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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS1 

• The Commission should find that the RA MPB is the most reasonable measure to value RA 
Substitution Capacity. 

• The Commission should not require PG&E to update its final 2025 DCPP RA Substitution 
Capacity Cost Forecast using a Final RA MPB derived from the methodology established in 
D.25-06-049 because doing so perpetuates impermissible retroactive ratemaking. 

• The Commission should find that any recommendations to modify the RA MPB are out of 
scope. 

 

 
1  Acronyms used herein are defined in the body of this document. 
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CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S OPENING BRIEF 
 

Pursuant to Rule 13.12 of the California Public Utilities Commission’s (Commission) 

Rules of Practice and Procedure,2 and the Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling3 

(Scoping Ruling), dated July 2, 2025, the California Community Choice Association4 (CalCCA) 

submits this opening brief. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

When Diablo Canyon Power Plant (DCPP) experiences an outage, Pacific Gas & Electric 

Company (PG&E) must replace its Resource Adequacy (RA) capacity with RA capacity from 

other resources (RA Substitution Capacity). When that RA Substitution Capacity comes from 

Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA)-eligible resources, the customers that pay for those 

 
2  State of California Public Utilities Commission, Rules of Practice and Procedure, California Code 
of Regulations Title 20, Division 1, Chapter 1 (May 2021). 
3  Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, Application (A.) 25-03-015 (July 2, 2025) 
(Scoping Ruling). 
4  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. 
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resources must be properly compensated to prevent cost shifts between customer groups. To do so 

requires valuing that capacity at the RA Market Price Benchmark (MPB) (Scoping Ruling Issue 

4). The Commission has already come to this conclusion four times previously,5 and as recently 

as two months prior to the submission of this brief.6 As nothing has changed in those two months 

or the preceding three years, the Commission should find it to be true once again. 

Equally important is the Commission’s need to abide by the prohibition against retroactive 

ratemaking.7 Though the Commission is generally authorized to revise the RA MPB, it cannot do 

so with retroactive effect. Thus, the Commission should not require PG&E to true up its 2025 RA 

Substitution Capacity cost forecast with an RA MPB derived from the methodology recently 

approved in Decision (D.) 25-06-049.8 Doing so constitutes impermissible retroactive ratemaking 

(Scoping Ruling Issue 1.C). 

Finally, addressing any revisions to the RA MPB in this proceeding would be duplicative 

and a needless expense of resources better directed to Rulemaking (R.) 25-02-005, an active 

proceeding the Commission opened expressly to address revisions to the RA MPB. Accordingly, 

the Commission should find that proposals to revise the RA MPB calculation in this proceeding 

are out of scope and should not be addressed. 

 
5  See D.23-12-036, Decision Conditionally Approving Extended Operations at Diablo Canyon 
Nuclear Power Plant Pursuant to Senate Bill 846, R.23-01-007 (Dec. 15, 2023); D.24-06-004, Decision 
Adopting Local Obligations, R.23-10-011 (June 26, 2024); D.24-12-033, Decision on Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company’s Revenue Requirement to Support Extended Operation of Diablo Canyon Power Plant 
and 2025 Volumetric Performance Fees Proposal, A.24-03-018 (Dec. 19, 2024); and D.25-07-041, Order 
Modifying and Denying Rehearing of D.24-12-033, A.24-03-018 (July 25, 2025). 
6  D.25-07-041, at 28. 
7  Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 728; see also R.25-02-005, California Community Choice Association 
Application for Rehearing of Decision 25-06-049, at 1-2 (July 28, 2025) (AFR). 
8  D.25-06-049, Decision Adopting Changes to the Calculation of the Resource Adequacy Market 
Price Benchmark, R.25-02-005 (June 26, 2025). 
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II. LEGAL STANDARD 

Section 712.8(h)(1)9 of the Public Utilities Code requires the Commission to authorize the 

establishment of an “Energy Resource Recovery Account (ERRA)-like” process for PG&E to 

forecast and recover costs from DCPP extended operations. PG&E proposed its standalone DCPP 

extended operations cost forecast and recovery process in R.23-01-007, and the Commission 

approved it in D.23-12-036.10 This case is the second iteration of that ERRA-like process for DCPP 

ratesetting. 

The key rate being set in this case is the Diablo Canyon nonbypassable charge (DCNBC),11 

which must comply with Public Utilities Code Section 451: 

All charges demanded or received by any public utility, or by any 
two or more public utilities, for any product or commodity furnished 
or to be furnished or any service rendered or to be rendered shall be 
just and reasonable. Every unjust or unreasonable charge demanded 
or received for such product or commodity or service is unlawful.12 

This foundational “just and reasonable” statutory requirement is applicable to all rates and charges, 

including the DCNBC. Commission precedent supports cost-causation principles in setting “just 

and reasonable” rates, whereby customers are responsible only for the costs incurred on their 

behalf for DCPP.13 The Public Utilities Code also requires the DCNBC to be non-discriminatory. 

 
9  All subsequent code sections cited herein are references to the California Public Utilities Code 
unless otherwise specified. 
10 D.23-12-036, at 133, Conclusion of Law (COL) 55.  
11  Ex. CalCCA-01, at 2:15-18. 
12  Pub. Util. Code § 451. 
13  D.15-07-001, Decision on Residential Rate Reform for PG&E, SCE, SDG&E and Transition to 
Time-of-Use Rates, R12-06-013 (Jul. 13, 2015), at 2 (citing K N Energy, Inc. v. F.E.R.C., 968 F.2d 1295, 
1300 (D.C. Cir. 1992) (“[I]t has been traditionally required that all approved rates reflect to some degree 
the costs actually caused by the customer who must pay them.”); Alabama Elec. Co-op., Inc. v. F.E.R.C., 
684 F.2d 20, 27 (D.C. Cir. 1982) (‘[I]t has come to be well established that electrical rates should be based 
on the costs of providing service to the utility’s customers, plus a just and fair return on equity.”); So. Cal. 
Edison Authorized to Increase Rates for California Intrastate Electric Services, 75 CPUC 641 (1973) 
(recognizing the desirability of each group’s bearing its fair share of the cost of service, as such share is 
measured by the cost of service study); D.10-09-010, Decision Approving Settlement Agreement, A.09-11-
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Public utilities are prohibited from establishing “any unreasonable difference as to rates, charges, 

service, facilities, or in any other respect, either as between localities or as between classes of 

service.”14 

The DCNBC includes the cost of the RA Substitution Capacity used to replace DCPP when 

it is on outage.15 To the extent PG&E utilizes PCIA-eligible resources for RA Substitution 

Capacity, PG&E’s forecasted costs and benefits must also follow the Commission’s “indifference 

framework.” That framework stems from statutory requirements in Public Utilities Code sections 

365.1, 366.2, and 366.3. With respect to a customer departing investor-owned utility (IOU) service 

for a community choice aggregator (CCA), section 366.2(d)-(f) permits PG&E to recover any net 

unavoidable electricity costs incurred while the CCA customer was served as a PG&E bundled 

customer. The idea is to ensure that “the movement of customers from bundled to unbundled 

service does not result in the remaining bundled customers or the departed customers paying the 

cost for resources that were not purchased on their behalf.”16 

As part of that framework, section 366.2(g) requires the Commission to reduce the amount 

of estimated “net unavoidable [IOU] electricity costs” paid by CCA customers “by the value of 

any benefits that remain with bundled service customers, unless the customers of the [CCA] are 

allocated a fair and equitable share of those benefits.”17 The Commission adopted the PCIA in 

2006,18 and a subsequent series of Commission decisions, including D.18-10-019 and D.19-10-

001, prescribe how the value of these benefits are conveyed to CCA customers. That is, the PCIA 

 
015 (Sept. 2, 2010)). D.15-07-001 further notes: “For this reason a cost of service study is part of each 
general rate case for establishing electricity rates.” D.15-07-001, at 2-3, n.3. 
14  Pub. Util. Code § 453(c). 
15  Ex. CalCCA-01, at 2:7-9. 
16  D.25-06-049, at 12. 
17  Pub. Util. Code § 366.2(g) (emphasis added). 
18  D.06-07-030, Decision Regarding Direct Access and Departing Load Cost Responsibility 
Surcharge Obligations, R.02-01-011 (July 21, 2006), at 25. 
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is the vehicle by which departed load customers and bundled customers share in the costs and 

benefits of PCIA-eligible resources.19 Within any ratesetting proceeding in which PG&E forecasts 

it will use PCIA-eligible resources, including the instant proceeding, the methodologies developed 

in prior decisions to value those resources must be applied to properly value PCIA-eligible 

resources.  

III. ISSUES 1.C AND 4: APPLYING THE RA MPB TO DCPP SUBSTITUTION 
CAPACITY COSTS 

Issue 1.C in the Scoping Ruling asks whether the Commission should approve “RA 

substitution capacity forecast and true-up costs, including any updates from the results of (R) 25-

02-005, or unless otherwise directed by the Commission.”20 Scoping Issue 4 in the Scoping Ruling 

asks: “Whether the Market Price Benchmark is the right method for calculating RA Substitution 

Capacity and true-up costs for DCPP or whether an alternative method is more appropriate.”21  

As discussed in more detail in the following sections, PG&E’s proposals in this proceeding 

largely have met these legal standards. PG&E proposes a fair allocation of RA benefits via the 

Cost Allocation Mechanism (CAM) like methodology adopted in D.23-12-036 and first 

implemented in D.24-12-033. PG&E also appropriately credits the capacity at the RA MPB from 

the PCIA-eligible resources that the utility plans to use as RA Substitution Capacity. However, to 

avoid perpetuating the retroactive ratemaking that took place in D.25-06-049, the Commission 

should only require PG&E to apply the methodology for calculating the RA MPB that was 

established in that decision to the forecasted 2026 RA MPB and not the final 2025 RA MPB.  

Finally, PG&E’s Update to Prepared Testimony (October Update) will modify its 

forecasted costs and requested revenue requirement for the period starting from January 1, 2026, 

 
19  D.25-06-049, at 5. 
20  Scoping Ruling, at 4. 
21  Ibid. 
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through December 31, 2026, for DCPP’s extended operations.22 The same standards enumerated 

in this Opening Brief will apply equally to the calculation of PG&E’s 2026 rates and any other 

proposals included in that October Update. 

A. How the PCIA Operates and Why it Matters in this Proceeding 

While PCIA rates are not being set in this proceeding, those rates arise here in the context 

of DCPP RA Substitution Capacity, which will impact the value of PG&E’s PCIA-eligible 

portfolio. The PCIA is based on a comparison of the total net costs of the PCIA portfolio to the 

total market value of the PCIA portfolio, meaning the market value of PG&E’s PCIA-eligible 

portfolio is equally as important as the costs of that portfolio when setting PCIA rates. Putting 

greenhouse gas (GHG)-free attributes aside, the market value of PG&E’s portfolio currently 

derives from three attributes: Energy, the Renewables Portfolio Standard-eligible component of 

renewable energy, and the RA capacity. Those attributes are further divided into three sub-

categories: attributes that PG&E retains for its own use (Retained), attributes that other Load 

Serving Entities (LSEs) purchase from PG&E (Sold), and attributes PG&E tries to sell, but is 

unable to sell, and does not use for its own purposes (Unsold).  

Unlike Sold and Unsold components of PG&E’s portfolio, Retained components are not 

exposed to the market and, therefore, are valued based on an administrative proxy for market value 

for a given attribute, i.e., the MPB.23 The RA MPB used to value PCIA-eligible RA reflects the 

estimated market value of each unit of capacity in the IOU’s portfolio that can be used to satisfy RA 

obligations.24 That is, the value of Retained RA capacity in PG&E’s portfolio is derived by applying 

the RA MPB to the quantity of Retained RA capacity. Sold RA capacity is valued at the sales price, 

 
22  Ex. PG&E-01, at 1-18:19-21. 
23  Ex. CalCCA-01, at 7:7-11. 
24  Id., at 7:11-13; see also D.19-10-001, at 7. 
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and Unsold RA capacity is valued at zero dollars.25 Thus, all other things equal, if more PCIA-

eligible RA capacity is valued as Retained RA or Sold RA, instead of Unsold RA, PCIA rates will 

decrease for PG&E’s bundled and unbundled customers. 

It is therefore easy to see why using PCIA-eligible capacity as RA Substitution Capacity 

when DCPP is on outage is important to the PCIA rates for both groups of customers. Doing so 

uses capacity that would otherwise have gone unused, thereby transforming what would have 

otherwise been Sold RA or Unsold RA capacity into Retained RA capacity. 26  

B. The Commission Should Determine—For a Fifth Time—That the RA MPB is 
the Most Reasonable Measure to Value RA Substitution Capacity 

The Commission has repeatedly determined—in the context of both prior DCPP-related 

cases and CAM-related cases—that the RA MPB is the most reasonable measure to value RA 

Substitution Capacity. Those decisions include D.23-12-036,27 D.24-06-004,28 D.24-12-033,29 and 

also D.25-07-041,30 which resolved an application for rehearing of D.24-12-033 that, in part, 

requested rehearing on this same issue. Nothing has changed since those four decisions were 

adopted. 

Nonetheless, Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility (A4NR) proposes a new methodology to 

value RA Substitution Capacity in this proceeding.31 A4NR argues that PG&E’s 2026 RA 

Substitution Capacity costs “should be capped at the levels available in the marketplace” when 

PG&E includes the relevant outages in its forecast.32 A4NR further argues that PG&E’s use of its 

 
25  D.19-10-001, at 55, Ordering Paragraph (O¶) 3(e) and Attachment B, Table II (requiring forecasted 
“Unsold RA” to be valued at zero dollars.). 
26  See Ex. CalCCA-01, at 7:3-17.  
27  D.23-12-036, at 133, COL 55. 
28  D.24-06-004, at 66-68 and 88, O¶ 15. 
29  D.24-12-033, at 30-32 and 82, COL 11. 
30  D.25-07-041, at 26-28. 
31  See Ex. PG&E-03, at 4-7. 
32  Ex. A4NR-01, at 19:4-6. 
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own PCIA portfolio resources to provide RA Substitution Capacity for DCPP outages, and use of 

the RA MPB to value the transfer of RA Substitution Capacity costs, allows PG&E to claim $152 

million more than the cost if the same capacity had been acquired through bilateral market 

purchases.33 

Statutes requiring customer indifference, prior Commission precedent, and sound 

ratesetting policy all prohibit the Commission from suddenly changing course on a well-tested 

ratemaking approach to adopt A4NR’s new methodology. First, failing to value PCIA-eligible RA 

Substitution Capacity at anything other than the RA MPB violates Section 366.2’s requirements 

that departed customers be given the full benefit of any attributes PG&E retains.34 The 

Commission crafted the PCIA ratesetting framework over the past 20 years specifically to measure 

such value. Under that framework, the PCIA-eligible capacity at issue qualifies as Retained RA, 

and the value of Retained RA is measured at the RA MPB.35 Thus, even without considering prior 

DCPP-related cases, the RA MPB is the correct measure of the value of RA Substitution Capacity. 

Less than one year ago, D.24-12-033 rejected challenges to use of the RA MPB from The 

Utility Reform Network (TURN) and A4NR. The Commission recognized the RA MPB is both 

more transparent and aligns more closely with regulatory precedent—than the alternative 

benchmark options proposed by TURN and A4NR.36 The Commission also recognized that it had 

already determined that the use of the RA MPB is appropriate,37 and that use of the RA MPB is “a 

reasonable and consistent choice” to value RA Substitution Capacity.38 In that decision, the 

 
33  Id., at 18:27-19:3.  
34  Pub. Util. Code §§ 365.2, 366.2. 
35  D.19-10-001, at 15, tbl. III and 31, tbl. V. 
36  D.24-12-033, at 32. 
37  Id., at 32 (citing D.24-06-004, at 15). 
38  See id., at 32. 
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Commission concluded that use of the RA MPB for valuation of RA Substitution Capacity is 

appropriate and should be approved.39 

A4NR challenged the Commission’s determination in an application for rehearing. It 

argued, in part, that D.24-06-004 allowed but did not require IOUs to use the RA MPB to price 

RA Substitution Capacity.40 Less than two months ago, the Commission rejected this argument, 

stating that its decision “makes clear that the Commission previously determined that the RA MPB 

is a reasonable means by which to price substitute capacity.”41 In fact, the Commission went 

beyond rejecting A4NR’s challenge and declared that “to challenge PG&E’s use of the RA MPB 

is to challenge the Commission’s determination in D.24-06-004 that the RA MPB is a reasonable 

method for pricing substitute capacity,” and thus, such challenge amounts “to an impermissible 

collateral attack on D.24-06-004.”42 The Commission could not have made it any clearer that it 

considers the RA MPB to be a reasonable, consistent choice for the valuation of RA Substitution 

Capacity. 

Even so, in its decision rejecting A4NR’s challenge to the RA MPB, the Commission 

emphasized three reasons for supporting the RA MPB.43 Specifically, the Commission recognized 

that the RA market price benchmarks are one of the only publicly available measures of RA prices, 

and that public availability of price data is an appropriate Commission concern in pricing 

 
39  Id., at 82, COL 11. 
40  D.25-07-041, at 28. In D.24-06-004, the Commission considered the specific issue of how to value 
capacity from an IOU’s PCIA-eligible portfolio when it is used to provide substitute capacity for CAM 
resources. D.25-06-049, at 27. The Commission found that use of the RA MPB was reasonable because it 
would minimize cost shifting between bundled and unbundled customers. D.24-06-004, at 67; see also 
D.25-06-049, at 27. There, the Commission ordered that “[i]f an investor-owned utility (IOU) uses 
resources from an IOU’s Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA)-eligible portfolio, the IOU may 
use the PCIA market price benchmark to determine substitution capacity costs for [CAM] resources.” D.24-
06-004, at 88, O¶ 15. See also D.25-07-041, at 27 (where the Commission explains that it considers DCPP 
to be a “CAM-like” resource).  
41  D.25-07-041, at 28. 
42  Ibid. 
43  Id., at 26-27. 
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methodology evaluation.44 The Commission further clarified its support for the RA MPB, and its 

impact on consistency across proceedings,45 further demonstrating the RA MPB as the most 

reasonable measure to value RA Substitution Capacity. 

Putting aside the impracticality of the Commission changing course now, policy continues 

to support the RA MPB as the most reasonable method of valuing substitution capacity. PG&E 

argues that A4NR’s cost-capping proposal would effectively require PG&E to disregard capacity 

from its own portfolio and rely solely on the RA market.46  It then identifies two scenarios in which 

this approach would increase costs for customers. First, if PG&E is unable to obtain sufficient RA 

Substitution Capacity in the market, it could result in a planned outage being reclassified as a 

forced outage, triggering either penalties or additional procurement costs.47 Second, if PG&E has 

sufficient resources to meet RA compliance obligations but is still required to obtain RA 

Substitution Capacity through the market, customers will still be paying for the existing resources 

under contract within PG&E’s portfolio.48 Thus, A4NR’s recommendation could result in 

customers paying multiple times for the same service.  

The bottom line is that the RA MPB “remains the only measure used to value DCPP RA 

substitution capacity cost that will ensure fair cost allocation for customers, cost transparency, 

proper PCIA accounting, and consistency with prior Commission decisions.”49 As a result, PG&E 

must, as it proposes to do, credit the Portfolio Allocation Balancing Account (PABA)—the 

balancing account underlying the PCIA—for the value of any such RA Substitution Capacity while 

 
44  Id., at 27 (here the Commission cites only one additional source of publicly available RA pricing, 
and notes that the Commission’s interest in transparency is sufficiently strong to justify rejection of at least 
one past IOU pilot). 
45  Id., at 27-28. 
46  Ex. PG&E-03, at 3-6:10-12. 
47  Id., at 3-6:16-21. 
48  Id., at 3-6:29 to 3-7:18. 
49  Ex. CalCCA-02, at 6:7-9. 
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an offsetting debit must be made in the Diablo Canyon Extended Operations Balancing Account 

for the same value.50  

C. Using a Final RA MPB Derived from the Methodology Established in D.25-06-
049 Perpetuates Unlawful Retroactive Ratemaking 

While the question of whether the RA MPB should be used to value RA Substitution 

Capacity is easy to resolve, the question of which RA MPB should be used is more complicated. 

PG&E states that it plans to update its forecast of RA Substitution Capacity for 2026 in its Fall 

Update once the revised RA MPBs are produced by Energy Division.51 In D.25-06-049, the 

Commission found that the current methodology for calculation of the RA MPB leads to outcomes 

inconsistent with Public Utilities Code Sections 365.2 and 366.2.52 Accordingly, the Commission 

ordered revisions to the Forecast RA MPB that will combine the system, local, and flex RA MPBs, 

reflect examination of a three-year transaction window, and remove non-market based and 

redundant transactions.53 As such, PG&E will apply the Forecast 2026 RA MPB, derived from this 

new methodology, to its forecasted 2026 costs and revenues. CalCCA supports this outcome. 

However, the Commission should not require PG&E to true-up its 2025 RA Substitution 

Capacity costs using a Final 2025 RA MPB derived from the newly revised calculation 

methodology because doing so will perpetuate unlawful retroactive ratemaking. PG&E states its 

Fall Update will revise the cost of DCPP RA Substitution Capacity used to set rates in 2025.54 

Such a modification to forecasted costs is not unusual in this type of case, where forecasted values 

 
50  Ex. CalCCA-01, at 4-12. 
51  See Ex. PG&E-01, at 3-4:20-25. 
52  Ex. CalCCA-01, at 4-12. 
52  Id., at 8:18-21. 
53  See id., at 9:6-8. 
54  Ex. PG&E-03, at 3-8:1-2. 
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are replaced by actual values for the year in which the case occurs, and is similar to the type of 

true-up that takes place each year in PG&E’s ERRA forecast cases.  

The calculation of the updated cost is normally non-controversial because it does no more 

than replace the forecasted quantity of the RA Substitution Capacity utilized with actual quantities. 

On the price side, the Commission replaces the Forecast RA MPB with the Final RA MPB. Energy 

Division calculates the Final RA MPB by running more recent data through the RA MPB formula 

to better reflect the value of RA used during 2025. The Final RA MPB is then multiplied by the 

actual quantity of PCIA-eligible RA used as replacement capacity.55 The DCNBC would increase 

for 2026 if the true-up reveals customers underpaid for the cost of replacement capacity in 2025, 

and it would decrease for 2026 if the true-up reveals customers overpaid for capacity in 2025. 

However, D.25-06-049 modified not only how the Forecast RA MPB should be calculated 

but also how the Final RA MPB is to be calculated for 2025. Similar to the changes for the Forecast 

RA MPB, the decision requires Energy Division to calculate the Final 2025 RA MPB by 

combining the system, local, and flex RA MPBs; utilize a four-year transaction window; and 

remove non-market-based and redundant transaction from the calculation of the RA MPB.56 The 

order comes despite the fact the forecast 2025 RA MPB did not include these new components. 

That is, D.25-06-049 ordered PG&E and the other IOUs to step away from the concept of a “true-

up” of the value of capacity for 2025 to, instead, create a retroactive change in how rates should 

have been calculated in last year’s DCNBC case, A.24-03-018.57 Stated another way, the 

 
55  The final quantity for replacement capacity is not fully known until the end of 2025. For that reason, 
the Fall Update will only include actual quantities through August, with a “forecast of final” quantities 
through the end of the year. Subsequent advice letter filings will update those remaining forecasted 
quantities with actuals through November of this year. Actual costs of replacement capacity for December 
2025 are not trued up until the following year’s forecast case. 
56  D.25-06-049, at 20-21, COL 10, and O¶ 2. 
57  AFR, at 28-31. 
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Commission ordered a retroactive change to the rate formula itself and not just an update of the 

values used to populate that formula. 

This retroactive change to how to set the 2025 RA MPB impacts rates across several 

proceedings, including the DCNBC set in this proceeding. As such, CalCCA filed an Application 

for Rehearing (AFR) of D.25-06-049 arguing that decision establishes a new ratemaking scheme, 

instead of merely conducting a true-up, and, therefore, constitutes impermissible retroactive 

ratemaking.58 Granting the relief requested in the AFR would result in the Commission only 

applying its new ratemaking formula to the calculation of the 2026 Forecast RA MPB, and not to 

the Final 2025 RA MPB; thereby calculating the Final 2025 RA MPB according to the formula 

that existed prior to D.25-06-049 and preserving the “true-up” nature of determining final costs 

for 2025.59 Unfortunately, the AFR remains outstanding. 

The AFR should be granted expeditiously to avoid setting the DCNBC retroactively in this 

proceeding and perpetuating unlawful retroactive ratemaking. If the AFR is granted prior to or 

soon after PG&E’s Fall Update is issued, an Assigned Commissioner Ruling should be issued in 

this proceeding to require: (1) Energy Division to recalculate the Final RA MPB using the correct 

formula; and (2) PG&E to recalculate the RA Substitution Costs, and the resulting DCNBC, in its 

Fall Update. If the AFR is granted well after the Fall Update is issued, but prior to a final decision 

in this proceeding, the final decision should require: (1) Energy Division to recalculate the Final 

RA MPB using the correct formula; and (2) PG&E to recalculate the RA Substitution Costs, and 

the resulting DCNBC, in its Annual Electric True-Up advice letter using the correct formula. If 

the AFR is not granted prior to a final decision in this proceeding, the final decision should include 

an ordering paragraph that enables either a subsequent phase, or next year’s iteration of this 

 
58  Id., at 13-35. 
59  See, e.g., id., at 4. 
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proceeding to address the necessary changes to DCNBC on account of the resolution of the AFR. 

Taking one of these three actions, depending on the timing of the AFR’s resolution, will avoid 

perpetuating the impermissible retroactive ratemaking ordered in D.25-06-049 and being carried 

out in this proceeding. 

D. Other Recommended Changes to the PCIA MPB Calculation Are Out of 
Scope 

The Commission should find that any recommendations to further modify the RA MPB 

are out of scope. Specifically, the Commission should find that proposals by A4NR and Small 

Business Utility Advocates (SBUA) to modify the calculation of the RA MPB are out of scope 

and should not be considered in this proceeding for two reasons: (1) because the Scoping Ruling 

does not ask for changes to the RA MPB calculation; and (2) because the Commission has already 

opened a proceeding to consider such changes.  

Public Utilities Code § 1701.1(b)(1) provides that within a ratesetting proceeding, the 

assigned commissioner shall issue a scoping memo that describes the issues to be considered. Per 

the Scoping Ruling, this is a ratesetting proceeding,60 and the issues to be considered must be 

described in the required scoping memo. However, Scoping Issue 4 in the Scoping Ruling does 

not describe or solicit revisions to the calculation of the RA MPB. Scoping Issue 4 asks only: 

“Whether the Market Price Benchmark is the right method for calculating RA Substitution 

Capacity and true-up costs for DCPP or whether an alternative method is more appropriate.”61 The 

Scoping Ruling could have asked how other parties would recommend revising the RA MPB—

whether it was the right method for calculating RA Substitution Capacity costs or not—but it did 

 
60  Scoping Ruling, at 8. 
61  Id., at 4 (emphasis added). 
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not do so. Stated differently, this Scoping Issue does not ask how the RA MPB could be revised; 

only whether it is the right method to calculate RA Substitution Capacity costs.  

In this context, recommendations by SBUA and A4NR to revise the calculation of the RA 

MPB are out of scope. A4NR’s proposal to cap RA Substitution Capacity prices, discussed in 

section III.B above, “is effectively proposing an entirely new MPB to be developed and used in 

this proceeding,”62 and is well outside the scope of issues in the Scoping Ruling. Similarly, 

SBUA’s recommendation to revise the RA MPB calculation to include, among other 

considerations, power purchase agreements and pricing from municipal utilities63 is out of scope. 

Additionally, the Commission has already identified R.25-02-005 as “the proper forum for 

the Commission to evaluate reforms to the RA MPB and to address any concerns regarding the 

prices it provides.”64 For example, TURN’s direct testimony in this proceeding recognizes the 

Commission’s intent to address potential revisions to the RA MPB in R.25-02-005.65 Accordingly, 

recommendations to revise the calculation of the RA MPB are out of scope and should not be 

considered in this proceeding. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

For all the reasons discussed above, the Commission should grant the relief requested by 

CalCCA, and any other relief it deems appropriate. 

 
62  Ex. PG&E-03, at 3-5:4-7. 
63  Ex. SBUA-01, at 7:5-13. 
64  D.25-07-041, at 29-30. 
65  Ex. TURN-01, at 28:12-13. 
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