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SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS!

The Commission should reject PG&E’s pre-2019 banked REC proposal. Allowing PG&E to
use pre-2019 banked RECs for bundled customer RPS compliance without compensating the
departed load customers who paid for a portion of those RECs is a clear violation of Section
366.2(g) of the California Public Utilities Code. PG&E’s opening comments on the PD
emphasize the alleged bundled customer “affordability” benefits of its proposal to value pre-
2019 banked RECs at zero dollars, but willfully ignores that its proposal would achieve any
“affordability” benefits for bundled customers only by violating indifference and shifting costs
onto departed customers. PG&E’s unlawful proposal exacerbates what will already be a
massive PCIA rate hike for departed customers and the PD’s conclusion adopting that proposal
is reversible error.

The Commission should apply SCE’s interim SoD methodology to all technology types in
PG&E’s PCIA-eligible RA portfolio, including but not limited to battery energy storage.
SCE’s interim SoD methodology adapts PCIA ratemaking—specifically, RA valuation—to
reflect the implementation of the SoD RA compliance framework. To the extent the
Commission believes PG&E’s current RA valuation methodology must change on an interim
basis in light of SoD implementation, the Commission should apply SCE’s interim method to
PG&E’s RA portfolio wholesale, and should not apply that method piecemeal to certain
technologies but not others.

The Commission should adopt the recommendations in CalCCA’s Opening Comments on the
Proposed Decision.

1

Acronyms and defined terms used in the Summary of Conclusions and Recommendations are

defined in the body of this brief.
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CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S
REPLY COMMENTS ON PROPOSED DECISION

California Community Choice Association? (CalCCA) submits these Reply Comments on
Administrative Law Judge Fox’s [Proposed] Decision Approving Pacific Gas and Electric
Company’s 2026 Energy Resource Recovery Account Related Forecast Revenue Requirement and
2025 Electric Sales Forecast (PD) pursuant to Rule 14.3 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of
the California Public Utilities Commission and the procedural schedule established in the Assigned
Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling (confirmed by the Administrative Law Judge’s
November 24, 2025, E-Mail Ruling Clarifying Comment Due Dates), which modifies the time
periods for comments and reply comments prescribed by Rule 14.3.°
L. INTRODUCTION

Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (PG&E) Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS)
strategy drives its unlawful pre-2019 banked Renewable Energy Credits (REC) proposal. The
utility plans to sell its Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) resources and leverage its extensive
bank of pre-2019 REC to meet its bundled customer compliance obligations for the foreseeable
future while it re-establishes its RPS portfolio, while valuing those RECs at zero dollars.* This
approach, according to PG&E, is an “affordability measure” for bundled service customers.’

But PG&E’s approach can only reduce the costs bundled service customers pay through
rates by violating the indifference principle and unlawfully shifting those costs on to departed load.
The Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA) is a zero-sum game: any affordability
improvement for bundled customers comes with a corresponding affordability worsening for

departed customers. PG&E’s pre-2019 banked REC proposal is not a true affordability measure,

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 Jos¢ Clean Energy, Santa
Barbara Clean Energy, Silicon Valley Clean Energy, Sonoma Clean Power, and Valley Clean Energy.

3 Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling at 5 (Jul. 31, 2025) (Scoping Memo).

4 See Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (U 39 E) Comments on the Proposed Decision at 4 (Dec.

1,2025) (PG&E PD Comments).
5 Id.
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which would reduce utility costs and corresponding rates for bundled and departed customers
alike. Put differently, free benefits are obviously cheaper than the benefits you purchase, but that
does not make the free benefit fair, reasonable, or lawful.

PG&E’s disregard for the mechanics of the PCIA and its disinterest in the impacts of its
proposal on departed load are alarming, but the Commission must not ignore those mechanics or
that impact. A decision adopting PG&E’s banked REC proposal, even on an “interim” basis, would
violate Section 366.2(g) of the Public Utilities Code, which requires the valuation of pre-2019
banked RECs at the RPS Adder. Such legal error would further subject the Commission’s decision
to reversal on appeal.® Further, adopting PG&E’s banked REC proposal would significantly
exacerbate the PCIA rate increases that community choice aggregator (CCA) customers will
already experience in 2026.

As CalCCA describes in detail in its PD opening comments, the PD approves enormous
rate increases for CCA customers. Those rate increases are driven by the Commission’s decision
incorporating a new methodology for calculating the Resource Adequacy (RA) Market Price
Benchmark (MPB) into rates, PG&E’s unlawful banked REC proposal, and market forces that
have driven down the value of PG&E’s PCIA portfolio. 2026 PCIA rates will increase dramatically
for departed customers across all vintages, but residential customers in the 2021-2024 vintages
will be worst hit. Customers in the 2021 and 2022 vintages will experience increases of near eight
cents per kilowatt-hour, and customers in the 2023 and 2024 vintages will experience increases
of over eight cents per kilowatt-hour. PG&E turns a blind eye to these rate increases and omits
any mention of the contribution its “affordability” measure (its proposal to value pre-2019 banked

REC:s at zero dollars) will make to this affordability crisis.

6 The Commission’s decision is also subject to reversal on appeal as perpetuating prohibited

retroactive ratemaking by applying a final RA MPB derived from the methodology established in Decision
(D.) 25-06-049. See A.25-05-011, California Community Choice Association’s Opening Brief, pp. 75-93
(Oct. 24, 2025). CalCCA has appealed D.25-06-049 to the California Court of Appeal, Third Division. See
California Community Choice Association v. California Public Utilities Commission, Case No. C105174
(Cal. Court of Appeal, Third Appellate District) (Filed Dec. 1, 2025). CalCCA’s Petition for Writ of Review
argues that the Commission’s decision on the new RA MPB methodology constitutes “general ratemaking”
and violates section 728’s prohibition against retroactive ratemaking. CalCCA continues to assert that the
Commission’s implementation of that new methodology in this Proposed Decision is unlawful. See
CalCCA Opening Brief at 75-93. And while the procedural recommendations CalCCA made in its Opening
Brief were rendered moot due to the dismissal of the CalCCA’s Application for Rehearing of D.25-06-049,
see CalCCA Reply Brief at 22, the underlying unlawfulness of the retroactive application of the new RA
MPB methodology is not, and remains on appeal through the Petition for Writ of Review.
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The Commission should therefore reject PG&E’s pre-2019 banked REC valuation
proposal. Consistent with Section 366.2(g), Commission precedent, and prior PG&E practice, the
Commission should value pre-2019 banked REC:s at the applicable RPS Adder in the year in which
PG&E uses the RECs for RPS compliance, and credit customers based on their PCIA vintage,
either permanently or on an interim basis pending consideration of the issue in Phase 2 of the PCIA
rulemaking (Rulemaking 25-02-005).

CalCCA’s comments on the PD explain in detail the revisions to the PD that are required
with respect to its discussion of PG&E’s pre-2019 banked REC valuation proposal. These reply
comments focus on PG&E’s latest proposal for calculating the RA value of its PCIA-eligible
portfolio. In this proceeding, PG&E has already advanced two new proposals to modify its
methodology for calculating the RA value of its PCIA portfolio. The PD correctly rejects both of
those proposals, finding neither proposal would result in a reasonable outcome.” In its comments
on the PD, PG&E does not challenge that conclusion, but instead proposes a third valuation
methodology. PG&E asks the Commission to retain its existing methodology for calculating the
RA value of its non-energy storage PCIA resources, and apply Southern California Edison
Company’s (SCE) interim Slice-of-Day (SoD) methodology to only the energy storage resources
in its portfolio.

The Commission should reject that proposal and apply SCE’s interim SoD methodology
to PG&E’s entire PCIA portfolio, including all technology types in that portfolio. As a threshold
matter, PG&E’s now third proposal on this issue in this case is procedurally defective, as it is
raised after the record has closed and leaves parties no opportunity to evaluate the impact of that
proposal on the RA value of PG&E’s PCIA portfolio or on PCIA rates. But PG&E also ignores
the basic premise of the PD’s decision to adopt changes to PG&E’s RA valuation practices in this
proceeding. The PD adopts those changes to reflect the Commission’s implementation of the SoD
framework for RA program compliance. That framework applies to all resources, not just energy
storage resources. Therefore, any change to PCIA ratemaking on account of SoD implementation
should apply to all technology types. The record of this proceeding demonstrates SCE’s method is
appropriately differentiated by technology type and can therefore be applied to PG&E’s entire
PCIA portfolio. Indeed, the Commission has already approved SCE’s use of its methodology to

! PD at 34.
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value all technology types in SCE’s portfolio so there is no reason why the Commission should
break from that precedent in PG&E’s context.

I1. THE COMMISSION SHOULD NOT LIMIT THE APPLICATION OF SCE’S
SLICE OF DAY METHODOLOGY TO PG&E’S STORAGE RESOURCES

PG&E asks the Commission to revise the Proposed Decision and apply SCE’s SoD
methodology only to energy storage resources, and not to any other technology type in PG&E’s
resource portfolio.® In essence, PG&E now seeks to keep its current approach to RA valuation
intact for all technology types save energy storage resources, but modify its approach for that
single technology type. This is PG&E’s third RA valuation proposal in this proceeding. The
Commission should reject it, just as it rejected PG&E’s first two RA valuation proposals. As a
threshold matter, PG&E’s proposal is procedurally defective. The record has closed and parties
have no opportunity to evaluate how the new proposal would impact the RA value of PG&E’s
PCIA portfolio and PCIA rates. But PG&E’s proposal is also substantively flawed, because it
ignores the PD’s premise for adopting changes to PG&E’s existing RA valuation practices.

The PD adopts changes to those practices because “the Commission’s RA regulatory
program has changed enough to warrant a response in this expedited proceeding.” That change to
the RA program is the Commission’s implementation of the SoD framework. Indeed, PG&E
insisted, and continues to insist, that SoD implementation requires changes to the manner in which
RA quantity is calculated for PCIA ratemaking purposes. In its opening brief, for instance, PG&E
states, referring to SoD implementation: “There is no question that significant regulatory changes
concerning RA compliance have been adopted by the Commission, and as such, adjustments need
to be incorporated into PG&E’s Retained RA calculation.”!® Nowhere in its testimony or briefs
does PG&E claim SoD implementation requires changes only to its valuation of RA from energy
storage resources.

The SoD framework does not apply only to energy storage resources—it applies to al/
technology types. Therefore, any change to PCIA ratemaking on account of SoD implementation
should apply to all technology types. As CalCCA pointed out on several occasions in this
proceeding, the impacts of SoD implementation on the PCIA—including all technology types in

8 PG&E PD Comments at 3.
? PD at 34.
10 PG&E Opening Brief at 38-39.
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PG&E’s PCIA-eligible portfolios—merit careful examination in a rulemaking, where the
Commission can consider whether changes are necessary to either RA price or RA quantity (or
both).!! However, to the extent the Commission is inclined to adopt an interim modification to
PG&E’s existing RA valuation methodology until it more comprehensively revisits that
methodology in a rulemaking, PG&E offers no principled basis for the Commission to apply that
interim modification only to energy storage resources.

PG&E claims “[t]here is no record upon which PG&E can make adjustments for SOD for
resources other than energy storage resources,” but that claim rings hollow. CalCCA’s direct
testimony discusses SCE’s interim SoD method broadly, including its application to non-energy
storage resources such as baseload and intermittent resources. CalCCA witness Dickman explains:
“[a]ccording to the SCE Interim SOD Method, baseload resources that deliver consistent output
throughout the day continue to count up to their NQC for the month. For intermittent resources
(e.g., wind, solar), the RA quantity is the average of their hourly exceedance values, which vary
depending on the region and technology.”!? SCE’s method is therefore appropriately differentiated
by technology type and can be applied to PG&E’s entire PCIA portfolio based on the record of
this proceeding. Importantly, in SCE’s 2025 ERRA Forecast proceeding, the Commission
approved SCE’s use of its methodology to value all technology types in SCE’s portfolio,!* so there
should be no doubt that methodology can be applied to all technology types. PG&E offers no
reason for the Commission to break from that precedent in this case.

III. CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated herein, and in CalCCA’s Opening Comments, the Commission
should adopt the recommendations in CalCCA’s Opening Comments, reject PG&E’s
recommendation that SCE’s SoD methodology apply only to energy storage resources, and grant

any other relief the Commission deems just and reasonable.

H See, e.g. CalCCA Opening Brief at 68-71.
12 Exh. CalCCA-01C at 30.

13 Application of Southern California Edison Company (U 338 E) for Approval of Its 2025 ERRA
Forecast Proceeding Revenue Requirement, A.24-05-007, D.24-12-039 at 75 (Dec. 23, 2024).
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Respectfully submitted,
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