed long-term renewable contracts that will yield 66%
of its total 2021 internal 60% renewables target.> Further, in the Open Season solicitation described
above, only projects with a term of delivery between ten and twenty years are considered.

In light of its existing long-term supply commitments, MCE expects to meet or exceed
California’s minimum 65% long-term contracting requirement, which becomes effective in 2021,
through 2030. Even in the event of lower-than-anticipated deliveries from such contracts, MCE
would still expect to satisfy the 65% long-term contracting requirement through 2026. MCE
expects to engage in additional long-term contract efforts to continue to meet or exceed the long-
term contracting mandate.

4.C. Portfolio Diversity and Reliability

MCE also considers the deliverability characteristics of its resources (including the
expected delivery profile, available capacity and dispatchability attributes, if any, associated with
each of its generating resource and/or supply agreements) and reviews the respective risks
associated with short- and long-term purchases as part of its forecasting and procurement
processes. These efforts lead to a more diverse resource mix, address grid integration issues, and
provide value to MCE’s member communities, including reduced costs and support in achieving

planned procurement objectives for the period addressed in this 2020 RPS Procurement Plan. A

> Because MCE’s internal renewable targets is significantly higher than California’s statewide target, this
positions MCE to comfortably exceed the 2021 long-term contracting requirement.
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quantitative description of MCE’s forecast is attached in Appendix C.

While MCE is not opposed to considering emerging renewable generating technologies,
it must be judicious in pursuing the use of such resources, as such technologies may not perform
as expected. This noted, MCE’s commitment to innovation and renewable technology
advancement will likely identify strategic opportunities for the inclusion of emerging
technologies within its supply portfolio. For example, MCE has pursued supply commitments
with renewable energy plus storage configurations, which are expected to mitigate renewable
integration impacts typically associated with increased use and development of intermittent
renewable generating technologies. The extent to which such configurations will be successful in
mitigating conditions of over-supply, production variability and misalignments between energy
production and customer use will be monitored over time to ensure that such contractual
commitments are promoting desired outcomes.

MCE will continue to procure renewable and other GHG-free and conventional energy
products, as necessary, to ensure that the future energy needs of its customers are met in a clean,
reliable, and cost-effective manner. MCE has established proportionate procurement targets for
overall GHG-free energy content, including subcategories for renewable energy and other carbon-
free products, including related planning reserves. MCE is in the process of evaluating an
“equivalent carbon-free” portfolio metric, which would consider the total emissions associated
with each supply source relative to a target annual emission factor for its entire supply portfolio.
For example, a 90% carbon-free equivalent metric in 2021 would allow an overall portfolio
emission factor equal to 10% of the California Air Resources Board’s (“CARB”) assigned
emission factor for energy imports and system power, which is currently set at 0.428 metric tons

of carbon dioxide equivalent per megawatt hour (“MT COye”). Expressed differently, a 90%
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carbon-free equivalent metric would limit, on a voluntary basis, emissions to an overall portfolio
emission factor of 0.043 MT COge.

Because certain renewable generating technologies are known to have relatively low levels
of emissions, such as certain geothermal generating technologies, MCE’s equivalent carbon-free
metric captures such impacts along with any other use of carbon-emitting supply, including system
power and CARB-certified Asset Controlling Supply (which is ascribed an emission factor based
on the resources reflected in such portfolios), to derive its proportionate use of carbon-free
generation. To the extent that MCE’s energy needs are not fulfilled through the use of renewable
or other GHG-free generating resources, it should be assumed that such supply will be sourced
from conventional energy sources, such as natural gas generating technologies or system power
purchases.

MCE uses a portfolio risk management approach in its power purchasing program, seeking
low-cost supply (based on then-current market conditions) as well as diversity among
technologies, production profiles, project sizes and locations, counterparties, lengths of contract,
and timing of market purchases. These factors are taken into consideration when MCE engages
the market and pursues related procurement activities.

A key component of this process relates to the analysis and consideration of MCE’s
forward load obligations and existing supply commitments with the objectives of closely balancing
supply and demand, cost/rate stability and overall budgetary impacts, while leaving some
flexibility to take advantage of market opportunities and/or technological improvements that may
arise over time. MCE monitors its open positions separately for each renewable generating
technology as well as GHG-free resources, conventional resources, and its aggregate supply

portfolio. MCE maintains portfolio coverage targets of up to 100% (of expected customer energy
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requirements) in the near-term (0 to 2 years) and typically leaves gradually larger open positions
in the mid- to long-term, consistent with generally accepted industry practices.

MCE has a preference for zero emission generating technologies, but within this preference
MCE is largely technology-agnostic aside.®* MCE’s supply preferences are intended to exhibit
diversity across a broad range of renewable technologies that will deliver energy in a profile that
is generally consistent with MCE’s anticipated load shape. MCE is aware that significant use of
intermittent renewable generating technologies has the potential to create misalignments between
customer energy consumption and related power production; however, MCE regularly evaluates
customer usage in light of expected renewable deliveries to reduce such risks and inform future
procurement decisions. Furthermore, MCE continues to consider procurement opportunities with
renewable generating facilities that will utilize battery storage technology, which may present the
opportunity to somewhat re-shape the typical delivery profile associated with intermittent
renewable generating assets, providing the opportunity for MCE to more closely balance supply
and customer demand.

Recent market data continues to indicate that midday peak resources are likely to comprise
a larger proportion of California’s renewable supply portfolio due to the rapid decline in wholesale
prices for solar PV generation and the abundance of such projects in operation and under
development. Additions to MCE’s portfolio during the Planning Period will likely be more heavily
weighted toward energy resources — dispatchable, shaped during non-solar or ramping periods, or
otherwise — that complement competitively priced solar already under contract or pair new solar
projects with storage technologies to avoid exacerbating midday over-supply. MCE may also

engage in purchases from as-available renewable generation (e.g., wind) to the extent that such

® As mentioned above, MCE has a policy of not pursuing resource-specific nuclear power purchases.
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supply is competitively priced or otherwise provides electricity during time of day when existing
supply commitments are currently lacking.

In regard to generation project location, MCE places the greatest value on locally-sited
renewable generating projects, particularly those located in its service area or within
approximately 100 miles thereof. In general terms, the next highest preference related to resource
selection are projects sited within the North of Path 15 region (generally, Northern California),
followed by projects elsewhere in California, and lastly, out-of-state resources. This procurement
strategy has led MCE to achieve its desired clean energy portfolio objectives as well as cost-
competitive customer rates. With this in mind, MCE intends to continue this approach in the
future.

4.D. Lessons Learned

MCE’s operating history has reinforced its belief that diversity among renewable energy
commitments is highly desirable. This spans a broad range of considerations, including the use of
various fuel sources, resource locations, contract durations, product specifications, pricing
mechanisms, solicitation timing and frequency, as well as various other concerns. Early-stage
discipline in renewable energy contracting allowed for MCE’s solar energy commitments to
gradually move down a declining cost curve, which avoided over-weighting the portfolio with an
abundance of excessively costly contracts. As California’s energy landscape continued to evolve,
a concentration of renewable generating assets in certain locations reinforced the benefits of
geographic diversity — as certain areas of the state were overbuilt with renewable generating
infrastructure, challenges related to depressed market prices and related resource curtailments

began to surface and will likely continue to exist for quite some time.” These observations have

"1t is noteworthy, however, that economic curtailment may not be feasible for certain retail sellers when
considering the financial implications of long-term contract delivery shortfalls imposed under the RPS
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contributed to a more rigorous evaluation process for new generating projects, which is expected
to reduce risks associated with such issues — while attempting to understand historical market
pricing (at particular resource locations) is not a perfect predictor of future performance, it seems
to mitigate potential adverse financial consequences during near-term operation of such facilities.

With regard to long-term contracting, there is substantial financial risk associated with
California’s changing regulatory landscape. As California’s energy market undergoes several
significant changes over a short period of time, it seems impossible to predict how such long-term
commitments will impact buyers and sellers, as well as affect costs for retail customers. While
MCE works to protect the value of its contract when possible in the contracting process, it has seen
the value of its resources degrade over time due to regulatory changes. If the regulatory rules under
which the resources were originally contracted are not considered or grandfathered, MCE will
inevitably lose value on the contracts it enters into, which discourages the long-term contracting
the state has generally incentivized.

Another noteworthy lesson learned relates to the manner in which distinct California
energy programs interact with one another. In particular, the ongoing implementation of Assembly
Bill (“AB”) 1110 (stats. 2016) devalues and discourages the use of certain renewable energy
products (allowed for use under California’s RPS Program) by virtue of the manner in which
associated emissions will be accounted for under the Power Source Disclosure Program (“PSD
Program”). Specifically, changes to PSD Program regulations related to AB 1110 will now
attribute an emissions factor equivalent to system power to any PCC2 and PCC3 volumes. In

addition, PCC3 certificates will not be recognized as a renewable fuel source during power source

Program. In light of such significant financial charges, certain retail sellers may be forced to accept
deliveries from renewable generating assets during instances of significant negative pricing to ensure that
requisite long-term contracting quantities are satisfied. This could result in higher-than-anticipated
renewable energy costs and related impacts to customer rates.
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accounting. This change has led MCE and various other CCAs to forgo or minimize the use of
PCC2 and PCC3 products to avoid representing an inflated emissions factor and reduced below-
actual renewable energy content during power source reporting and related customer
communications. This adaptation to MCE’s planning and procurement practice became necessary
despite the fact that such products are deemed eligible for use under California’s RPS Program.
This transition by MCE to procure PCC1 products instead of PCC2 products has increased costs
and customer rates.

While these lessons learned have been useful for MCE, some of these issues seem to be
avoidable through increased coordination during the development and administration of
California’s various energy reporting and compliance programs -- as MCE testified at a joint en
banc of the Commission and California Energy Commission in October 2018.

5. Project Development Status Update

As described in Section 4.B above, MCE’s current and planned procurement is sufficient
to meet both the applicable RPS procurement requirements as well as support the state’s GHG
reduction targets. Further, MCE’s current and planned procurement supports system reliability
by considering both portfolio diversity and alignment with MCE customers’ load curve.

As of the date of this RPS Procurement Plan, MCE has entered into six utility-scale
contracts with eligible renewable energy resources that are not yet commercially operational.
Additionally, certain of MCE’s Feed-In Tariff (“FIT”) projects have successfully achieved
commercial operation while others continue through the development process. These projects are
supported via pricing schedules that are intended to promote developer interest while also
offsetting higher-than-normal development costs typically associated with MCE’s service

territory. To date, MCE’s FIT program has supported the completion of twelve locally situated,
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small scale renewable generating projects, which are currently producing electricity that is
purchased by MCE under long-term contracts. MCE has attached the Project Development Status
Update Report as Appendix D.

6. Potential Compliance Delays

MCE has received favorable determinations of compliance relating to Compliance Period
1 and Compliance Period 2, which indicate that “MCE met its RPS compliance obligations”
during such periods. MCE expects similar determinations related to the current compliance period
(Compliance Period 3, which includes calendar years 2017-2020) and future compliance periods,
as MCE is well ahead of prescribed procurement targets based on current and planned
procurement activities and actual renewable energy deliveries. With regard to long-term
contracting compliance, as discussed above MCE has secured long-term contract commitments
sufficient to meet the noted requirements through 2027 (or 2026 in the event of substantial
delivery shortfalls).

6.1 Potential Impacts of COVID-19 Pandemic on Project Development

As the Commission is aware, successful renewable energy markets depend upon
international supply chains, substantial labor commitments, robust financial markets, timely
interactions with governmental planning authorities and various other considerations. With
numerous disruptions caused by the pandemic, it is challenging to determine whether, and to what
extent, renewable energy procurement opportunities may be compromised, particularly new-
build renewable energy projects that typically rely on long-term contracts as the basis for project
financing. MCE closely coordinates with suppliers that are developing new-build renewable
generating assets and will continue to monitor this situation as well as potential fallout related to

supplier/developer effectiveness in fulfilling expected renewable energy deliveries, project
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completion schedules and overall supplier viability. It seems reasonable to anticipate some
supply-side consequences, but MCE’s above-RPS renewable energy procurement targets coupled
with existing supply commitments from operational renewable generating facilities virtually
eliminate any compliance-related concerns.
7. Risk Assessment
MCE closely monitors development and operational risks associated with its planned and
existing renewable energy supply commitments to minimize the potential for significant variances
between actual and expected renewable energy deliveries.

Risk Oversight Committee and Energy Risk Management Policy

MCE has established a Risk Oversight Committee (“ROC”), which regularly convenes to
discuss conformance of MCE’s ongoing planning and procurement efforts with the organization’s
adopted Energy Risk Management Policy (“ERM Policy”). MCE’s ERM Policy was developed
for purpose of creating and maintaining controls and processes that will mitigate potential exposure
to various sources of risk, including market price risk, counterparty credit and performance risk,
load and generation (volumetric) risk, operational risk, liquidity risk and policy (e.g., legislative
and regulatory) risk.

To the extent that higher-than-expected renewable energy open positions, counterparty
over-exposure, meaningful load variations or other pertinent planning observations are identified
during meetings of the ROC, MCE adjusts procurement activities to address these concerns, which
promotes ongoing compliance with its ERM Policy. Should any significant ERM Policy deviations
be identified, MCE staff would inform its Governing Board before pursuing corrective action.
MCE’s risk assessment and management practices are described in greater detail in Section 7,

below.
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Risk Assessment and Management Processes

In general terms, MCE’s process for minimizing and avoiding risk is deterministic in
nature and begins with the development of bid requirements and evaluative preferences for
solicitations. MCE’s solicitations are intended to identify suppliers that have demonstrated a
strong track record of successful project completion and ongoing project operation. Such
counterparties are more likely to timely complete project development activities and successfully
operate projects placed under contract, and therefore minimize project risks. This process has
yielded strong results: the pool of responses to MCE-administered solicitation is generally robust;
the quality of short-listed respondents is high and typically includes very experienced
counterparties with strong project development track records; the short-listed candidates, by virtue
of their considerable project development and/or operational experience, tend to be efficient
contract negotiators; and the resulting contracts have generally led to project deliveries that meet
MCE’s expectations.

Key risk factors are considered during evaluation of each prospective renewable energy
seller, including counterparty credit rating and general financial standing; California-based project
development experience; prior experience with CCA off-takers; commercial viability of the
proposed generating technology; and progress towards key development milestones such as
interconnection status, deliverability studies, siting, zoning, permitting, and financing
requirements. With regard to transmission adequacy, MCE ensures that each project has an
executed interconnection agreement with the appropriate participating transmission operator prior
to contract execution so that the project's interconnection costs, deliverability and timelines are
known to the extent possible. MCE also conducts a review of interconnection queues and

transmission planning in the area to understand impacts of planned projects and transmission
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upgrades. The project review process also includes a thorough review of the permitting status from
the permitting authority and must demonstrate a path to completion. A selected seller bears risk of
supply chain delays impacting the seller’s ability to meet its guaranteed contractual milestones on
time, subject to permitted extensions and allowable Force Majeure provisions in the contract.

To the extent that a prospective renewable energy procurement opportunity comes to
fruition, and a contract is executed, development milestones are rigorously monitored by MCE’s
contract management staff, who regularly communicate with the project sponsor throughout the
development and construction processes.

MCE also seeks to minimize unnecessary financial exposure and general planning risk by
assembling a diversified portfolio of renewable generating resources and products that are
intended to complement the manner in which its customers use electric power. To promote this
alignment of supply and demand, MCE analyzes the impacts of proposed renewable energy
deliveries to its aggregate resource portfolio relative to expected customer energy use as part of
its evaluation process. To the extent that the proposed delivery profile would create undesirable
net-short or net-long positions, alternative product options will continue to be evaluated. MCE
may also pursue contract structures that promote volumetric stability through firm delivery
quantities and/or performance guarantees that provide for financial remedies/penalties in the event
of delivery shortfalls. If necessary, the financial remedies received by MCE could be used to: (1)
as a first priority, procure additional renewable energy supply to address delivery shortfalls; or (2)
in the event that the delivery shortfall caused MCE to be found non-compliant, offset the cost of
related penalties. MCE’s intent is to exceed compliance with applicable RPS mandates, and the
latter option is a last resort that is not expected to apply.

Additionally, MCE believes that it is important to manage temporal risks associated with:
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(1) disproportionate exposure to prevailing market conditions at any particular point in time; and
(2) lack of diversity related to contract start dates, end dates or term lengths within a renewable
energy supply portfolio. MCE has regularly administered renewable energy solicitations
throughout its operating history to ensure that its exposure to ever-changing market conditions is
diversified, similar to the “dollar cost averaging” methodology that is regularly employed within
the financial sector. While attempts to “time the market” may occasionally yield short-lived
benefits, such results are generally not reliable and create the potential for significant risk and
financial consequences if market conditions quickly and/or significantly change. MCE’s deliberate
contracting approach entails “sampling” the market at regular intervals, avoiding large contractual
commitments in high-priced environments or missed opportunities in low-priced environments.
MCE also ensures that its contract start/end dates and related term lengths are staggered to avoid
planning “cliffs” that could occur if contracts of similar lengths and start dates were all executed
at the same time. The assembly of short-, medium- and long-term contracts further diversifies risk
within MCE’s renewable supply portfolio, and while increased long-term RPS contracting
requirements will inevitably increase such risks, MCE will continue to pursue portfolio diversity
by thoughtfully considering these temporal considerations during ongoing procurement processes.

Ongoing Evaluation of Need for Quantitative Risk Assessment Model

MCE continues to evaluate the need for a quantitative risk assessment model. MCE’s
rigorous process for evaluating prospective suppliers continues to be successful in identifying
highly qualified, financially viable candidates and supporting its achievement of both statutory and
voluntary renewable energy procurement goals.

Because MCE’s minimum renewable content commitment substantially exceeds the

current statewide goal, MCE continues to find that use of a quantitative risk assessment model is
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not critically important in meeting pertinent RPS compliance mandates. MCE will continue to
evaluate the usefulness of such tools as it moves forward. Should MCE identify compliance-related
concerns through application of its ERM Policy or other mechanisms, MCE will take the
appropriate course of action, which may include quantitative risk assessments or other planning
studies, to address such issues before compliance is affected.

MCE’s Compliance Risk is Minimal

In terms of its ability to demonstrate compliance with California’s RPS procurement
mandates, MCE does not anticipate any particular development or operational risks that would
materially impact its planned progress in this regard. This perspective is supported by the
aforementioned supplier selection process as well as MCE’s internally adopted renewable energy
procurement target, which substantially exceeds California’s RPS mandate. However, the
possibility always exists that future renewable energy supply will not be delivered as required
under each respective power purchase contract. MCE considers this potential risk in forecasting
as well as during procurement review and decision-making.

8. Renewable Net Short Calculation

MCE’s failure rate for new-build renewable generation placed under contract is well below

five percent. MCE takes several steps to guard against the risk of project failure, including:

e Pre-contracting diligence, including a rigorous proposal evaluation process. MCE requires

that any new-build project be in an advanced stage of the pre-development process,
including permitting, financing, and interconnection. In particular, MCE’s practice is to
execute a PPA only after a project’s interconnection agreement is fully executed. This
increases certainty with regard to the project’s development timeline and costs.

e Project monitoring. MCE’s PPAs for new-build projects require frequent, detailed progress
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reports, which helps to identify and mitigate potential problems in their early stages.

¢ Internal renewable portfolio targets, including a planning reserve, that meaningfully exceed

statewide mandates.

MCE has increased its planned procurement to account for a three percent failure rate in
2021, increasing to four percent in 2029, for both online generation and facilities in development.
These percentages are reflected in Appendix C. These adjustments were made to reflect 1) limited
delivery reductions from geothermal facilities impacted by nearby wildfires, and 2) occasional
curtailment of select in-state solar facilities due to negative pricing at certain times of the year.
Both of these shortfalls, even taken together, create impacts well below the 3%-4% risk adjustment
described here. MCE continues to actual planning data as compared to its forecast throughout the
year, and can adjust to supply- or demand-side variations within a given year.

MCE has provided a quantitative assessment to support the qualitative descriptions
provided in this RPS Procurement Plan, which is attached as Appendix C. At this point in time
and based on MCE’s past success, current supplier performance and anticipated renewable energy
contracting outcomes, there have been no risk-related adjustments to the expected renewable
energy quantities reflected in Appendix C. As previously noted, MCE has successfully procured
more than 60% of its resource needs from RPS-eligible renewable resources since 2017 and, as
aresult, has accrued renewable energy well in excess of applicable statewide mandates. In general
terms, renewable suppliers have performed as expected, and as such MCE did not find it
appropriate to incorporate risk adjustments at this point in time. If supplier performance becomes
more erratic in the future and such adjustments are deemed necessary, MCE will reflect such

adjustments in a future planning document.
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9. Minimum Margin of Procurement (MMoP)
The following table displays MCE’s intended margin of RPS over-procurement based on
the differential between the SB 100 procurement targets and MCE’s internally adopted RPS

procurement targets.

2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030
SB 100 RPS Procurement 35.8%| 38.5%| 413%| 44.0%| 46.7%| 49.3%| 52.0%| 54.7%| 57.3%| 60.0%

Requirement (% of Retail Sales)
MCE RPS Procurement Target 61.8%| 61.9%| 622%| 622%| 67.0%| 71.7%| 76.5%| 81.2%| 86.0%| 86.0%

(% of Retail Sales)
MCE Minimum Margin of Over{  26.0%| 23.4%| 20.9% 18.2%| 20.3%| 22.4%| 24.5%| 26.6%| 28.6%| 26.0%

Procurement (% of Retail Sales)

MCE’s RPS-eligible renewable energy target is currently set at a minimum 60 percent,
increasing to 86 percent by 2030. Consequently, MCE’s RPS supply portfolio is expected to
reflect a minimum margin of over-procurement that will minimally exceed statewide RPS
mandates by at least 18 percent (relative to retail sales) in each year of the 10-year planning

horizon.

9.A. MMoP Methodology and Inputs
MCE’s internal renewable energy procurement policy specifies a minimum 60% RPS-
eligible renewable energy target. As illustrated in the table above, this provides MCE with a
minimum margin of over-procurement well in excess of the risks accounted for in the planning
margin described in Section 8, including but not limited to potential project development failure,
deficient production by facilities under contract, unusually high demand, and availability of

requisite renewable energy products within the marketplace.

9.B. MMoP Scenarios

MCE plans to meet the annual program renewable goals reflected in the table presented in

Section 9 (above), including the MMoPs reflected therein. As reflected in this table, MCE’s
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anticipated MMoP percentages range from 18.2% in 2024 to 28.6% in 2029. The renewable net
short included in the RNS Quantitative Template also incorporates the additional RPS-eligible
renewable energy need resulting from expected participation in MCE’s voluntary 100 percent

renewable energy service options.

During its bid evaluation and supplier selection processes, MCE considers a variety of risks
and believes that such risks are sufficiently addressed within its MMoP calculation. Based on its
operating history, previous experiences related to renewable energy planning/procurement and
existing contract portfolio, MCE has no reason to doubt the sufficiency of the MMoP reflected in
its internally adopted RPS planning targets. This noted, MCE has incorporated an internal RPS
planning reserve, as reflected in the following table, to ensure MCE can meet its internal RPS
targets in the event that its previously described contract management process identifies substantial

concerns related to new-build project completion, delivery shortfalls or other issues.

This reserve is additive to MCE’s internally adopted RPS targets and is intended to address
renewable production and/or usage variability that may occur during discrete calendar years. It is
intended to offset the potential impacts of noted risk adjustments/contingencies that may reduce
actual renewable energy deliveries, relative to MCE’s expectations. In effect, MCE’s internal RPS
planning reserve is a secondary MMoP, providing additional insurance against unforeseen
circumstances that could impact MCE’s ability to satisfy its internally adopted renewable energy
commitments. As demand- and supply-side data are monitored in each year, MCE may adjust
planned short-term purchases and/or pursue surplus sales arrangements if actual renewable energy
deliveries are tracking above MCE’s anticipated needs. By the end of each calendar year, MCE
hopes to manage the level of its internal planning reserve so that actual renewable energy deliveries

are closely aligned with MCE’s Base RPS Procurement Target, as reflected below.
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2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030
SB 100 RPS Procurement 35.8%| 38.5%| 41.3%| 44.0%| 46.7%| 49.3%| 52.0%| 54.7%| 57.3%| 60.0%
Requirement (% of Retail Sales)
MCE Base RPS Procurement 61.8%| 61.9%| 62.2%| 622%| 67.0%| 71.7%| 76.5%| 81.2%| 86.0%| 86.0%
Target (% of Retail Sales)
MCE Minimum Margin of Over- 26.0%| 23.4%| 20.9%| 18.2%| 20.3%| 22.4%| 24.5%| 26.6%| 28.6%| 26.0%
Procurement (% of Retail Sales)
MCE Internal RPS Planning 5.7% 5.7% 5.7% 5.7% 6.1% 6.6% 7.1% 7.5% 8.0% 8.0%
Reserve (% of Retail Sales)*
MCE Total RPS Procurement 67.5%| 67.6%| 67.8%| 67.9%| 73.1%| 783%| 83.5%| 88.7%| 93.9%| 93.9%
Target (% of Retail Sales)
MCE Total Margin of Over- 31.7%|  29.1%| 26.6%| 23.9%| 264%| 29.0%| 31.5%| 34.1%| 36.6%| 33.9%
Procurement (% of Retail Sales)

*Includes volumes that may be necessary to address potential RPS delivery shortfalls; may be adjusted during each calendar year, as needed.

MCE will also model demand-side sensitivities that may impact MMoP calculations. This
will be particularly important during expansion of MCE’s service area, when participation rates
are expected to be most volatile. MCE has completed numerous expansions during its nearly 11-
year operating history, and in each case, MCE has successfully scaled its renewable energy
procurement to accommodate related increases in retail sales. In addition to load variability
resulting from periodic expansions and ongoing minor fluctuations in customer participation, MCE
will also monitor electric vehicle penetration rates, net energy metering participation rates and
other considerations that may impact overall customer energy requirements and related MMoP
calculations.

10. Bid Solicitation Protocol
10.A. Solicitation Protocols for Renewables Sales

MCE does not have immediate plans to issue a solicitation for sales of renewable energy
projects.

10.B. Bid Selection Protocols

In its various solicitations for long-term renewable energy supply, MCE imposes numerous
bid requirements on interested respondents. These requirements address a variety of considerations
and are intended to identify the best qualified suppliers of MCE’s long-term renewable energy
needs. Such requirements include:
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Overall quality of response, inclusive of completeness, timeliness, and conformity;
2. Price and relative value within MCE’s supply portfolio;

Project location and local benefits, including local hiring and prevailing wage
considerations;

4. Project development status, including but not limited to progress toward
interconnection, deliverability, siting, zoning, permitting, and financing requirements;

5. Qualifications, experience, financial stability, and structure of the prospective project
team (including its ownership);

6. Environmental impacts and related mitigation requirements, including impacts to air
pollution within communities that have been disproportionately impacted by the
existing generating fleet;

7. Potential impacts to grid reliability;

8. Potential economic benefits created within communities with high levels of poverty
and unemployment;

9. Acceptance of MCE’s standard contract terms; and

10. Development milestone schedule, if applicable.

These considerations help shape the criteria against which prospective suppliers are evaluated.
Based on the success of its ongoing planning and procurement efforts as well as any direction from
its governing board, MCE may adapt these considerations in future renewable energy procurement

efforts.

Consistent with Public Utilities Code Section 399.13(a)(6)(C), MCE conducts energy
product solicitations in a manner that addresses a broad range of considerations, including specific
needs for eligible renewable energy resources (reflecting locational preferences, when applicable,
for such resources), generating capacity, and required online dates to assist in determining what
resources fit best within its desired supply portfolio. Since MCE’s governing board is comprised
of local elected officials, solicitation and procurement decisions are overseen by elected
representatives of MCE’s member communities with such decisions intended to conform with
locally established targets that exceed applicable RPS requirements and promote the development

of locally-situated renewable generating facilities.
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Consistent with direction in the ACR, MCE has provided a copy of its most recent
procurement materials to Commission Energy Division staff. MCE’s 2020 solicitations are cited
in Section 4.A and materials, including applicable contract templates and general information
regarding MCE’s solicitation processes are available at the following website:

https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/energy-procurement/. Information regarding other MCE service

offerings and programs, including its FIT, can be found elsewhere on the MCE website.
As noted above, in June 2020, MCE along with twelve other CCAs released a request for
information (“RFI”’) on long-duration storage technologies. The RFI materials are available here:

https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/energy-procurement/. Responses are due on July 1, 2020.

Depending on the information gathered through the responses, a joint CCA solicitation for long-

duration storage may follow.
10.C. LCBF Ceriteria

The Least-Cost Best Fit (“LCBF”’) methodologies approved by the Commission pursuant
to D.04-07-029, D.11-04-030, D.12-11-016, D.14-11-042, and D.16-12-044 are expressly only
directly applicable to investor-owned utilities. However, consistent with Section 399.13(a)(9).
MCE does consider best-fit attributes that support a balanced mix of resources to help support grid
reliability.

With regard to MCE’s application of an LCBF methodology during selection of qualified
responses, the term “costs” should appropriately include considerations beyond the basic price of
renewable energy being considered for procurement. Specifically, costs should include

considerations such as: (1) reputational damage resulting from failure to meet internally

¥ Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 399.13(a)(9) (“In soliciting and procuring eligible renewable energy resources,
each retail seller shall consider the best-fit attributes of resource types that ensure a balanced resource mix
to maintain the reliability of the electrical grid.”).
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established renewable energy procurement targets; (2) compliance penalties resulting from failed
project development efforts or delivery shortfalls; (3) administrative complexities related to
dealing with inexperienced suppliers (such as prolonged contract negotiation processes and
uncertainties related to project milestone timing and achievement); and (4) impacts to planning
certainty resulting from higher-risk projects. MCE considers these factors, among others, as part
of its cost evaluation process, which may lead to the selection of offers that aren’t necessarily the
lowest-priced option.

“Fit” also has as much to do with organizational compatibility between buyers and sellers
and alignment with key organizational objectives as it does with balancing customer usage and
expected project deliveries, particularly when considering long-term contracting opportunities
that will require constructive working relationships over a period of ten years or more. As such,
MCE’s LCBF methodology takes into consideration the various planning and procurement
processes described in this RPS Procurement Plan, balancing a variety of pertinent considerations
at the time that each renewable purchase opportunity is being considered.

An important example supporting this perspective is MCE’s FIT program, which is
intended to incentivize, through above-market prices, the development of locally situated, small-
scale renewable project opportunities. This program has achieved tremendous success,
supporting numerous projects throughout MCE’s service territory while utilizing local labor. By
design, FIT projects are not the least expensive generating resources, but they are entirely
consistent with MCE’s charter objectives and a valuable component of MCE’s supply portfolio.

This holistic planning approach, which may not necessarily reflect a traditional LCBF
methodology, has resulted in the compilation of a diverse resource mix for MCE, deep roots in

its member communities, and attention to a broad spectrum of considerations, including
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environmental concerns, costs and sustainability.

Finally, the requirement of Section 399.13(a)(8) to give preference to renewable projects
located in certain communities is expressly only applicable to “electrical corporations” and is not
mandatory for CCAs.” However, MCE fully recognizes the need to help mitigate the impacts of
air pollution in regions of the state where communities have been disproportionately impacted by
the existing generating fleet as well as the need to bring economic benefits to communities with
high levels of poverty and unemployment. MCE continues to explore opportunities to advance this
important policy goal through its procurement.

11. Safety Considerations

MCE holds safety as a top priority. Since MCE does not own, operate, or control generation
facilities, MCE’s procurement of renewable resources does not present any unique safety risks.
This Section describes how MCE has taken actions to reduce the safety risks posed by its
renewable resource portfolio and how MCE supports the state’s environmental, safety, and energy
policy goals.

11.1. Wildfire Risks and Vegetation Management

At this point in time, MCE has yet to adopt any additional safety requirements for its
portfolio that are specific to wildfire risks and vegetation management. MCE is aware of the
mitigating impacts that biomass generators, which use forestry waste as feedstock, may have on
wildfire risk, but does not have any specific procurement policies or preferences for forest biomass

resources at this time.

? Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 399.13(a)(8)(1) (“In soliciting and procuring eligible renewable energy resources
for California-based projects, each electrical corporation shall give preference to renewable energy
projects that provide environmental and economic benefits to communities afflicted with poverty or high
unemployment, or that suffer from high emission levels of toxic air contaminants, criteria air pollutants,
and greenhouse gases.”).
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11.2. Decommissioning Facilities

MCE does not own any generating assets, and as such does not undertake decommissioning
of assets. MCE has not yet developed any plans or requirements related to the disposition of
associated generating facilities following completion of applicable delivery terms. In many cases,
the project’s operational life is longer than MCE’s contract, so it is likely that the contract with
MCE will expire before disposal of the generation assets is required.

In 2015, SB 489 authorized the California Department of Toxic Substances Control
(“DTSC”) to add PV panels to the list of universal wastes. The DTSC has developed regulations
for PV panels, but has not adopted the regulations yet.!° Because a significant portion of MCE’s
solar facilities are newly constructed, and its storage facilities are yet to be constructed, MCE is
confident that by the time PV solar or battery facilities under contract with MCE reach the end of
their useful life, there will be statewide, comprehensive regulations addressing the safe handling
and disposal/recycling of those materials.

11.3. Climate Change Adaptation

MCE’s commitment to increasing renewable energy at a more aggressive pace than
California’s statewide mandates itself constitutes a climate change adaptation measure.
Additionally, MCE in 2019 adopted a pollinator-friendly habitat requirement for solar projects
participating in both its FIT program as well as its PPAs.!! MCE is the first California CCA to
adopt this requirement, which is a critical way MCE can help build and maintain healthy
ecosystems in the local areas where MCE’s solar projects are located. MCE will continue to
evaluate the potential impacts of climate change on its portfolio so that adjustments to its

procurement strategy can be made if needed.

10 See https:/dtsc.ca.gov/photovoltaic-modules-pv-modules-universal-waste-management-regulations/.
1 See https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/news/local-projects/pollinator-requirement/.
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11.4. Impacts During Public Safety Power Shut-off (PSPS) Events

PSPS events have both supply and demand side impacts. The experiences of MCE
customers with wildfires and PSPS events over the last few years has led MCE to increase the
focus of both its procurement as well as customer programs strategies on resiliency.

MCE assesses customer usage as a result of a PSPS event, to the extent possible with the
data to which MCE has access, in real time and adjustments to supply are made accordingly.
Generation resources that are located in the footprint of a PSPS event are necessarily taken offline,
though MCE continues to explore ways to safely keep these resources online and serving
customers. MCE is an active participant in the Commission’s PSPS and microgrid proceedings'?
to help ensure that state policy as well as IOU and CCA operating protocols are aligned and result
in minimal PSPS impacts in the future.

11.5. Forest Biomass Procurement

In recent renewable Open Season requests for offers, MCE has not received offers from
forest biomass generators. MCE’s FIT program is available on a first-come, first-served basis,
and is also technology-agnostic, however, MCE has not received any forest biomass applications.
As MCE works toward a low emissions portfolio, MCE will be seeking non-emitting renewable
technologies to contribute to its existing bioenergy resources already under contract.

12. Consideration of Price Adjustment Mechanisms

In the future, and consistent with SB 350 and SB 100, MCE will review the possibility of
incorporating price adjustments in contracts with online dates more than 24 months after the date
of contract execution. As noted in the ACR, such price adjustments could include price indexing

to key components or to the Consumer Price Index.

12 R.18-12-005 and R.19-09-009, respectively.
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13. Curtailment Frequency, Forecasting, Costs

This Section responds to the questions presented in Section 5.13 of the ACR!? and
describes MCE’s strategies and experience so far in managing the Agency’s exposure to negative
pricing events, overgeneration, and economic curtailment for MCE’s region and portfolio of
renewable resources.

13.1. Factors Having the Most Impact on the Projected Increases in
Incidences of Overgeneration and Negative Market Price Hours

Due in large part to the rapid increase in the amount of wind and solar generation that has
been brought online throughout the western United States, the California Independent System
Operator’s (“CAISO”) balancing authority area has experienced an increasing frequency and
magnitude of curtailment and negative pricing events. As of 2019, California had more than 12,300
MW of solar, 8,100 MW of behind-the-meter solar, and 5,900 MW of wind. This increased
capacity results in discrete periods where the majority of load in the CAISO is served by solar and
wind resources. The monthly maximum load served by wind and solar in the CAISO has averaged
55.9% over the past 3 years (April 2017 to April 2020), and in April of 2020 the monthly maximum
load exceeded 69%.'4

To address the resulting instances of over-supply, the amount of curtailment of wind and
solar in the CAISO has significantly increased each year, totaling 187,000 MWh in 2015, 308,000
MWh in 2016, 358,000 MWh in 2017, 461,000 MWh in 2018, and 961,000 MWh in 2019.'% As
of the end of April, the total curtailment of solar and wind to date in 2020 is already over 792,000

MWh. Curtailment is typically the highest during the months of March, April, and May when

" ACR at 27-28.

!4 CAISO, Monthly Renewables Performance Report, April 2020, available at
http://www.caiso.com/Documents/MonthlyRenewables PerformanceReport-Apr2020.html.

!> CAISO, Managing Oversupply, Wind and Solar Curtailment Totals, updated May 5, 2020, available at
http://www.caiso.com/informed/Pages/ManagingOversupply.aspx.
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hydroelectric generation is historically at its highest and California load is at its lowest. Above-
average snowpack resulting in higher-than-average hydroelectric generation exacerbates
renewable generation curtailment. The table below summarizes solar and wind curtailment from

January 2020 through May 2020.

Table 2: Summary of CAISO Solar and Wind Curtailment January-May 2020

2020 Data Wind Curtailment Solar Curtailment
(MWh) (MWh)
January 7,933 130,070
February 6,846 150,213
March 13,313 165,768
April 8,641 309,803
May 13,280 242,050
Total Curtailment 50,012 997,903
Curtailment % 0.72% 8.01%
No. of Intervals Curtailed 9,387 17,524
Pct. of Intervals Curtailed 21.4% 40.0%

The CAISO notes that the majority of renewable resource curtailment is “local and
economic.”® That means that curtailment was in response to congestion and was mitigated by
supply that was willing to reduce its output based on price signals from the CAISO market.

CAISO system-wide 2020 curtailment amounts are far higher than those realized by MCE
to date. Thus far in 2020 through May, MCE has experienced 581.2 MWh of curtailment, which

is less than 0.1% of its RPS portfolio. This is mostly attributed to portfolio management strategies

16 CAISO, Market Performance Report, June 9, 2020, page 18, available at
http://www.caiso.com/Documents/MarketPerformanceReportforApril2020.pdf
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and location of resources relative to load.

13.2. Written Description of Quantitative Analysis of Forecast of the Number
of Hours Per Year of Negative Market Pricing for the Next 10 Years

MCE’s scheduling coordinator agent, ZGlobal, has the capability to perform production
cost analyses based on various input assumptions through 2030 to derive hourly market prices for
energy and ancillary services. PLEXOS Integrated Energy Model is a commercial optimization
engine that can simulate the economic commitment and dispatch used by the CAISO’s day-ahead
market processes which simultaneously optimizes energy dispatch and ancillary services capacity
awards across the CAISO grid. In this way, the simulation will determine locational marginal
prices and ancillary service marginal prices in the same manner the CAISO day-ahead market sets
prices. ZGlobal has developed models using input assumptions that are based on common case
inputs and planning guidelines from WECC, CAISO, Commission and CEC.

The key assumptions considered for the assessment included the impact of higher
California renewable energy standards (60% RPS by 2030), planned gas-fired and nuclear
generation retirements and adopted California Energy Commission (“CEC”) demand forecasts
which consider energy efficiency programs and increased behind-the-meter solar generation.
Results are highly dependent upon input assumptions, primarily the level of new RPS generation,
deployment of energy storage facilities, upgrades to CAISO-controlled transmission facilities and
the ability to export energy from the CAISO to external balancing areas.!”

In California, electricity prices are typically set by gas-fired resources operating on the
margin. However, as increasing supplies of renewable energy are added to the system, there are

periods where marginal prices are being set by zero or even negatively-priced resources. As a

7 More recently, load has become an important input variable with the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic
and its effect on load. However, ZGlobal has not performed long-term studies to determine the impact of
load on long-term market prices as there is not enough data to determine a suitable load trajectory.
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result, market prices have been trending downward, especially during seasons and periods of the
day when loads are low and solar output is high. The modeling shows a continuation of the trend,
with prices falling during the middle of the day and increasing in the morning and evening when
gas-fired resources are needed to meet peak loads outside of the solar supply period. In short,
prices as reflected by the CAISO’s duck curve are expected to continue, with the amplitude of the
valley and ramps dictated by the amount of energy storage available to smooth out the net supply.

13.3. Experience, to Date, With Managing Exposure to Negative Market
Prices and/or Lessons Learned from Other Retail Sellers in California

MCE closely monitors six separate locations that are indicative of renewable energy
resources that are exposed to market prices and potential curtailment. Resources at those locations
are bid into the CAISO markets and are curtailed when prices fall below individual resource’s
threshold prices. Weighted average prices for the generation at those locations are compared to
weighted average prices at PG&E’s Distributed Load Aggregation Point (“DLAP”) to assess the
impact of congestion on the resource’s performance. In addition, the MWh of curtailment are
logged.

These two metrics - weighted average price of the resources compared to that of the DLAP
and amount of MWh curtailed - are used to assess effectiveness of the resources in meeting MCE’s
RPS obligations at cost effective prices. If the resource’s weighted average price is near the DLAP
and it has been curtailed, then the reason for curtailment is system over-supply. If the resource’s
weighted average price diverges from the DLAP and it has been curtailed, then the reason for
curtailment is local overgeneration that is contributing to congestion. This information is valuable
feedback to MCE in locating potential future resources. If congestion and local oversupply is
significant in certain areas, then MCE can determine by reviewing the CAISO’s transmission

planning documents whether transmission upgrades are planned to mitigate congestion that is
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observed with existing resources.

If curtailment is caused by congestion, the impact can be somewhat mitigated by obtaining
CAISO Congestion Revenue Rights (“CRRs”’), which MCE has done. However, CRRs are not a
perfect hedge against congestion and cannot be relied upon to mitigate congestion and subsequent
economic curtailment entirely.

13.4. Direct Costs Incurred, to Date, for Incidences of Overgeneration and
Associated Negative Market Prices

For calendar year 2020 through May, MCE’s RPS portfolio has been exposed to negative
market prices and experienced curtailment as summarized in the table below.

Table 3: Summary of MCE RPS Resources Curtailment January-May 2020

Location Day-Ahead Real-Time Curtailment Cost of
Negative Prices | Negative Prices (MWh) Curtailment ()
South P26 -$1.04 -$2.40 47.9 -$957.80
Fresno 1 -$2.82 -$4.57 12.7 -$254.40
Fresno 2 -$1.20 -$2.84 1.5 -$30.00
North P26 -$2.38 -$3.36 232 -$462.00
Devers Wind -$19.32 -$23.39 N/A N/A
Intertie -$1.55 -$3.88 496.0 -$14,229.00
(North)
Total -$27.41 581.2 -$15,933.20

The Day-Ahead and Real-Time Negative Price columns represent averages of negative
prices by RPS geographic area when prices are negative for solar hours for solar resources and all
hours for wind resources. The prices are averages based on resources within the area. Curtailment

megawatt hour (“MWh”) is the amount of energy that MCE RPS resources in the areas were
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curtailed from January 1 through May 31, 2020. “Cost of Curtailment” is the subsequent market
cost of the curtailed energy.

13.5. An Overall Strategy for Managing the Overall Cost Impact of
Increasing Incidences of Overgeneration and Negative Market Prices

While curtailment is a viable renewable integration strategy that is generally more cost-
effective than other options, there are potential negative consequences from excessive curtailment.
Curtailment of solar and wind represents a lost opportunity to generate zero-GHG electricity, and
excessive curtailment could impact the ability of the state to meet its environmental and energy
policy goals. Additionally, these over-supply situations expose ratepayers to increased costs
because their load serving entities must either economically curtail the generating resource (and
often pay for the electricity that was not generated) or generate power and be exposed to negative
prices.

MCE will consider the impact of curtailment and negative pricing on its portfolio and will
factor potential curtailment into its long-term planning. Due to the difficulty in accurately
forecasting curtailment, MCE will review the historical data on curtailment and negative pricing
within regions where MCE may contract for generating resources. When MCE is evaluating new
procurement opportunities, the potential amount of future curtailment will be one factor that MCE
will consider. While MCE has not yet developed an individualized forecast of future curtailment,
MCE will factor potential curtailment into its minimum margin of procurement (described in
Section 9) and may also factor this consideration in future iterations of its Risk Assessment
(Section 7). To the extent that MCE is engaged in renewable supply agreements which include
curtailment provisions, it will take actions to limit the impacts of curtailment on its customers.
During its current and future renewable contracting efforts, MCE will pursue contract terms that

recognize and limit the potential financial impacts of negative pricing and give MCE greater
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flexibility to direct economic curtailment, if this becomes necessary.

14. Cost Quantification

MCE has provided the Cost Quantification Table as Appendix E. Pursuant to the direction
in the ACR, MCE has completed those cells in the Cost Quantification table that correspond to
Table 3, Rows 1-5 in the ACR.

15. Coordination with Integrated Resource Planning Proceeding

The resources identified in this RPS Procurement Plan are consistent with the resources
identified in MCE’s 2020 Integrated Resource Plan (“IRP”’), which submitted to the Commission
for certification on September 1, 2020. As required by the ACR,'"®* MCE includes the following
table that describes how MCE’s 2020 RPS Procurement Plan conforms with the determinations

made in the IRP Proceedings (R.16-02-007 and R.20-05-003).

% ACR at 30-33.
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Table 4: RPS Alignment in MCE’s IRP

IRP Section

Subsection

RPS Alignment in IRP

II1. Study Results

A. Conforming and
Alternative
Portfolios

Retail sellers should explain how the RPS resources they plan to
procure, outlined in their RPS Plan, will align with each of their
Conforming Portfolios being developed in their 2020 IRP Plans for
Commission approval and certification.'® This explanation should

include:

1. Existing RPS resources
that the retail seller owns
or contracts.

2. Existing RPS resources
that the retail seller plans
to contract with in the
future.

3. New RPS resources that
the retail seller plans to
invest in.

As part of its 2020 IRP filing, MCE
submitted two Preferred Conforming
Portfolios that achieve its proportional
share of both the 46 and 38 MMT GHG
targets. Under each of these portfolios,
new resources were added to MCE’s
currently contracted RPS resources to
achieve the relevant GHG target as well as
RPS procurement requirements, including
the 65% long-term contracting
requirement.

Description of Conforming Portfolios:

e 46 MMT Conforming Portfolio:
Portfolio that achieves MCE’s
proportional share of a 46 MMT
statewide GHG target

o MCE observes that conformance
with the 46 MMT Portfolio
required emission increases
(through 2030) relative to MCE’s
currently projected emission
metrics, which were achieved by
MCE (on a projected basis)
reducing the assumed use of RPS
resources

o As aresult of this observation,
MCE submitted the 46 MMT
Portfolio as a planning/modeling
exercise and compliance

1 LSEs will develop two Conforming Portfolios seeking Commission approval or certification in their
2020 IRP Plans. RPS resources should be described in the 46 MMT and the 38 MMT GHG target
Conforming Portfolios. This requirement does not apply to LSEs’ Alternative Portfolios.
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submission only and asked the
Commission to use its 38 MMT
Approved Conforming Portfolio
instead

e 38 MMT Approved Conforming
Portfolio: Portfolio that achieves an
overall portfolio GHG target below
MCE’s assigned share of 2030
emissions (at 0.669 MMT, relative to
MCE’s assigned share of 0.846 MMT)

o The 38 MMT Approved
Conforming Portfolio assumed
the use of RPS resources currently
reflected in MCE’s supply
portfolio

o The extent of RPS-eligible
resources reflected in MCE’s 38
MMT Approved Conforming
Portfolio include: 20 MW
biomass; 3 MW geothermal; 13
MW small hydroelectric; 465
MW wind; and 1,271 MW solar

o Of the previously noted resources
reflected in MCE’s 38 MMT
Approved Conforming Portfolio,
the following new capacity
additions would be required: new
hybrid resources totaling 690 MW
solar/ 300 MW battery storage
and new wind resources totaling
230 MW

IV. Action Plan
A. Proposed

Activities

Retail sellers should describe how they propose to use RPS resources
to implement both Conforming Portfolios. Narratives should include:

1. Proposed RPS

procurement activities as
required by Commissi

decision or mandated
procurement.

2. Procurement plans,

on

potential barriers, and

resource viability for each

new RPS resource

To ensure compliance with its GHG and
RPS targets, MCE plans to substantially
rely on GHG-free and RPS-eligible
resources while contributing to statewide
reliability requirements and responsibly
managing overall portfolio costs. This
approach is generally consistent between
the 46 MMT Conforming Portfolio and 38
MMT Approved Conforming Portfolio.
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identified.

MCE’s compliance with the IRP
incremental procurement obligation
required by D.19-11-016 will be met
through a mix of resources currently under
contract. The contracted set of resources
totals 89.38 MW of September Net
Qualifying Capacity, which slightly
exceeds MCE’s 87.5 MW incremental
capacity requirement, and certain portions
are already online with the required
balance of such incremental capacity
expected to be online by the noted August
1% deadlines in 2021, 2022 and 2023.
Such incremental capacity is comprised of
the following eligible resource types:
natural gas (Sutter Energy Center), wind,
solar, and landfill-gas-to-energy
generation. These resources are further
described in MCE’s 2020 IRP and MCE’s
February 1, 2021 incremental
procurement compliance filing.

As part of its 2020 Open Season
procurement process, MCE also
contracted for a hybrid resource, which is
expected to provide additional RPS-
eligible incremental capacity (under long-
term contract) beyond the noted 89.38
MW currently under contract.

MCE will also administer future Open
Season procurement processes to fill
outstanding resource needs required to
meet portfolio specifications reflected in
its 38 MMT Approved Conforming
Portfolio.

IV. Action Plan
B. Procurement

Activities

The retail seller should describe the solicitation strategies for the RPS
resources that will be included in both Conforming Portfolios. This

description should include:

1. The type of solicitation.

2. The timeline for each
solicitation.

3. Desired online dates.

MCE will issue future solicitations, as
described above in Section 10, on a
timeline that is appropriate for the
resource development plan reflected in its
46 MMT Conforming Portfolio and 38
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4. Other relevant
procurement planning
information, such as
solicitation goals and
objectives.

MMT Approved Conforming Portfolio
and that will allow MCE to meet its
internal as well as state-mandated RPS
targets. MCE typically administers its
annual Open Season procurement
processes each Spring and, as part of such
processes, may pursue additional
resources that will be needed to fulfill
resource specifications reflected in its 38
MMT Approved Conforming Portfolio.

As noted above, MCE also identified
contracting opportunities with certain
hybrid resources as part of its 2020 Open
Season procurement process and such
resources are expected to provide
additional RPS-eligible incremental
capacity (under long-term contract)
beyond the noted 89.38 MW currently
under contract.

IV. Action Plan
C. Potential

Barriers

Retail sellers should provide a summary of the potential barriers to
implementing both Conforming Portfolios as they relate to RPS
resources. The section should include:

1. Key market, regulatory,
financial, or other
resource viability barriers
or risks associated with
the RPS resources coming
online in both retail
sellers’ Conforming
Portfolios.

2. Key risks associated
with the potential
retirement of existing RPS
resources on which the
retail seller intends to rely
in the future.

MCE does not expect any procurement
barriers to impede its future contracting
for new renewable energy resources, but
notes that even though a balanced, diverse
RPS portfolio is desirable, the limited
resource availability and lead time
required for some technology types may
necessitate planning flexibility. The key
risk affecting MCE’s 38 MMT Approved
Conforming IRP Portfolio is reliance on
new resources. While MCE has a highly
successful track record of contracting with
new-build renewable resources, there is
always a limited risk of project failure.

Risks are far more limited with regard to
MCE’s 46 MMT Conforming Portfolio, as
this portfolio would actually require the
reduced use of planned RPS resources
relative to MCE’s internally adopted
targets.
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In consideration of MCE’s existing
renewable energy commitments,
significant internal renewable energy
procurement targets and the relatively
manageable level of incremental RPS
procurement that would be required to
meet parameters of the 38 MMT
Approved Conforming IRP Portfolio,
MCE does not have any substantive
concerns regarding its ability to fulfill
achieve levels of renewable energy
procurement that will be required to
satisfy pertinent RPS mandates or IRP
targets.

Dated: February 19, 2021
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In accordance with the California Public Utilities Commission’s (“Commission”) May 6,
2020 Assigned Commissioner and Assigned Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Identifying Issues
and Schedule of Review for 2020 Renewables Portfolio Standard Procurement Plans (“ACR”).”)
and the May 13, 2020 E-Mail Ruling Modifying Schedule of Review for 2020 RPS Procurement

Plans Issued in the May 6, 2020 RPS Plan Ruling, and the Decision on 2020 Renewables Portfolio

Standard Procurement Plans, issued on January 20, 2021 (“D.21-01-005"), Marin Clean Energy

(“MCE” or “Agency”), hereby submits this 2020 Renewables Portfolio Standard Procurement Plan

(“RPS Procurement Plan”). As directed by the ACR, this RPS Procurement Plan includes

responses for the issues expressed in ACR sections 5.1-5.16.

MCE notes that certain issues and requests in these ACR sections apply to the other retail
sellers (electrical corporations and electric service providers), and do not extend to Community
Choice Aggregators (“CCAs”’). MCE is nevertheless voluntarily responding to these ACR sections
in the interest of transparency and in order to collaborate with the Commission. However, the

submission of this RPS Procurement Plan pursuant to the ACR should not be construed as a waiver



of the right to assert that components of Senate Bill (“SB”) 790 (2012) or that Commission
decisions and rulings on RPS Procurement Plan submittals do not extend to CCAs. MCE reserves
the right to challenge any such assertion of jurisdiction over these matters.

In reviewing this RPS Procurement Plan, MCE encourages the Commission to consider
the differences between California’s investor-owned utilities (“IOUs”) and other retail sellers,
including CCAs. Differing levels of detail, procedure, complexity, and coordination within the

planning documents submitted by these organizations are very appropriate.

1. Major Changes to RPS Plan

This Section describes the most significant changes between MCE’s 2019 RPS

Procurement Plan and its Final 2020 RPS Procurement Plan as filed on February 19, 2021 .July-6;
2020- A redline of this Final 2020 RPS Plan against MCE’s Draft 20202649 RPS Plan is included
as Appendix A. The table below provides a list of key differences between MCE’s 2019 and 2020
RPS Procurement Plans.

Table 1: Key Changes to MCE’s RPS Procurement Plan

Plan Reference Plan Section Summary/Justification of Change
2020 RPS Summary of Updated to incorporate details on how MCE’s
Procurement Plan: Legislation planned procurement meets the requirements
Section 3 Compliance of SB 350, SB 100, and SB 901.

2020 RPS Assessment of RPS | Updated to add discussion of portfolio

Procurement Plan: Portfolio Supplies optimization and advanced emerging

Section 4 and Demand technologies.

2020 RPS Project Development | Added narrative describing how MCE is on

Procurement Plan: Status Update track to address the goals of system needs,

Section 5 RPS requirements, and greenhouse gas
(“GHG”) reduction goals.

2020 RPS Renewable Net Short | Added narrative describing how the results of

Procurement Plan: Calculation MCE’s risk assessment has been incorporated

Section 8 into the RNS Calculation.




2020 RPS Bid Solicitation Updated to include discussion of joint

Procurement Plan: Protocol solicitations.

Section 10

2020 RPS Safety Added discussion about how MCE’s

Procurement Plan: Considerations procurement activities impact wildfire

Section 11 mitigation and climate change adaptation and
how MCE’s portfolio is affected by PSPS
events.

2020 RPS Curtailment Expanded on existing discussion to include

Procurement Plan: Frequency, description of mitigation strategies tailored to

Section 13 Forecasting, Costs MCE’s portfolio and region.

2020 RPS Coordination with Added table identifying how planned RPS

Procurement Plan: the IRP Proceeding procurement aligns with MCE’s conforming

Section 15 portfolios te-be-filed in the IRP proceeding.

2. Executive Summary

In this 2020 RPS Procurement Plan, MCE provides information and updates regarding its
progress in meeting applicable renewable energy planning and procurement targets, as well as
additional detail in response to the expanded requirements set forth in the ACR.

Marin Clean Energy (“MCE”), California’s first community choice aggregator (“CCA”),
is a not-for-profit public agency that began service in 2010 with a mission to address climate
change by reducing energy-related greenhouse gas emissions with renewable energy and energy
efficiency at cost-competitive rates while offering economic and workforce benefits, and creating
more equitable communities. MCE serves approximately 484,000 customer accounts in 34
communities across Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, and Solano counties, with annual retail sales of
approximately 5,550 gigawatt hours. MCE offers its customers a 60% renewable default service
(“Light Green™), as well as two 100% renewable energy service options (“Deep Green” and “Local
Sol”).

MCE is governed by a board of 28 locally elected officials, which sets policy for the



Agency and oversee its operations. Depending upon the issue, representatives from MCE’s
governing board generally convene two to three times per month with advance public notice
provided in compliance with the Brown Act.

MCE continues to maintain an annual Integrated Resource Plan (“IRP”) that focuses on
planning and procuring resources needed to meet its demand as well as local and state
environmental mandates. MCE’s annual IRP is in addition to the biennial IRP mandated by SB
350 (2015). The IRP submitted to the Commission has been primarily oriented towards supporting
California’s achievement of its 2030 GHG reduction targets. MCE’s annual IRP similarly
addresses GHG reduction targets as well as various other matters related to resource planning and
procurement, including complementary energy programs administered by MCE, over a forward-
looking, 10-year period.! MCE’s annual IRP is periodically updated and adopted by its Technical
Committee (under delegated authority of MCE’s governing board), memorializing the evolving
policies and resource preferences of the Agency.

MCE’s internal commitment to clean energy has resulted in a default portfolio that reached
60% renewable in 2017, thirteen years ahead of the statewide trajectory. MCE has secured 6668%
of its total 2021 renewable portfolio through long-term contracts, exceeding the long-term
contracting requirement established by SB 350 (2015). MCE is also fully compliant with all
Commission Resource Adequacy (“RA”) requirements, to support the reliability needs of the state.

MCE maintains its clean, balanced portfolio by closely monitoring ongoing market
conditions, including but not limited to curtailment, customer demand, and policy changes such as
the expansion of direct access (“DA”) following the passage of SB 237 (2018). MCE also monitors

unanticipated market events, such as the COVID-19 pandemic, and their impacts on both the

! Current versions of MCE’s annual IRP, as well as the SB 350-required IRP, are available for review on
MCE’s website: https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/energy-procurement/.




supply and demand sides of the market.? In optimizing its portfolio, MCE prioritizes maintaining
a balanced, diverse, and reliable portfolio; keeping our commitment to clean energy; and reducing
customer costs.

MCE’s commitment to clean energy has led the Agency to explore opportunities to mitigate
the impacts of air pollution impacts in regions of the state where communities have been
disproportionately impacted by the existing generating fleet, as well as the need to bring economic
benefits to communities with high levels of poverty and unemployment. To address this concern,
MCE continues to evaluate the procurement of “clean resource adequacy” (“Clean RA”) and the
feasibility of transitioning to increased use of carbon-free capacity sources to meet statewide
reserve capacity mandates.

To reflect MCE’s evolving resource preferences and impacts associated with recent
changes to emission accounting practices reflected under California’s Power Source Disclosure
(“PSD”) program, MCE intends to discontinue use of Portfolio Content Category (“PCC”) 2
products in 2022 and beyond.

MCE’s RPS Procurement Plan details its current solicitations and its bid review and
selection processes. The Plan also describes how MCE applies the Least Cost Best Fit concept to
its portfolio, to support its priorities as an agency created for the purpose of providing clean energy,
among other things.

MCE continues to closely monitor its exposure to a variety of risk factors, as discussed
more fully below in Section 7. MCE continues to find that its thorough analysis of both portfolio-
and project- level risk combined with its significant margin of over-procurement relative to

statewide RPS goals render a quantitative model for risk assessment unnecessary at this time. MCE

2 COVID-19 impacts are discussed more fully in Sections 4 and 6, below.



continues to assess the need for such a model and may employ additional analytical tools in the
future.

MCE maintains safety as a top priority, and works with its suppliers to ensure that its
portfolio is protected from a variety of safety risk factors, as well as to ensure that its generation
does not add additional safety risks in the areas where facilities are located.

Finally, MCE’s RPS Procurement Plan describes how the Conforming Portfolios in its
fortheoming IRP,te-be filed September 1, 2020, witl-align with this Plan.

3. Summary of Compliance with Legislation

This RPS Procurement Plan addresses the requirements of all relevant legislation and the
Commission’s regulatory framework. This Section describes the relevant statutory and regulatory
requirements and how this RPS Procurement Plan demonstrates that MCE meets these
requirements.

SB 350 was signed by the Governor on October 7, 2015. SB 350 set a new RPS
procurement target of 50% by December 31, 2030. On December 20, 2016, the Commission issued
D.16-12-040, which partially implemented the increased targets of SB 350 by establishing new
compliance periods and procurement quantity requirements. On July 5, 2017, the Commission
issued D.17-06-026, which implemented some of the key remaining elements of SB 350, including
adopting new minimum procurement requirements for long-term contracts and owned resources,
as well as revising the excess procurement rules. As discussed in greater detail in Section 4.B.1,
MCE projects that 6668% of its total internal 2021 renewables target (which is substantially higher
than the statewide target for 2021) will be met with long-term contracts.

SB 100 was signed by the Governor on September 10, 2018 and became effective on

January 1, 2019. SB 100 increased the RPS procurement requirements to 44% by December 31,



2024, 52% by December 31, 2027, and 60% by December 31, 2030. On June 6, 2018, the
Commission issued D.18-05-026, which implemented changes made by SB 350 to the RPS waiver
process and reaffirmed the existing RPS penalty scheme. In July of 2018, the Commission
instituted Rulemaking 18-07-003 to continue the implementation of the RPS. On June 28, 2019,
the Commission issued D.19-06-023, which continues to use a straight-line method to calculate
compliance period procurement quantity requirements. The current RPS procurement targets are
incorporated into MCE’s Renewable Net Short Calculation Table as described in Section 8 below
and attached as Appendix C. MCE’s current and planned procurement is sufficient to exceed these
targets, including a minimum margin of over-procurement based on MCE’s risk assessment, as
further described in Sections 7 and 9.

SB 901, signed by Governor Brown on September 21, 2018, added Public Utilities Code
Section 8388, which requires any investor -owned utility, publicly owned electric utility, or CCA
with a biomass contract meeting certain requirements to seek to amend the contract to extend the
expiration date to be five years later than the expiration date that was operative as of 2018. MCE
does not have a contract with a biomass facility that is covered by Public Utilities Code Section
8388.

4. Assessment of RPS Portfolio Supplies and Demand

4.A. Portfolio Supply and Demand

Similar to its historical renewable procurement, MCE projects that it will meet or exceed
applicable RPS procurement obligations over the long-term planning horizon (ten years and
beyond), though the exact characteristics of MCE’s supply portfolio may vary over time
depending on market developments, policy changes, technological improvements, Agency

preferences, and/or other factors. To manage this future uncertainty, MCE examines and



estimates supply and customer demand, and will structure its future procurement efforts to
balance customer demand with requisite resource commitments.

As previously noted, MCE’s internally adopted renewable energy procurement targets
have been set in excess of state-imposed mandates, creating a natural compliance buffer. For
example, 61.7% of MCE’s aggregate supply portfolio was comprised of RPS-eligible renewable
energy in 2019, an amount nearly double the statewide procurement mandate of 31%. Similar to
previous years, this significant level of over-procurement would have accommodated massive
fluctuations in annual retail sales and/or anticipated renewable energy deliveries before triggering
potential compliance risks for MCE. Given the significance of MCE’s minimum 60% renewable
target, past success meeting applicable compliance mandates, and existing supply commitments,
MCE does not foresee any issues in fulfilling upcoming renewable supply commitments.

MCE continues to monitor the prospective impacts to its customer base associated with
the upcoming reopening of California’s direct access market due to SB 237 (2018) and D.19-05-
043. This analysis is ongoing and may result in future adjustments to MCE’s load forecast and
related renewable energy procurement obligations, which would be expected to decrease if MCE
load migrates to direct access providers.

Impacts of the COVID-19 Pandemic

MCE is keenly aware of the current, worldwide COVID-19 pandemic, and its impact on
“business as usual,” including both demand and supply side impacts. Across retail sellers,
commercial loads have decreased as a result of business closures or substantially modified
operations, and residential loads have increased due to “stay at home” and “shelter in place”
orders. MCE meets frequently to discuss observed variances between actual and anticipated

customer energy use, including potential adjustments to upcoming load schedules. Based on



available data and related analyses conducted to date, impacts to MCE’s overall load and sales
appear to be relatively modest, approximately 4%-5% lower than forecast.

Looking forward, it is difficult to predict the ongoing impact to retail sales as a result of
COVID-19. However, early indications suggest that such impacts may be relatively minor within
MCE’s service territory, as compared to other areas of the state. MCE continues to evaluate the
pandemic’s impacts to its load and sales, and is working to identify a suitable approach for
adjusting its retail sales forecast if needed.

MCE is also closely monitoring supply-side impacts of COVID-19, including supplier
and developer effectiveness in fulfilling renewable energy needs, project completion, and overall

supplier viability. These impacts are discussed in greater detail in Section 6.1, below.

4.A.1. Portfolio Optimization

MCE plans for and secures commitments from a diverse portfolio of generating resources
to reliably serve the electricity supply requirements of its customers over near-term, mid-term and
long-term planning horizons. MCE’s goal is to meet organizational policies and statewide
mandates in a manner that is cost effective, achieves internally adopted clean energy objectives
and supports a well-balanced resource portfolio. Portfolio optimization strategies can help reduce
costs and should facilitate alignment of MCE’s portfolio of resources with its forecasted needs.
This noted, MCE has initiated a transition to the exclusive use of PCC1 renewable energy products
by 2022 to minimize portfolio emission impacts that would otherwise accrue through the use of
PCC2 and PCC3 product options, which are ascribed emissions under California’s current
emissions calculation methodology. This approach is significantly more costly to MCE’s
customers but will promote achievement of MCE’s GHG-related objectives.

To support this goal, MCE considers the following strategies:



e Joint Solicitations: Joint solicitations can expand the procurement opportunities available

to a CCA, as well as provide procedural efficiencies, economies of scale, and overall cost
savings for participating organizations. MCE 1is closely networked with other CCAs
through its membership in the California Community Choice Association, (“CalCCA”),
the trade organization representing California’s Community Choice Aggregation sector,
and regularly coordinates with other CCAs regarding prospective procurement
opportunities and portfolio balancing activities.

e Purchases from Retail Sellers: Purchases of resales from other retail sellers can provide a

cost-effective way of meeting short term resource needs or filling in gaps in procurement
while long-term projects are under development. MCE will evaluate solicitations offered
by other retail sellers, as necessary.

e Sales Solicitations: As MCE continues to manage its growing portfolio of renewable

resources, it will also consider administering sales solicitations (serving as a renewable
energy seller) for the benefit of other retail sellers. Such solicitations are expected to be
rare and relatively small in scale. MCE may also engage in bilateral sales discussions with
certain retail sellers, including CCAs, if/when divesting relatively small amounts of surplus
renewable energy supply is deemed necessary to rebalance MCE’s renewable portfolio
relative to internally established procurement targets. MCE has completed such processes
in the past and expects to do so in the future as well. Selling excess renewable supply is an
effective way for all Load-Serving Entities (“LSEs”) to reduce unnecessary renewable
energy expenses while providing valuable renewable energy products to other market
participants.

e Optimizing Existing Procurement: As MCE considers its long-term resource needs, it may




evaluate options in its future power purchase agreements to increase output through either
facility upgrades or adding new capacity to the generating facility. Expanding existing
facilities may provide additional generation at reduced costs with a lower risk of project

failure because the need for distribution system upgrades and permitting may be reduced.

MCE has conducted three solicitations in 2020 for energy and capacity, which are summarized
below:

1. 2020 Open Season Request for Offers (“RFO”): The Open Season provides a

competitive, objectively administered opportunity for qualified suppliers of various
energy products (including renewable and storage technologies) to fulfill MCE’s
future resource requirements.

2. Clean Resource Adequacy RFO: The Clean RA RFO is to contract for clean RA

resources to phase out the use of fossil-based RA resources over the next ten to
fifteen years.

3. Long-Duration Storage Request for Information: In June 2020, thirteen CCAs,

including MCE, released a Joint Request for Information for long-duration storage
resources.’

MCE conducts its Open Season RFO on an annual basis, soliciting new-build renewable

energy and storage resources that meet the procurement targets put forth in its integrated resource

plan. As part of the Open Season solicitation process, MCE provides an RFO Overview and

Instructions document that details the volume of energy and resources eligible to apply, along with

detailed information on required supporting documentation, evaluation criteria, schedule, and

submittal process. In addition to the RFO Overview and Instructions, MCE supplies offerors with

3 https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/energy-procurement/.




an offer form and term sheets for renewable project offers, renewables paired with storage and

energy storage only offers.

MCE allows for 4-6 weeks for offerors to submit an offer, after which time MCE staff

conducts a multi-phased approach for reviewing each offer. Offers are first reviewed for

completeness relative to the RFO eligibility criteria. MCE then conducts a quantitative analysis

focused on the value of each conforming offer and develops a short-list based on the project

evaluation criteria. The short-list is then reviewed by MCE’s Ad Hoc Contracts Committee and its

Technical Committee. MCE enters into an Exclusivity Agreement for the strongest offers after this

three-stage review, to ensure that favorable opportunities are not “lost” to other buyers.

Staff then begins contract negotiations with selected projects. The resulting Power

Purchase Agreement(s) (PPAs) are reviewed by MCE’s Executive Management team before

review and approval by MCE’s Technical Committee. Contract execution occurs after the PPAs

are approved by MCE’s Technical Committee.

MCE’s 2020 Open Season resulted in the execution of a PPA with Daggett Solar Power 3

LLC fora 110 MW solar photovoltaic resource paired with a 55 MW lithium-ion battery, executed

on September 25. 2020.

Through the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (“PCIA”), MCE customers (and other
CCA and Direct Access customers) are required to pay their share of the above-market costs
associated with PG&E’s large hydroelectric fleet, PG&E’s nuclear power plant, Diablo Canyon,
and many PG&E Power Purchase Agreements (“PPAs”) including RPS PPAs. Nearly half of
PG&E’s customer load has departed for other LSEs, resulting in PG&E having excess resources
in its portfolio. PG&E offered to allocate a proportionate share of the 2020 output of the

hydroelectric and nuclear, GHG-free, resources at no additional cost on a voluntary basis to CCAs



and Direct Access providers whose customers pay the PCIA (“Interim Allocation”). There is a
parallel process underway at the Commission* to establish permanent rules to address excess utility

resources (“PCIA Proposal”). The PCIA Proposal may also result in increased market access to

PCIA-eligible RPS resources from IOU portfolios.

While MCE’s governing board has elected not to take the nuclear allocations from PG&E
to align with its policy of no resource-specific nuclear transactions, MCE has accepted PG&E
hydroelectric allocations for 2020 and will use these allocations toward meeting its GHG-free
targets. The Interim Allocation is currently scheduled to sunset at the end of 2020, and MCE is
awaiting Commission decision on the PCIA Proposal.

MCE is structuring its Light Green portfolio to be approximately 95% GHG-free in 2022
and beyond, subject to market and/or regulatory changes. To structure such a clean Light Green
portfolio by 2022, MCE will procure three products: (1) RPS-eligible renewable energy; (2) large
hydroelectric energy; and (3) Asset Controlling Supplier energy, the vast majority of which is large
hydroelectric. To ensure grid reliability, MCE’s contracting goals include 210 MW of stand-alone
energy storage to be online by 2029, and to have approximately 320 MW of new energy storage
paired with solar resources online by 2030.

4.B. Responsiveness to Policies, Regulations, and Statutes

MCE is a local governmental agency that is subject to the control of its governing board
and is directly accountable to the community that it serves. MCE strongly supports and is
committed to meeting the state’s GHG reduction and renewable procurement goals. As a member
of CalCCA, MCE actively supported the passage of SB 100 (2018) and has fully incorporated the

procurement requirements of the state’s RPS program into its overall procurement strategy. As

* PCIA Rulemaking 17-06-026, Phase 2, Working Group 3.



overseen by its governing board, MCE has developed a schedule for issuing solicitations,
executing contracts with existing resources, and bringing new projects online on a timeline that is
reasonably calculated to meet the applicable RPS targets. The resources identified in this RPS
Procurement Plan are consistent with the resources that will be identified in MCE’s Integrated
Resource Plan (“IRP”), which will be provided to the Commission for certification and approved
by MCE’s governing board.

As previously noted, MCE’s internally adopted renewable energy procurement target has
been set at a minimum of 60%. All related renewable energy purchases will be sourced from
California Energy Commission-certified generating facilities, which will be eligible for use under
California’s RPS Program. The significant majority of MCE’s renewable energy purchases will be
sourced from products meeting the delivery requirements established for PCC1. Pre-2022, the
balance of requisite renewable energy purchases will be sourced from products meeting the
delivery specifications associated with PCC2. The prospective procurement of PCC3 products is
substantially minimized in MCE’s annual IRP, and such purchases would only be pursued as a last
resort, should market conditions preclude the cost-effective purchase of PCC1 or PCC2 products.
In any case, MCE’s procurement of PCC3 products will not exceed the limitations imposed under
California’s RPS Program.

Furthermore, MCE’s existing contractual commitments have secured the significant
majority of its renewable energy requirements. Existing contracts continue to address the majority
of MCE’s renewable energy needs throughout the planning period addressed in this RPS
Procurement Plan, accounting for 58% of statutory renewable energy procurement requirements
in 2030. MCE’s planning and procurement process is ongoing, which is expected to result in

additional renewable energy acquisition, the substantial majority of which will be secured via long-



term contracts.
4.B.1. Long-term Procurement

MCE has been committed to supporting new, California-based renewable resource
development since its inception, and has supported numerous generating assets via execution of
long-term contracts. MCE has already executed long-term renewable contracts that will yield
6668% of its total 2021 internal 60% renewables target.> Further, in the Open Season solicitation
described above, only projects with a term of delivery between ten and twenty years are
considered.

In light of its existing long-term supply commitments, MCE expects to meet or exceed
California’s minimum 65% long-term contracting requirement, which becomes effective in 2021,
through 20302627. Even in the event of lower-than-anticipated deliveries from such contracts,
MCE would still expect to satisfy the 65% long-term contracting requirement through 2026. Fe
suppert-compliance-beyond-the 2026-2027calendar-years;- MCE expects to engage in additional
long-term contract efforts to continue to meet or exceed the long-term contracting mandate.

4.C. Portfolio Diversity and Reliability

MCE also considers the deliverability characteristics of its resources (including the
expected delivery profile, available capacity and dispatchability attributes, if any, associated with
each of its generating resource and/or supply agreements) and reviews the respective risks
associated with short- and long-term purchases as part of its forecasting and procurement
processes. These efforts lead to a more diverse resource mix, address grid integration issues, and
provide value to MCE’s member communities, including reduced costs and support in achieving

planned procurement objectives for the period addressed in this 2020 RPS Procurement Plan. A

> Because MCE’s internal renewable targets is significantly higher than California’s statewide target, this
positions MCE to comfortably exceed the 2021 long-term contracting requirement.



quantitative description of MCE’s forecast is attached in Appendix C.

While MCE is not opposed to considering emerging renewable generating technologies,
it must be judicious in pursuing the use of such resources, as such technologies may not perform
as expected. This noted, MCE’s commitment to innovation and renewable technology
advancement will likely identify strategic opportunities for the inclusion of emerging
technologies within its supply portfolio. For example, MCE has pursued supply commitments
with renewable energy plus storage configurations, which are expected to mitigate renewable
integration impacts typically associated with increased use and development of intermittent
renewable generating technologies. The extent to which such configurations will be successful in
mitigating conditions of over-supply, production variability and misalignments between energy
production and customer use will be monitored over time to ensure that such contractual
commitments are promoting desired outcomes.

MCE will continue to procure renewable and other GHG-free and conventional energy
products, as necessary, to ensure that the future energy needs of its customers are met in a clean,
reliable, and cost-effective manner. MCE has established proportionate procurement targets for
overall GHG-free energy content, including subcategories for renewable energy and other carbon-
free products, including related planning reserves. MCE is in the process of evaluating an
“equivalent carbon-free” portfolio metric, which would consider the total emissions associated
with each supply source relative to a target annual emission factor for its entire supply portfolio.
For example, a 90% carbon-free equivalent metric in 2021 would allow an overall portfolio
emission factor equal to 10% of the California Air Resources Board’s (“CARB”) assigned
emission factor for energy imports and system power, which is currently set at 0.428 metric tons

of carbon dioxide equivalent per megawatt hour (“MT _COye”). Expressed differently, a 90%



carbon-free equivalent metric would limit, on a voluntary basis, emissions to an overall portfolio
emission factor of 0.043 MT COge.

Because certain renewable generating technologies are known to have relatively low levels
of emissions, such as certain geothermal generating technologies, MCE’s equivalent carbon-free
metric captures such impacts along with any other use of carbon-emitting supply, including system
power and CARB-certified Asset Controlling Supply (which is ascribed an emission factor based
on the resources reflected in such portfolios), to derive its proportionate use of carbon-free
generation. To the extent that MCE’s energy needs are not fulfilled through the use of renewable
or other GHG-free generating resources, it should be assumed that such supply will be sourced
from conventional energy sources, such as natural gas generating technologies or system power
purchases.

MCE uses a portfolio risk management approach in its power purchasing program, seeking
low -cost supply (based on then-current market conditions) as well as diversity among
technologies, production profiles, project sizes and locations, counterparties, lengths of contract,
and timing of market purchases. These factors are taken into consideration when MCE engages
the market and pursues related procurement activities.

A key component of this process relates to the analysis and consideration of MCE’s
forward load obligations and existing supply commitments with the objectives of closely balancing
supply and demand, cost/rate stability and overall budgetary impacts, while leaving some
flexibility to take advantage of market opportunities and/or technological improvements that may
arise over time. MCE monitors its open positions separately for each renewable generating
technology as well as GHG-free resources, conventional resources, and its aggregate supply

portfolio. MCE maintains portfolio coverage targets of up to 100% (of expected customer energy



requirements) in the near-term (0 to 2 years) and typically leaves gradually larger open positions
in the mid- to long-term, consistent with generally accepted industry practices.

MCE has a preference for zero emission generating technologies, but within this preference
MCE is largely technology-agnostic aside.®* MCE’s supply preferences are intended to exhibit
diversity across a broad range of renewable technologies that will deliver energy in a profile that
is generally consistent with MCE’s anticipated load shape. MCE is aware that significant use of
intermittent renewable generating technologies has the potential to create misalignments between
customer energy consumption and related power production; however, MCE regularly evaluates
customer usage in light of expected renewable deliveries to reduce such risks and inform future
procurement decisions. Furthermore, MCE continues to consider procurement opportunities with
renewable generating facilities that will utilize battery storage technology, which may present the
opportunity to somewhat re-shape the typical delivery profile associated with intermittent
renewable generating assets, providing the opportunity for MCE to more closely balance supply
and customer demand.

Recent market data continues to indicate that midday peak resources are likely to comprise
a larger proportion of California’s renewable supply portfolio due to the rapid decline in wholesale
prices for solar PV generation and the abundance of such projects in operation and under
development. Additions to MCE’s portfolio during the Planning Period will likely be more heavily
weighted toward energy resources — dispatchable, shaped during non-solar or ramping periods, or
otherwise — that complement competitively priced solar already under contract or pair new solar
projects with storage technologies to avoid exacerbating midday over-supply. MCE may also

engage in purchases from as-available renewable generation (e.g., wind) to the extent that such

® As mentioned above, MCE has a policy of not pursuing resource-specific nuclear power purchases.



supply is competitively priced or otherwise provides electricity during time of day when existing
supply commitments are currently lacking.

In regard to generation project location, MCE places the greatest value on locally-sited
renewable generating projects, particularly those located in its service area or within
approximately 100 miles thereof. In general terms, the next highest preference related to resource
selection are projects sited within the North of Path 15 region (generally, Northern California),
followed by projects elsewhere in California, and lastly, out-of-state resources. This procurement
strategy has led MCE to achieve its desired clean energy portfolio objectives as well as cost-
competitive customer rates. With this in mind, MCE intends to continue this approach in the
future.

4.D. Lessons Learned

MCE’s operating history has reinforced its belief that diversity among renewable energy
commitments is highly desirable. This spans a broad range of considerations, including the use of
various fuel sources, resource locations, contract durations, product specifications, pricing
mechanisms, solicitation timing and frequency, as well as various other concerns. Early-stage
discipline in renewable energy contracting allowed for MCE’s solar energy commitments to
gradually move down a declining cost curve, which avoided over-weighting the portfolio with an
abundance of excessively costly contracts. As California’s energy landscape continued to evolve,
a concentration of renewable generating assets in certain locations reinforced the benefits of
geographic diversity — as certain areas of the state were overbuilt with renewable generating
infrastructure, challenges related to depressed market prices and related resource curtailments

began to surface and will likely continue to exist for quite some time.” These observations have

"1t is noteworthy, however, that economic curtailment may not be feasible for certain retail sellers when
considering the financial implications of long-term contract delivery shortfalls imposed under the RPS



contributed to a more rigorous evaluation process for new generating projects, which is expected
to reduce risks associated with such issues — while attempting to understand historical market
pricing (at particular resource locations) is not a perfect predictor of future performance, it seems
to mitigate potential adverse financial consequences during near-term operation of such facilities.

With regard to long-term contracting, there is substantial financial risk associated with
California’s changing regulatory landscape. As California’s energy market undergoes several
significant changes over a short period of time, it seems impossible to predict how such long-term
commitments will impact buyers and sellers, as well as affect costs for retail customers. While
MCE works to protect the value of its contract when possible in the contracting process, it has seen
the value of its resources degrade over time due to regulatory changes. If the regulatory rules under
which the resources were originally contracted are not considered or grandfathered, MCE will
inevitably lose value on the contracts it enters into, which discourages the long-term contracting
the state has generally incentivized.

Another noteworthy lesson learned relates to the manner in which distinct California
energy programs interact with one another. In particular, the ongoing implementation of Assembly
Bill (“AB”) 1110 (stats. 2016) devalues and discourages the use of certain renewable energy
products (allowed for use under California’s RPS Program) by virtue of the manner in which
associated emissions will be accounted for under the Power Source Disclosure Program (“PSD
Program”). Specifically, changes to PSD Program regulations related to AB 1110 will now
attribute an emissions factor equivalent to system power to any PCC2 and PCC3 volumes. In

addition, PCC3 certificates will not be recognized as a renewable fuel source during power source

Program. In light of such significant financial charges, certain retail sellers may be forced to accept
deliveries from renewable generating assets during instances of significant negative pricing to ensure that
requisite long-term contracting quantities are satisfied. This could result in higher-than-anticipated
renewable energy costs and related impacts to customer rates.



accounting. This change has led MCE and various other CCAs to forgo or minimize the use of
PCC2 and PCC3 products to avoid representing an inflated emissions factor and reduced below-
actual renewable energy content during power source reporting and related customer
communications. This adaptation to MCE’s planning and procurement practice became necessary
despite the fact that such products are deemed eligible for use under California’s RPS Program.
This transition by MCE to procure PCC1 products instead of PCC2 products has increased costs
and customer rates.

While these lessons learned have been useful for MCE, some of these issues seem to be
avoidable through increased coordination during the development and administration of
California’s various energy reporting and compliance programs -- as MCE testified at a joint en
banc of the Commission and California Energy Commission in October 2018.

5. Project Development Status Update

As described in Section 4.B above, MCE’s current and planned procurement is sufficient
to meet both the applicable RPS procurement requirements as well as support the state’s GHG
reduction targets. Further, MCE’s current and planned procurement supports system reliability
by considering both portfolio diversity and alignment with MCE customers’ load curve.

As of the date of this RPS Procurement Plan, MCE has entered into six utility-scale
contracts with eligible renewable energy resources that are not yet commercially operational.
Additionally, certain of MCE’s Feed-In Tariff (“FIT”) projects have successfully achieved
commercial operation while others continue through the development process. These projects are
supported via pricing schedules that are intended to promote developer interest while also
offsetting higher-than-normal development costs typically associated with MCE’s service

territory. To date, MCE’s FIT program has supported the completion of twelve locally situated,



small scale renewable generating projects, which are currently producing electricity that is
purchased by MCE under long-term contracts. MCE has attached the Project Development Status
Update Report as Appendix D.

6. Potential Compliance Delays

MCE has received favorable determinations of compliance relating to Compliance Period
1 and Compliance Period 2, which indicate that “MCE met its RPS compliance obligations”
during such periods. MCE expects similar determinations related to the current compliance period
(Compliance Period 3, which includes calendar years 2017-2020) and future compliance periods,
as MCE is well ahead of prescribed procurement targets based on current and planned
procurement activities and actual renewable energy deliveries. With regard to long-term
contracting compliance, as discussed above MCE has secured long-term contract commitments
sufficient to meet the noted requirements through 2027 (or 2026 in the event of substantial
delivery shortfalls).

6.1 Potential Impacts of COVID-19 Pandemic on Project Development

As the Commission is aware, successful renewable energy markets depend upon
international supply chains, substantial labor commitments, robust financial markets, timely
interactions with governmental planning authorities and various other considerations. With
numerous disruptions caused by the pandemic, it is challenging to determine whether, and to what
extent, renewable energy procurement opportunities may be compromised, particularly new-
build renewable energy projects that typically rely on long-term contracts as the basis for project
financing. MCE closely coordinates with suppliers that are developing new-build renewable
generating assets and will continue to monitor this situation as well as potential fallout related to

supplier/developer effectiveness in fulfilling expected renewable energy deliveries, project



completion schedules and overall supplier viability. It seems reasonable to anticipate some
supply-side consequences, but MCE’s above-RPS renewable energy procurement targets coupled
with existing supply commitments from operational renewable generating facilities virtually
eliminate any compliance-related concerns.
7. Risk Assessment
MCE closely monitors development and operational risks associated with its planned and
existing renewable energy supply commitments to minimize the potential for significant variances
between actual and expected renewable energy deliveries.

Risk Oversight Committee and Energy Risk Management Policy

MCE has established a Risk Oversight Committee (“ROC”), which regularly convenes to
discuss conformance of MCE’s ongoing planning and procurement efforts with the organization’s
adopted Energy Risk Management Policy (“ERM Policy”). MCE’s ERM Policy was developed
for purpose of creating and maintaining controls and processes that will mitigate potential exposure
to various sources of risk, including market price risk, counterparty credit and performance risk,
load and generation (volumetric) risk, operational risk, liquidity risk and policy (e.g., legislative
and regulatory) risk.

To the extent that higher-than-expected renewable energy open positions, counterparty
over-exposure, meaningful load variations or other pertinent planning observations are identified
during meetings of the ROC, MCE adjusts procurement activities to address these concerns, which
promotes ongoing compliance with its ERM Policy. Should any significant ERM Policy deviations
be identified, MCE staff would inform its Governing Board before pursuing corrective action.
MCE’s risk assessment and management practices are described in greater detail in Section 7,

below.



Risk Assessment and Management Processes

In general terms, MCE’s process for minimizing and avoiding risk is deterministic in
nature and begins with the development of bid requirements and evaluative preferences for
solicitations. MCE’s solicitations are intended to identify suppliers that have demonstrated a
strong track record of successful project completion and ongoing project operation. Such
counterparties are more likely to timely complete project development activities and successfully
operate projects placed under contract, and therefore minimize project risks. This process has
yielded strong results: the pool of responses to MCE-administered solicitation is generally robust;
the quality of short-listed respondents is high and typically includes very experienced
counterparties with strong project development track records; the short-listed candidates, by virtue
of their considerable project development and/or operational experience, tend to be efficient
contract negotiators; and the resulting contracts have generally led to project deliveries that meet
MCE’s expectations.

Key risk factors are considered during evaluation of each prospective renewable energy
seller, including counterparty credit rating and general financial standing; California-based project
development experience; prior experience with CCA off-takers; commercial viability of the
proposed generating technology; and progress towards key development milestones such as
interconnection status, deliverability studies, siting, zoning, permitting, and financing
requirements. With regard to transmission adequacy, MCE ensures that each project has an
executed interconnection agreement with the appropriate participating transmission operator prior
to contract execution so that the project's interconnection costs, deliverability and timelines are
known to the extent possible. MCE also conducts a review of interconnection queues and

transmission planning in the area to understand impacts of planned projects and transmission



upgrades. The project review process also includes a thorough review of the permitting status from
the permitting authority and must demonstrate a path to completion. A selected seller bears risk of
supply chain delays impacting the seller’s ability to meet its guaranteed contractual milestones on
time, subject to permitted extensions and allowable Force Majeure provisions in the contract.

To the extent that a prospective renewable energy procurement opportunity comes to
fruition, and a contract is executed, development milestones are rigorously monitored by MCE’s
contract management staff, who regularly communicate with the project sponsor throughout the
development and construction processes.

MCE also seeks to minimize unnecessary financial exposure and general planning risk by
assembling a diversified portfolio of renewable generating resources and products that are
intended to complement the manner in which its customers use electric power. To promote this
alignment of supply and demand, MCE analyzes the impacts of proposed renewable energy
deliveries to its aggregate resource portfolio relative to expected customer energy use as part of
its evaluation process. To the extent that the proposed delivery profile would create undesirable
net-short or net-long positions, alternative product options will continue to be evaluated. MCE
may also pursue contract structures that promote volumetric stability through firm delivery
quantities and/or performance guarantees that provide for financial remedies/penalties in the event
of delivery shortfalls. If necessary, the financial remedies received by MCE could be used to: (1)
as a first priority, procure additional renewable energy supply to address delivery shortfalls; or (2)
in the event that the delivery shortfall caused MCE to be found non-compliant, offset the cost of
related penalties. MCE’s intent is to exceed compliance with applicable RPS mandates, and the

latter option is a last resort that is not expected to apply.



Additionally, MCE believes that it is important to manage temporal risks associated with:
(1) disproportionate exposure to prevailing market conditions at any particular point in time; and
(2) lack of diversity related to contract start dates, end dates or term lengths within a renewable
energy supply portfolio. MCE has regularly administered renewable energy solicitations
throughout its operating history to ensure that its exposure to ever-changing market conditions is
diversified, similar to the “dollar cost averaging” methodology that is regularly employed within
the financial sector. While attempts to “time the market” may occasionally yield short-lived
benefits, such results are generally not reliable and create the potential for significant risk and
financial consequences if market conditions quickly and/or significantly change. MCE’s deliberate
contracting approach entails “sampling” the market at regular intervals, avoiding large contractual
commitments in high-priced environments or missed opportunities in low-priced environments.
MCE also ensures that its contract start/end dates and related term lengths are staggered to avoid
planning “cliffs” that could occur if contracts of similar lengths and start dates were all executed
at the same time. The assembly of short-, medium- and long-term contracts further diversifies risk
within MCE’s renewable supply portfolio, and while increased long-term RPS contracting
requirements will inevitably increase such risks, MCE will continue to pursue portfolio diversity
by thoughtfully considering these temporal considerations during ongoing procurement processes.

Ongoing Evaluation of Need for Quantitative Risk Assessment Model

MCE continues to evaluate the need for a quantitative risk assessment model. MCE’s
rigorous process for evaluating prospective suppliers continues to be successful in identifying
highly qualified, financially viable candidates and supporting its achievement of both statutory and

voluntary renewable energy procurement goals.



Because MCE’s minimum renewable content commitment substantially exceeds the
current statewide goal, MCE continues to find that use of a quantitative risk assessment model is
not critically important in meeting pertinent RPS compliance mandates. MCE will continue to
evaluate the usefulness of such tools as it moves forward. Should MCE identify compliance-related
concerns through application of its ERM Policy or other mechanisms, MCE will take the
appropriate course of action, which may include quantitative risk assessments or other planning
studies, to address such issues before compliance is affected.

MCE’s Compliance Risk is Minimal

In terms of its ability to demonstrate compliance with California’s RPS procurement
mandates, MCE does not anticipate any particular development or operational risks that would
materially impact its planned progress in this regard. This perspective is supported by the
aforementioned supplier selection process as well as MCE’s internally adopted renewable energy
procurement target, which substantially exceeds California’s RPS mandate. However, the
possibility always exists that future renewable energy supply will not be delivered as required
under each respective power purchase contract. MCE considers this potential risk in forecasting
as well as during procurement review and decision-making.

8. Renewable Net Short Calculation

MCE’s failure rate for new-build renewable generation placed under contract is well below

five percent. MCE takes several steps to guard against the risk of project failure, including:

e Pre-contracting diligence, including a rigorous proposal evaluation process. MCE requires

that any new-build project be in an advanced stage of the pre-development process,

including permitting, financing, and interconnection. In particular, MCE’s practice is to

execute a PPA only after a project’s interconnection agreement is fully executed. This




increases certainty with regard to the project’s development timeline and costs.

e Project monitoring. MCE’s PPAs for new-build projects require frequent, detailed progress

reports, which helps to identify and mitigate potential problems in their early stages.

e Internal renewable portfolio targets. including a planning reserve, that meaningfully exceed

statewide mandates.

MCE has increased its planned procurement to account for a three percent failure rate in

2021, increasing to four percent in 2029. for both online generation and facilities in development.

These percentages are reflected in Appendix C. These adjustments were made to reflect 1) limited

delivery reductions from geothermal facilities impacted by nearby wildfires, and 2) occasional

curtailment of select in-state solar facilities due to negative pricing at certain times of the year.

Both of these shortfalls, even taken together, create impacts well below the 3%-4% risk adjustment

described here. MCE continues to actual planning data as compared to its forecast throughout the

year, and can adjust to supply- or demand-side variations within a given year.

MCE has provided a quantitative assessment to support the qualitative descriptions
provided in this RPS Procurement Plan, which is attached as Appendix C. At this point in time
and based on MCE’s past success, current supplier performance and anticipated renewable energy
contracting outcomes, there have been no risk-related adjustments to the expected renewable
energy quantities reflected in Appendix C. As previously noted, MCE has successfully procured
more than 60% of its resource needs from RPS-eligible renewable resources since 2017 and, as
aresult, has accrued renewable energy well in excess of applicable statewide mandates. In general
terms, renewable suppliers have performed as expected, and as such MCE did not find it
appropriate to incorporate risk adjustments at this point in time. If supplier performance becomes

more erratic in the future and such adjustments are deemed necessary, MCE will reflect such



adjustments in a future planning document.

9. Minimum Margin of Procurement (MMoP)

The following table displays MCE’s intended margin of RPS over-procurement based on

the differential between the SB 100 procurement targets and MCE’s internally adopted RPS

procurement targets.

Procurement (% of Retail Sales)

2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030
SB 100 RPS Procurement 35.8%| 38.5%| 41.3%| 44.0%| 46.7%| 493%| 52.0%| 54.7%| 57.3%| 60.0%
Requirement (% of Retail Sales)
MCE RPS Procurement Target 61.8%| 61.9%| 62.2%| 622%| 67.0%| 71.7%| 76.5%| 81.2%| 86.0%| 86.0%
(% of Retail Sales)
MCE Minimum Margin of Over{ 26.0%| 23.4%| 20.9%| 18.2%| 20.3%| 22.4%| 24.5%| 26.6%| 28.6%| 26.0%

MCE’s RPS-eligible renewable energy target is currently set at a minimum 60 percent,

increasing to 86 percent by 2030. Consequently, MCE’s RPS supply portfolio is expected to

reflect a minimum margin of over-procurement that will minimally exceed statewide RPS

mandates by at least 18 percent (relative to retail sales) in each year of the 10-year planning

horizon.

9.A. MMoP Methodology and Inputs

MCE’s internal renewable energy procurement policy specifies a minimum 60% RPS-

eligible renewable energy target. As illustrated in the table above, thisFhis provides a-significant

“cushion;~—protecting-MCE with a minimumagainst-unexpected—renewable—energydelivery

proteet-against-a—variety of the risks accounted for in the planning margin described in Section

8, including but not limited to; potential project development failure, deficient production by

facilities under contract, unusually high demand, and availability of requisite renewable energy




products within the marketplace.

9.B. MMoP Scenarios

MCE plans to meet the annual program renewable goals reflected in the table presented in

Section 9 (above), including the MMoPs reflected therein. As reflected in this table, MCE’s

anticipated MMoP percentages range from 18.2% in 2024 to 28.6% in 2029. The renewable net

short included in the RNS Quantitative Template also incorporates the additional RPS-eligible

renewable energy need resulting from expected participation in MCE’s voluntary 100 percent

renewable energy service options.

During its bid evaluation and supplier selection processes, MCE considers a variety of risks

and believes that such risks are sufficiently addressed within its MMoP calculation. Based on its

operating history, previous experiences related to renewable energy planning/procurement and

existing contract portfolio, MCE has no reason to doubt the sufficiency of the MMoP reflected in

its internally adopted RPS planning targets. This noted, MCE has incorporated an internal RPS

planning reserve, as reflected in the following table, to ensure MCE can meet its internal RPS

targets in the event that its previously described contract management process identifies substantial

concerns related to new-build project completion, delivery shortfalls or other issues.

This reserve is additive to MCE’s internally adopted RPS targets and is intended to address

renewable production and/or usage variability that may occur during discrete calendar years. It is

intended to offset the potential impacts of noted risk adjustments/contingencies that may reduce

actual renewable energy deliveries, relative to MCE’s expectations. In effect, MCE’s internal RPS

planning reserve is a secondary MMoP, providing additional insurance against unforeseen

circumstances that could impact MCE’s ability to satisfy its internally adopted renewable energy

commitments. As demand- and supply-side data are monitored in each year, MCE may adjust




planned short-term purchases and/or pursue surplus sales arrangements if actual renewable energy

deliveries are tracking above MCE’s anticipated needs. By the end of each calendar year, MCE

hopes to manage the level of its internal planning reserve so that actual renewable energy deliveries

are closely aligned with MCE’s Base RPS Procurement Target, as reflected below.

2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030
SB 100 RPS Procurement 35.8%| 38.5%| 41.3%| 44.0%| 46.7%| 49.3%| 52.0%| 54.7%| 57.3%| 60.0%
Requirement (% of Retail Sales)
MCE Base RPS Procurement 61.8%| 61.9%| 62.2%| 622%| 67.0%| 71.7%| 76.5%| 81.2%| 86.0%| 86.0%
Target (% of Retail Sales)
MCE Minimum Margin of Over- 26.0%| 23.4%| 209%| 182%| 20.3%| 22.4%| 24.5%| 26.6%| 28.6%| 26.0%
Procurement (% of Retail Sales)
MCE Internal RPS Planning 5.7% 5.7% 5.7% 5.7% 6.1% 6.6% 7.1% 7.5% 8.0% 8.0%
Reserve (% of Retail Sales)*
MCE Total RPS Procurement 67.5%| 67.6%| 67.8%| 67.9%| 73.1%| 78.3%| 83.5%| 88.7%| 93.9%| 93.9%
Target (% of Retail Sales)
MCE Total Margin of Over- 31.7%| 29.1%| 26.6%| 23.9%| 264%| 29.0%| 31.5%| 34.1%| 36.6%| 33.9%
Procurement (% of Retail Sales)

*Includes volumes that may be necessary to address potential RPS delivery shortfalls; may be adjusted during each calendar year, as needed.

MCE will also model demand-side sensitivities that may impact MMoP calculations. This

will be particularly important during expansion of MCE’s service area, when participation rates

are expected to be most volatile. MCE has completed numerous expansions during its nearly 11-

year operating history, and in each case, MCE has successfully scaled its renewable energy

procurement to accommodate related increases in retail sales. In addition to load variability

resulting from periodic expansions and ongoing minor fluctuations in customer participation, MCE

will also monitor electric vehicle penetration rates, net energy metering participation rates and

other considerations that may impact overall customer energy requirements and related MMoP

calculations.




10. Bid Solicitation Protocol

10.A. Solicitation Protocols for Renewables Sales

MCE does not have immediate plans to issue a solicitation for sales of renewable energy

projects.

10.B. Bid Selection Protocols

In its various solicitations for long-term renewable energy supply, MCE imposes numerous

bid requirements on interested respondents. These requirements address a variety of considerations

and are intended to identify the best qualified suppliers of MCE’s long-term renewable energy

needs. Such requirements include:

9.

Overall quality of response, inclusive of completeness, timeliness, and conformity;
Price and relative value within MCE’s supply portfolio;

Project location and local benefits, including local hiring and prevailing wage
considerations;

Project development status, including but not limited to progress toward
interconnection, deliverability, siting, zoning, permitting, and financing requirements;

Qualifications, experience, financial stability, and structure of the prospective project
team (including its ownership);

Environmental impacts and related mitigation requirements, including impacts to air
pollution within communities that have been disproportionately impacted by the
existing generating fleet;

Potential impacts to grid reliability;

Potential economic benefits created within communities with high levels of poverty
and unemployment;

Acceptance of MCE’s standard contract terms; and

10. Development milestone schedule, if applicable.

These considerations help shape the criteria against which prospective suppliers are evaluated.

Based on the success of its ongoing planning and procurement efforts as well as any direction from

its governing board, MCE may adapt these considerations in future renewable energy procurement



efforts.

Consistent with Public Utilities Code Section 399.13(a)(65)(C), MCE conducts energy
product solicitations in a manner that addresses a broad range of considerations, including specific
needs for eligible renewable energy resources (reflecting locational preferences, when applicable,
for such resources), generating capacity, and required online dates to assist in determining what
resources fit best within its desired supply portfolio. Since MCE’s governing board is comprised
of local elected officials, solicitation and procurement decisions are overseen by elected
representatives of MCE’s member communities with such decisions intended to conform with
locally established targets that exceed applicable RPS requirements and promote the development

of locally-situated renewable generating facilities.

Consistent with direction in the ACR, MCE has provided a copy of its most recent
procurement materials to Commission Energy Division staff. MCE’s 2020 solicitations are cited
in Section 4.A and materials, including applicable contract templates and general information
regarding MCE’s solicitation processes are available at the following website:

https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/energy-procurement/. Information regarding other MCE service

offerings and programs, including its FIT, can be found elsewhere on the MCE website.
As noted above, in June 2020, MCE along with twelve other CCAs released a request for
information (“RFI”) on long-duration storage technologies. The RFI materials are available here:

https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/energy-procurement/. Responses are due on July 1, 2020.

Depending on the information gathered through the responses, a joint CCA solicitation for long-

duration storage may follow.
10.C. LCBF Ceriteria

The Least-Cost Best Fit (“LCBF”’) methodologies approved by the Commission pursuant



to D.04-07-029, D.11-04-030, D.12-11-016, D.14-11-042, and D.16-12-044 are expressly only
directly applicable to investor -owned utilities. However, consistent with Section 399.13(a)(98).
MCE does consider best-fit attributes that support a balanced mix of resources to help support grid
reliability.

With regard to MCE’s application of an LCBF methodology during selection of qualified
responses, the term “costs” should appropriately include considerations beyond the basic price of
renewable energy being considered for procurement. Specifically, costs should include
considerations such as: (1) reputational damage resulting from failure to meet internally
established renewable energy procurement targets; (2) compliance penalties resulting from failed
project development efforts or delivery shortfalls; (3) administrative complexities related to
dealing with inexperienced suppliers (such as prolonged contract negotiation processes and
uncertainties related to project milestone timing and achievement); and (4) impacts to planning
certainty resulting from higher-risk projects. MCE considers these factors, among others, as part
of its cost evaluation process, which may lead to the selection of offers that aren’t necessarily the
lowest-priced option.

“Fit” also has as much to do with organizational compatibility between buyers and sellers
and alignment with key organizational objectives as it does with balancing customer usage and
expected project deliveries, particularly when considering long-term contracting opportunities
that will require constructive working relationships over a period of ten years or more. As such,
MCE’s LCBF methodology takes into consideration the various planning and procurement

processes described in this RPS Procurement Plan, balancing a variety of pertinent considerations

¥ Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 399.13(a)(98) (“In soliciting and procuring eligible renewable energy resources,
each retail seller shall consider the best-fit attributes of resource types that ensure a balanced resource mix
to maintain the reliability of the electrical grid.”).=



at the time that each renewable purchase opportunity is being considered.

An important example supporting this perspective is MCE’s FIT program, which is
intended to incentivize, through above-market prices, the development of locally situated, small-
scale renewable project opportunities. This program has achieved tremendous success,
supporting numerous projects throughout MCE’s service territory while utilizing local labor. By
design, FIT projects are not the least expensive generating resources, but they are entirely
consistent with MCE’s charter objectives and a valuable component of MCE’s supply portfolio.

This holistic planning approach, which may not necessarily reflect a traditional LCBF
methodology, has resulted in the compilation of a diverse resource mix for MCE, deep roots in
its member communities, and attention to a broad spectrum of considerations, including

environmental concerns, costs and sustainability.

Finally, the requirement of Section 399.13(a)(87) to give preference to renewable projects
located in certain communities is expressly only applicable to “electrical corporations” and is not
mandatory for CCAs.” However, MCE fully recognizes the need to help mitigate the impacts of
air pollution in regions of the state where communities have been disproportionately impacted by
the existing generating fleet as well as the need to bring economic benefits to communities with
high levels of poverty and unemployment. MCE continues to explore opportunities to advance this

important policy goal through its procurement.

? Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 399.13(a)(87)(1) (“In soliciting and procuring eligible renewable energy
resources for California-based projects, each electrical corporation shall give preference to renewable
energy projects that provide environmental and economic benefits to communities afflicted with poverty
or high unemployment, or that suffer from high emission levels of toxic air contaminants, criteria air
pollutants, and greenhouse gases.”).=)



11. Safety Considerations

MCE holds safety as a top priority. Since MCE does not own, operate, or control generation
facilities, MCE’s procurement of renewable resources does not present any unique safety risks.
This Section describes how MCE has taken actions to reduce the safety risks posed by its
renewable resource portfolio and how MCE supports the state’s environmental, safety, and energy
policy goals.

11.1. Wildfire Risks and Vegetation Management

At this point in time, MCE has yet to adopt any additional safety requirements for its
portfolio that are specific to wildfire risks and vegetation management. MCE is aware of the
mitigating impacts that biomass generators, which use forestry waste as feedstock, may have on
wildfire risk, but does not have any specific procurement policies or preferences for forest biomass
resources at this time.

11.2. Decommissioning Facilities

MCE does not own any generating assets, and as such does not undertake decommissioning
of assets. MCE has not yet developed any plans or requirements related to the disposition of
associated generating facilities following completion of applicable delivery terms. In many cases,
the project’s operational life is longer than MCE’s contract, so it is likely that the contract with
MCE will expire before disposal of the generation assets is required.

In 2015, SB 489 authorized the California Department of Toxic Substances Control
(“DTSC”) to add PV panels to the list of universal wastes. The DTSC has developed regulations
for PV panels, but has not adopted the regulations yet.!° Because a significant portion of MCE’s

solar facilities are newly constructed, and its storage facilities are yet to be constructed, MCE is

10 See https:/dtsc.ca.gov/photovoltaic-modules-pv-modules-universal-waste-management-regulations/.




confident that by the time PV solar or battery facilities under contract with MCE reach the end of
their useful life, there will be statewide, comprehensive regulations addressing the safe handling
and disposal/recycling of those materials.

11.3. Climate Change Adaptation

MCE’s commitment to increasing renewable energy at a more aggressive pace than
California’s statewide mandates itself constitutes a climate change adaptation measure.
Additionally, MCE in 2019 adopted a pollinator-friendly habitat requirement for solar projects
participating in both its FIT program as well as its PPAs.!! MCE is the first California CCA to
adopt this requirement, which is a critical way MCE can help build and maintain healthy
ecosystems in the local areas where MCE’s solar projects are located. MCE will continue to
evaluate the potential impacts of climate change on its portfolio so that adjustments to its
procurement strategy can be made if needed.

11.4. Impacts During Public Safety Power Shut-off (PSPS) Events

PSPS events have both supply and demand side impacts. The experiences of MCE
customers with wildfires and PSPS events over the last few years has led MCE to increase the
focus of both its procurement as well as customer programs strategies on resiliency.

MCE assesses customer usage as a result of a PSPS event, to the extent possible with the
data to which MCE has access, in real time and adjustments to supply are made accordingly.
Generation resources that are located in the footprint of a PSPS event are necessarily taken offline,
though MCE continues to explore ways to safely keep these resources online and serving
customers. MCE is an active participant in the Commission’s PSPS and microgrid proceedings'?

to help ensure that state policy as well as IOU and CCA operating protocols are aligned and result

1 See https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/news/local-projects/pollinator-requirement/.
12 R.18-12-005 and R.19-09-009, respectively.




in minimal PSPS impacts in the future.
11.5. Forest Biomass Procurement

In recent renewable Open Season requests for offers, MCE has not received offers from
forest biomass generators. MCE’s FIT program is available on a first-come, first-served basis,
and is also technology-agnostic, however, MCE has not received any forest biomass applications.
As MCE works toward a low emissions portfolio, MCE will be seeking non-emitting renewable
technologies to contribute to its existing bioenergy resources already under contract.

12. Consideration of Price Adjustment Mechanisms

In the future, and consistent with SB 350 and SB 100, MCE will review the possibility of
incorporating price adjustments in contracts with online dates more than 24 months after the date
of contract execution. As noted in the ACR, such price adjustments could include price indexing
to key components or to the Consumer Price Index.

13. Curtailment Frequency, Forecasting, Costs

This Section responds to the questions presented in Section 5.13 of the ACR!? and
describes MCE’s strategies and experience so far in managing the Agency’s exposure to negative
pricing events, overgeneration, and economic curtailment for MCE’s region and portfolio of
renewable resources.

13.1. Factors Having the Most Impact on the Projected Increases in
Incidences of Overgeneration and Negative Market Price Hours

Due in large part to the rapid increase in the amount of wind and solar generation that has
been brought online throughout the western United States, the California Independent System

Operator’s (“CAISO”) balancing authority area has experienced an increasing frequency and

3 ACR at 27-28.



magnitude of curtailment and negative pricing events. As of 2019, California had more than 12,300
MW of solar, 8,100 MW of behind-the-meter solar, and 5,900 MW of wind. This increased
capacity results in discrete periods where the majority of load in the CAISO is served by solar and
wind resources. The monthly maximum load served by wind and solar in the CAISO has averaged
55.9% over the past 3 years (April 2017 to April 2020), and in April of 2020 the monthly maximum
load exceeded 69%.'4

To address the resulting instances of over-supply, the amount of curtailment of wind and
solar in the CAISO has significantly increased each year, totaling 187,000 MWh in 2015, 308,000
MWh in 2016, 358,000 MWh in 2017, 461,000 MWh in 2018, and 961,000 MWh in 2019.'> As
of the end of April, the total curtailment of solar and wind to date in 2020 is already over 792,000
MWh. Curtailment is typically the highest during the months of March, April, and May when
hydroelectric generation is historically at its highest and California load is at its lowest. Above-
average snowpack resulting in higher -than -average hydroelectric generation exacerbates
renewable generation curtailment. The table below summarizes solar and wind curtailment from

January 2020 through May 2020.

Table 2: Summary of CAISO Solar and Wind Curtailment January-May 2020

2020 Data Wind Curtailment Solar Curtailment
(MWh) (MWh)
January 7,933 130,070
February 6,846 150,213
March 13,313 165,768

!4 CAISO, Monthly Renewables Performance Report, April 2020, available at
http://www.caiso.com/Documents/MonthlyRenewablesPerformanceReport-Apr2020.html.

!> CAISO, Managing Oversupply, Wind and Solar Curtailment Totals, updated May 5, 2020, available at
http://www.caiso.com/informed/Pages/ManagingOversupply.aspx.



April 8,641 309,803
May 13,280 242,050
Total Curtailment 50,012 997,903
Curtailment % 0.72% 8.01%
No. of Intervals Curtailed 9,387 17,524
Pct. of Intervals Curtailed 21.4% 40.0%

The CAISO notes that the majority of renewable resource curtailment is “local and
economic.”'® That means that curtailment was in response to congestion and was mitigated by
supply that was willing to reduce its output based on price signals from the CAISO market.

CAISO system-wide 2020 curtailment amounts are far higher than those realized by MCE
to date. Thus far in 2020 through May, MCE has experienced 581.2 MWh of curtailment, which
is less than 0.1% of its RPS portfolio. This is mostly attributed to portfolio management strategies
and location of resources relative to load.

13.2. Written Description of Quantitative Analysis of Forecast of the Number
of Hours Per Year of Negative Market Pricing for the Next 10 Years

MCE’s scheduling coordinator agent, ZGlobal, has the capability to perform production
cost analyses based on various input assumptions through 2030 to derive hourly market prices for
energy and ancillary services. PLEXOS Integrated Energy Model is a commercial optimization
engine that can simulate the economic commitment and dispatch used by the CAISO’s day-ahead
market processes which simultaneously optimizes energy dispatch and ancillary services capacity
awards across the CAISO grid. In this way, the simulation will determine locational marginal

prices and ancillary service marginal prices in the same manner the CAISO day-ahead market sets

'¢ CAISO, Market Performance Report, June 9, 2020, page 18, available at
http://www.caiso.com/Documents/MarketPerformanceReportforApril2020.pdf



prices. ZGlobal has developed models using input assumptions that are based on common case
inputs and planning guidelines from WECC, CAISO, Commission and CEC.

The key assumptions considered for the assessment included the impact of higher
California renewable energy standards (60% RPS by 2030), planned gas-fired and nuclear
generation retirements and adopted California Energy Commission (“CEC”) demand forecasts
which consider energy efficiency programs and increased behind-the-meter solar generation.
Results are highly dependent upon input assumptions, primarily the level of new RPS generation,
deployment of energy storage facilities, upgrades to CAISO-controlled transmission facilities and
the ability to export energy from the CAISO to external balancing areas.!”

In California, electricity prices are typically set by gas-fired resources operating on the
margin. However, as increasing supplies of renewable energy are added to the system, there are
periods where marginal prices are being set by zero or even negatively-priced resources. As a
result, market prices have been trending downward, especially during seasons and periods of the
day when loads are low and solar output is high. The modeling shows a continuation of the trend,
with prices falling during the middle of the day and increasing in the morning and evening when
gas-fired resources are needed to meet peak loads outside of the solar supply period. In short,
prices as reflected by the CAISO’s duck curve are expected to continue, with the amplitude of the
valley and ramps dictated by the amount of energy storage available to smooth out the net supply.

13.3. Experience, to Date, With Managing Exposure to Negative Market
Prices and/or Lessons Learned from Other Retail Sellers in California

MCE closely monitors six separate locations that are indicative of renewable energy

7 More recently, load has become an important input variable with the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic
and its effectaffeet on load. However, ZGlobal has not performed long-term studies to determine the
impact of load on long-term market prices as there is not enough data to determine a suitable load
trajectory.




resources that are exposed to market prices and potential curtailment. Resources at those locations
are bid into the CAISO markets and are curtailed when prices fall below individual resource’s
threshold prices. Weighted average prices for the generation at those locations are compared to
weighted average prices at PG&E’s Distributed Load Aggregation Point (“DLAP”) to assess the
impact of congestion on the resource’s performance. In addition, the MWh of curtailment are
logged.

These two metrics - weighted average price of the resources compared to that of the DLAP
and amount of MWh curtailed - are used to assess effectiveness of the resources in meeting MCE’s
RPS obligations at cost effective prices. If the resource’s weighted average price is near the DLAP
and it has been curtailed, then the reason for curtailment is system over-supply. If the resource’s
weighted average price diverges from the DLAP and it has been curtailed, then the reason for
curtailment is local overgeneration that is contributing to congestion. This information is valuable
feedback to MCE in locating potential future resources. If congestion and local oversupply is
significant in certain areas, then MCE can determine by reviewing the CAISO’s transmission
planning documents whether transmission upgrades are planned to mitigate congestion that is
observed with existing resources.

If curtailment is caused by congestion, the impact can be somewhat mitigated by obtaining
CAISO Congestion Revenue Rights (“CRRs”’), which MCE has done. However, CRRs are not a
perfect hedge against congestion and cannot be relied upon to mitigate congestion and subsequent
economic curtailment entirely.

13.4. Direct Costs Incurred, to Date, for Incidences of Overgeneration and
Associated Negative Market Prices

For calendar year 2020 through May, MCE’s RPS portfolio has been exposed to negative

market prices and experienced curtailment as summarized in the table below.



Table 3: Summary of MCE RPS Resources Curtailment January-May 2020

Location Day-Ahead Real-Time Curtailment Cost of
Negative Prices | Negative Prices (MWh) Curtailment ()
South P26 -$1.04 -$2.40 47.9 -$957.80
Fresno 1 -$2.82 -$4.57 12.7 -$254.40
Fresno 2 -$1.20 -$2.84 1.5 -$30.00
North P26 -$2.38 -$3.36 232 -$462.00
Devers Wind -$19.32 -$23.39 N/A N/A
Intertie -$1.55 -$3.88 496.0 -$14,229.00
(North)
Total -$27.41 581.2 -$15,933.20

The Day-Ahead and Real-Time Negative Price columns represent averages of negative
prices by RPS geographic area when prices are negative for solar hours for solar resources and all
hours for wind resources. The prices are averages based on resources within the area. Curtailment
megawatt hour (“MWh”) is the amount of energy that MCE RPS resources in the areas were
curtailed from January 1 through May 31, 2020. “Cost of Curtailment” is the subsequent market
cost of the curtailed energy.

13.5. An Overall Strategy for Managing the Overall Cost Impact of
Increasing Incidences of Overgeneration and Negative Market Prices

While curtailment is a viable renewable integration strategy that is generally more cost-
effective than other options, there are potential negative consequences from excessive curtailment.
Curtailment of solar and wind represents a lost opportunity to generate zero-GHG electricity, and
excessive curtailment could impact the ability of the state to meet its environmental and energy

policy goals. Additionally, these over-supply situations expose ratepayers to increased costs



because their load serving entities must either economically curtail the generating resource (and
often pay for the electricity that was not generated) or generate power and be exposed to negative
prices.

MCE will consider the impact of curtailment and negative pricing on its portfolio and will
factor potential curtailment into its long-term planning. Due to the difficulty in accurately
forecasting curtailment, MCE will review the historical data on curtailment and negative pricing
within regions where MCE may contract for generating resources. When MCE is evaluating new
procurement opportunities, the potential amount of future curtailment will be one factor that MCE
will consider. While MCE has not yet developed an individualized forecast of future curtailment,
MCE will factor potential curtailment into its minimum margin of procurement (described in
Section 9) and may also factor this consideration in future iterations of its Risk Assessment
(Section 7). To the extent that MCE is engaged in renewable supply agreements which include
curtailment provisions, it will take actions to limit the impacts of curtailment on its customers.
During its current and future renewable contracting efforts, MCE will pursue contract terms that
recognize and limit the potential financial impacts of negative pricing and give MCE greater
flexibility to direct economic curtailment, if this becomes necessary.

14. Cost Quantification

MCE has provided the Cost Quantification Table as Appendix E. Pursuant to the direction
in the ACR, MCE has completed those cells in the Cost Quantification table that correspond to

Table 3, Rows 1-5 in the ACR.



15. Coordination with Integrated Resource Planning Proceeding

The resources identified in this RPS Procurement Plan are consistent with the resources

that-wil-be-identified in MCE’s 2020 Integrated Resource Plan (“IRP”), which submittedwill-be

to the Commission for certification onby

September 1, 2020. As required by the ACR,'®* MCE includes the following table that describes

how MCE’s 2020 RPS Procurement Plan conforms with the determinations made in the IRP

Proceedings (R.16-02-007 and R.20-05-003).

Table 4: RPS Alignment in MCE’s IRP

IRP Section

Subsection

RPS Alignment in IRP

include:

Retail sellers should explain how the RPS resources they plan to
procure, outlined in their RPS Plan, will align with each of their
Conforming Portfolios being developed in their 2020 IRP Plans for
Commission approval and certification.'® This explanation should

1. Existing RPS resources
I11. Study Results that the retail seller owns

or contracts.
A. Conforming and

Alternative
Portfolios

2. Existing RPS resources
that the retail seller plans
to contract with in the
future.

3. New RPS resources that
the retail seller plans to
invest in.

As part of its 2020 IRP filing, MCE
submitted two Preferred Conforming
Portfolios that achieve its proportional
share of both the 46 and 38 MMT GHG
targets. Under each of these portfolios,
new resources were added to MCE'’s
currently contracted RPS resources to
achieve the relevant GHG target as well as
RPS procurement requirements, including
the 65% long-term contracting

requirement.
Description of Conforming Portfolios:

e 46 MMT Conforming Portfolio:

% ACR at 30-33.

' LSEs will develop two Conforming Portfolios seeking Commission approval or certification in their
2020 IRP Plans. RPS resources should be described in the 46 MMT and the 38 MMT GHG target
Conforming Portfolios. This requirement does not apply to LSEs’ Alternative Portfolios.




Portfolio that achieves MCE’s

proportional share of a 46 MMT

statewide GHG target

o

MCE observes that conformance

with the 46 MMT Portfolio
required emission increases
(through 2030) relative to MCE’s
currently projected emission
metrics, which were achieved by
MCE (on a projected basis)
reducing the assumed use of RPS
resources

As a result of this observation,

MCE submitted the 46 MMT
Portfolio as a planning/modeling
exercise and compliance
submission only and asked the
Commission to use its 38 MMT
Approved Conforming Portfolio
instead

38 MMT Approved Conforming

Portfolio: Portfolio that achieves an

overall portfolio GHG target below

MCE’s assigned share of 2030

emissions (at 0.669 MMT., relative to

MCE’s assigned share of 0.846 MMT)

o The 38 MMT Approved

Conforming Portfolio assumed
the use of RPS resources currently
reflected in MCE’s supply

portfolio
The extent of RPS-eligible

resources reflected in MCE’s 38
MMT Approved Conforming
Portfolio include: 20 MW
biomass; 3 MW geothermal; 13
MW small hydroelectric; 465
MW wind; and 1,271 MW solar

Of the previously noted resources

reflected in MCE’s 38 MMT Approved

Conforming Portfolio, the following new

capacity additions would be required: new

hybrid resources totaling 690 MW solar/

300 MW battery storage and new wind




resources totaling 230 MW MCE-s
o ip gl ¢ develoning i
Laati  oxcisti |
e e e
R e Y
e

IV. Action Plan
A. Proposed

Activities

Retail sellers should describe how they propose to use RPS resources
to implement both Conforming Portfolios. Narratives should include:

1. Proposed RPS
procurement activities as
required by Commission
decision or mandated
procurement.

2. Procurement plans,
potential barriers, and
resource viability for each

new RPS resource
identified.

To ensure compliance with its GHG and
RPS targets, MCE plans to substantially
rely on GHG-free and RPS-eligible
resources while contributing to statewide
reliability requirements and responsibly
managing overall portfolio costs. This
approach is generally consistent between
the 46 MMT Conforming Portfolio and 38
MMT Approved Conforming Portfolio.

MCE’s compliance with the IRP
incremental procurement obligation
required by D.19-11-016 will be met
through a mix of resources currently under
contract. The contracted set of resources
totals 89.38 MW of September Net
Qualifying Capacity, which slightly
exceeds MCE’s 87.5 MW incremental
capacity requirement, and certain portions
are already online with the required
balance of such incremental capacity
expected to be online by the noted August
1%t deadlines in 2021, 2022 and 2023.
Such incremental capacity is comprised of
the following eligible resource types:
natural gas (Sutter Energy Center), wind,
solar, and landfill-gas-to-energy
generation. These resources are further
described in MCE’s 2020 IRP and MCE’s
February 1, 2021 incremental
procurement compliance filing.

As part of its 2020 Open Season
procurement process, MCE also
contracted for a hybrid resource, which is
expected to provide additional RPS-
eligible incremental capacity (under long-




term contract) beyond the noted 89.38
MW currently under contract.

MCE will also administer future Open
Season procurement processes to fill
outstanding resource needs required to
meet portfolio specifications reflected in
its 38 MMT Approved Conforming

Portfolio. MCE-is-eurrently-in-the proeess
¢ developing its IRP. When finalized. ¢

IV. Action Plan
B. Procurement

Activities

The retail seller should describe the solicitation strategies for the RPS
resources that will be included in both Conforming Portfolios. This

description should include:

1. The type of solicitation.

2. The timeline for each
solicitation.

3. Desired online dates.

4. Other relevant
procurement planning
information, such as
solicitation goals and
objectives.

MCE will issue future solicitations, as
described above in Section 10, on a
timeline that is appropriate for the
resource development plan reflected in its
46 MMT Conforming Portfolio and 38
MMT Approved Conforming Portfoliothat
witkbe-ineladedin-its HRP and that will
allow MCE to meset its internal as well as
state-mandated RPS targets. MCE
typically administers its annual Open
Season procurement processes each
Spring and, as part of such processes, may




pursue additional resources that will be
needed to fulfill resource specifications
reflected in its 38 MMT Approved
Conforming Portfolio.

As noted above, MCE also identified
contracting opportunities with certain
hybrid resources as part of its 2020 Open
Season procurement process and such
resources are expected to provide
additional RPS-eligible incremental
capacity (under long-term contract)
beyond the noted 89.38 MW currently
under contract.

IV. Action Plan
C. Potential

Barriers

Retail sellers should provide a summary of the potential barriers to
implementing both Conforming Portfolios as they relate to RPS
resources. The section should include:

1. Key market, regulatory,
financial, or other
resource viability barriers
or risks associated with
the RPS resources coming
online in both retail
sellers’ Conforming
Portfolios.

2. Key risks associated
with the potential
retirement of existing RPS
resources on which the
retail seller intends to rely
in the future.

MCE does not expect any procurement
barriers to impede its future contracting
for new renewable energy resources, but
notes that even though a balanced, diverse
RPS portfolio is desirable, the limited
resource availability and lead time
required for some technology types may
necessitate planning flexibility. The key
risk affecting MCE’s 38 MMT Approved
Conforming IRP Portfolio is reliance on
new resources. While MCE has a highly
successful track record of contracting with
new-build renewable resources, there is
always a limited risk of project failure.

Risks are far more limited with regard to
MCE’s 46 MMT Conforming Portfolio, as
this portfolio would actually require the
reduced use of planned RPS resources
relative to MCE’s internally adopted

targets.




In consideration of MCE’s existing
renewable energy commitments,
significant internal renewable energy
procurement targets and the relatively
manageable level of incremental RPS
procurement that would be required to
meet parameters of the 38 MMT
Approved Conforming IRP Portfolio,
MCE does not have any substantive
concerns regarding its ability to fulfill
achieve levels of renewable energy
procurement that will be required to
satisfy pertinent RPS mandates or IRP

targets. MCE is currently in the process
¢ dovelopine its IRP. b

Dated: February 19, 20215aly-6,2620

Respectfully submitted,

/s/Shalini Swaroop

Shalini Swaroop
General Counsel

Marin Clean Energy

1125 Tamalpais Avenue

San Rafael, CA 94901

(415) 464-6040
sswaroop@mcecleanenergy.org




Appendix B

2020 RPS Procurement Plan Checklist and Verification




2020 RPS Procurement Plan Checklist- Task Completed

Retail seller name: Marin Clean Energy YES/NO NOTES
1. Major Changes to RPS Plan YES
2. Executive Summary YES
3. Summary of Legislation Compliance YES
4. Assessment of RPS Portfolio Supplies and Demand YES
4.A. Portfolio Supply and Demand YES
4.A.1. Portfolio Optimization YES
4.B. Responsive to Policies, Regulations, and Statutes YES
4.B.1 Long-term Procurement YES
4.C. Portfolio Diversity and Reliability YES
4.D. Lessons Learned YES
5. Project Development Status Update YES
6. Potential Compliance Delays YES
7. Risk Assessment YES
8. Renewable Net Short Calculation YES
9. Minimum Margin of Procurement (MMoP) YES
9.A. MMoP Methodology and Inputs YES
9.B. MMoP Scenarios YES
10. Bid Solicitation Protocol YES
10.A. Solicitation Protocols for Renewables Sales YES
10.B. Bid Selection Protocols YES
10.C. LCBF Criteria YES
11. Safety Considerations YES
12. Consideration of Price Adjustments Mechanisms YES
13. Curtailment Frequency, Forecasting, Costs YES
14. Cost Quantification YES
15. Coordination with the IRP Proceeding YES
Appendix A: Redlined Version of the Final 2020 RPS Plan YES




Officer Verification

[ 'am an officer of the reporting organization herein and am authorized to make this verification on
its behalf. The statements in the foregoing document are true of my own knowledge, except as to
matters which are therein stated on information or belief, and as to those matters, I believe them
to be true. The spreadsheet templates used within this filing have not been altered from the version

issued or approved by Energy Division.

Executed on February 19, 2021 at San Rafael, California.

Qi T

Shalini Swaroop

General Counsel

Marin Clean Energy

1125 Tamalpais Avenue

San Rafael, CA 94901

(415) 464-6040
sswaroop@mececleanenergy.org
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Appendix C

Renewable Net Short Calculation




Renewable Net Short Calculations - 2020 RPS Procurement Plans
|LSE Name: |MCE | |:| Input required I:l No input required I:lHard-coded

[Date Filed: [ 2/19/21]
[ Variable [ Calculation [ Item [ 2017 Actual | 2018 Actual 2019 Actual | 2020 Forecast |  2017-2020 | 2021 Forecast | 2022 Forecast | 2023 Forecast | 2024 Forecast 2021-2024 | 2025 Forecast | 2026 Forecast | 2027 Forecast
Forecast Year 1 cp3 2 3 4 5 CP4 6 7 8
A Total Retail Sales (MWh) 2,804,277 4,436,963 5,136,159 5,192,548 17,569,948 5,383,821 5,547,782 5,578,058 5,587,881 22,097,542 5,581,348 5,548,470 5,499,382
B RPS Procurement Quantity Requirement (%) 27.0% 20.0% 31.0% 3B.0% 30.4% 35.8% 385% 413% 44.0% 39.9% 46.7% 493% 52.0%
[ AB Gross RPS Procurement Quantity Requirement (MWh) 757,155 1,286,719 1,592,209 1,713,541 5,349,624.4 1,924,716 2,135,89% 2,300,949 2,458,668 | 88202285 2,604,815 2,737,060 2,859,679
D Voluntary Margin of Over-procurement (MWh) 914,012 1,469,547 1,576,237 1,498,415 5,458,210 1,709,214 1,616,808 1,483,680 1,334,507 6,144,210 1,475,772 1,609,283 1,734,758
E C+D Net RPS Procurement Need (MWh) 1,671,167 2,756,266 3,168,446 3,211,955 10,807,834 3,633,930 3,752,704 3,784,629 3,793,175 14,964,438 4,080,587 4,346,343 4,594,437
RPS-Eligible Procurement
Fa Risk-Adjusted RECs from Online Generation (MWh) 1,671,167 2,756,266| 3,168,446/ 3,476,048 11,071,927 3,282,668 2,481,463 1,990,765 1,959,264 9,714,160 1,889,857 1,760,033 1,665,700
Faa Forecast Failure Rate for Online Generation (%) #DIVN! 2.9% 2.9% 2.8% 2.8% 2.8% 3.1% 3.3% 3.5%
) Risk-Adjusted RECs from RPS Facilities in Development (MWh) 5 229,274 349,166 693,174 692,201 1,963,816 689,528 687,719 685,918
Fbb Forecast Failure Rate for RPS Facilities in Development (%) #DIV/! 2.9% 2.9% 2.8% 2.8% 2.8% 3.1% 3.3% 3.5%
Fe Pre-Approved Generic RECs (MWh) = =
Fd Executed REC Sales (MWh) S o
F Fa+Fb+Fe-Fd Total RPS Eligible Procurement (MWh) 1,671,167 2,756,266 3,168,446 3,476,048 11,071,927 3,511,982 2,830,628 2,683,939 2,651,466 11,677,976 2,579,385 2,447,752 2,351,619
R Category 0 RECs = 5
F1 Category 1 RECs 1,123,121 1,744,734 2,246,376 3,178,571 8,292,802 3,327,452 2,830,628 2,683,939 2,651,466 11,493,486 2,579,385 2,447,752 2,351,619
F2 Category 2 RECs 458,046 980,542 922,070 297477 2,658,135 184,490 - - - 184,490 - - -

Category 3 RECs 90,000 30,990 120,990 -

Gross RPS Position (Physical Net Short)

F-E (121,988) (922075)]  (1,100,690) (1,141,709) (3286463)|  (1,501,202)]  (1,898,591)

Annual Gross RPS Position (MWh)

Gb F/A | Annual Gross RPS Position (%) 60% 62% 62% 67% 63% 65% 51% 48% 47% 53% 46% 44% 43%
Ha J-Hc (from previous CP) [Existing Banked RECs above the PQR - - - -
Hb RECs above the PQR added to Bank - -
He Non-bankable RECs above the PQR = -
H Ha+Hb Gross Balance of RECs above the PQR - - - - - o = - o - B - -
Ta Planned Application of RECs above the PQR towards RPS Compliance - -
b Planned Sales of RECs above the PQR _ _
J H-Ta-Ib Net Balance of RECs above the PQR B - - - - - - - z - z z T
J0 Category 0 RECs = _
J1 Category 1 RECs - o
2 Category 2 RECs - -

Expiring Contracts

| x| [RECsfrom Expiring RPS Contracts (MWh) 210,000 1,040,942 1,897,900 4,892,481 183,960 P 624,187 123,100 87,600

Net RPS Position (Optimized Net Short)
Ga+la-Ib-He Annual Net RPS Position after Bank Optimization (MWh) (121,988) (922,075) (1,100,690) (1,141,709) (3,286,463) (1,501,202) (1,898,591) (2,242,818)
[ Lb | (FttatbHo/A  [Annual Net RPS Position after Bank Optimization (%) [ 0595934987] 0.621205544]  0.616890143]  0.669430187]  0.630162801] 0652314161  0.510207101] 048116009 0474500862  0528473972] 0.462143768] 0441158044  0.42761507|




Renewable Net Short Calculations - 2020 RPS Procurement Plans

[LSE Name:

[mce

[Date Filed:

[ 2/19/21]

[ Variable [ Calculation [ Ttem [ 2025-2027 ] 2028 Forecast | 2029 Forecast | 2030 Forecast | _ 2028-2030 |
Forecast Year cps 9 10 11 CP6
A Total Retail Sales (MWh) 16,629,201 5,449,704 5,384,951 5,419,526 16,254,181
B RPS Procurement Quantity Requirement (%) 493% 54.7% 57.3% 60.0% 57.3%
C AB Gross RPS Procurement Quantity Requirement (MWh) 82015543 | 2,979,353 3087192 | 3,251,716 9,318,260.9
D Voluntary Margin of Over-procurement (MWh) 4,819,813 1,856,566 1,969,936 1,838,185 5,664,687
E c+D Net RPS Procurement Need (MWh) 13,021,367 | 4,835,919 5057,129 | 5,089,900 14,982,948
RPS-Eligible Procurement
Fa Risk-Adjusted RECs from Online Generation (MWh) 5,315,590 1,659,191 1,651,287 1,634,287 4,944,765
Faa Forecast Failure Rate for Online Generation (%) 3.3% 3.8% 4.0% 4.0% 3.9%
o Risk-Adjusted RECs from RPS Facilities in Development (MWh) 2,063,166 684,980 684,004 682,221 2,051,204
Fob Forecast Failure Rate for RPS Facilities in Development (%) 3.3% 3.8% £0% 40% 3.9%
Fc Pre-Approved Generic RECs (MWh) S o
Fd Executed REC Sales (MWh) - -
F Fa+FbtFe-Fd Total RPS Eligible Procurement (MWh) 7378756 | 2,344,171 2335290 | 2316508 6,995,970
0 Category 0 RECs = =
F1 Category 1 RECs 7,378,756 2,344,171 2,335,290 2,316,508 6,995,970
F2 Category 2 RECs - - - - -
B Category 3 RECs - =

Gross RPS Position (Physical Net Short)

F-E Annual Gross RPS Position (MWh) (5,642,611)|  (2,491,748) (2,721,838) (2,773,392)
Gb F/A Annual Gross RPS Position (%) 44% 43% 43% 43% 43%
Ha J-Hc (from previous CP) [Existing Banked RECs above the PQR = = o
Hb RECs above the PQR added to Bank - -
Hc Non-bankable RECs above the PQR B -
H Ha+Hb Gross Balance of RECs above the PQR o - o = -
Ta Planned Application of RECs above the PQR towards RPS Compliance - -
b Planned Sales of RECs above the PQR - -
] H-Ia-Ib Net Balance of RECs above the PQR - S S B _
J0 Category 0 RECs = -
J1 Category 1 RECs - -
12 Category 2 RECs - -

Ga+la-Ib-He

Expiring Contracts

Lk L JREC fom Egiring RPS Contracts (VW)

Net RPS Position (Optimized Net Short)

Annual Net RPS Position after Bank Optimization (MWh)

210,700 10,280 138,000 148,280

(5,642,611)|  (2,491,748) (2721838)  (2,773,392)

[ b

[ (F+Ia-Ib-Hc)/A

IAnnuaI Net RPS Position after Bank Optimization (%)

| 0443720848] 0430146557

0.433669759] 0427437389

0430410481




Appendix D

Project Development Status Update




Reporting LSE Name RPS Contract ID Project Name Technology Type Project Development Phase City County State Zip Code Latitude Longitude
Marin Clean Energy (MCE) |MCE70002 Strauss Wind, LLC Wind Construction Santa Barbara |CA 93436 34.3428.83 -120.311167
Marin Clean Energy (MCE) |MCE50007 Soscol Ferry C_MCE Solar PV - Ground Mount Construction Napa Napa CA 94559 38.237851° -122.275392
Marin Clean Energy (MCE) |MCE50008 Soscol Ferry D_MCE Solar PV - Ground Mount Construction Napa Napa CA 94559 38.237851° -122.275392
Marin Clean Energy (MCE) |MCE50009 SR Airport 2_MCE Solar PV - Ground Mount Construction San Rafael Marin CA 94903| 38.0167547 -122.528786
Marin Clean Energy (MCE) |MCE50010 SilveiraRanch A_MCE |Solar PV - Ground Mount Pre-Construction Novato Marin CA 94945 38.155575° -122.566269
Marin Clean Energy (MCE) |MCE50011 SilveiraRanch B_MCE |Solar PV - Ground Mount Pre-Construction Novato Marin CA 94945 38.155575° -122.566269
Marin Clean Energy (MCE) |MCE50012 SilveiraRanch C_MCE |Solar PV - Ground Mount Pre-Construction Novato Marin CA 94945 38.155575° -122.566269
Marin Clean Energy (MCE) |MCE50013 Lake Herman Solar Solar PV - Ground Mount Construction Benicia Solano CA 94510 38.0971° -122.1417
Marin Clean Energy (MCE) |MCE50014 Daggett Solar Power 3 L|Solar PV - Ground Mount Pre-Construction Daggett San Bernardind CA 92327 34.8683 -116.7903
Marin Clean Energy (MCE) |MCE50015 Byron Solar Farm Solar PV - Ground Mount Pre-Construction Byron ContraCosta [CA 94514 37.87197 -121.64156
Marin Clean Energy (MCE) |MCE50016 Byron Hot Springs Solar PV - Ground Mount Pre-Construction Byron ContraCosta [CA 94514 37.84516 -121.62012




Reporting LSE Name RPS Contract ID Project Name Contract Length (Years) Contract Execution Date (mm/dd/yyyy) | Contract Start Date (mm/dd/yyyy) | Contract End Date (mm/dd/yyyy) | Contract Capacity
Marin Clean Energy (MCE) [MCE70002 Strauss Wind, LLC 15 6/1/18 1/1/21 12/31/35 98.83
Marin Clean Energy (MCE) MCE50007 Soscol Ferry C_MCE 20 8/30/18 10/30/20 10/29/40 0.99
Marin Clean Energy (MCE) [MCE50008 Soscol Ferry D_MCE 20 8/30/18 10/30/20 10/29/40 0.99
Marin Clean Energy (MCE) MCE50009 SR Airport 2_MCE 20 10/24/18 10/24/20 10/23/40 0.972
Marin Clean Energy (MCE) |MCE50010 SilveiraRanch A_MCE 20 3/7/19 3/12/21 3/11/41 0.99
Marin Clean Energy (MCE) MCE50011 Silveira Ranch B_MCE 20 3/7/19 3/12/21 3/11/41 0.99
Marin Clean Energy (MCE) [MCE50012 Silveira Ranch C_MCE 20 3/7/19 3/12/21 3/11/41 0.99
Marin Clean Energy (MCE) |MCE50013 Lake Herman Solar 20 7/29/20 12/31/21 12/30/41 5
Marin Clean Energy (MCE) |MCE50014 Daggett Solar Power 3 L 15 9/25/20 12/31/22 12/31/37 110
Marin Clean Energy (MCE) |MCE50015 Byron Solar Farm 20 10/15/20 5/21/22 5/21/42 3
Marin Clean Energy (MCE) [MCE50016 Byron Hot Springs 20 12/11/20 12/1/21 12/1/41 0.99




Reporting LSE Name

RPS Contract ID

Project Name

Expected Annual Generation

Total Contract Volume

Project Notes

Marin Clean Energy (MCE) |MCE70002 Strauss Wind, LLC 300,000 4,500,000
Marin Clean Energy (MCE) MCE50007 Soscol Ferry C_MCE 2,602 51,968
Marin Clean Energy (MCE) |MCE50008 Soscol Ferry D_MCE 2,602 51,968
Marin Clean Energy (MCE) MCE50009 SR Airport 2_MCE 2,037 38,703
Marin Clean Energy (MCE) |MCE50010 Silveira Ranch A_MCE 2,386 45,334
Marin Clean Energy (MCE) |MCE50011 Silveira Ranch B_MCE 2,386 45,334
Marin Clean Energy (MCE) |MCE50012 Silveira Ranch C_MCE 2,386 45,334
Marin Clean Energy (MCE) |MCE50013 Lake Herman Solar 13,064 264,034
Includes 55
Marin Clean Energy (MCE) |MCE50014 Daggett Solar Power 3 L 342,577 4,962,640 [ MW Battery
Marin Clean Energy (MCE) MCE50015 Byron Solar Farm 8,029 153,182
Marin Clean Energy (MCE) |MCE50016 Byron Hot Springs 2,739 54,780




Appendix E

Cost Quantification

(Public Version)




LSE Name:|MCE :llnput Required I:INO Input Required
Date Filed: 2/19/2021
Table 1: Cost Quantification (Actual Net Costs, $) Actual RPS-Eligible Procurement and Generation Net Costs ($)
1 Executed RPS-Eligible Contracts (Purchases and Sales)
2 Biogas
3 Biomass
4 Geothermal
5 Small Hydro
6 Solar PV
7 Solar Thermal
8 Wind
9 UOG Small Hydro
10 UOG Solar
11 Unbundled RECs
12 Various (Index Plus REC)
13 Total RPS-Eligible Procurement and Generation Net Cost
Bundled Retail Sales
14 (MWh) 2,804,277 4,436,963
15 Incremental Rate Impact
Table 2: Cost Quantification (Forecast Costs and Revenues, $) Forecast RPS-Eligible Pr Costs and ($)
1 Executed But Not Approved RPS-Eligible Contracts 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
(Purchases and Sales)*
2 Biogas
3 Biomass
4 Geothermal
5 Small Hydro
6 Solar PV
7 Solar Thermal
8 Wind
9 UOG Small Hydro
10 UOG Solar
11 Unbundled RECs
12 Various (Index Plus REC)
13 Sales Revenue
Total Executed But Not Approved RPS-Eligible Procurement
14 and Generation Cost B0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
15 B“”d'e‘(’MFi;‘hf")” Sales 5,192,548 5,383,821 5,547,782 5,578,058 5,587,881 5,581,348 5,548,470 5,499,382 5,449,704
16 Incr | Rate Impact 0.00 ¢/kWh 0.00 ¢/kWh 0.00 ¢/kWh 0.00 ¢/kWh 0.00 ¢/kWh 0.00 ¢/kWh 0.00 ¢/kWh 0.00 ¢/kWh 0.00 ¢/kWh
17 Executed RPS-Eligible Contracts (Purchases and Sales)** 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
18 Biogas
19 Biomass
20 Geothermal
21 Small Hydro
22 Solar PV
23 Solar Thermal
24 Wind
25 UOG Small Hydro
26 UOG Solar
27 Unbundled RECs
28 Various (Index Plus REC)
29 Sales Revenue
30 Total RPS-Eligible Procurement and Generation Cost

32 Incremental Rate Impact

31 B“”d'e‘(’MF;‘V"hf")” Sales 5,192,548 5,383,821 5,547,782 5,578,058 5,587,881 5,581,348 5,548,470 5,499,382 5,449,704

33 Total Incr | Rate Impact




LSE Name:|mMCE

Date Filed: 2/19/2021

Table 1: Cost Quantification (Actual Net Costs, $)

1 Executed RPS-Eligible Contracts (Purchases and Sales)
2 Biogas
3 Biomass
4 Geothermal
5 Small Hydro
6 Solar PV
7 Solar Thermal
8 Wind
9 UOG Small Hydro
10 UOG Solar
" Unbundled RECs
12 Various (Index Plus REC)
13 Total RPS-Eligible Procurement and Generation Net Cost
14 Bundled Retail Sales
(MWh)
15 Incremental Rate Impact

Table 2: Cost Quantification (Forecast Costs and Revenues, $)

1 Executed But Not Approved RPS-Eligible Contracts 2029 2030
(Purchases and Sales)*

2 Biogas

3 Biomass

4 Geothermal

5 Small Hydro

6 Solar PV

7 Solar Thermal

8 Wind

9 UOG Small Hydro

10 UOG Solar

11 Unbundled RECs

12 Various (Index Plus REC)

13 Sales Revenue

14 Total Executed But Not Approvef! RPS-Eligible Procurement| $0 $0

and Generation Cost

15 B“”d'e‘(’MR\;f)” Sales 5,384,951 5,419,526

16 Incremental Rate Impact 0.00 ¢/kWh 0.00 ¢/kWh

17 Executed RPS-Eligible Contracts (Purchases and Sales)** 2029 2030

18 Biogas

19 Biomass

20 Geothermal

21 Small Hydro

22 Solar PV

23 Solar Thermal

24 Wind

25 UOG Small Hydro

26 UOG Solar

27 Unbundled RECs

28 Various (Index Plus REC)

29 Sales Revenue

30 Total RPS-Eligible Procurement and Generation Cost

31 Bund|e((1MRv3La;| Sales 5.419.526

32 Incremental Rate Impact

33 Total Incremental Rate Impact ‘




LSE Nan|

MCE

Date File]

2/19/2021

Input Required

Table 3: Cost Quantification (Actual Procurement / Generation and Sales, MWh)

Actual RPS-Eligible Procurement / Generation and Sales (MWh)

1 Technology Type (Procurement / Generation and Sales) 2017 2018 2019
2 Biogas 66,712 85,215 81,471
3 Biomass 615 83,945 2,319
4 Geothermal 287,600 141,556 172,154
5 Small Hydro 245,237 117,351 310,511
6 Solar PV 298,853 626,306 1,099,858
7 Solar Thermal
8 Wind 858,150 1,825,974 1,568,133
9 UOG Small Hydro
10 UOG Solar
11 Unbundled RECs 90,000 30,990
12 Various (Index Plus REC) 129
13 RPS-Eligible Sales -176,000 -155,200 -66,000
14 Total RPS-Eligible Procurement / Generation and Sales 1,671,167 2,756,266 3,168,446
Table 4: Cost Quantification (Forecast Procurement / Generation and Sales, MWh) Forecast RPS-Eligible Procurement / Generation and Sales (MWh)
1 Executed But Not Approved RPS-Eligible Contracts (Purchases and Sales) * 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026
2 Biogas
3 Biomass
4 Geothermal
5 Small Hydro
6 Solar PV
7 Solar Thermal
8 Wind
9 UOG Small Hydro
10 UOG Solar
11 Unbundled RECs
12 Various (Index Plus REC)
13 RPS-Eligible Sales
14 Total Executed But Not Approved RPS-Eligible Deliveries (1] 0 (1] (] (1] (] (1]
15 Executed and Approved RPS-Eligible Contracts (Purchases and Sales) ** 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026
16 Biogas 81,535 81,316 81,316 81,316 81,535 81,316 81,316
17 Biomass 165,000
18 Geothermal 316,800 316,560 271,560 87,600 87,840 87,600 87,600
19 Small Hydro 90,490 202,470 222,371 222,371 222,420 160,171 37,071
20 Solar PV 801,619 1,486,894 1,501,764 1,839,034 1,830,474 1,821,907 1,813,374
21 Solar Thermal
22 Wind 1,032,604 814,702 753,617 453,617 429,196 428,391 428,391
23 UOG Small Hydro
24 UOG Solar
25 Unbundled RECs
26 Various (Index Plus REC) 1,153,000 445,000
27 RPS-Eligible Sales
28 Total RPS-Eligible Deliveries 3,476,048 3,511,942 2,830,628 2,683,939 2,651,466 2,579,385 2,447,752




LSE Nan|

MCE

Date File]

2/19/2021

Table 3: Cost Quantification (Actual Procurement / Generation and Sales, MWh)

1 Technology Type (Procurement / Generation and Sales)
2 Biogas
3 Biomass
4 Geothermal
5 Small Hydro
6 Solar PV
7 Solar Thermal
8 Wind
9 UOG Small Hydro
10 UOG Solar
1" Unbundled RECs
12 Various (Index Plus REC)
13 RPS-Eligible Sales
14 Total RPS-Eligible Procurement / Generation and Sales
Table 4: Cost Quantification (Forecast Procurement / Generation and Sales, MWh)
1 Executed But Not Approved RPS-Eligible Contracts (Purchases and Sales) * 2027 2028 2029 2030
2 Biogas
3 Biomass
4 Geothermal
5 Small Hydro
6 Solar PV
7 Solar Thermal
8 Wind
9 UOG Small Hydro
10 UOG Solar
11 Unbundled RECs
12 Various (Index Plus REC)
13 RPS-Eligible Sales
14 Total Executed But Not Approved RPS-Eligible Deliveries (1] (] (1] (1]
15 Executed and Approved RPS-Eligible Contracts (Purchases and Sales) ** 2027 2028 2029 2030
16 Biogas 81,316 81,535 80,372 80,002
17 Biomass
18 Geothermal
19 Small Hydro 37,071 37,120 37,071 37,071
20 Solar PV 1,804,840 1,796,320 1,789,456 1,771,044
21 Solar Thermal
22 Wind 428,391 429,196 428,391 428,391
23 UOG Small Hydro
24 UOG Solar
25 Unbundled RECs
26 Various (Index Plus REC)
27 RPS-Eligible Sales
28 Total RPS-Eligible Deliveries 2,351,619 2,344,171 2,335,290 2,316,508




BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 03/03/21

OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Address
Energy Utility Customer Bill Debt
Accumulated During the COVID-19
Pandemic.

04:59 PM

R.21-02-014

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION
COMMENTS ON ORDER INSTITUTING RULEMAKING

March 3, 2021

Evelyn Kahl, General Counsel
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE
ASSOCIATION

One Concord Center

2300 Clayton Road, Suite 1150

Concord, CA 94520

(415) 254-5454

regulatory(@cal-cca.org




IIL.

I1I.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION ..ottt st ettt ettt et st sae b eneas 1
PROPOSALS FOR SCOPE CLARIFICATION ......ccccoiiiiinininineneeeeeeececene e 3
A. The Staff Proposal Warrants Further Consideration............cccccoceeverviiniencniineennns 3
1. Establishing Several Features of the AAP Requires a More Informed
DISCUSSION ..ttt ettt ettt ettt ettt e et et e st e bt esaaeebeesaeeenbeeennes 3
2. Greater Flexibility in Payment Plans in General May Lower Disconnections
...................................................................................................................... 6
B. The AMP Cost Recovery Mechanism Should Be Used for Any AAP Adopted for
NON-CARE/FERA CUSIOMETS ....c..eeviriiiiieiiiniieieeiiesieeie sttt 6
C. Any Adopted Programs Should Recognize Debt Forgiveness and Incentives Some
CCAs Have Already Provided.........cocooiiiiiiiiniiniiiiieeienecececceceeeseee e 7
D. The Pro Rata Application of Partial Payments Currently in Effect Should Remain in
Effect Through the End of Any COVID-19 Transition Payment Plans .................. 8
E. The Commission Should Examine and Augment Marketing Plans and Efforts as
Necessary to Increase Customer Participation in All Payment Plans.................... 10
CONCLUSION ...ttt ettt ettt sttt sttt st ettt et et sae b seeeaes 10



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Address
Energy Utility Customer Bill Debt
Accumulated During the COVID-19 R.21-02-014

Pandemic.

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION
COMMENTS ON ORDER INSTITUTING RULEMAKING

The California Community Choice Association' (CalCCA) submit these comments in
response to the Order Instituting Rulemaking to Address Energy Utility Customer Bill Debt
Accumulated During the COVID-19 Pandemic (OIR), issued on February 17, 2021, pursuant to
Rule 6.2 of the California Public Utilities Commission’s (Commission) Rules of Practice and
Procedure and the directives provided by the OIR.

I INTRODUCTION

CalCCA members share the Commission’s concern for customers whose lives have been
upended by the COVID-19 pandemic and recognize that unpaid electric bills are only the tip of the
iceberg. The extent and duration of the crisis make critical the Commission’s foresight in
preparing for the transition from the COVID-19 protections for residential customers adopted in

Resolution M-4842.2 The Commission’s leadership and the coordinated efforts of all stakeholders

! California Community Choice Association represents the interests of 24 community choice electricity

providers in California: Apple Valley Choice Energy, Baldwin Park Resident Owned Ultility District, Central
Coast Community Energy, Clean Energy Alliance, Clean Power Alliance, CleanPowerSF, Desert Community
Energy, East Bay Community Energy, Lancaster Choice Energy, Marin Clean Energy, Peninsula Clean
Energy, Pico Rivera Innovative Municipal Energy, Pioneer Community Energy, Pomona Choice Energy,
Rancho Mirage Energy Authority, Redwood Coast Energy Authority, San Diego Community Power, San
Jacinto Power, San José Clean Energy, Silicon Valley Clean Energy, Solana Energy Alliance, Sonoma Clean
Power Valley Clean Energy, and Western Community Energy.

These protections have been extended through June 30, 2021, by Resolution M-4849.



will reduce the potential for disconnection of vulnerable residential and small business customers
when these protections end.

CalCCA generally supports the direction of the Staff Proposals for Arrearage Relief (Staff
Proposals).> Some level of debt forgiveness combined with payment plans, as the Arrearage
Assistance Program (AAP) proposal contemplates. is a reasonable approach. Indeed, the AAP is
like the Arrearage Management Plan (AMP)* implemented for California Alternate Rates for
Energy (CARE) and Family Electric Rates Assistance (FERA) customers. The details of the
AAP’s features, however, warrant a more studied review by stakeholders to determine (1)
eligibility thresholds, (2) the amount of debt forgiveness, (3) the term of the payment plan, and (4)
the timing of any debt forgiveness within the payment plan.

Like the AMP, the Commission must also consider cost recovery. CalCCA recommends
the same approach adopted for recovery of AMP debt forgiveness: recovery of debt forgiveness for
all load-serving entities (LSEs) participating in the program through the Public Purpose Program
Charge (PPPC).”

CalCCA offers three additional recommendations that warrant consideration in the scope of
this proceeding.

v The Commission should consider the interaction of any proposed programs with

the debt forgiveness or incentives some Community Choice Aggregators (CCAs)
have already provided to their customers;

v The Commission should extend the suspension by Pacific Gas and Electric
Company (PG&E)® and San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E)’ of tariff
provisions allocating partial payments for past due balances to the investor-owned

3 Order Instituting Rulemaking to Address Energy Utility Customer Bill Debt Accumulated During the

COVID-19 Pandemic, Feb. 17,2021, Appendix A (Staff Proposal).

4 See generally D.20-06-003, Section 15 at 87-110, as implemented in Resolution E-5114.

5 Resolution E-5114 at 2-3.

6 See PG&E Advice 4244-G/5816-E at 5-6. https:// www.pge.com/tariffs/advice-filing-
index.page?xmldoc=sites-data/tariffs/data/advice-letters/2020/gas-electric.xml

7 See SDG&E Advice 3516-E-C at 10-11. https://regarchive.sdge.com/tm2/pdf/3516-E-C.pdf
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utilities’ (IOUs’) past due balances before allocating any such payments to the
customer’s past due CCA balance; and

v The Commission should examine the IOU marketing plans and efforts in promoting
the AMP to determine how those efforts should be augmented to ensure customers
are made aware of their options.

CalCCA requests that all of the foregoing issues be included in the scope of this rulemaking and
considered by stakeholders in a working group process.

II. PROPOSALS FOR SCOPE CLARIFICATION
A. The Staff Proposal Warrants Further Consideration

1. Establishing Several Features of the AAP Requires a More Informed
Discussion

CalCCA supports the direction and development criteria underlying the Staff Proposals.
Both the AAP structure and modifications to existing payments plans could soften non-
CARE/FERA customers’ COVID-19 impacts, help reduce disconnections, and encourage
customer payments of past due balances. Both options should be explored by stakeholders through
a workshop or working group process. While the Commission does not have jurisdiction over the
rates and tariffs of CCAs, reasonably equitably structuring these plans will invite CCA
participation.

CalCCA supports further consideration of key variables of the AAP. These variables,
including initial straw proposals for consideration, include the following:

Eligibility Threshold: The Staff Proposal proposes a $1,000 threshold for arrearages for
residential and small business customers.® CalCCA understands the drivers for this approach:

consistency with the AMP and administrative simplicity. This approach may not be an equitable

8 Staff Proposal at A-4.



option, however, for small business customers and residential customers outside of the
CARE/FERA population.’

Because the proposed AAP appears to offer participation without income thresholds, a
percentage of bill approach, rather than a fixed dollar threshold, may provide a more equitable
approach. A $1,000 threshold will capture more electricity users with big bills, who may not
always be the most vulnerable customers. For example, an affluent customer who uses more
electricity living in a high temperature zone could reach this threshold more quickly than a more
vulnerable customer living in a coastal apartment. Similarly, it will take more time for a small
business like a corner store to reach the threshold for participation than a larger business.

For example, East Bay Community Energy (EBCE)'® conducted an analysis to evaluate the
severity of the Covid-19 pandemic on its customers. About 60% of customers with an arrearage
greater than 60 days, have an average EBCE arrearage of $200 or less.!! Although this amount
represents only EBCE arrearages, the total arrearages are most likely well below $1,000. For these
reasons, CalCCA encourages consideration of alternatives to a fixed $1,000 approach by

examining the potential impacts of this approach on customers at various levels of usage.

? The Staff Proposal contemplates that the AAP would be available to “all residential customers”

without reference to income thresholds. Staff Proposal at A-3.

10 EBCE is a Joint Powers Authority formed on December 1, 2016 pursuant to California Government
Code §§ 6500 et. seq. by the County of Alameda and each of the following cities incorporated therein:
Albany, Berkeley, Dublin, Emeryville, Fremont, Hayward, Livermore, Oakland, Piedmont, San Leandro, and
Union City. The Commission certified EBCE’s Implementation Plan on November 8, 2017. EBCE started
serving Alameda County businesses and municipalities in June 2018 and began serving residential customers
in November 2018. On March 9, 2020, the Commission certified Addendum #1 to EBCE’s Implementation
Plan and Statement of Intent, adding the cities of Newark and Pleasanton, as well as the city of Tracy in San
Joaquin County, to EBCE's service territory beginning in 2021. EBCE is currently one of the largest CCAs in
the state and serves, as of March 2020, roughly 500,000 residential customers and 11,000 small commercial
customers.

H This arrearage amount only represents EBCE arrearages, not total arrearage.
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Further, the CalCCA recommends the Commission give consideration to stakeholder
discussion of an appropriate cap for arrearage forgiveness under the AAP program, similar to the
cap in the AMP but more reflective of the non-CARE/FERA and small business ability to pay.

Arrearage Forgiveness Amount:

The Staff Proposal for an AAP contemplates 50 percent responsibility for “Low- and
moderate-income and medically vulnerable residential customers as identified through enrollment
in CARE, FERA, Medical Baseline, or eligibility for LIHEAP.”!?> Other customers would be
eligible for a one-time bill forgiveness of $200.!* CalCCA does not currently have a collective
view on the right number or percentage for forgiveness but looks forward to further exploration
with stakeholders.

Term of Payment Plan:

The term of payments plans considered in the Staff Proposal ranges from 12-24 months.
Again, more data would be useful in understand which approach would best serve customers and
whether setting a single payment plan term would be a reasonable approach given the range of
customers that may be eligible. CalCCA supports a more informed discussion of the 12—24-month
range.

Timing of Arrearage Forgiveness:

The AAP contemplates a mix of an upfront one-time bill credit and, for Low- and
moderate-income and medically vulnerable residential customers, an upfront initial credit and
further monthly reductions. CalCCA does not currently have a collective view on the timing of
arrearage forgiveness but notes that stretching credits of any substantial amount over the term of

the payment plan is more likely to encourage payment. The Commission might also consider the

12 Staff Proposal at A-2.
B 1d.



application of credits as an incentive for completing the payment program for non-CARE/FERA
and small businesses.

2. Greater Flexibility in Payment Plans in General May Lower
Disconnections

The Staff Proposal contemplates extending payment plans for up to 24 months for
customers who have been receiving service for at least the length of the payment plan. In other
words, a customer receiving service for less than 24 months would not be eligible. Given the
levels of displacement that have occurred during the COVID-19 pandemic, more flexibility may be
required.'*

The Staff Proposal also contemplates limited grace periods before a plan is considered
“broken,” leaving the customer facing disconnection. !> CalCCA agrees that more flexibility in
payment plans may benefit both the customers and, ultimately, LSEs. EBCE groups on how to
prevent high residential arrearages and disconnections. In its preliminary findings, focus group
participants have emphasized the need for greater flexibility to pay their utility bills. Residents
have shared that the bill due date does not always align with their paycheck and their budget plans,
so having a more lenient billing system can help tremendously. Whether three monthly deferrals
are the right number of grace periods, however, should be further considered by stakeholders.

B. The AMP Cost Recovery Mechanism Should Be Used for Any AAP Adopted
for Non-CARE/FERA Customers

The Commission concluded in Resolution E-5114 that the costs of the AMP debt
forgiveness should be recovered for all participating LSEs through the PPP.'® CalCCA

recommends the same approach here for three reasons. First, the debt forgiveness serves a public

14 Staff Proposal at A-7.
15 Staff Proposal at A-7.
16 Resolution E-5114, Finding 11 at 21-22.



purpose: assisting customers through the COVID-19 transition and minimizing disconnections.
Second, the Commission has no jurisdiction over CCA rates and tariffs to compel participation in
these public purpose programs, but a cost recovery mechanism as adopted in Resolution E-5114
strongly encourages broad CCA participation. Finally, all customers, regardless of location or
service providers, should share equally in these costs, and the PPP enables equitable cost sharing.
CalCCA thus urges adoption of the AMP model for cost recovery.

C. Any Adopted Programs Should Recognize Debt Forgiveness and Incentives
Some CCAs Have Already Provided

CalCCA supports the Commission’s efforts to enable debt forgiveness for customers
unable to pay their electric bills and to encourage customer payment of arrearages. Indeed, some
CCAs have already undertaken similar one-time bill forgiveness, among other programs. For
example:

= (Clean Power Alliance has allocated $1 million in bill assistance to COVID-19
impacted residential and small business customers who sign up for financial
assistance through Southern California Edison.

= Lancaster Choice Energy has created the Grocery Workers Appreciation Program
which will provide eligible grocery workers who are LCE customers with a one-
time credit of up to $50 on their LCE charges.

= Peninsula Clean Energy to date has provided over $4 million in direct assistance to
CARE/FERA customers and qualified small business customers in the form of bill
credits as part of our COVID releif efforts. Approximately 36,000 CARE/FERA
customers and just over 2,200 small businesses received $100 or $250 in respective
bill credits.

= Silicon Valley Clean Energy (SVCE) is dedicating $10 million to COVID relief
efforts. SVCE is providing immediate financial relief through a $100 bill credit for
CARE and FERA customers and a $250 bill credit for impacted small businesses.

= InJanuary, the Western Community Energy (WCE) Board of Directors took action
to implement community support during the COVID-19 pandemic by approving a
WCE Utility Assistance Program that will provide a one-time $25 bill credit to in-
come-qualified WCE customers impacted by COVID-19.



»  CleanPowerSF provided over $2.8 million in one-time bill credits to customers
enrolled in CARE and FERA programs last October. The relief program offered
one-time credits of $50 for single-family homes, $3,000 for multi-family residential
buildings and $750 for nonprofits on small commercial rates — the equivalent to a
month’s worth of savings on the average customer’s electricity bill.

The Commission should be aware of these initiatives and any other LSE-provided credits in
evaluating programs for bill relief.
D. The Pro Rata Application of Partial Payments Currently in Effect Should

Remain in Effect Through the End of Any COVID-19 Transition Payment
Plans

During the COVID-19 residential customer disconnection moratorium, PG&E'” and
SDG&E'® suspended past due payment “waterfalls” that would have applied partial payments from
unbundled customers first to IOU charges before applying payments to CCA charges. CalCCA
requests that the Commission extend these suspensions for the duration of the longest COVID-19
transition plan adopted in this proceeding. For example, if the Commission adopts 12- and 24-
month payment plans, the suspension should remain in place for at least 24 months.

The “waterfall” problem arises because IOUs currently are required to bill unbundled
customers for services CCAs provide.!® The current IOU tariffs, while differing in terminology,
result in partial payments from residential customers being applied first to delinquent IOU
balances before application of any funds to a CCA’s balance. Taking PG&E as an example, Rule
23.R.2. establishes a general rule for allocation of partial payments by customers.

Except as provided below in Section 3, if a customer makes only a partial payment

for a service account, the payment shall be allocated proportionally between PG&E’s
charges and the CCA’s charges.

The only exception, as this provision notes, is Rule 23.R.3, which provides:

17 See PG&E Advice 4244-G/5816-E at 5-6. https://www.pge.com/tariffs/advice-filing-
index.page?xmldoc=sites-data/tariffs/data/advice-letters/2020/gas-electric.xml

18 See SDG&E Advice 3516-E-C at 10-11. https://regarchive.sdge.com/tm2/pdf/3516-E-C.pdf
19 CAL. PUB. UTIL. CODE §779.2.




In evaluating a delinquent residential Service Account for service termination and to
the extent required by law or Commission regulations, partial payments shall be
allocated first to delinquent disconnectable charges.

Because service cannot be disconnected for the nonpayment of CCA charges, this means that all
partial payments go first to satisfy delinquent IOU charges.

The Commission recognized in Resolution M-4842 the need for the IOUs to consult with
CCAs regarding “their roles and responsibilities for each emergency customer protection.”?! As a
part of these and earlier consultations between CCAs and the IOUs, CalCCA identified the
disproportionate risk to CCAs for partial payments from residential customers in its protests to the
PG&E and SDG&E advice letters. Both IOUs resolved the issue for the duration of the Protection
Plans through their supplemental advice letters.??

PG&E’s and SDG&E’s Protection Plans now reasonably address this issue®. They provide
that partial payments by a residential customer — whether simply a short pay or a payment under an
approved payment plan — will be applied pro rata to IOU and CCA customer balances. CalCCA
appreciates PG&E’s and SDG&E’s assistance in this resolution, which provides a blueprint for
future action.

These modified practices are even more important through the COVID-19 transition
period under consideration in this proceeding. With potentially more than a billion dollars of

arrearages that could accrue by the end of the protections on June 30, 2021 — a material portion of

20 CAL. PUB. UTIL. CODE §779.2 prevents disconnection of utility service for delinquent balances owed

to “a person or corporation other than the electrical, gas, heat, telephone or water corporation demanding
payment therefore.”

2 Resolution M-4842, at 6.

2 PG&E Advice 5816-E-A, at 5-6; SDG&E Advice 3516 E-A, at 10. Southern California Edison
Company has an alternative practice of alternating past due payments between the IOU and CCA.

3 See SDG&E Rule 27.R.2 (all partial payments are pro rated); PG&E Rule 23.R.2 footnote (allocate
partial payments received from residential CCA customers on a pro rata basis with CCAs for up to one year,
through April 16, 202). The protections have been extended pursuant to Resolution M-4842. Resolution M-
4842, Feb. 11,2021 at 22-23.
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