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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

 
 

Application of Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company to Recover Helms Uprate Costs Application No. 23-12-014 

 

 
 

MOTION OF CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION  
TO CLARIFY ASSIGNED COMMISSIONER’S SCOPING MEMO AND RULING 

 
Pursuant to Rule 11.1 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the California Public 

Utilities Commission (Commission), the California Community Choice Association1 (CalCCA) 

submits this motion to clarify the Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling (Ruling) 

issued on September 27, 2024 in this proceeding. 2  Specifically, CalCCA seeks a minor 

modification to Scoping Item 7 to clarify the appropriate Phase for litigating certain cost allocation 

issues. 

I. SCOPING ITEM 7 SHOULD BE MODIFIED TO ENSURE CONSISTENCY WITH 
THE INTENDED ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE OF THE TWO-PHASED 
PROCEEDING AND TO PREVENT DUPLICATIVE LITIGATION IN PHASES I 
AND II. 

 
The Ruling defines Phase I issues as those related to planning and procurement needs, cost 

analysis and reasonableness, and certain miscellaneous issues, and indicates Phase II is focused 

entirely on issues of cost allocation.3 Generally, the specific scoped issues listed within each Phase 

 
1  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, 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 José Clean Energy, Santa Barbara Clean 
Energy, Silicon Valley Clean Energy, Sonoma Clean Power, and Valley Clean Energy. 
2  A.23-12-014, Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling (Sept. 27, 2024) (Ruling). 
3  Id. at 3-7. 
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adhere to this intended organizational structure. However, Scoping Item 7 within the Phase I issues 

list seems to encompass questions relevant to both Phases.4 

Scoping Item 7 reads as follows: 

What would be the effect on rate base of the Helms uprate (e.g., abandoned investments 
due to recent capital additions at the facility, etc.)? What ratemaking treatment should 
apply to existing assets? Does this proposed ratemaking treatment comply with the 
principles of cost causation (Issue 15, 37)?5 

 
While the first question above pertains to impacts on rate base, and in particular, the potential for 

abandoned investments, the bolded questions above seem to implicate broader cost allocation 

issues. Specifically, these bolded questions could be read as implicating the issue of the proposed 

cost allocation for the entire Helms asset (i.e., the “existing assets”) and whether that proposed 

cost allocation complies with the principles of cost causation. 

These issues are highly relevant to the cost allocation arguments CalCCA intends to raise 

in Phase II of this proceeding. In various other proceedings, community choice aggregator parties 

have argued that reinvestments in utility-owned generation may in certain cases be substantial 

enough to justify a revintaging of the entire asset revenue requirement for purposes of Power 

Charge Indifference Adjustment cost recovery. CalCCA may raise this same argument in this case. 

As currently written, it is unclear from the Ruling whether this issue should be litigated in Phase I 

in response to Scoping Issue 7, or in Phase II, which generally covers whether “PG&E’s cost 

allocation proposals [are] reasonable and consistent with state law, Commission decisions, and 

best practices.”6 

 
4  Id. at 5. 
5  Id. (emphasis added). 
6  Id. at 6. 
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To clarify this issue, ensure there is not duplicative litigation in Phases I and II, and 

consolidate all substantively related cost allocation issues within Phase II, CalCCA proposes that 

the Commission make the following minor revisions to the Ruling: 

• Revise Scoping Item 7 as follows: “What would be the effect on rate base of the Helms 
uprate due to interim retirements7 of plant assets? (e.g., abandoned investments due to 
recent capital additions at the facility, etc.)? What ratemaking treatment should apply to 
any such interim retirements to existing assets? Does this proposed ratemaking treatment 
comply with the principles of cost causation (Issue 15, 37)?” 

• Add a new Scoping Item in Phase II as follows: “What cost allocation proposal should be 
adopted for existing assets? Does this cost allocation proposal comply with the principles 
of cost causation (Issue 37)?” 

 
Prior to submitting this Motion, CalCCA conferred with all known parties regarding these 

proposed changes to the Ruling. Pacific Gas and Electric Company responded that it supports these 

proposed changes, and the Public Advocates Office, The Utility Reform Network, and Independent 

Energy Producers Association responded that they do not oppose these proposed changes. As such, 

given that all parties to this proceeding either affirmatively support or do not oppose these 

proposed changes, CalCCA urges the Commission to adopt these recommendations expeditiously 

to clarify the issues to be litigated in Phase I versus Phase II of this proceeding. 

II. CONCLUSION 

CalCCA respectfully requests the Commission make the minor modifications to the Ruling 

set forth herein.  

 
7  “Interim retirement” is defined as: “retirement of a capitalized asset within a generation facility 
that will not survive to the final retirement of the entire facility.” See, e.g., PG&E 2023 GRC Depreciation 
Study, A.21-06-021, Exh. 10, Ch. 12, pp. 12-14 to 12-15. 



 

 4 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
       /s/ Julia Kantor 

Julia Kantor 
KEYES & FOX LLP 
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