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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

• The Commission should adopt the recommendations listed in CalCCA’s1 opening comments 
on the Proposed Decision.  

• The Commission should direct PG&E to revise its VPF spending plan and propose projects 
consistent with the spending guidelines CalCCA describes in its reply brief and open a Phase 2 
to allow parties to consider that plan. 

• The Commission should not adopt SBUA’s recommendation with respect to PG&E’s attribute 
allocation proposal. 

 
1  Acronyms and defined terms used in the Summary of Recommendations are defined in the body 
of these comments.  
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The California Community Choice Association2 (CalCCA) submits these Reply Comments 

on Administrative Law Judge Atamturk’s [Proposed] Decision on Pacific Gas and Electric 

Company’s (PG&E) Revenue Requirement to Support Extended Operation of Diablo Canyon 

Power Plant and 2025 Volumetric Performance Fees Proposal (PD or Proposed Decision) 

pursuant to Rule 14.3 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the California Public Utilities 

Commission (Commission).3  

With the exception of Conclusion of Law 13, which CalCCA recommends striking in its 

entirety for the reasons explained in its comments on the PD, CalCCA largely supports the PD and 

 
2  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 José Clean Energy, Santa 
Barbara Clean Energy, Silicon Valley Clean Energy, Sonoma Clean Power, and Valley Clean Energy. 
3  Application (A.) 24-03-018, [Proposed] Decision on Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (PG&E) 
Revenue Requirement to Support Extended Operation of Diablo Canyon Power Plant and 2025 Volumetric 
Performance Fees Proposal (Nov. 14, 2024) (Proposed Decision). 
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recommends its adoption.4 In these reply comments, CalCCA responds to two issues in parties’ 

opening comments on the PD.  

First, CalCCA agrees that the $167 million PG&E will collect in Volumetric Performance 

Fee (VPF) revenues during the record period should flow to customers as soon as possible, and 

therefore supports PG&E’s recommendation for a Phase 2 to this proceeding. However, in order 

to ensure the benefits of PG&E’s VPF revenues flow equitably to customers, the Commission 

should direct PG&E to revise its VPF spending plan consistent with the set of fundamental 

principles CalCCA and The Utility Reform Network (TURN) recommended (and which CalCCA 

discusses herein) before refiling that plan for the parties’ and Commission’s consideration in 

Phase 2.  

Second, the PD’s rejection of PG&E’s attribute allocation proposal is sound, and only one 

party—the Small Business Utility Advocates (SBUA)—continues to support the adoption of 

PG&E’s proposal. The Commission should not adopt SBUA’s recommendation because that 

recommendation is not grounded in the scope of record of this proceeding, nor does it engage with 

the express language of Decision (D.) 23-12-036 directing PG&E to implement Resource 

Adequacy (RA) allocations to load serving entities (LSE) based on 12-month coincident peak (12 

CP). 

I. OPENING A PHASE 2 TO CONSIDER A REVISED VPF PLAN CAN ENSURE 
PRINCIPLED SPENDING THAT PROVIDES BENEFITS TO CUSTOMERS AS 
SOON AS POSSIBLE. 

The VPF spending plan PG&E presents in this case is ill-conceived and lacks sufficient 

detail. Moreover, it does not comply with Section 712.8 (s) of the Public Utilities Code. PG&E’s 

proposal to perform additional maintenance and increase staff at its hydroelectric generating 

 
4  CalCCA Opening Comments on the PD at 1. 



 

CalCCA’s Reply Comments on Proposed Decision 3 

facilities would not provide any noticeable difference in service to retail customers in PG&E’s 

service territory because when a hydroelectric generating facility goes on outage, the lost 

generation is replaced through CAISO market dispatch.5 Further, PG&E’s proposal raises 

competitive concerns to the extent PG&E uses VPF revenues to extend the life of its hydroelectric 

generation facilities. The record does not confirm whether, under PG&E’s proposal, VPF funds 

will be used in a way that increases output from its hydroelectric generation assets or effectively 

extends the life of those assets. If either result occurs, PG&E’s use of VPF funds would raise 

complex questions regarding the appropriate vintaging of PG&E’s hydroelectric generating assets 

and whether PG&E would gain a competitive advantage over other LSEs in meeting its 

procurement requirements on account of revenue paid by all customers. 

With that said, as PG&E points out in its comments on the PD, “[h]aving the VPFs idle in 

a balancing account does not benefit customers[.]”6 Opening a second phase of this proceeding 

can expediently resolve the conflict between these two points: (1) the need to provide benefits to 

customers and (2) the gaps and shortcomings in PG&E’s VPF plan. CalCCA therefore supports 

PG&E’s suggestion in order to ensure the benefits of the $167 million in VPF revenues that PG&E 

will collect flow equitably to as many customers as possible as soon as possible. To that end, if the 

Commission opts to open a Phase 2, it will be well-served by directing PG&E to provide 

supplemental information regarding the slate of projects it has already proposed. Additionally, in 

this Phase 2, the Commission should direct PG&E to modify its list of candidate projects such that 

its Plan is consistent with the set of fundamental principles CalCCA and TURN recommended (as 

summarized in CalCCA’s reply brief7). Specifically, the Commission should first direct PG&E to 

 
5  CalCCA-01 at 26, lines 12-18. 
6  PG&E Comments on the PD at 3. 
7  CalCCA Reply Brief at 9-11 (Oct. 21, 2024). 
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use VPFs to either offset capital investment or offset recorded expense spending that supports 

wildfire mitigation. Second, the Commission should direct PG&E to demonstrate that its VPF 

spending plan:  

1. Benefits the maximum number of customers possible; 

2. Prioritizes spending on electric distribution projects to help reduce upward pressure on 

distribution rates; and 

3. Does not include spending on generation assets to avoid competition issues with other 

load-serving entities (LSE) in its service territory.  

Again, as CalCCA explained its reply brief, while PG&E insists the Commission’s review of VPF 

spending proposals must be limited to determining whether those proposals fit into one or more of 

the categories delineated in Section 712.8(s)(1) of the Public Utilities Code. Nothing in the statute 

or in D.23-12-036 precludes the Commission from adopting additional guardrails in this 

proceeding. And in fact, by adopting the guardrails TURN and CalCCA recommend ahead of any 

VPF plan refiling, the Commission can help streamline party evaluation of PG&E’s proposals in 

on a compressed timeline. 

II. THE COMMISSION SHOULD NOT ADOPT SBUA’S RECOMMENDATION 
WITH RESPECT TO ATTRIBUTE ALLOCATION 

Rather than implementing the attribute allocation methodologies established by D.23-12-

036, PG&E proposed to modify those methodologies in this proceeding. The PD correctly rejects 

PG&E’s proposal,8 and PG&E’s Opening Comments on the PD do not oppose the PD’s conclusion 

on this issue. That leaves the SBUA as the only party that continues to support PG&E’s allocation 

proposal and recommend its adoption.9 But SBUA’s comments do not engage with the PD’s logic 

 
8  PD at COL 20. 
9  SBUA Comments on the PD at 6. 
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and analysis, the record of this proceeding, or even the plain language of D.23-12-036. Instead, 

SBUA simply “disagree[s]” with the PD’s finding and offers the recommendation that the 

Commission “more strictly follow cost causation principles.”10  

The Commission should not adopt SBUA’s recommendation. The PD’s reasoning on this 

issue is both straightforward and sound: “PG&E’s proposal does not comply with the 

implementation of the RA allocation methodology adopted in D.23-12-036, and therefore, it is 

rejected.”11 And SBUA’s reference to “cost causation principles” suggests a fundamental 

misapprehension of cost causation; PG&E’s proposal concerns the allocation of benefits, not the 

assignment of costs to cost-causers (which would implicate the cost causation principle). 

Moreover, as CalCCA’s opening brief explains at length, there is no mismatch between costs and 

benefits here, because the statutory scheme conveys significant benefits exclusively to PG&E 

service area customers.12 

III. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons described in these comments, CalCCA respectfully urges the Commission 

to adopt the recommendations discussed herein as well as those presented in Appendix A to 

CalCCA’s Comments on the Proposed Decision, and to grant any other relief the Commission 

deems just and reasonable. 

  

 
10  Id. 
11  PD at 54. 
12  CalCCA Reply Brief at 17-23. 
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