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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

The California Public Utilities Commission should retain a formal application requirement
for its evaluation of Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s volumetric performance fee
spending proposals.
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Implementing Senate Bill 846 Concerning
Potential Extension of Diablo Canyon Power Rulemaking 23-01-007
Plant Operations

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S
REPLY COMMENTS ON PHASE 2 PROPOSALS

The California Community Choice Associationl (CalCCA) submits these Reply
Comments on Phase 2 Proposals pursuant to the procedural schedule established in the Assigned
Commissioner’s June 25, 2024, Amended Scoping Memo and Ruling for Phase 2 of Proceeding.?

I INTRODUCTION

These brief comments respond to the opening comments® submitted by Pacific Gas and
Electric Company (PG&E)* and by The Utility Reform Network (TURN).> A critical disagreement
between the two parties relates to the process for California Public Utilities Commission
(Commission) (and stakeholder) review of PG&E’s volumetric performance fee (VPF) spending
proposals. PG&E recommends that starting in 2026, the Commission permit PG&E to submit an

advice letter describing how VPF funds were spent rather than submitting a formal application that

! California Community Choice Association represents the interests of 24 community choice

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

2 Rulemaking (R.) 23-01-007, Assigned Commissioner’s Amended Scoping Memo and Ruling for
Phase 2 of Proceeding (June 25, 2024).

3 All references herein to party Opening Comments are to the Opening Comments filed in this
Rulemaking 23-01-007, on or about September 19, 2024.

4 PG&E Opening Comments.

> TURN Opening Comments.



advances spending proposals.® TURN opposes PG&E’s proposal and urges the Commission to retain
the application requirement, because in its view, an application process allows more meaningful
Commission and stakeholder oversight over PG&E’s VPF expenditures.’

II. THE COMMISSION SHOULD RETAIN A FORMAL APPLICATION

REQUIREMENT FOR ITS EVALUATION OF PG&E’S VPF SPENDING
PROPOSALS

CalCCA agrees with TURN, particularly in light of its review and criticism of PG&E’s
VPF spending proposals in Application (A.) 24-03-018.® CalCCA recommended the Commission
clarify that PG&E can only use VPF revenues to cover costs that would otherwise be recovered
only from PG&E’s electric customers, and adopt the following principles to guide PG&E in its
prioritization of projects funded with VPF revenue:

1. VPF funds should be used on projects providing benefits to the largest number of
customers possible, including bundled and unbundled customers.

2. VPF funds should be used first on projects related to electric distribution to help
reduce upward pressure on distribution rates.

3. VPF funds should not be used on projects that benefit PG&E’s generation assets.
In CalCCA’s view, the principles above should guide PG&E’s VPF spending proposals throughout
the extended operations period, and not just in 2025. The Commission should retain a formal
application requirement for PG&E’s VPF spending proposals to the extent the Commission agrees
with PG&E’s position that proposals made and adopted in A.24-03-018 apply only to 2025,

whereas proposals made and adopted in Phase 2 of this rulemaking should apply starting in 2026.°

6 PG&E Opening Comments at 3; R.23-01-007, Proposals on Phase 2 Issues by Pacific Gas and
Electric Company (U 39 E), p. 3 (Aug. 15, 2024).
! TURN Opening Comments at 7-8.

8 A.24-03-018, Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company to Recover in Customer Rates The

Costs to Support Extended Operation of Diablo Canyon Power Plant from September 1, 2023 Through
December 31, 2025 and for Approval of Planned Expenditure of 2025 Volumetric Performance Fees (Mar.
29, 2024); see A.24-03-018, California Community Choice Association’s Opening Brief (submitted on Oct. 1,
2024, but not published at the time of filing of these comments).

K PG&E Opening Comments at 3.



That requirement will help ensure parties have sufficient opportunity to closely review PG&E’s
VPF proposals and assess those proposals against a set of objective principles, such as those
CalCCA proposes in A.24-03-018.

As TURN rightly points out, review of PG&E’s VPF spending proposals in A.24-03-018
required many rounds of data requests (including from CalCCA) and two days of evidentiary
hearings prior to the submission of briefs.! CalCCA agrees that PG&E’s proposal to use an advice
letter process for VPF reporting would prevent that level of review “and limit intervenors to, at
most, a single round of data requests prior to the submission of protests (due 20 calendar days after
the Advice Letter is filed). In CalCCA’s view, that process would not be sufficiently robust to
ensure PG&E spends the $1.3 billion of VPF revenues it forecasts collecting in a reasonable and
non-discriminatory manner.

III. CONCLUSION

For those reasons, CalCCA recommends the Commission retain the formal application
requirement for PG&E’s VPF spending proposals. CalCCA appreciates this opportunity to provide
reply comments on parties’ Phase 2 proposals.

Respectfully submitted,
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10 TURN Opening Comments at 8.
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