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Agenda 

• Introduction – Adam Schultz, CPUC; Dennis Sullivan  
• Solicitation Results – Dennis Sullivan  
• Survey Results – Dennis Sullivan 
• IE Report – Wayne Oliver, Merrimack Energy  
• RFO Changes Under Consideration – Dennis Sullivan 
• Break 
• Participant Questions & Feedback 

The purpose of today’s discussion is to obtain feedback on PG&E’s 2012 PV 
Program PPA RFO.  We will address only the PPA portion of PG&E’s PV 
Program; we will not address the utility-owned portion of PG&E’s PV Program, 
the RPS RFO, or the RAM RFO 
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Solicitation Results 
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RFO Timeline 

Date/Time Event 
April 3 PG&E issued the RFO 
April 11 Participants’ Webinar 
May 3 
1:00 P.M. 

Deadline for Participants to submit Offers and to submit applications for 
interconnection 

May 21 Deadline for Participants to provide proof that interconnection applications 
have been deemed complete and the Project has received a queue position 

July 30 PG&E notified Participants of Selected Offers 

August 6 Deadline for Participants with selected offers to accept Selection  

August 13 
5:00 P.M. Participants with Selected Offers submitted signed PPAs  

August 30 PG&E executed PPAs 
September 7 Advice Letter 4106-E filing for executed PPAs  
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Market Response 

• The market response to this RFO was robust.  PG&E received well over 80 
offers from more than 30 counterparties 

• Offers totaled approximately 1,000 MW 
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Resulting PPAs 

• SilRay’s 2 MW East Side Calpella project; 

• SilRay’s 2 MW Foothill Farmington project; 

• SilRay’s 2 MW Parducci project; 

• SilRay’s 2 MW Ruddick project;  

• Recurrent Energy’s 20 MW Kent South project; and 

• Valos’ 20 MW SKIC Solar 1 project 

• The RFO process produced the desired procurement outcomes 

– Contracts totaling 48 MW.  The remaining 2 MW will be added to the 
2013 PV PPA solicitation target. 

– Competitive pricing – all six PPAs have a pre-TOD price* that is lower 
than the Market Price Referent adopted in 2011 for contracts with 
contract start year of 2014 and delivery term of 20 years ($97.56/MWh) 

*Projects are paid post-TOD prices, which for Northern California solar average 1.19 times the 
pre-TOD price 
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Selection Process 

The selection process used three considerations: 

• The offer price was the primary determinant 

• Supplier Diversity: We took into account the Participant’s status as a WMDVBE and/or an 
intent or policy of subcontracting with WMDVBEs.  An offer’s showing on supplier diversity 
had the ability to move the offer relative to the standings of other closely-priced offers 

• Projects locating in a CAISO-designated Local Capacity Requirements (“LCR”) area were to 
be granted tie-breaker status if needed. 

PG&E selected a group of: 

• Primary offers, which were the most competitive offers that filled the 50 MW procurement 
target 

• Backup offers, which were asked to stand by in case one or more of the Primary offers didn’t 
result in executed PPAs 

An important feature in getting to the 50 MW procurement target was the willingness of 
some Participants to reduce the size of their offer while holding the price constant 

PG&E screened offers for their status in the interconnection process and removed from 
consideration those projects that clearly would not be able to meet the 18 month Commercial 
Operation date deadline. 
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Survey Results 
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Survey 

• Survey was sent to all Participants that submitted an offer and individuals 
on PG&E’s general mailing list. 

• Survey asked for feedback on: 

– RFO instructions and administration 

– The Participants’ Webinar 

– The offer submission process 

– The evaluation process 

– The small and large PPAs 

– The PV Program map 

– An overall evaluation of the 2012 PV PPA RFO 

– Suggestions for improvement to RFO process and the small and large 
PPAs 
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RFO Instructions and Administration 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

RFO Protocol instructions were clear and
straightforward.

RFO communications and announcements
were clear and made in a timely manner.

The instructions for the RFO offer forms were
clear and straightforward.

The RFO adhered to the schedule and
processes spelled out in the RFO Protocol.

The individual feedback sessions were useful.

Agree Disagree Neutral
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• There was confusion between the RFO Webinar presentation and the small 
PPA document regarding the over-production and under-production 
penalties, which we then had to clarify with the PG&E personnel. 

• Did not adhere to the schedule as posted. 

• The notification of the shortlist was delayed by about 1 month. 

• It didn't quite adhere as there was a change in schedule from the original. 

 

 

RFO Instructions and Administration--Comments 
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0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

The Bidders’ Webinar presentation on the overall RFO 
process was clear and helpful. 

The Bidders’ Webinar presentation on PG&E's 
Supplier Diversity program was clear and helpful. 

Agree Disagree Neutral

 
 
 

RFO Webinar 
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RFO Participants’ Webinar--Comments 

• We would appreciate more clarity on the quota reserved for supplier 
diversity program and tangible numbers for how that quota is met. It would 
help us as a diverse supplier to learn about the tangible benefit we get as a 
diverse supplier. 
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0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

The RFO submission requirements were clear.

Electronic submission of offers was simple and easy.

Agree Disagree Neutral

 
 
 

RFO Offer Submission Process 
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RFO Offer Submission Process--Comments 

• Absolutely love the electronic submission process. 
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RFO Evaluation 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

PG&E clearly identified the criteria it would use
to evaluate offers.

Agree Disagree Neutral
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RFO PPAs 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

The small PV PPA is commercially reasonable.

The large PV PPA is commercially reasonable.

Agree Disagree Neutral
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• The PPA is too stringent on requirements. A non-escalating PPA makes 
financing very difficult and escalations to the PPA price are a standard in 
the industry. There should be room for reasonable negotiations in the PPA. 

 

RFO PPAs--Comments 
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Program Map and RFO Participation 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

 I intend to participate in the next year's round
of the PV PPA RFO solicitation.

The PV and RAM Program map contained useful
information.

Agree Disagree Neutral
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Program Map-Comments 

• Though I did find the substation by traveling to the area, the map that 
PG&E presented does not show this substation or the power line routing. 
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If you did not submit an offer, please indicate why 

• We submitted an offer in 2011.  In 2011 we found the process to be too 
complicated and burdensome compared to overseas process or net-
metering.  Additionally, because price is such a driver it appears that many 
projects set unrealistically low pricing and have not been built.  As an 
investor we need to hit financial return metrics we find it difficult to 
compete with that.  From the one project that we have built feeding into 
PG&E it does not seem that PG&E is serious about helping its IPP 
investors succeed.  Everyone at PG&E is very nice, but there is no straight-
forward way to get the needed work complete. 
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Please provide any suggestions you have for 
improvement(s) to the RFO process 

• Determine a fair price at which you are willing to buy power at and create a 
FiT program that is more similar to the net-metering program in process 
complexity for small generators and you will greatly expand the pool of 
interest and cost of actual delivered power. The current RFO process is not 
a process we can support as an investor. 

• It would be good if PG&E can provide Full Capacity Deliverability to a 
winning project if such project does not otherwise have deliverability from 
Cluster 4 or prior clusters. 

• Increasing the length of time from PPA signing to COD would benefit 
projects that are viable but that are having difficulty with the 
interconnection process (since it always seems to be delayed). 

• Make project viability (including financing) a key selection criteria so that 
low-ball bids are not automatically selected. 
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Please provide any suggestions you have for 
improvement(s) to the Large and/or Small PPA 

• Streamline the review process.  For example the SB32 PPA is nearly 18 
months late from original timelines.  Why does it take so long to review 
and issue a PPA.  This sort of thing happens every day in the corporate 
world.  I'm know I'm missing some of the complexity that exists in the 
process, but from an investor perspective these delays cost money and 
prevent us from being able to sell at the lowest price possible. 

• The small PPA needs to be reformed thoroughly in terms of its 
requirements. The PPA is too stringent and sometimes unreasonable for 
the developer. It would be good to have room for reasonable negotiation in 
the PPA. 
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Please provide any other feedback you’d like to share on the 
process, and the strengths and/or weaknesses of this RFO 

• Streamline processes to bid and interconnect.  18 months is insufficient time to 
construct and interconnect with PG&E's current process.  We have recently built a 
small generator and the process to bring it online is doomed to failure from the start - 
we own 21 other similar sized behind-the-meter systems, that have not seen nearly the 
same level of complexity in getting completing.  We have had a series of delays 
related to process between different PG&E departments, long review timelines, 
inability to commit to a firm date, etc.  While the need for process is well understood, 
net-metered systems of the same size connect in a small fraction of the time and effort 
on a daily basis.  The problems we see reside not just with PG&E, however the 
problem are mainly created by the process complexity, compared to overseas or net-
metering (demonstrated by the need to hold a conference just to explain the process 
or how to fill out the forms).  As an investor/owner delays and process complexity 
must be factored into future bids as a friction of doing business with the utility.  This 
prevents us from making competitive bids to the RFO at this time. 

• Selection criteria are opaque.  Project viability must be given substantial weight or my 
company will not bid again in these RFOs. 

• Great job! 

• Thanks for the opportunity to provide comments. It's been a while since we submitted 
so details of the bidding process aren't fresh in our heads, but we don't remember 
anything troublesome with PG&E's process. 
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Independent Evaluator Report 



 
 
 
 

Presentation of Merrimack Energy 
Group Inc. to  

PG&E’s 2012 Solar Photovoltaic 
Program Forum 

 
October 12, 2012 
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Role of the IE 
 Objective – to ensure the solicitation process is undertaken in a 

fair, consistent, unbiased and objective manner and that the 
best resources are selected and acquired consistent with the 
solicitation protocols 

 Involved in the solicitation process from initiation of program 
design through offer selection and contract execution 

 Submitted comments on protocol design  
 Monitored email traffic/communications with bidders 
 Receipt and summary of offers submitted 
 Participated in meetings with the PRG 
 Participated in a number of discussions with PG&E about offer 

eligibility 
 Monitored de-briefing sessions 
 
 
 
 



Observations/Lessons Learned 
 The response was robust with participation from both established firms 

and new entrants 
 PG&E followed its protocols and evaluation process 
 Significant attention paid to informing participants of upcoming schedules 

and information updates 
 PG&E was inclusive in keeping participants in the process and not unduly 

eliminating offers 
 PG&E effectively utilized the flexibility afforded participants to offer 

quantity variation at the same price to meet the annual procurement 
target 

 PG&E team was very responsive to participants 
 PG&E’s internal interconnection screening process was reasonable and 

effective 
 The requirement to pursue full capacity deliverability including posting 

security with the CAISO for studies before receiving a contract adds cost 
and price uncertainty to the process. 

27 
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IE Report – Recommendations 
 Extend the deadline for meeting the COD after contract approval 

to 36 months as opposed to 18 months 
 Revisit the option of allowing Participants to propose either a fixed 

price for the contract term or a fixed escalation option 
 Assess whether it is reasonable to allow Participants to offer either 

full capacity deliverability or energy-only deliverability and develop 
a methodology that considers the value of firm capacity 
deliverability to assess the value and cost of each option 

 Reassess the Supplier Diversity Criteria to ensure PG&E meets its 
diversity goals. One option is to establish an overall spend target 
for WMDVBE and select the lowest cost portfolio that meets or 
beats the target 

 The flexibility afforded by the step-down increment option in the 
offer form has had value to PG&E in developing a portfolio of 
projects that may not be reflected in the offers submitted by a 
number of participants. PG&E should continue to encourage 
participants to offer such flexibility 
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RFO Changes Under Consideration 

• We have completed Years 1 and 2 of the PV PPA Program 

• We intend to move forward with procurement of 52 MW.  We do not have a schedule for this yet. 

• The PPA we’ve been using is from 2009.  We want to update it and bring it much closer to what 
we have proposed for the RAM PPA. 

• Updates we are considering include: 

– Provide flexibility with respect to Resource Adequacy.  Allow projects to be offered as 
either Energy-Only or with a commitment to provide Full Capacity Deliverability Status 
(FCDS).  For projects committing to FCDS, factor the cost of the delivery upgrades and the 
value of deliverability into the selection process. 

– Add provisions for Buyer Curtailment.  Allow up to 250 hours/year Buyer Curtailment, with 
PG&E paying Seller for deemed delivered energy in a curtailment period. 

– Allow escalating pricing 

– Update the scheduling and outage reporting language 

– Extend the 18 month deadline for achieving commercial operation to at least 24 months 

– Add a requirement for Seller to use “good faith” efforts to achieve the levels of diverse 
spend included in its offer.  Add reporting requirements on actual diverse spending. 

– Require a completed Phase I study (or equivalent) at the time of offer submission 

• Any updates would require approval by the CPUC 

Note:  This slide was added after the October 12 Participants’ Forum 
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Break 
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Questions & Feedback 
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