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December 4, 2025

CPUC Energy Division
Attention: ED Tariff Unit
EDTariffUnit@cpuc.ca.gov

Re: CalCCA’s Protest to PG&E Adyvice Letter 7761-E
Dear Tariff Unit and Ms. Tesfai:

By way of this letter, submitted pursuant to General Order 96-B,! the California Community Choice
Association (CalCCA) protests Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (PG&E) Advice Letter 7761-E
(Advice Letter) submitted pursuant to Decision 25-09-016 (Decision).

The Advice Letter requests that the Commission approve “hypothetical revisions” to the Portfolio
Allocation Balancing Account (PABA) Preliminary Statement that demonstrate how PG&E proposes
to implement its cost allocation proposal in the Helms Uprate Proceeding, Application (A.) 23-12-
014.2 While PG&E acknowledges that cost allocation is the subject of the pending Phase II of A.23-
12-014, and that it “is not seeking to make any actual updates to its PABA Preliminary Statement HS
at this time[,]™ it nonetheless seeks Commission approval of these “hypothetical” tariff redlines via
this Tier 1 Advice Letter now, prior to the commencement of the proceeding’s Phase II litigation.

As set forth below, PG&E’s “hypothetical revisions” to the PABA Preliminary Statement should be
rejected because:

e The Decision does not, as PG&E states, require PG&E to provide the “hypothetical revisions”;
e This submission is premature, and inappropriate for disposition in a Tier 1 Advice Letter; and

e Commission approval of even “hypothetical revisions” at this time would be prejudicial to
CalCCA'’s cost allocation arguments, which the Commission has clearly scoped as the central
issue to be litigated in Phase II of A.23-12-014, as well as the interests of all intervenors.

To ensure no stakeholders are unfairly disadvantaged going into the Phase II litigation, the
Commission should direct PG&E to modify the Advice Letter to remove all discussion of the PABA
Preliminary Statement changes and associated redlines.

! General Order No. 96-B, General Rules § 7.4.1.
2 Advice Letter, p. 2.
3 Id. at 3.
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1. Discussion

A. The Decision Does Not Order PG&E to Submit These Hypothetical Changes to
the PABA Preliminary Statement Through This Tier 1 Advice Letter

PG&E cites to Ordering Paragraph 15 of the Decision as the relevant order prompting this Advice
Letter submission.* However, nothing in Ordering Paragraph 15 requires PG&E to submit these
“hypothetical” revisions through a Tier 1 Advice Letter at this time. The Commission “authorized”
PG&E to submit a Tier 1 Advice Letter within 60 days of the Decision to “revise its tariffs and to
establish a memorandum account as proposed in PG&E’s prepared testimony.” Neither this language
in Ordering Paragraph 15 nor the corresponding portion of the Phase I Settlement® provides more
detail on precisely how PG&E is authorized to “revise its tariffs” at this time via this Tier 1 Advice
Letter. Separately, in Section 5.2 of the Decision, the Commission “find[s] it reasonable for PG&E
to propose the language that it would use to update the Accounting Procedures section of Preliminary
Statement HS” but does not specify the appropriate timing or venue for such proposed language, and
confirms that PG&E may not actually revise the tariff until Issue 1 of Phase II of the proceeding is
resolved.’

Taken together, these provisions of the Decision (1) authorize but do not require PG&E to submit a
Tier 1 Advice Letter to “revise its tariffs . . . as proposed in PG&E’s prepared testimony[,]”® (2) do
not provide clear direction or dictate precisely how PG&E might “revise its tariffs” in this Tier 1
Advice Letter, and (3) confirm that PG&E may not actually revise its tariff until Issue 1 of Phase II
of the proceeding is resolved.” Given that there is no requirement or order that PG&E submit these
“hypothetical” changes through this Tier 1 Advice Letter at this time, and for all the other reasons
discussed in this Protest, the Commission should direct PG&E to remove these unnecessary portions
of the Advice Letter.

B. These Hypothetical Changes to the PABA Preliminary Statement are Premature
and Inappropriate for Disposition in a Tier 1 Advice Letter

It is premature and nonsensical for the Commission to review and approve “hypothetical” tariff
changes now that will only be implemented in the event that PG&E ultimately prevails in Phase II of
A.23-12-014. The Commission generally does not, and should not now, bless implementation
language for a PG&E proposal through an Advice Letter process prior to the underlying proceeding
litigation that will establish a full record on the proposal as well as on other stakeholders’
counterproposals. This order of operations is illogical and procedurally inappropriate. Simply put,
approval of implementation language should not occur before approval of the underlying proposal.

Not only is the timing of this submission inappropriate, but the submission itself does not comport
with General Order 96-B. The kinds of implementation language changes introduced by the Advice
Letter are inappropriate for disposition in a Tier 1 Advice Letter. Tier 1 Advice Letters are only
permitted for certain types of tariff changes—for instance, changes “in compliance with specific
requirements of a statute or Commission order” with language that “follows directly” from that

Id. at 1.

Decision, Ordering Paragraph 15 (emphasis added).
See id. at 19-20 and n. 36.

Id. at 28.

Id. at Ordering Paragraph 15.

Id. at 28.
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authority, “non-substantive editorial change[s]”, and changes pursuant to a previously approved
“index or formula.”! PG&E’s “hypothetical” tariff changes do not fall under these or any of the other
designated categories appropriate for Tier 1 review.!!

Given that consideration of these “hypothetical” changes through this Tier 1 Advice Letter is
procedurally inappropriate both in terms of the timing and the form of the submission, the
Commission should direct PG&E to remove all discussion of the PABA Preliminary Statement
changes and associated redlines from the Advice Letter.

C. Approving PG&E’s Hypothetical Changes to the PABA Preliminary Statement
Prior to Phase II of the Proceeding Would Disadvantage CalCCA and Other
Intervenors

The central question of Phase II of A.23-12-014 will be whether PG&E’s cost allocation proposal—
i.e., its proposal to recover all above-market costs associated with Helms, including costs associated
with the Helms Uprate, through Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA) rates via two separate
vintages—is reasonable and consistent with state law, Commission decisions, and best practices.!? In
this next phase of the proceeding, CalCCA intends to argue that, instead of adopting PG&E’s complex
vintaging split proposal, the Commission should order PG&E to assign the entire post-Uprate Helms
resource to a new PCIA vintage in recognition of the fact that PG&E is undertaking this new
investment—to both extend the life of the asset and increase the asset’s capacity—on behalf of its
current bundled customers.

Any form of Commission adoption or approval at this stage of the “hypothetical” language changes
proposed in the Advice Letter would be prejudicial to CalCCA’s arguments in Phase II of the
proceeding. Through further record development in Phase II, CalCCA may uncover issues with
PG&E’s proposed implementation language of which it is not currently aware, and therefore cannot
raise at this time in response to the Advice Letter. Additionally, the Commission could, in reviewing
and approving these ‘“hypothetical” language changes now, establish a view of PG&E’s cost
allocation proposal as reasonable, prior to reviewing the full record on this and other competing
proposals. In short, approval of these language changes now has the potential to work to the advantage
of PG&E and the disadvantage of CalCCA and other intervenors in Phase II. As such, the Commission
should decline to consider these “hypothetical” language changes at this time.

1I. Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons, CalCCA urges the Commission to direct PG&E to modify the Advice
Letter to remove all discussion of the PABA Preliminary Statement changes and associated redlines.

10 General Order No. 96-B, Energy Industry Rules § 5.1.
H 1d.
12 A.23-12-014, Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, p. 6 (Sept. 27, 2024).



CC:

EDTariffUnit@cpuc.ca.gov
PGETariffs@pge.com
Service List for A.23-12-014

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Julia Kantor

Julia Kantor

KEYES & FOX LLP

580 California Street, 12 Floor
San Francisco, CA 94104
Telephone: (617) 835-5113
E-mail: jkantor@keyesfox.com

Counsel for California Community
Choice Association
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