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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS!
CalCCA respectfully recommends the Commission:

e Remove 13 hydro assets that erroneously remain on PG&E’s books and that are no longer
used and useful from the Electric Generation revenue requirement, while recovering any
remaining balance of the original investment through a regulatory asset, with no return on
rate base;

e To the extent the Commission approves PG&E’s proposed investments in and associated
asset life extensions for the eight hydro assets identified in Table 3 of CalCCA’s Opening
Brief, it should: (1) find that these investments and asset extensions constitute new
generation commitments; (2) find that these new commitments were made on behalf of
PG&E’s bundled customers; and (3) order PG&E to move these eight hydro facilities from
the Legacy UOG vintage to the 2027 vintage for purposes of PCIA cost recovery;

e Reduce the depreciation expense in the 2027-2030 forecasted revenue requirement for
hydro facilities by $9 million annually to account for the actual book accumulated
depreciation as reported by PG&E;

e Order PG&E to begin recording all elements of its hydro facilities’ capital accounting at
the hydro facility level, not just at the FERC account level;

e Remove the DTA associated with the DCPP from the Electric Generation revenue
requirement since it was incorrectly accounted for and is not required to be included to
avoid a potential normalization violation with the IRS;

e Reclassify assets according to FERC Order 898 so that reclassification is reflected in the
2027-2030 GRC-approved revenue requirement, particularly since Order 898 required this
to be complete by January 1, 2025;

e Reduce PG&E’s Production O&M forecast by $34.8 million annually in 2027-2030
because: (1) PG&E has not justified the need for its proposed substantial increase in hydro
operators; and (2) PG&E has not forecasted any offsetting savings from its increased asset
and risk management investments, despite recent experience demonstrating that substantial
savings are possible;

e Reject PG&E’s request to make a one-off change in allocation for the hydro license electric
intangible assets without a comprehensive study of allocation changes for all CGI assets;

e Require PG&E to cap its revenues associated with CCA/DA billing services at the cost
included in its forecast for such services and refund any revenue received above that
revenue cap to CCA/DA customers through the ERRA compliance proceeding; and

! Acronyms used in this Summary of Recommendations have the meanings assigned to them in the

Reply Brief.
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Limit the use of the HLBA to costs that are truly unpredictable, variable, and generally
outside of the utility’s control, therefore: (1) disallowing HLBA recovery of the LGUWR,
Security, and Spillway categories of costs; and (2) limiting HLBA recovery of the License
Conditions projects such that PG&E may only recover for facilities that have not yet
received their FERC license at the time of filing a GRC.

v



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company

for Authority, Among Other Things, to Increase A.25-05-009
Rates and Charges for Electric and Gas Service

Effective on January 1, 2027. (U 39 M)

REPLY BRIEF OF THE
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION

Pursuant to Rule 13.12 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the California Public
Utilities Commission (Commission), the Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling,?
as modified by the Administrative Law Judge’s (ALJ) ruling issued at the close of evidentiary
hearings,® and ALJ Gruen’s June 18, 2026 email ruling,* the California Community Choice
Association® (CalCCA) hereby submits this Reply Brief regarding the Application of Pacific Gas
and Electric Company (PG&E) for Authority, Among Other Things, to Increase Rates and Charges
for Electric and Gas Service Effective on January 1, 2027 (Application).

PG&E’s Opening Brief ¢ fails to offer any new support for its largely blanket
recommendation that the Commission reject CalCCA’s proposals in this case. Instead, PG&E:

o Effectively ignores CalCCA’s showing that PG&E’s hydroelectric (hydro) operator
forecast rests on unfounded feasibility assumptions;

Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, A.25-05-009 (July 31, 2025).

3 Evidentiary Hearing (Virtual) Transcript, Vol. 15 (May 15, 2026), at 1710:14-15 (filed May 22,
2025) (hereinafter, “Tr.”).

E-Mail Ruling Granting Request of the Utility Reform Network for an Extension for Opening and
Reply Briefs, A.25-05-009 (June 18, 2026).

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, 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, Valley Clean Energy, and WestLight Energy.

6 Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (U39M) Opening Brief, A.25-05-009 (July 2, 2026) (“PG&E
Opening Brief”).
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e Maintains, with respect to its Asset Management System (AMS) investments, that these
investments will minimize costs, but only accounts for the costs—not the resulting
savings—from these investments;

e Fails to cite any Commission precedent for the idea that a utility should be able to
continue earning a return on 13 non-functioning generation assets simply by declining
to seek decommissioning approval for them;

e Ignores key aspects of the Commission’s Power Charge Indifference Adjustment
(PCIA) utility-owned generation (UOG) revintaging criteria in favor of inventing new
criteria and repeating a refrain that PG&E’s investments in its hydro fleet benefit all
customers;

e Continues to defer on the question of when it will implement a Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC) reclassification requirement that took effect over a
year and a half ago, and asks the Commission not to set any deadline or venue for the
update;

e Maintains its request for a piecemeal change for Common, General, and Intangible
(CGI) plant allocation practices with no justification other than administrative
convenience;

e Outright ignores CalCCA’s showings that PG&E over-collected direct access (DA) and
community choice aggregator (CCA) billing service fees by $10.3 million between
2020 and 2024, and that PG&E’s refunds are not going directly to the DA/CCA
customers who overpaid these fees; and

e Asks the Commission to maintain an outdated tracking method for accumulated
depreciation based on unsupported claims of how burdensome it would be to effectuate
a change that is necessary to support accurate PCIA revintaging determinations going
forward.

The Commission should closely scrutinize these non-answers to CalCCA’s proposals. Ultimately,
the Commission must ensure all costs it approves are just and reasonable, and that all generation
costs are properly categorized for PCIA vintaging purposes such that there are no unlawful cost
shifts between bundled and unbundled customers.

As set forth in CalCCA’s Opening Brief and discussed below, CalCCA respectfully
recommends the Commission:

e Remove 13 hydro assets that erroneously remain on PG&E’s books and that are no

longer used and useful from the Electric Generation revenue requirement, while
recovering any remaining balance of the original investment through a regulatory asset,

CalCCA Reply Brief 2



with no return on rate base;

e To the extent the Commission approves PG&E’s proposed investments in and
associated asset life extensions for the eight hydro assets identified in Table 3 of
CalCCA’s Opening Brief (hereinafter, the Hydro Assets), it should: (1) find that these
investments and asset extensions constitute new generation commitments; (2) find that
these new commitments were made on behalf of PG&E’s bundled customers; and (3)
order PG&E to move these eight hydro facilities from the Legacy UOG vintage to the
2027 vintage for purposes of PCIA cost recovery;

e Reduce the depreciation expense in the 2027-2030 forecasted revenue requirement for
hydro facilities by $9 million annually to account for the actual book accumulated
depreciation as reported by PG&E;

e Order PG&E to begin recording all elements of its hydro facilities’ capital accounting
at the hydro facility level, not just at the FERC account level;

e Remove the Deferred Tax Asset (DTA) associated with the Diablo Canyon Power Plant
(DCPP) from the Electric Generation revenue requirement since it was incorrectly
accounted for and is not required to be included to avoid a potential normalization
violation with the IRS;

e Reclassify assets according to FERC Order 898 so that reclassification is reflected in
the 2027-2030 GRC-approved revenue requirement, particularly since Order 898
required this to be complete by January 1, 2025;

e Reduce PG&E’s Production Operations and Maintenance forecast by $34.8 million
annually in 2027-2030 because: (1) PG&E has not justified the need for its proposed
substantial increase in hydro operators; and (2) PG&E has not forecasted any offsetting
savings from its increased asset and risk management investments, despite recent
experience demonstrating that substantial savings are possible;

e Reject PG&E’s request to make a one-off change in allocation for the hydro license
electric intangible assets without a comprehensive study of allocation changes for all
CGI assets;

e Require PG&E to cap its revenues associated with CCA/DA billing services at the cost
included in its forecast for such services and refund any revenue received above that
revenue cap to CCA/DA customers through the Energy Resource Recovery Account
(ERRA) compliance proceeding; and

¢ Limit the use of the Hydro Licensing Balancing Account (HLBA) to costs that are truly
unpredictable, variable, and generally outside of the utility’s control, therefore: (1)
disallowing HLBA recovery of the Large Uncontrolled Water Release (LGUWR),
Security, and Spillway categories of costs; and (2) limiting HLBA recovery of the
License Conditions projects such that PG&E may only recover for facilities that have
not yet received their FERC license at the time of filing a GRC.

CalCCA Reply Brief 3



S. ENERGY SUPPLY (EXHIBIT PG&E-5)
5.3  Hydro Operations Costs

5.3.1 PG&E Still Fails to Justify its Hydro Operator Hiring Plan

PG&E’s Opening Brief repeats the results of its hydro operator forecast—a substantially
increased headcount—but fails to address CalCCA’s core point: PG&E’s forecast rests on an
unfounded assumption that it can actually hire operators at the pace required to achieve that
headcount.” As demonstrated in CalCCA’s testimony, from 2015 through 2024, PG&E hired an
average of only 8.1 hydro operators per year, with a historical high of 13 hires in a single year,
while attrition averaged 9.1 operators per year.® After accounting for attrition, PG&E would need
to hire 56 operators over roughly nine months to reach its planned 2027 headcount—an annualized
hiring rate nearly six times PG&E’s historical peak hiring rate.” PG&E fails in its Opening Brief
to address that its forecast is therefore dramatically out of step with hiring and retention levels
PG&E has been able to achieve historically. PG&E points to planned headcount and broad staffing
needs, but identifies no concrete recruiting pipeline, apprenticeship acceleration, retention plan,
training capacity expansion, or other operational mechanism by which it will overcome the
attrition-adjusted hiring-rate problem CalCCA identified.!°

That omission matters. The issue is not whether PG&E would like to have more operators;
it is whether PG&E has carried its burden to show that the forecasted expense is likely to be

incurred.!! A forecast built on an asserted staffing endpoint, without evidence of a feasible path to

! CalCCA Opening Brief, at 12-14; PG&E Opening Brief, at 5-7 to 5-9.
8 CalCCA Opening Brief, at 13.
? Id., at 13-14.

10 PG&E Opening Brief, at 5-7 to 5-9; CalCCA Opening Brief, at 12-14.
H CalCCA Opening Brief, at 8-10, 12-14.
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get there, is not substantial evidence of a reasonable revenue requirement.!? PG&E’s failure to
respond to CalCCA’s critique with an actual hiring plan leaves CalCCA’s showing unrebutted.

PG&E likewise still does not answer CalCCA’s separate overtime-savings argument.
CalCCA showed that PG&E itself justified the operator increase in part as a response to excessive
overtime and fatigue-management concerns, yet failed to reflect meaningful overtime savings in
its forecast despite 2024 hydro-operator overtime expense of approximately $7.4 million.!? In its
Opening Brief, PG&E again cites overtime expense as justifying the need for additional staffing,
but nowhere explains how a hiring program designed in part to reduce overtime can leave overtime
expense essentially unchanged.!'*

That silence is especially telling because the logic is straightforward. If additional operators
are necessary to reduce excessive overtime, then successful hiring should reduce overtime
expense. If hiring will not materially reduce overtime expense, then PG&E has undermined one of
its own principal justifications for the hiring increase. PG&E cannot have it both ways. Yet its
brief offers no reconciliation of this contradiction and no substantive response to CalCCA’s
argument that the forecast is overstated because it includes the cost of a major workforce increase
without the offsetting savings for reduced overtime that increase is purportedly intended to
achieve.

For those reasons, PG&E still has not carried its burden to justify the proposed hydro-
operator expense increase. At minimum, the Commission should reject recovery of the

unsupported increase attributable to the hydro operator hiring plan because PG&E has shown

2 Id., at 8-10, 12-14.
" Id., at 14-15.
1 PG&E Opening Brief, at 5-4 to 5-8; CalCCA Opening Brief, at 14-15.
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neither that the plan is feasible nor that its forecast reasonably accounts for the overtime savings
the plan is supposed to produce.

53.2 PG&E Confirms its Asset Management System Investments Will
Lead to Cost Savings

On the point of AMS investments, PG&E’s Opening Brief confirms CalCCA’s point:
PG&E is investing in AMS to “minimize the lifecycle cost of assets,” yet PG&E still refuses to
recognize any offsetting savings from that very cost-minimization strategy.!> PG&E’s justification
is fatal to its position. If the purpose of AMS investments is to minimize lifecycle costs, then the
expected result of that investment must be lower total asset-related cost than would otherwise
occur.

But PG&E’s forecast recognizes only one side of that equation. PG&E seeks higher
spending in MWC KH based on AMS enhancements and ISO 55000 implementation, while
refusing to forecast any corresponding reductions in maintenance, failure, outage, replacement, or
other lifecycle costs that the investments are supposedly designed to avoid.'® That is not a
conservative forecast; it is a one-way ratchet that counts the costs of efficiency investments while
ignoring the efficiencies themselves. Either PG&E believes AMS investments will in fact improve
asset decision-making and reduce lifecycle costs, in which case some level of savings should be
reflected in the forecast, or PG&E cannot reasonably claim those investments are justified because
they minimize lifecycle cost. PG&E cannot use lifecycle-cost minimization as the rationale for
increased spending and then disclaim any forecasting obligation to account for the savings that

should result.

1 PG&E Opening Brief, at 5-20.
o 1d., at 5-4, 5-20.
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The Commission should reject PG&E’s asymmetrical treatment of costs and benefits.
Where PG&E affirmatively justifies increased AMS-related spending on the grounds that it will
minimize lifecycle costs, the burden is on PG&E to reflect reasonable offsetting savings in its
forecast. Because PG&E has failed to do so, its MWC KH forecast remains overstated and should
be reduced as requested by CalCCA.

5.7  Energy Supply Ratemaking

5.7.1 The Commission Should Reject PG&E’s Attempt to Use its

Fabricated Retirement Criteria to Continue Earning a Return on
Non-Functioning Assets

PG&E’s Opening Brief confirms what the record already showed: PG&E’s three-part test
for deciding when generation assets are “used and useful” is a made-up standard with no grounding
in Commission precedent or common sense. PG&E cites no authority for the proposition that a
utility may continue earning a return on non-functioning generation assets simply by declining to
seek decommissioning approval. That is because no such authority exists.

The Commission has long held that shareholders earn a return only on plant that is used
and useful, and that a plant’s prior service does not make it presently useful once it is no longer
capable of providing service. In its 2013 decision concerning the retirement of Humboldt Bay, for
example, the Commission held that Unit 3 was no longer used and useful because it “will never
operate again.”!” The Commission made the same point in a 2014 decision concerning the
retirement of Geysers Unit 15, reaffirming the “longstanding regulatory principle that shareholders
should earn a return only on used and useful plant.”!8

PG&E tries to dodge that straightforward rule by attacking a position CalCCA has not

advanced. CalCCA has not proposed a “bright-line” rule under which any facility that goes offline

17 Decision (D.) 13-11-017, at 28.
18 D.14-09-048, at 17.
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must be removed from rate base the next day.!” The point is narrower and far more basic: these
nine facilities are not operating, cannot generate electricity, and cannot return to service if called
upon.?’ PG&E’s own witness admitted as much during evidentiary hearings.?! That is the relevant
inquiry, and PG&E cannot sidestep it by relabeling CalCCA’s argument as extreme.?

PG&E’s reliance on D.11-05-018 does not salvage its position. That decision does not
create a free-floating “totality of the circumstances” exception that allows a utility to keep non-
operational generation assets in rate base whenever it can point to supposedly supportive
surrounding facts. Quite the opposite: paragraph by paragraph, the Commission’s decision in D.11-
05-018 undermines PG&E’s argument. In D.11-05-018, the Commission allowed PG&E to
continue earning a return on retired electromechanical meters that all parties agreed were no longer
“used and useful.” But, as the Commission explained in great detail, this departure from the

3

ordinary used-and-useful rule was justified by a “unique set of circumstances.”? First, the
premature retirement of electromechanical meters occurred because the Commission itself
encouraged PG&E to replace the electromechanical meters with smart meters.?* Second, the
Commission had already found that replacing electromechanical meters with smart meters would
be cost-effective.?® Here, in contrast, the Commission has not encouraged PG&E to let more than
a dozen generation assets languish in disrepair, in some cases for over a decade. Nor has the

Commission determined that doing so would be cost-effective. As the Commission explained in

distinguishing precedent related to the rate base treatment of assets no longer used and useful, “[i]n

19 PG&E Opening Brief, at 10-16.

20 CalCCA Opening Brief, at 17-18.

2 15 Tr. 2694:9-15; 2695:1-4.

2 See PG&E Opening Brief, at 10-32 (describing CalCCA’s requested relief as “extraordinary
measures” that are neither “appropriate or reasonable.”).

= See D.11-05-018, at 61.

24 Id., at 55.

» Id.
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the cases where return on rate base was denied, the impetus for the non-used and useful status was
utility actions rather than Commission desires or actions.”?®

PG&E’s “component-level retirement” argument fares no better.?” PG&E cites no decision
holding that a non-functioning generation facility may remain in rate base on a piecemeal theory
that ancillary parts still perform another role. And even taking PG&E’s argument at face value,
the record forecloses it. PG&E witness Doidge admitted that the nine remaining facilities are
“unable to generate electricity” and “unable to return to service if called upon.”?® That concession
guts PG&E’s effort to justify continued rate-base treatment for the powerhouse investments at
issue based on residual water-conveyance or ancillary functions, as those powerhouses are
unquestionably non-operational.

PG&E’s repeated refrain that these assets remain subject to “regulatory-, operational-, and
transition-related obligations™ is a non-sequitur.?’ PG&E identifies no authority for the proposition
that ongoing obligations—assuming they exist—entitle shareholders to keep earning a return on
assets that do not generate electricity and cannot return to service. And more fundamentally, to the
extent such obligations persist, they do so only because PG&E refuses to take the obvious next
step and seek decommissioning authorization for facilities it has no intention of returning to
service. PG&E cannot manufacture continued return eligibility by refusing to acknowledge what

the record already establishes: these facilities are not used and useful, and ratepayers should not

be forced to keep paying shareholders a return on them.

26 Id., at 56-57.

27 See PG&E Opening Brief, at 5-76.

28 15 Tr. 2694:9-15; 2695:1-4.

2 PG&E Opening Brief, at 5-66 to 5-68.
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5.7.2 The Commission Must Order PG&E to Revintage Eight Hydro
Assets To Avoid an Illegal Cost Shift of Over $100 Million

CalCCA’s Opening Brief demonstrates why the Commission must order PG&E to
revintage eight Hydro Assets in this case to avoid an illegal cost shift to unbundled customers on
the order of $110 million to $147 million®**—a cost shift estimate that PG&E has not disputed. The
Commission has recognized that it should closely scrutinize certain categories of investments in
UOG, including, as relevant here, those supporting asset life extensions, changed asset functions,
and more broadly, those effectuating a “significant overhaul” of a facility.?! Through this review,
the Commission must evaluate whether the investment constitutes a new generation “commitment”
for PCIA cost recovery purposes.’? For these eight Hydro Assets, PG&E is: (1) pursuing FERC
relicensing approvals and associated extensions to each facility’s expected useful life in this case,
without which PG&E would need to retire or sell these assets upon license expiration; (2)
continuing to effectuate a change in plant function during the GRC period; and (3) proposing a
massive capital investment of $1.6 billion to support these relicensings as well as continued
operations for the assets’ new estimated lifespans. In this case, the Commission should conclude
that these proposed investments in the Hydro Assets implicate three different Commission-
established revintaging criteria and therefore represent new generation commitments.

To determine cost allocation for these new generation resource commitments, the

Commission must answer one key question: on whose behalf is the utility making these new

30 These figures are calculated based on the current inputs and assumptions to the 2026 PCIA

currently in effect. Some of these inputs will change through the course of the 2027-2030 implementation
of the PCIA through the ERRA proceedings, but this analysis provides a snapshot at a point in time of the
magnitude of the revintaging impact.

3 D.23-11-069, Decision on Test Year 2023 General Rate Case for Pacific Gas and Electric
Company, A.21-06-021 (Nov. 16, 2023), at 511; D.18-10-019, Decision Modifying the Power Charge
Indifference Adjustment Methodology, R.17-06-026 (Oct. 11, 2018), at 135.

2 D.23-11-069, at 511; D.18-10-019, at 135.
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investments?* 1t is undisputed that PG&E can only make new generation commitments on behalf
of unbundled customers when it is specifically ordered to do so by the Commission or by statute,>*
and that the Commission /4as not issued a specific order to PG&E to relicense or reinvest in any of
the hydro assets at issue in this case on behalf of all retail load.>® It would therefore be reasonable
to assume, with no further inquiry, that these new generation investments are on behalf of PG&E’s
bundled load only. CalCCA also built a detailed record in this case, demonstrating conclusively
that PG&E is undertaking these new commitments on behalf of its current bundled customers.
PG&E continues to repeat its refrain in its Opening Brief that these new investments benefit
all customers and should therefore be financed by all customers.3® At the same time, PG&E
concedes that:
e FERC relicensing approvals for these assets will serve as the regulatory signoff that
will allow PG&E to continue operation of these facilities beyond their originally

estimated lifespan;’’

33 Cal. Pub. Util. Code §§ 365.2, 366.3 (mandating that the Commission “ensure that departing load
does not experience any cost increases as a result of an allocation of costs that were not incurred on behalf
of the departing load”) (emphasis added); D.18-10-019, at 2 (describing the statutory framework supporting
CCA formation as one that “requires the Commission to ensure that departing customers remain responsible
for certain costs incurred on their behalf by their utility, without being subject to costs that were not
incurred on their behalf’) (emphasis added); D.23-11-069, at 511 (imposing new testimony requirements
for certain new investments in UOG, including testimony concerning “on whose behalf [the utility] is
making these new investments, and . . . the appropriate vintaging treatment for each asset in light of this
testimony”’) (emphasis added).

34 15 Tr. 1619:21-25 (PG&E Witnesses Doidge and Barry).

33 Id., at 1620:1-5.

36 PG&E Opening Brief, at 5-68 to 5-73.

37 CalCCA Ex-01E, at 28:5-8; A.21-06-021, PG&E Opening Brief, at 630 (countering the CCAs’
position that an update to a depreciation study end-of-life date for an asset is indication of a life extension
by arguing that “JCCA conflates Commission approval of a depreciation study with approval to continue
operating those facilities. These are not the same thing.”) (emphasis added).
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e PG&E only has energy and capacity obligations on behalf of its bundled customers?®
and the two primary benefits associated with extending the lifespan of these assets are
their energy value and capacity value;*®

e PG&E generally uses these assets to fulfill its resource adequacy (RA) requirements
for its bundled customers;* and

e When deciding whether to reinvest in these aging assets or retire or sell them, PG&E
is primarily focused on the quantifiable costs and benefits of each investment pathway
in light of PG&E’s bundled load,*! with energy value, capacity value, and renewable
energy credit (REC) value providing the primary revenue streams.*?

PG&E asks the Commission to ignore all this evidence and instead find that certain
unquantifiable “public benefits” produced by these assets necessitate continued cost recovery from
unbundled customers.*® It premises this position on a strained reading of state law and Commission
precedent, as well as an unexplained failure to contend with some of the Commission’s established
revintaging criteria. The Commission should reject these arguments and order PG&E to revintage
these eight Hydro Assets to prevent PG&E from obtaining a substantial subsidy for its new

generation commitments from unbundled customers.

38 15 Tr. 1618:5 to 1619:25 (PG&E Witnesses Doidge and Barry).

» Id., at 1620:6 to 1624:20.

40 Id., at 1628:7 to 1629:14.

o 1d., at 1632:12-1644:14 (reviewing an excerpt from PG&E’s testimony in the Helms Uprate case,
an excerpt from D.20-11-024 (a decision authorizing PG&E’s sale of the Chili Bar hydro asset), and an
excerpt from PG&E’s testimony in an application to sell the Tule River hydro asset).

© CalCCA Ex-6, at 8-15.

3 See PG&E Opening Brief, at 5-68 to 5-73.
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5.7.2.1 PG&E Misrepresents State Law and Commission Precedent
on PCIA Vintaging

In its Opening Brief, PG&E suggests that Public Utilities Code Sections 365.2, 366.2, and
366.3 stand for the proposition that, to maintain customer indifference, PCIA-eligible resources
must remain in their original vintage for as long as the resource remains in the utility’s portfolio.**
It is undisputed that the statutory indifference requirement has no end date. However, to ensure
compliance with the absolute prohibition on cost shifting between bundled and unbundled
customers,* the Commission has confirmed that it must reconsider default vintage assignments in
the context of substantial new investments in an existing resource when those investments
constitute a “significant overhaul.”*® This reconsideration ensures each customer will “pay its fair
share of the costs the IOU incurred on [its] behalf],]” but will not bear the costs of new generation
commitments the utility makes today, on behalf of its current bundled customers, long after the
departed customer left bundled service.*” The concept of revintaging is therefore essential to the
Commission’s ongoing obligation to maintain customer indifference, rather than at odds with it.

PG&E also misrepresents the Commission’s findings from the 2023 GRC, suggesting that
the Commission has already rejected the idea that a hydro asset relicensing and associated life
extension via the utility’s depreciation study could constitute a new generation commitment
triggering revintaging.*® The Commission made no such finding in D.23-11-069. Instead, the
Commission concluded that, for the 12 assets at issue in that case, there was insufficient record

evidence to determine whether PG&E’s proposed depreciation study updates for those assets were

4 PG&E Opening Brief, at 5-72.

4 Cal. Pub. Util. Code §§ 366.2(a), (), 365.2, 366.3.

0 D.18-10-019, at 135.

47 D.08-09-012, Decision on Non-Bypassable Charges for New World Generation and Related Issues,
R.06-02-013 (Sept. 4, 2008), at Finding of Fact 2.

48 PG&E Opening Brief, at 5-68 to 5-69.
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akin to a “significant overhaul,” or to conclude “on whose behalf” PG&E made those asset life
extensions.*® This was not a wholesale rejection of the concept that a PG&E proposal to relicense
and extend the life of an asset could merit revintaging, but rather a finding of deficiencies in the
record that prevented the Commission from adopting the revintaging orders proposed by the CCAs
for the 12 assets at issue in that case.

Further, to ensure parties would be able to build a more complete record on these issues in
future cases, D.23-11-069 established the new revintaging testimony requirements that guided the
parties’ review of PG&E’s investments in this case.’® The goal of these new testimony
requirements was to solicit opening testimony from PG&E in future cases on whether its proposed
investments supporting asset life extensions, capacity expansions, or changes in asset function
constitute new generation commitments made on behalf of bundled customers.’! In adopting these
new requirements, the Commission recognized the importance of enabling stakeholders to build a
more detailed record on this issue as it arose in the context of future proposed investments. In other
words, this was not a wholesale rejection of the concept of asset life extensions triggering
revintaging, but a request for more detailed analysis on this issue in future GRCs.

5.7.2.2 PG&E Muddles the Commission’s Revintaging Criteria and
Ignores the Primary Criterion CalCCA Raises in this Case

PG&E’s Opening Brief declines to address each of the Commission’s revintaging criteria
from D.18-10-019 and D.23-11-069 in turn. As discussed in CalCCA’s Opening Brief, in these
decisions the Commission mandated that going forward, certain new, significant investments in

UOG assets should trigger reconsideration of the default assignment of the asset’s revenue

¥ D.23-11-069, at 510-511.
%0 Id., at Ordering Paragraph 44.
o Id., at 511.
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requirement to the asset’s original PCIA vintage.>? This reconsideration of an asset’s PCIA vintage
assignment is based on a fact-specific analysis of whether the investment causes one of the
following triggering events to occur:>?

e An extension in the asset’s useful life (i.e., the original investment in the asset is fully
depreciated, and the investment is used to extend the asset’s lifespan);

e A capacity expansion of the asset;
e A change in the function of the asset; and/or

e A large investment in the asset that leads to a “significant overhaul” of the facility.

PG&E only acknowledges the “incremental capacity” and “changed functions” criteria
from D.23-11-069 in its Opening Brief, arguing that the former is not applicable in this case (a
point with which CalCCA agrees) and that the latter category is “ambiguous and undefined.”>*
PG&E fails to address the “asset life extension” criterion in any meaningful way. It does not
contend with CalCCA’s arguments that PG&E’s decisions to pursue relicensing of the Hydro
Assets at FERC and to extend their useful lives via its depreciation study are evidence of an “asset
life extension.” It also fails to contend with the fact that the original costs of these assets are fully
depreciated, thus signifying an end to the assets’ originally anticipated lifespan. These are key
pieces of evidence supporting the conclusion that PG&E is pursuing “asset life extensions” for
these assets—a criterion the Commission has established for reassessing default vintage
assignment and the primary criterion supporting CalCCA’s arguments for revintaging in this case.
PG&E’s complete failure to acknowledge this criterion in its Opening Brief is telling.

In addition to ignoring one of the Commission’s main revintaging criteria, PG&E also

invents a new one. Specifically, PG&E seems to suggest that the degree to which an investment is

32 D.18-10-019, at 135.
3 D.23-11-069, at 511; D.18-10-019, at 135.
> PG&E Opening Brief, at 5-72.
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“[r]elated to power production” has bearing on whether the investment should trigger
revintaging.>> PG&E highlights that some of the hydro investments proposed in this case are

<

necessary to mitigate operational risks, positing that they are therefore “unrelated to power
production” and thus should avoid revintaging scrutiny.’® This argument fails for at least two
reasons. First, none of the revintaging criteria endorsed by the Commission to date evaluate the
investment on whether it is “related to power production.” Second, the idea that investments
necessary to support the safe operation of generation resources are “unrelated to power production”
defies common sense. Ensuring the operational safety of a generation resource is vital for
continued power production.

Finally, PG&E misstates CalCCA’s position regarding the implications of the magnitude
of PG&E’s proposed investments in its hydro fleet in this case. PG&E suggests that CalCCA is
myopically focused on the “size of the investment, regardless of its purpose.”™’ CalCCA raises the
magnitude of PG&E’s investments in its hydro assets in this case as one piece of evidence that
PG&E’s investments amount to a ‘“significant overhaul” and should be understood as new
generation commitments for purposes of PCIA vintaging.>® However, this is not the only—or even
the primary—evidence supporting this conclusion. CalCCA’s Opening Brief details the various

revintaging criteria triggered in this case: asset life extensions, changing operational functions, and

massive investment evidencing a “significant overhaul.”* In other words, the fact that PG&E is

> 1d., at 5-71 (“PG&E assessed its forecasts in the context of Commission precedent and concluded

that no change is warranted because the majority of the investment is unrelated to power production”).
> Id.

> Id.

>8 CalCCA Opening Brief, at 43-46.

> 1d., at 34-46.
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proposing a total investment of $1.6 billion in this GRC period for the Hydro Assets,% reflecting
a level of capital investment in each asset between 18 and 54 percent of the inflation-adjusted

original cost of the asset,’!

is not necessarily dispositive on the question of revintaging. It does
suggest, however, that the level of investment needed to support the relicensing and continued
operations of these assets beyond their originally anticipated lifespans is substantial. The
Commission, therefore, should not view these relicensings and associated depreciation study asset
life extensions as mere administrative changes.

5.7.2.3 Even if “Receipt of Benefit” Determined Cost Responsibility,
Only Bundled Customers Receive Sufficient Benefit From

These Investments to Trigger Cost Responsibility
The purpose of the PCIA and the vintaging framework is to ensure that when customers
depart PG&E’s bundled service, they remain responsible for costs previously incurred on their
behalf. © Therefore, the relevant question for determining cost responsibility when PG&E
undertakes a new generation commitment by reinvesting in an aging generation asset is whether
the investment was incurred on behalf of bundled customers only, or on behalf of all customers.

CalCCA’s Opening Brief detailed the evidence demonstrating that PG&E is making these new

investments in the Hydro Assets so that it can continue to derive the energy and capacity benefits

60 See CalCCA Ex-01E, Attachment RAM-5, which also shows total hydro capital investment from
2027-2030 of over $2.1 billion when including investment proposed and approved in the Helms Uprate
proceeding, and 2025-2030 forecasted hydro investment of over $2.6 billion when including the Helms
Uprate proceeding capital.

ol 15 Tr. 1613:6-20 (PG&E Witnesses Doidge and Barry).

62 Cal. Pub. Util. Code §§ 365.2, 366.3 (mandating that the Commission “ensure that departing load
does not experience any cost increases as a result of an allocation of costs that were not incurred on behalf
of the departing load”) (emphasis added); D.18-10-019, at 2 (describing the statutory framework supporting
CCA formation as one that “requires the Commission to ensure that departing customers remain responsible
for certain costs incurred on their behalf by their utility, without being subject to costs that were not
incurred on their behalf’) (emphasis added); D.23-11-069, at 511 (imposing new testimony requirements
for certain new investments in UOG, including testimony concerning “on whose behalf [the utility] is
making these new investments, and . . . the appropriate vintaging treatment for each asset in light of this
testimony”’) (emphasis added).
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from these resources and can continue to use these resources to serve its bundled load.®® This
evidence shows that the two primary benefits associated with extending the lifespan of these assets
are their energy value and capacity value,** and that PG&E generally uses these assets to fulfill its
RA requirements for its bundled customers.®> The evidence also shows that when deciding whether
to reinvest in these aging assets or retire or sell them, PG&E is primarily focused on the
quantifiable costs and benefits of each investment pathway in light of PG&E’s bundled load,%®
with energy value, capacity value, and REC value providing the primary revenue streams.%’

PG&E nonetheless continues to highlight the “public benefits” provided by the Hydro
Assets and to suggest that since these benefits accrue to all customers, the Commission should
retain the original vintage assignment for these assets.®® Putting aside the fact that vintaging is not
determined by which customers receive benefits from the investments, but rather, by which
customer set caused the utility to incur these costs,* these public benefits highlighted by PG&E
do not justify continued cost recovery from unbundled customers.

First, it is undisputed that these public benefits are largely unquantified and
unquantifiable.”® Instead, they are indirect benefits that accrue to all Californians. But even
assuming PG&E could quantify these public benefits to be able to evaluate them alongside the

direct, measurable benefits accruing to bundled customers from these reinvestments—i.e., energy

63 CalCCA Opening Brief, at 47-51.

64 15 Tr. 1620:6 to 1624:20 (PG&E Witnesses Doidge and Barry).

65 Id., 1628:7 to 1629:14.

06 Id., 1632:12-1644:14 (reviewing an excerpt from PG&E’s testimony in the Helms Uprate case, an
excerpt from D.20-11-024 (a decision authorizing PG&E’s sale of the Chili Bar hydro asset), and an excerpt
from PG&E’s testimony in an application to sell the Tule River hydro asset).

67 CalCCA Ex-6, at 8-15.

68 PG&E Opening Brief, at 5-73 (“PG&E’s hydro facilities continue to provide system value to all
customers, including departed load customers”); PG&E Opening Brief, at 5-71 (highlighting the fact that
the proposed investments serve risk mitigation purposes that generally benefit public safety and
environmental goals).

6 Cal. Pub. Util. Code §§ 365.2, 366.3; D.18-10-019, at 2; D.23-11-069, at 511.

70 15 Tr. 1625:9 to 1626:10 (PG&E Witnesses Doidge and Barry).
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value, capacity value, and REC value—the ultimate comparison would still demonstrate a
significant imbalance of benefits between bundled and unbundled customers, as shown in Figure
1 below.

Figure 1: Bundled & Unbundled Customer Benefits of Reinvestments in Hydro Assets

CalCCA Perspective PG&E Perspective
Bundled Unbundled Bundled Unbundled
Customer Customer Customer Customer
Benefits Benefits Benefits Benefits

Direct,
Quantifiable

Benefits (e-8- RA,
energy, GHG-free)

Ungquantified Public
Benefits

Direct, Quantiﬁable
Benefits (.8 RA,
energy, GHG-free)

Unquantified Public
Benefits

Even accepting PG&E’s faulty premise that “receipt of benefits” justifies cost responsibility, the
Commission must look deeper at the level of benefits received. Under both CalCCA and PG&E’s
perspectives depicted above, bundled customers receive significantly more benefit from these
reinvestments as compared to unbundled customers because the direct, quantifiable benefits of
these reinvestments flow only to bundled customers. Unbundled customers should not bear the
costs of reinvestments made on behalf of bundled customers and from which they derive

significantly less—if any—benefit as compared to bundled customers.
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5.7.2.4 PG&E Conflates Approval of Revintaging for Specific Hydro
Assets with Approval of a New Revintaging Framework

PG&E and CalCCA agree that the Commission should establish a broader revintaging
framework in Track 3 of the PCIA Rulemaking (R.25-02-005). However, PG&E conflates
approval of revintaging for specific hydro assets with approval of a broader revintaging
framework, and suggests that the Commission should decline to adopt revintaging
recommendations related to specific assets in this case because that “w[ould] impact all three
IOUs.”"! There is no dispute between PG&E and CalCCA that the broader policy framework
related to PCIA revintaging should be decided in the Commission’s PCIA Rulemaking. What must
be decided in this GRC, however, is how the Commission should allocate the costs associated with
the specific investments in PG&E’s hydro fleet that it is proposing in this case. The Commission
made clear in both D.18-10-019 and in D.23-11-069 that these fact-specific analyses related to
revintaging of specific assets must occur in utilities’ GRCs where the utility has proposed the
investments. These decisions also explicitly ordered PG&E to undertake these analyses in GRCs
regardless of whether any broader revintaging policy had been implemented. > Thus the
Commission cannot avoid its obligation in this case to determine the appropriate vintage
assignment for the Hydro Assets.

5.7.2.5 There is No Dispute Regarding Decommissioning Cost
Responsibility

CalCCA and PG&E agree that decommissioning costs can and should be handled
separately from any revenue requirements the Commission orders PG&E to revintage in this
case.’? The parties agree that all customers should remain responsible for decommissioning costs.

As shown in Table 1 below, for almost all of the Hydro Assets, PG&E has not yet estimated

a decommissioning cost nor included that estimated cost in the asset revenue requirement.
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Therefore, recovering those costs via the Legacy UOG vintage after asset revintaging should be
relatively straightforward and will not require any incremental accounting work at this time. For
the one asset for which the revenue requirement currently includes decommissioning costs
(DeSabla-Centerville), those decommissioning costs should be broken out from the asset revenue

requirement so that they may remain in the Legacy UOG vintage, as reflected in Table 1.

Table 1
Revenue Requirement of Proposed Revintaged Hydro Facilities
2027 Rev. Req.
2027 Rev. Req. | Decommissioning | to Revintage

Facility ($ million) Cost ($ million)” | ($ million)
Upper NF Feather River | $99.2 $0.0 $99.2
DeSabla-Centerville $31.8 $9.5 $22.3
McCloud-Pit $65.9 $0.0 $65.9
Drum-Spaulding $170.7 $0.0 $170.7
Kerckhoff 2 $27.2 $0.0 $27.2
Phoenix $11.8 $0.0 $11.8
Balch $22.4 $0.0 $22.4
Helms $133.1 $0.0 $133.1
Total $561.9 $9.5 $552.5
Total Hydro UCC $1,127.7

71

Compare PG&E Opening Brief, at 5-69 to 5-70 (“Even if PG&E’s proposed investment in its hydro
facilities met one or all these criteria, the Commission should not adopt CalCCA’s revintaging proposal,
which will impact all three IOUs, in this PG&E-specific proceeding. Revintaging guidelines should be
addressed in Track 3 of the PCIA Rulemaking”) with PG&E Opening Brief, at 5-70 (“PG&E does not
challenge CalCCA'’s position that it is proper for the Commission to consider in this proceeding whether
the projects included in PG&E’s GRC forecasts equate to a significant overhaul or capacity addition
justifying different vintage treatment”).

72 D.18-10-019, at 135; D.23-11-069, at 510-511.

& PG&E Opening Brief, at 5-72; CalCCA Opening Brief, at 53-55.

I The $0.0 in decommission costs shown in this table for most of the facilities does not indicate there
will be no decommissioning costs. Rather, it reflects that PG&E has not yet estimated decommissioning
costs nor started recovering those estimated costs from customers.
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5.7.3 PG&E’s Proposal to Implement Mandatory Reclassifications
Required by FERC Order 898 in a “Future Update” Would Penalize
Ratepayers for PG&E’s Own Failures
PG&E does not dispute that FERC Order No. 898 requires it to reclassify general and
intangible plant balances to new functional FERC accounts, or that effectuating this change would
reduce the Electric Generation revenue requirement by $18.8 million.” To the contrary, PG&E’s
rebuttal position is merely that it has not had sufficient time to prepare the update for this
proceeding. But even now—after months of discovery, pre-filed and hearing testimony, and
briefing—PG&E still cannot say when it will actually make the required revisions. This is not a
reasonable position. A utility cannot admit that its current allocations are obsolete, ask the
Commission to set rates anyway through 2030 on that obsolete basis, and then promise to fix the
problem later, on its own timetable.’¢

PG&E had every opportunity to present updated figures, propose a concrete compliance
schedule, or at least identify when its promised “future update” would occur. It did none of those
things. Instead, PG&E asks the Commission to approve rates based on outdated allocations and
trust that PG&E will fix the problem at some unspecified future date. But open-ended delay is not
a reasonable outcome given the governing accounting rule took effect on January 1, 2025. Now,
in mid-2026, PG&E is poised to set rates through 2030 based on outdated allocations that will

overcharge electric generation customers millions of dollars.
The remedy is straightforward. The Commission should direct PG&E to complete the
Order No. 898 reclassifications within six months of the final decision. It should also protect
customers in the interim by requiring balancing-account treatment to track and refund revenues

collected under the obsolete pre-reclassification allocations until the corrected allocations are

» CalCCA Ex-01E, at 66:1-7 (citing Attachment RAM-9).
7 PG&E Opening Brief, at 10-15.
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implemented. This approach gives PG&E a reasonable but firm deadline while ensuring that
ratepayers do not finance PG&E’s delay.
10. RESULTS OF OPERATIONS (EXHIBIT PG&E-10)

10.2  Cost Allocation

10.2.1 Administrative Convenience Does Not Justify PG&E’s Piecemeal
Departure from CGI Plant Allocation Practices

CalCCA’s Opening Brief explains how carving out one subset of CGI plant for different
treatment while leaving the remainder of CGI plant unexamined would produce internally
inconsistent allocations across functions and, in turn, rates that cause some customers to overpay
and others to underpay relative to cost of service.”” PG&E’s Opening Brief does not confront this
inconsistency. PG&E argues only that hydro licenses are categorically distinct, but fails to address
whether other single-function CGI assets—which PG&E concedes exist—present the same
piecemeal-allocation issue if one asset category is pulled out for special treatment while the rest
remain under the labor-based allocator.”® That omission is significant because the defect CalCCA
identifies is not limited to hydro licenses. Rather, it is the internal inconsistency created by
selective, one-off departures from a common allocation approach without a record basis to evaluate
the rest of the CGI plant population.

Administrative convenience does not justify this piecemeal departure. PG&E bears the
burden of showing that its requested exception is just and reasonable, and that burden is heavier
here because PG&E is not defending the status quo. Instead, it is asking the Commission to depart
from settled practice for a single category of CGI plant while leaving the balance of CGI plant

untouched. PG&E cannot satisfy that burden by asserting that a narrow exception is easier to

7 See CalCCA Opening Brief, at 57.
78 PG&E Opening Brief, at 10-13.
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implement than a comprehensive review.’”” Convenience may explain why PG&E prefers its
proposal, but it does not establish that the resulting allocation is accurate, internally consistent, or
cost-causative.

PG&E’s reliance on FERC Order No. 898 only deepens the problem because PG&E
advances two irreconcilable positions. PG&E first argues that Order No. 898 reclassifications are
not sufficiently ready to be reflected in this GRC’s revenue requirement and should instead wait
for a later update.®® Still, PG&E invokes that same Order No. 898 reclassification as sufficiently
imminent to make CalCCA’s CGI restudy request unnecessary or moot.3! PG&E cannot have it
both ways. If Order No. 898 reclassifications are too undeveloped to incorporate into rates now,
then they are also too undeveloped to justify rejecting a comprehensive review of CGI allocation
issues.

The more reasonable course is the narrower one: reject PG&E’s proposed piecemeal
departure and leave existing CGI allocation practice in place unless and until Order No. 898 is
implemented and its functional impacts can be assessed on a complete record. That approach
avoids arbitrary cost shifting, preserves internal consistency across CGI plant allocation, and
prevents PG&E from obtaining a one-off exception based on a rationale it simultaneously claims
is not yet ready for ratemaking use. The Commission should therefore deny PG&E’s hydro-license
exception and defer any CGI reallocation issues until Order No. 898 implementation is complete

and a comprehensive review can be performed.

” Id., at 10-14.
80 Id., at 10-15.
81 Id., at 10-14.
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10.2.2 The Commission Should Interpret PG&E’s Failure to Respond to
CalCCA’s Arguments Regarding CCA Billing Service Fees as a
Concession on this Point

CalCCA'’s testimony and Opening Brief show that: (1) DA/CCA billing-services revenue
exceeded the corresponding expense by $10.3 million over 2020-2024; (2) the currently effective
fees trace back to a 2017 rate-case cost study built on 2015 data; and (3) PG&E’s proposed
disposition of the overcollection would send the benefit to bundled gas and electric distribution
customers rather than to the DA/CCA customers who overpaid these fees.’? PG&E’s rebuttal
testimony did not answer these points, and its Opening Brief does not answer them either. These
showings are unrebutted on the record of this proceeding, and as such CalCCA’s position and
recommendation on these fee overcollections are undisputed.

Accordingly, the Commission should issue an order in this case: (1) directing PG&E to
perform an updated DA/CCA billing-services cost study in the next available Phase II GRC; and
(2) capping DA/CCA billing-services revenue at forecast cost, with any excess tracked and
refunded to DA/CCA customers through PG&E’s ERRA compliance proceeding.®?

10.8 Depreciation Reserve and Expense

10.8.1 PG&E’s Arguments Against Facility-Level Tracking of Depreciation
Confirm the Need to Change How PG&E Maintains Accumulated
Depreciation

In its Opening Brief, PG&E contends that because facility-level tracking is “not required

by longstanding regulatory accounting requirements,” it should not be required now.** It is true

that PG&E has historically tracked accumulated depreciation at the FERC-account level in a

manner consistent with group depreciation and at the level at which the Commission has

82 See CalCCA Opening Brief, at 58-59.

8 CalCCA notes that its Opening Brief stated that refunds should occur as part of the ERRA forecast
proceeding. Id., at 59. This was an error; it should have said ERRA compliance proceeding.

84 PG&E Opening Brief, at 10-30.

CalCCA Reply Brief 25



authorized hydro depreciation rates. But that does not mean that this practice continues to be
reasonable today in the context of a materially changed ratemaking landscape.

When PG&E adopted group depreciation practices, the Commission was not confronting
a system in which the majority of PG&E’s customers received generation from CCAs rather than
PG&E. Nor was the Commission required by law to ensure that departed load customers are only
charged for generation costs incurred on their behalf. In today’s environment, a bookkeeping
practice designed for a vertically integrated utility serving nearly all generation load cannot simply
be presumed sufficient for used-and-useful determinations, PCIA revintaging, or other ongoing
bundled-versus-departed-load cost allocation issues.

PG&E’s discussion of the 13 no-longer-used-and-useful powerhouses confirms this point
rather than refuting it. PG&E notes that under ordinary group depreciation principles, it will
recover full net book value on those assets.®> CalCCA does not challenge the fact that PG&E’s
current practices ensure that PG&E recovers its full net book value. Nor does CalCCA seek to
change that.3¢ CalCCA’s point is narrower and legally distinct: PG&E cannot continue to earn a
return on remaining book value for facilities that are no longer used and useful.®” As the
Commission has noted in the past, solving that problem requires more precise asset-level
information than PG&E’s legacy accounting practice currently provides.’®

The need for facility-level depreciation tracking does not rise or fall with the dispute in this

case over the 13 assets CalCCA has shown are no longer “used and useful.” Even apart from those

8 Id., at 10-31 to 10-32.

86 CalCCA Opening Brief, at 18 (recommending that the net value of the 13 not used and useful
facilities should be recovered by PG&E, but without earning a return).

87 Id., at 17-18.

8 D.92-12-057, 1992 Cal. PUC LEXIS 971, at *83 (determining that generation facility is not used
and useful, and ordering PG&E to determine asset-level depreciation for generation facility that was group-
depreciated).
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powerhouses, facility-level accumulated depreciation data remains unquestionably necessary for
accurate PCIA revintaging determinations going forward, and for ongoing allocation of
generation-related costs between bundled and departed-load customers.

PG&E’s final argument—that changing its depreciation tracking practices would be too
costly and burdensome—is unsupported. PG&E offers no serious quantification of the alleged
burden. In discovery, PG&E provided only a “high-level estimate” consisting of approximately
$250,000 in possible vendor costs plus an unspecified amount of internal labor.®® This back-of-
the-envelope calculation does not support a conclusion that the burdens of reform outweigh the
benefits. In fact, it suggests that this change would not be unreasonably costly.

The Commission should therefore reject PG&E’s preference to maintain its historical
practice and require a change in how PG&E tracks accumulated depreciation. What may once have
been an adequate group-depreciation convention is no longer adequate for the ratemaking tasks
now before the Commission. Accurate facility-level information is necessary to prevent unfair cost
allocation, to support lawful return determinations, and to ensure that future revintaging decisions
rest on record evidence rather than accounting approximations inherited from a different era.

13.  CONCLUSION
For the foregoing reasons, CalCCA respectfully requests that the Commission adopt the

recommendations in CalCCA’s Summary of Recommendations.

89 CalCCA Ex-4, at 2.
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